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ADVERTISEMENT 

BY THE EDITOR. 

In offering to the public this edition of Dr. Wall’s works on 
Infant-baptism, accompanied by the treatise of his antagonist 
Mr. Gale, it appears desirable to premise some few observations 
respecting these two authors; especially such as may throw lght 
upon the publications which are here reprinted. 

Of Dr. Watt’s personal history the materials are very scanty ; 

and little pains appear to have been taken towards preserving them, 
at a period when such information could readily have been ob- 

tained. 
No life of him is given in the Biographia Britannica. And the 

account which Mr. Chalmers has inserted in his more recent 

‘ Biographical Dictionary,’ is extremely barren of details, and in 

some few points incorrect. 
It appears, from his own statement in the opening of the Defence, 

vol. 11. p. 359, that he was born about the year 1646. The Diploma 
of his D. D. Degree describes him as some time of Queen’s College, 
M.A. And the following entry in the University Register of 

Matriculations may, accordingly, be accepted as evidence of the 

place of his birth: ‘ Coll. Regin. April. 1, 1664. Guil. Wall an. n. 

«17, fil. Guil. W. de Sevenoke Cant. pl.’ 
About the year 1676 he was presented to the living of Shoreham 

in Kent; a vicarage in the diocese of Rochester, in the gift of the 
dean and chapter of Westminster. 

Here he resided, in the faithful discharge of his pastoral duties, 

during the long space of fifty-three years. It is said that he once 
declined the offer of a second benefice (Chelsfield), of the value of 
three hundred pounds a year, from conscientious motives, although 

it was situate within three miles of Shoreham ; but subsequently he 

accepted one, of about one fifth of that value, namely Milton near 

Gravesend, at the distance of twelve miles from his residence?. 

In 1676, or 1677, he married Catharine, daughter of Edward. 

® The duty of this parish was dis- ‘much in bringing the people to a con- 
charged by a curate, the Rev. Mr. ‘ formity in the office of baptism, and 
Thomas ; of whom his rector speaks in ‘ other things.’ (See Atterbury’s Corre- 
high terms, particularly ‘as helping him — spondence, vol. iii. p. 365.) 
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iv ADVERTISEMENT 

Davenant, esq. by whom he had two sons, Wiliam and Thomas, 

both of whom became citizens of London, but died before their 

father: also two daughters, who died in their infancy ; and a third, 

Catharine, married to Mr. Waring of Rochester, by whom he left 

sixteen grandchildren, eight sons and eight daughters. 

After a long life, silently but honourably passed in professional 

studies, and the duties of his sacred calling, Dr. Wall expired, on 

the 13th of January, 1724, at the age of 82. He lies buried in the 

north aisle of Shoreham church; and over his grave is a marble 

slab, with a brass plate bearing the following inscription: ‘ Hie 

‘ situm est corpus Wilhelmi Wall; in quem ob scripta ab eo edita 

‘ Academia Oxon. gradum Docetoris in Theologia sponte contulit. 

« Qui decessit 13 die Januarii anno D. 1727, wetatis sux 82; post- 

‘quam animarum populi hujus curam vicarius gesserat per annos 

«53. Item et populi sui de Milton rector per annos fere 20. 

‘ Prope autem jacet uxor ejus Catharina, filia Edwardi Davenant 

“ generosi, que decesserat 10 die Maii A.D. 1706, wtatis 48. Filius 
‘ etiam Thomas, civis Londinensis, qui obierat 30 die Januarii 1709, 

eetat. 25. Due etiam filie infantule, Elizabetha et Rebecca. Filius 

“etiam Wilhelmus, civis Londinensis, qui decessit 15 die Junu, 
anno D. 1725, etat. 46.’ 

This inscription was printed sixty-five years ago, in Thorpe’s 
‘ Registrum Roffense ;? and has been recently verified for me by the 

n 

na 

kindness of a reverend friend on the spot. 

It appears from a passage in Dr. Wall’s first volume, that his 
thoughts were originally turned to a deep consideration of the 
question of infant-baptism, by the circumstance of the part of 
England where he resided containing a large number of baptists. 

After perusing the publications of their chief advoeates, he was so 
satisfied of the insufficiency of the arguments put forth in defence of 
adult-Laptism as the only true form; and so moved by the hardy 

and unsupported assertions of Mr. Danvers; that he determined to 
sift the whole question from the beginning; to search in ancient 
authors, ‘how the first Christians did practise in this matter ; and 

to give the result of his researches to the world. 
At what period this resolution was first formed, we have no 

means of knowing; but from the slow and cautious habit which 
seems to have been his characteristic, as well as from his own 
expression, that he ‘had for some years made it his business to 
« observe,’ &c. it may be presumed that he spent several years in 
collecting his materials, before he ventured to submit them to the 
public eye. 



BY THE EDITOR. Vv 

The ‘ History of Infant-baptism’ was first published in 1705, in 

two octavo volumes. It immediately attracted considerable notice ; 
and obtained for its author most honourable testimonies of approba- 

tion. The clergy of the lower house assembled in Convocation 

passed a vote, ‘That the thanks of this house be given to Mr. Wall, 
‘ for the learned and excellent book he hath lately written concerning 

‘infant-baptism.’ And bishop Atterbury hesitated not to affirm, 
that ‘it was a book for which the author deserved the thanks, not 

‘ of the English clergy alone, but of all Christian churches, 

The attention of foreigners was directed to it, by a review con- 

tained in the periodical publication entitled, ‘ Nouvelles de la 

‘république des Lettres,’ conducted by M. Jacques Bernard, at 

Amsterdam. 

Of the spirit of that review Dr. Wall thus speaks: ‘Upon the 
‘ whole, I take M. Bernard’s remarks on my book to be such as 

‘ become a learned and also a civil and friendly writer. As for the 

‘ difference of opimion concerning some points of less moment in 
‘ religion, 1t will always happen.’ 

But objections having been made to a passage or two in the 

work, as conveying personal imputations ; and farther consideration 

having induced the author to alter some and strengthen others of 

his arguments, he put forth in 1707 his second edition, “ with large 

‘ additions,’ in quarto; in the preface to which he defended himself 

at large against the insinuations which had been thrown out. 

M. Bernard (‘ Nouvelles,’ &e. 1708. p. 592) informs us, that 

Dr. Wall had published a small piece, of 45 octavo pages, containing 

the alterations, additions, and corrections, which he made in his 

second edition. This little tract I have never met with. It is 

briefly mentioned by the author, in his ‘ Defence,’ p. 110. 

Previously to the appearance of his second edition, Dr. Wall, 
either at the suggestion of friends, or from his own feeling of the 
usefulness of such a tract, published a compendious abridgment of 

his larger work, in the form of a Dialogue between a supporter and 

an opponent of infant-baptism; im which he insists chiefly and 

almost exclusively on the arguments derived from Scripture, as best 

suited to the capacity and studies of unlearned readers. 

The title of this piece is, ‘A Conference between two men that 
‘had doubts about Infant-baptism. By W. Wall, vicar of Shore- 

‘ham in Kent.’ 12°. London, 1706; (containing 83 pages, price 4d. 

or 258. per hundred.) A second edition of this appeared in 1708, 

12°, And we may judge of its extensive popularity, from the 
author’s remark to Mr. Gale, that upwards of four thousand copies 
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had been circulated before his ‘Reflections’ were published (in 

1711). A sirth edition of it was printed in 1795, for the society 

for promoting Christian knowledge: a seventh, for the same society, 

in 1801: and a xinth in 180g, for the same. On comparing this 

last with the first edition, I find it the same, word for word, but less 

carefully printed. 
After a second edition of the History had appeared, the question 

of infant-baptism was taken up by several opponents; amongst 

whom Dr. Wall, in his ‘ Defence,’ specifies Mr. Emlyn, Mr. Whis- 

ton, and especially Mr. Gale; to whose ‘ Reflections’ he at length 
felt himself called on to reply, not so much from any pertinence or 
cogency of the arguments, as from the vaunting style of his per- 

formance, and the high character which the author bore among 

those of his sect. 
This reply, ‘in vindication,’ he says, ‘partly of the cause and 

‘partly of himself, he published in the year 1720, being then 

seventy-five years old, under the title of ‘A Defence of the History 

‘ of Infant-baptism, against the Reflections of Mr. Gale and others: 
having previously holden a personal conference with his opponent, 

in the presence of Mr. Whiston and other friends, and having 

obtained more full and correct information concerning the present 

state and opinions of the English baptists, from a distinguished 
member of their communion, Mr. Joseph Stennet, of whom he 

makes honourable mention. 

For the good service performed in this ‘ Defence,’ Dr. Wall 
received from the University of Oxford the honour of a Doctor of 

Divinity’s degree: which, it appears from the catalogue of gradu- 

ates, was conferred on him by diploma, on the 31st of October, 
1720. 

The greater portion of the work is occupied in closely following 
and replying to the statements of Mr.Gale; whose /earning he 
deems much overrated, and of whose accuracy he has but a mean 

opinion: sixty-four pages at the beginning are devoted to the 

observations of M. Bernard, Mr. Emlyn, and Mr. Whiston; and 

about twenty-five at the end, to a work of Mr. Davye of Leicester, 

who had recently entered the field of controversy in behalf of adult- 
baptism». 

Ὁ Dr. Wall seems fully persuaded, that (See Defence, pp. 423, 432 in vol. ii.) and 
the greater part of Mr. Gale’s book had even asserts that the third letter was 
been compiled, either by himself or actually published ‘a good while before 
others, a considerable time before its ‘the rest, as a specimen of what the book 
publication, and was not originally de- ‘should be.’ (Defence, p. 430. in vol. ii.) 
signed for an answer tohim in particular: 
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At the same time our author was preparing for the press a ¢hird 

edition of his History, with such alterations and additions, as his 
further reading and communication with learned men during the 
interval of thirteen years had suggested as desirable. And to the 
Defence he subjoined an Appendix, of twenty-five pages, containing 
the most material additions and alterations which would be found in 

the forthcoming edition ; for the benefit of those persons who had 
been purchasers of the former ones. 

In the same year, 1720, was completed, in two volumes octavo, 

the ¢hird edition of the History, ‘ with large additions:’ from which, 
as having received the author’s last revision, and being published 

under his own inspection, the present one has been carefully pre- 

pared : with the addition of some short notes by the editor, designed 
as references or illustrations for the reader’s assistance, but leaving 
the main arguments and proofs exactly as they were delivered by 
the author. 

It may be mentioned, that Dr. Wall’s History and Defence 
having become very scarce and much called for a few years ago, a 

reprint of them was undertaken by a London bookseller in the year 
1819. But as one chief object in this speculation was profit, so little 
care seems to have been bestowed on publishing the text correctly, 
that the impression is not deserving of further notice. It is in 
three octavo volumes. 

Walchius, in his valuable ‘ Bibliotheca Theologica, (5 tom. 8°. 1762, 

&c.) at vol. i. Ὁ. 648, asserts that a fourth edition was published in 

1731. Perhaps he was mistaken; as I can neither find such an 

edition, nor discover any other notice of it. He likewise acquaints 

us, that 1t was holden in so great estimation on the continent, that 

a Latin translation was published, by professor Schlosser, of Bremen, 
with observations and confirmations of the arguments, in two vols. 

quarto, in 1748 and 1753. -I was most anxious to peruse this 

version, while the present edition was in course of preparation: but 

could not find it im any library, public or private, nor could I pro- 
eure from the continent more than the second volume, which of 

course could not alone be made use of. It is clear that the trans- 

lator had seen the second edition only. The notes of M. Schlosser 

are voluminous, and sometimes convey additional illustrations of 
importance : but much of them relates particularly to disputes on 
the subject of baptism, carried on by writers of his own time and 
country. For his main scope and design, he refers to a general 

Dissertation, prefixed to the first volume, which I had no oppor- 
tunity of seeing. 
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It may here be noticed also, that an abridgment of the History 
was published in the Dutch language by Conradus Bremerus, (with 
the addition of five Dissertations,) at Amsterdam, in the year 1740; 

Bremerus having been induced to this step by learning, on a 

perusal of Dr. Wall’s work, that the practice of infant-baptism in 

the Christian Church could claim a much higher antiquity than he 

had previously supposed. 
Besides the foregoing works on the subject of daptism, a few other 

pieces of Dr. Wall’s have been given to the public. Among these are, 

τ. A little tract, or rather prospectus of a designed treatise, bear- 

ing the following title: ‘Some new inquiries relating to the follow- 

‘ ing curious subjects: viz. 

‘ A threefold Motion of the Earth. 

‘ The Rectification of the Calendar. 
‘The Flowing and Ebbing of the sea. 
‘ The Nature of the Loadstone. 

‘ The Variation of the Compass. 

‘ The Cause of Sea-currents and Trade-winds. 

‘ The various Motions of all the Ccelestial Orbs. 

‘ The finding out the true place of the Moon: 
‘ And facilitating the discovery of the Longitude. 

‘'To which is added an Appendix, containing an inquiry into the 

‘nature of Comets, and of the dissolution of the World by Fire. 

‘ By Wilham Wall, author of the History of Infant-baptism. Most 

‘ humbly proposed, and offered to the consideration of the learned 

‘and ingenious as subjects of further contemplation and improve- 
‘ment. But in a more particular manner to the honourable, the 

‘learned, and ingenious Gentlemen of the Royal Society.” London 
(no date,) 4to. 

This tract consists merely of pages 1-12. and 23, 24; beside a 
Dedication to George Prince of Wales, and an address to the Royal 
Society, both signed B. H.J.; also a short address to the reader, 

without any signature. The author does not actually produce all 
which his title had promised, but contents himself with observing, 
that upon the two subjects, of facilitating the discovery of the 
Longitude, and the manner of finding out the true place of the 
Moon, ‘he has something to offer to the public hereafter.’ 

2. Nichols, in his (Anecdotes of Bowyer, or) Literary Anecdotes, 
vol. 1. Ὁ. 114, states that in the year 1715, Bowyer printed a Sermon 
by Dr. Wall; which is not mentioned by Cooke, in his Preacher’s 
Assistant. He does not inform us either of the subject or the text : 
and I have not been able to meet with the Sermon itself. 
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About this period he devoted much time to the critical study of 
the Holy Scriptures ; marking the various readings of the original 

texts, and comparing together the principal versions. The result 
of these studies he committed to paper, intending them for publica- 

tion: but so great was his caution, or distrust of his own attain- 
ments, that he himself did not publish any portion, although he 
lived twelve or thirteen years after this time. 

3. After his death, a friend, in whose hands his papers were 

placed, sent forth, in an octavo volume, ‘ Brief critical notes, espe- 
‘ cially on the various readings of the New Testament books ; with a 

‘ Preface concerning the texts cited herein from the O/d Testament ; 

‘as also concerning the use of the Septuagint translation. By 

‘ Will. Wall, 5. T. P’ London, 1730. The anonymous editor assures 

his readers, that the author had designed these papers for the press, 
subject to the revision and judgment of himself and a learned 

friend: and that he found himself, on their perusal, fully justified 

in presenting them to the world, almost in the precise state in 
which they had come into his hands. 

The volume commences with a long and valuable preface; the 
opening sentence of which unfolds to us the pious feeling which led 
to the composition of these ‘ Notes.’ 

“Since I have grown old,’ says the author, ‘I have chosen to do 

‘ what many pious clergymen have advised to be done by any Christ- 

‘jan that has a near prospect of forsaking this world: viz. to leave 
‘ off im great measure the reading of other books, and to spend the 
‘ remainder of his time in reading (only, or at least chiefly) the Holy 
‘ Scriptures themselves: and, if his time be prolonged, to read the 
‘ whole of them over and over.’ 

From a note appended to the volume we learn the period of his 
life at which it was composed, and also the fact that it received ma- 

ture revision: ‘Sort Deo Groria. Septuagenarius scripsi. Octo- 
‘ genarius desecripsi.’ 

The Annotations extend to all the books of the New Testament. 

Those on St. Paul’s Epistles (and the Acts) are in chronological 

order; a plan which he judged very useful towards the clearing 

up of difficulties, and declared ‘he thought it great pity that there 

‘ was not an edition of them placed in that order.’ A work, which 

has recently been accomplished by Mr. Townshend. 

4. After an interval of four years, the remainder of Dr. Wall’s la- 

bours in this department was published, probably by the same un- 

known friend, with the following title: ‘Critical Notes on the O/d 

“ Testament ; wherein the present Hebrew Text is explained, and in 
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‘many places amended from the ancient versions, more particularly 

‘ from that of the LXXII. Drawn up in the order the several 

‘ books were written, or may most conveniently be read. To which 

‘ is prefixed a large introduction, adjusting the authority of the Ma- 

‘ soretic Bible, and vindicating it from the objections of Mr. Whiston 

‘and the author of the “Grounds and Reasons of the Christian 

‘ Religion.” By the late learned W. Wall, D.D. author of the His- 

‘tory of Infant-baptism. Now first published from his original 

‘ manuscript.’ 2 vols. 8°. London, 1734. 

The Introduction is that which had been previously attached 
to the Notes on the New Testament ; not indeed with due propriety, 

but because at that time it was not intended that those on the 

Old Testament should see the light: a determination which 

probably was changed by the favourable reception given to the 

former volume. 
Tt has been handed down to us that Dr. Wall was warmly attached 

to bishop Atterbury, his diocesan*®. It appears that he carried on a 
correspondence with that gifted prelate, especially concerning the 

times in which the four Gospels were written. In‘ Atterbury’s Epi- 
‘ stolary Correspondence,’ &c., 8°. 1784, vol. i. are three letters ad- 

dressed to him by Wall, in the years 1721 and 1722; the former 
two on the above subject, the latter on finding out who was ‘the 

‘ brother’? spoken of by St. Paul at 2 Cor. vii. 18, 19, an inquiry to 

which his attention had been specially invited by the bishop. There 
are two letters of Atterbury in reply, expressing his high sense of the 

Doctor’s worth and learning. 
Besides the above, I am not aware of any thing having been pub- 

lished bearing our author’s name. 
That Dr. Wall enjoyed a high reputation, deservedly acquired by 

his works, is shewn, not only by the abovementioned honourable 

testimonies of the House of Convocation and the University of Ox- 

ford ; but likewise by the publicly expressed opinions of many learned 
men, both Englishmen and foreigners; some of whom agreed with 
him in sentiment, while others entirely differed—Among these, the 
following few may be perused with interest. 

Mr. Wutston,—who had published a treatise against Infant-bap- 
tism, and late in life declared himself a Baptist, and finally forsook 
the communion of the Church of England on Trinity Sunday, 1747 ;— 

Mr. Whiston,—in a pamphlet entitled ‘ Friendly advice to the Bap- 

¢ His daughter is reported to have de- _call from exile, he would have lighted up 
clared, that his zeal was so intense in this 811) Whittlebury Forest at his own ex- 
direction, that in case of the bishop’s re- _ pense. 
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‘ tists,’ (8°. 1748,) asserts, ‘The body of these Baptists have in ge- 
‘neral a very fair character ; and not only from Bishop Burnet,—but 
‘from the greatest of their adversaries, | mean the very honest, learned, 
‘and pious Dr. Wall: whose History of Infant-baptism (not as to 

‘ the controversial part, but as to the facts therein contained) seems 
‘to me most accurately done; and may, I think, be depended on by 

‘the Baptists themselves. Now with this Dr. Wall I became parti- 

‘ cularly acquainted, soon after I had published my “ Primitive In- 
‘ fant-baptism revived,” and went twenty miles on foot to debate that 

‘ matter with him. He afterwards came up to London, and had a con- 
‘ference with Mr. Gale, his learned antagonist, myself, and other 

‘ Baptists, at my house: and appeared to me all along utterly unable 

‘to justify himself in opposition to the evidence produced 

‘by us against him. However, Dr. Wall gives the Baptists this 

‘ character,’ &e. 

Crossy, the historian of the English Baptists, though an opponent 
of his principles, styles him ‘the ingenious Dr. Wall ;’ and pronounces 
his work to be ‘an elaborate history.’ 

WATERLAND speaks of him as ‘a learned and judicious writer : and 
frequently refers to his authority when treating on the subject of 
baptism. 

Bineuam, in his ‘ Antiquities of the Christian Church,’ book 1x. 
chap. 4. sect. 5. on the subject of baptism, gives a high character of 

this work. 
Worrton, in his ‘ Miscellaneous Discourses,’ vol. 1. p. 103, when dis- 

cussing’ the usefulness of Talmudic study to a Christian divine, writes 

as follows : ‘ The substance of the reasoning's of learned men’ (viz. on 

the point of Infant-baptism having been derived from the manner 

of admitting proselytes among the Jews in our Lord’s time) ‘has 

‘been with great judgment digested and published in our own lan- 
‘ guage within these few years, by Mr. Wall, in his “ History of In- 

‘ fant-baptism.” That work of his, (as far as it goes, which is for 

‘ the first four centuries after Christ,) is by much the most finished 
‘ collection of testimonies from Christian writers that has been made 
“upon that subject.’ 

With respect to the reputation which he maintained among foreign 

scholars, I have mentioned above some honourable testimonies to the 

worth of our author’s works; and will merely add here the charac- 

ter given to his History by Walchius: ‘ Historia est hee opus quod 
“auctoris singularem eruditionem atque industriam commendat : 

‘quodque ad dogma de Baptismo infantum illustrandum 80 
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“confirmandum multa prebet adjumenta.’ Bi4/. Theol. tom. v. 

p- 401. 
As for his general habits, they seem to have been studious and 

domestic. In his family he had to sustain several trials; his wife 

having been taken from him more than twenty years before his 

own death, and four out of his five children having died before their 

father. 
From some anecdotes communicated by his surviving daughter to 

a correspondent of the ‘Gentleman’s Magazine, where they are 

printed (vol.i. for 1784, p. 434,) he appears to have been of rathera 

lively turn of mind, and sometimes disposed to indulge in sportive 

sallies of wit. 
But, as was observed above, so little of the personal history of this 

conscientious divine and laborious scholar has been committed to 

writing; that having nothing to produce in an authentic and satis- 

factory shape, it is better to be silent on this head; and to rest his 

claim to the gratitude of posterity on the result of his persevering 

exertions to vindicate and uphold the pure forms of worship adopted 

by our excellent Church. 

Of his opponent, the details are more ample. Mr. John Gate, a 

man of high character for learning, especially among the Baptists, 

to which sect he belonged, and in whose communion he for some 

years acted as a minister, although (on Whiston’s¢ authority) he was 

never ordained a presbyter, was born on the 26th of May, 1680, in 
London, of which place his father was an eminent and worthy 

citizen. From some early proofs of capacity displayed by his 

son, the good man destined him to the ministry; and with that 

view spared no expense in giving him a liberal education. We 

are told that his early youth exhibited an uncommon appli- 

cation to study, and the improvement and adorning of his mind 

with literature ; accompanied by a careful avoidance of every kind 

of vice. 

Thus early prepared, he was sent to Leyden, to finish his studies, 

and qualify himself for the duties of his future profession. 

Soon after his arrival at that university, being then seventeen 

years of age, he lost his mother: an event which determined him 

to return home, so soon as he should have finished his course 

of philosophy, the principal point of his study. This having 

been accomplished in less than two years, he received the degree 

e* Friendly Advice to the Baptists,’ 8°. 1748. p. 13. 
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of Master of Arts and Doctor of Philosophy ; on which occasion a 
highly complimentary letter was despatched to his father by his, 

tutor. 

His first publication took place at this period: it 1s said to 

have been a Thesis ‘De Ente ejusque Conceptu;’? which he de- 

dicated to his father and his two uncles, sir John and sir Joseph 

Wolf. 
From Leyden Mr. Gale proceeded to Amsterdam, where he 

studied under the celebrated Limborch ; and formed an acquaint- 

ance with M. Le Clere, with whom he kept up a correspondence 
for many years. 

After his return to England, we find him studying the ancient 

classics, and the Oriental languages, with assiduity. ‘ He also,’ 
says the writer of his ///e prefixed to his Sermons, ‘read over and 

‘ considered the primitive writers of the Christian church : by which 

‘he contracted a just esteem for them, neither approving the conduct 

‘ of those who slight them, nor that of: others who rely too much 

‘ upon their authority.’ 
Four years afterwards he was offered the degree of Doctor in Di- 

vinity by the university of Dort, on the condition of giving his as- 

sent to the articles of their synod; but this offer, from motives of 

conscience, he declined. 

Dr. Wall’s History of Infant-baptism making its appearance in the 

year 1705, and being highly lauded, Mr. Gale prepared a reply— 

(it is said, before he was twenty-seven years old:) when subse- 
quently published, this piece met with many eulogists, among: 

whom were Dr. Whitby, Dr. Wotton, and Mr. Whiston, whose 

friendship, together with that of other eminent men, he enjoyed. 

About the age of thirty-five he began to preach regularly with 

unwearied diligence ; ‘ resolving firmly to regard no man in the dis- 

‘ charge of his duty. His style was easy and natural, his expressions 
‘strong and lively, his reasonings clear and convincing.’—‘ The 

‘ grand principle which he endeavoured to root the deepest, and cul- 
‘ tivate with the greatest care, in his own mind, as well as in the 

‘ mind of his hearers, was that of s¢zcerity : wpon which he thought 

‘ our happiness or misery in a future state will depend. He there- 

‘ fore considered that this would be of the highest importance, when 
‘ many of the acquirements we here gain one above another, will fade 

“and wither away. Which made him very humble, notwithstanding 
‘his great abilities. This also disposed him to judge charitably of 
‘those who differed from his sentiments; and to be very diligent 

‘in his inquiries after truth. His embracing the doctrine of the 
. 
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« Trinity was one effect of this: for he did not run into this belief 

‘from any prejudices of education, or bias put upon his mind 

‘in his youth; having been early introduced into the conversation 

‘of those who examined the several doctrines of the Christian 

‘ revelation with the utmost freedom; amongst whom were some 

« (foreigners as well as others) of the first rank for learning and 

« abilities.’ 
Some time before his death, Mr. Gale had formed the design of 

publishing an Exposition of the New Testament τὰ the form of Lee- 
tures; and had drawn up an Jntroduction opening his method, which 

seems to have included a new translation and a paraphrase, giving the 

interpretation of various and perhaps opposite expositors, leaving 

the student ‘to judge for himself with just liberty and ¢rve freedom 

© of thought.’ 
His conversation was sweet, but not abundant: he preferred to 

say much in a few words. His manner was affable and courteous to 

all, particularly to the lower classes. He never overpowered the ig- 

norant with his learning. He sympathized with the afflicted, and 

aided the distressed. ‘In fourteen years’ intimate converse with him,’ 

says his biographer, ‘I never knew him mastered by anger, or dis- 
‘ turbed by any irregular passions.’ 

He had entertained several useful designs before his death: as, 
that of making the study of the Oriental tongues more easy; of 

giving a translation of the Septuagint agreeable to Dr. Grabe’s edition: 

also, a history of the notion of Original Sin, tracing the opinion from 
its first rise, and shewing how little grounds there are for the sup- 

position that God could be its author. 
He wrote to his father, on the appearance of Dr. Wall’s ‘ Defence’ 

twelve [/ege nine] years after his ‘ Reflections’ had appeared, as 
follows: ‘Dr. Wall has written a Defence of his History of Infant- 

‘baptism; in which he has treated me very roughly, and has 

“endeavoured to enrage the clergy as well as our own people 
‘against me: beside which there appears not to be much in his 

‘book: however, I am preparing an answer, which,’ &c. 

But all these good intentions were frustrated by a slow fever, which 

‘arried him off in the forty-first year of his age, in the year 1721. 

Such is the brief outline of Mr. Gale’s life and pursuits, as extracted 

from a memoir prefixed to his Sermons, in 4 volumes 8°. published 

in 1726f. 

f In a note to ‘Atterbury’s Corre- states that an original portrait of Mr. 
spondence,’ vol. iii. p. 372, the editor Gale by Highmore, from which Vertue 
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Crosby, in his ‘ History of the English Baptists,’ vol. ἵν. has 
abstracted the foregoing account, (only mistaking Leyden tor Dort,- 

as the university which offered him the degree of Doctor of 

Divinity.) 
Mr. Gale states, in the advertisement to his Reflections, that 

being originally written for the private perusal of a friend, they 
were not intended for publication: indeed that an answer to 

Dr. Wall was expected from an eminent Baptist minister, Mr. 

Joseph Stennets; who had already published a treatise on the 
subject, was possessed of great learning, and had personally dis- 

cussed the point with Dr. Wall. But on its being found that 
nothing was to be expected from that quarter, his friends urged 
him to the attempt, lest Dr. Wall’s work, having already obtained 
a high degree of popularity, should be taken for unanswerable. 
The piece was published in 1711, although said to be written in 
1705 and 1706, when only the first edition of Dr. Wall’s History 
had appeared: and is justly charged by Dr. Wall with containing 

objections to passages which had been either altered or wholly 

expunged in a second edition, published four years before its 

appearance. 
No reprint of the Reflections took place for upwards of a century: 

but the appearance of a new impression of Dr. Wall in 1819, 
‘induced an editor to think of sending Dr. Gale’s book again to 

‘press... The new impression came out in octavo at London, in 
1820. The editor has omitted the larger quotations in learned 

languages which were given at length in the notes to the preceding 

one: and has added, of his own, ‘A Review of the Authorities for 

‘the Existence of Jewish Proselyte Baptism,’ directed against 
Dr. Wall’s Introduction. As this piece did not belong to either of 
our authors, and concerns itself with a much more modern state of 

the question, no notice is taken of it here; and I have, in this 

instance, as before, printed from the original edition, published 

under the author’s own superintendence; merely adding a few 

illustrative notes, as in the other volumes. 

We have seen above the various pieces which Mr. Gale had 

designed: 1 am not aware that any were actually published, at least 

engraved the print prefixed to his Ser- 
mons, was then (1784) in possession of 
the Rey. Mr. Duncombe. 

At page 538 of the same volume is 
given a letter, (reprinted from the 
‘ British Journal of April 27, 1723,) 
stating that Dr. Gale’s widow, being left 
with a large and destitute family, had 
been enabled, by contributions raised 

among her friends, to set up a coffeehouse 
in Finch-lane, London: where her excel- 
lent character and exemplary conduct 
entitled her to the public encouragement 
and support. 

¢ His works, consisting of the Answer 
to Russen, Sermons, and Poems, with some 
account of his life, were published in five 
vols. 8°, London, 1732. 
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with his name, besides four volumes of Sermons. In these, as 

might be expected, he frequently discusses the subject of baptism, 

with allusions to the controversy. As in vol. 11. Sermon V. by the 
instance of our Saviour’s baptism he defends the custom of dipping, 

and evidently alludes to Dr. Wall’s preference of that mode above 

sprinkling. 

In Sermon VI. p. 159, he repeats his argument from Matthew 

xxviil. that all who are to be baptized are first to be taught. He 

alludes to his own sense of μαθητεύω, to teach, although some men 

‘of great learning and reputation’ interpret it ¢o disciple. P. τόρ, 

he briefly sums up the arguments used by Dr. Wall and others in 
defence οἵ Infant-baptism. P. 170, he asserts, that among the 

Jews pots and cups, &c. were baptized. P.174, abuses the Jewish 

rabbis as fools and blasphemers. This whole discourse 1s very 

strong in defence of adult-baptism. 

In Sermon VII. he argues against those who undervalue a// 

baptism. 

In the eighth, he states the ‘scheme’ of such as deny baptism : 
and argues against the Jews’ and the Talmud’s assertion, that the 

practice existed in our Saviour’s time, and that he derived it from 

the Jews: or that this original of baptism can be any good founda- 
tion for the baptizing of infants. 

In the next three Sermons, the same argument is followed up ; 
baptism is maintained to be indispensable; and that there is no 
baptism but that of adu/ts, and by immersion. 

I have stated above, that Mr. Gale enjoyed ἃ considerable 

reputation as a scholar, and was on terms of intimacy with learned 
men, both in England and on the Continent. 

Among the latter class was Mr. Le Cierc, whose acquaintance he 

assiduously studied, and to whom on several grounds he seems to 
have looked up with much respect. 

Of our own countrymen, Dr. Wuirsy, who indeed had been 

frequently eulogized by him, is dispesed to speak and think highly 

of his attainments. In the preface to his ‘ Answer to Edwards,’ 

(8°. 1712,) he calls Gale a ‘very learned antipxdobaptist ’ and in 
that to his treatise, ‘ Dissertatio de S. Scripturarum interpretatione 
‘secundum Patrum commentarios, (8°. 1714,) he speaks of the 

‘ Reflections’ as ‘literee ad invidiam docte ;’ and asserts that the 

author has demonstrated the point of infant-baptism in the primi- 

tive ages of the Church to be a dubious and unsettled one. 

Crossy, as I observed above, repeats the account of his life and 

works given by the editor of his Sermons. 
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Dr. Worron is sometimes adduced as speaking in high terms of 
his performance. But if any person will take the trouble of reading - 

over the eighth chapter of Dr. Wotton’s first volume of his ‘ Miscel- 

‘laneous Discourses,’ he will be able to judge how far this writer 

concedes to him that degree of merit which his biographers would 
claim on such authority. 

Wuiston, as holding (late in life) similar sentiments on the 

subject of baptism, writing on the same question, and being per- 

sonally acquainted with him, is led to speak of his performance and 

acquirements, which he does in terms of high praise : 
‘ —The most learned Baptist you ever had, Mr. John Gale.’ 

«Mr. Gale, their most eminent defender.’ 

‘—The learned Mr. Gale, who was so very hearty and indefati- 
“ gable in forming and supporting our “ Society for promoting Pri- 
‘ mitive Christianity,” in which he was our chairman for a consi- 

‘ derable time.’ 

“1 once heard their most learned vindicator, Mr. Gale, who was 

‘never ordained so much as a presbyter, put up such public 
‘prayers, as well as preach, in a congregation of baptists in 

‘London, many years ago. Friendly Advice to the Baptists. 8°. 

Stamford, 1748. 

It only remains to add, that with a view of rendering this 

edition deserving of public attention, all the quotations, both from 
ancient and modern authors, have been carefully examined and veri- 
fied; and their several passages referred to with more minute 
exactness, agreeably to the latest and best editions : a task of urgent 
necessity, since the errors which had crept in were very numerous 
and often remarkable ;—but one of much tedious labour, for which 

no return appears upon the page. 
I regret however to say that some few instances still remain 

unexamined: where either I was unable to meet with the work in 
question—as for instance, that of Mr. Davye—or the particular 
edition which had been used, and which perhaps contained some 

peculiarity of reading. 
Whatever has been added in the shape of notes is enclosed within 

brackets, for the sake of distinction: in order that the authors may 
not inadvertently be made responsible for any errors into which the 
editor has fallen. 

HENRY COTTON. 
CASHEL, IRELAND, 

October, 1835. 

WALL, VOL. I. b 



THE AUTHOR’S PREFACE. 

FORASMUCH as the commission given by our Saviour to his 

disciples, in the time of his mortal life, to baptize in the country of 

Judea, is not at all set down in Scripture ; only it is said, that they 

baptized* a great many: and the enlargement of that commission 

given them afterwards, Matth. xxviii. 19, to perform the same office 

among all the heathen nations, is set down in such brief words, that 

there is no particular direction given what they were to do im 

reference to the children of those that received the faith: and 

among all the persons that are recorded as baptized by the 
apostles, there is no express mention of any 7/fant ; nor 15 there, on 

the other side, any account of any Christian’s child, whose baptism 

was put off till he was grown up, or who was baptized at man’s age: 

(for all the persons that are mentioned in Scripture to have been 

baptized were the children of heathens, or else of Jews, who did 

not believe in Christ at that time when those their children were 

born:) and since the proofs drawn by consequences from some 

places of Seripture, for any one side of this question, are not so 
plain as to hinder the arguments drawn from other places for the 

other side, from seeming: still considerable to those that have no 

help from the history of the Scripture-times for the better under- 
standing of the rules of Scripture: it is no wonder that the readers 

of Seripture, at this distance from the apostles’ times, have fallen 

into contrary sentiments about the meaning of our Saviour’s com- 

mand, and the practice of the apostles in reference to the baptizing 
of infants. 

But since the practice of the ancient Christians, that lived nigh 

the times of the apostles, being more largely delivered, is more 
easily known: that such as have gone about to give an account 

thereof out of the ancient records should give so contrary accounts 
as they do, is a great wonder and a great shame. 

For they do not only differ in the understanding of the meaning 
of several of the places produced; but also as to matter of fact, 

a John iv. 1,2; and iii. 22, 26. 
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(whether they be rightly cited or not,) do charge one another? with 

forgery: and are come, as Mr. Baxter complains, to ‘Thou liest,’- 
and ‘Thou liest.?, And indeed among all the books of controversy 
between Papists and Protestants, or others, that are scandalous for 

false quotations, there is none comparable to one that is written on 

this oceasion, which I shall at present forbear to name. 
Such a thing done by mistake, or for want of skill, is bad 

enough ; but if it be done wilfully, it is hard to think of any thing 

that is a greater wickedness; for it goes the way to destroy the 
common faith of mankind, by which we are apt to rely upon a 
writer, that how zealous soever he may be for his opinion, he will 

not forge matters of fact, nor speak wickedly (though it be) for God, 

as Job says°. 
Some other accounts also are very partial, mentioning only that 

which makes for their side, and leaving out parts of the clauses 

which they cite. 
The inconvenience of this is the worse, because it is in a matter 

which would have a great influence to settle and determine this 

unlucky controversy ; provided that the accounts of the eldest times 

were given fairly and impartially, and so that the reader might be 

satisfied of the truth and impartiality of them. 
For when there is in Seripture a plain command to proselyte or 

make disciples all nations, baptizing them ; but the method of doing 
it is not in all particulars eapress/y directed ; it not being particu- 

larly mentioned whether they were to admit into this discipleship 

and baptism the infants of those that were converted ; as the Jewish 

church had always done to the infants of proselytes (giving them 
circumcision, as we know by Scripture, and baptism as we are 
dassured by their records): or whether they were to proceed in a 

new way, and baptize only the adult persons themselves: there is 

nobody that will doubt but that the apostles knew what was to be 
done in this case: and consequently, that the Christian churches in 

their time did as they should do in this matter. 
And since the apostles lived, some of them, to near the end of the 

first century, and St. John something beyond it; and had in their 

own time propagated the Christian faith and practice into so many 

countries ; it can never sink into the head of any considering man, 

but that such Christians as were ancient men about one hundred, or 

one hundred and fifty years after that time of the apostles’ death, 
which is the year of Christ 200 or 250, must easily know whether 

» More Proofs for Infants’ Church-membership and Baptism, p. 346. 
© Job xiii. 7. ἃ See the Introduction. 

0) 
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infant-baptism were in use at the time of the apostles’ death or not: 

because the fathers of some of them, and grandfathers of most of 

them, were born before that time, and were themselves infants in 

the apostles’ days ; and so were baptized then in their infancy, if 
then that were the order: or their baptism deferred to adult age, if 
that were the use then. For such a thing as the general baptizing 

of infants, being a rite public and notorious, and in which the 

whole body of the people, poor and rich, pastors and laymen, men 

and women, are concerned, cannot be forgotten in a short time, nor 

altered without a great deal of noise. In a point of doctrine 
delivered by tradition, a mistake may happen: or in the account 

of some matter of fact done by some particular man: but for a rite 
of universal concern, a whole church cannot forget it, much less all 

the churches in several parts of the world in so short a time. We 

Englishmen cannot be ignorant whether infants were usually bap- 

tized in England or not, in queen Elizabeth’s days, which is the 

same distance. The man that thinks this possible, is one that is 

not used to consider. 

It is to be remembered likewise, that the apostles, before they 

died, chose men of whom they had good proof, to teach the 
churches the same things that they had done; many of whom lived 

till a great while after the apostles were dead: which makes the 

time that needs to be kept in memory so much the shorter. 

Some pretend to slight this argument, as not being a Scripture 

one: but it is that too by a direct consequence. For since the 

Scripture promises that the church shall be led into all truth, i. e. 

all truth that is necessary or fundamental; to follow the example of 

the primitive church must be, by the rule of Scripture, a sure way 
not to err in fundamentals. 

It were (as bishop Stillingfleet observes in another casee) ‘a 

‘great blot and dishonour to Christian religion, if the primitive 

‘ churches could not hold to their first institution, not for one age 
“ after the apostles : no not the purest and best churches.’ 

But the truth is, there is no man that does really slight this 

argument ; though those that have no skill in it, or do suspect that 

it will go against their side, will make as if they did. And there- 
fore you shall see, both on the one side and on the other, those men 

who, for a flourish, do pretend that they lay small stress on it, as 
having proof enough from Scripture, yet take all the pains possible 
to bring this argument to bear on their side ; and that so zealously, 

ee tags eae of Separation, p. 226. Edit. 167-. or in his collected Works, 
vol. ii. 
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that they often do it unfairly. There is no Christian that loves to 
hear or to admit, that all the ancient churches practised otherwise . 

than he does in a controverted matter. 

Seeing therefore that all the arguments from Scripture for each 

side, have been so searched and so often bandied to and fro, that not 

much more can be said to illustrate them: and that where a com- 
mand in Scripture is given in brief and general words, the practice of 

the primitive church thereupon gives us the best direction for the 
sense in which it is to be applied to particular cases: and that a 

great many have desired to see the history of this practice fully and 

fairly represented: I have thought it worth my pains to draw up 
and publish such a collection as is expresséd in the title. 

And if any one ask, what there is done in this more than in 

others that have been already ; I answer, 

1. That the best collections of this nature have not been published 

in the English language; and it is for the use of Englishmen that 

this is intended. 
2. That this is more complete than any I have seen; because 

among’ those I have seen, each one omitted some testimonies which 
the other had: and it is easy for one that collects out of all of them, 
to have more than any one: beside that, no inconsiderable number 

of these have been gathered from my own reading. 

The first and best collection that I have seen is Cassander’s ; 

then Vossius’, and of late Dr. Hammond’s, and out of him Mr. 

Walker’s. The rest are mostly intermixt, by those that produce 

them, with their proofs and arguments from Scripture, and must be 
picked out: so there are many in the books of Calvin, Bullinger, 

Featly, Tombes, Marshall, Cobbet, Baxter, Danvers, Wills, &e. 

3. I pretend it to be more impartial than the rest: for most of 
them are collections of such quotations only as make for that side of 
the question for which they are disputing. And here my reader will 
say; ‘ If those produced by you do make some for one side, and 

‘ some for the other, they will leave us in the same ambiguity that 
‘ they find τι... To which I must answer; that if he will come te 

the reading of them with the same resolved impartiality that I set 

myself to the writing of them, I believe he will find it otherwise. 
However, the only way to pass a true judgment is to see both together. 

4. I have recited the places more at large than others have done. 

One single sentence, or (as they frequently cite) a bit or scrap of a 

sentence, gives but a very imperfect, and oftentimes a mistaken ac- 
count of the author’s meaning; but the context added shews the 
tenor and scope of his discourse. 
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After all, I acknowledged that there are in the books I mentioned, 
and others, several quotations which I have not here: and the 
reason is partly because I confine myself to authors that lived and 
wrote within the first four hundred years (though some of them 
outliving that term, wrote some of their works after it) ; and that 

I do, because all men of reading know, that from that time to the 
time of the Albigenses, about the year 1150, the practice is unques- 

tionable; and partly because many of the quotations were false, and 
so altered, that when I came to search the original, there was there 

nothing to the purpose; or they were out of spurious books, &e. 

I have been forced to write one chapterf of this work to give an 
account what sort of quotations I have left out, and for what reasons: 

and if any one will inform me of any passage in any author within 

the term limited, which he, after the reading of the said chapter, 

shall yet judge to be to the purpose; I will, if I live to see any 
more editions of this mean work, put it in (if it seem to me to be 

to the purpose) ; and that indifferently, whether it make for or 

against pedobaptism. For I desire that this collection should be as 
complete and impartial as may be. 

When I say in the title, ‘of all the passages,’ I do not pretend 

but that in St. Austin there are a great many more; but all to the 
same purpose. For he in his disputes with the Pelagians has 
whole books, wherein he proves original sin from the practice of 
pedobaptism. In those I have only taken here and there a piece : 
since every body knows his doctrine. 

I have recited the originals of all the principal quotations ; 

because in this matter writers have so accused one another of 

forgery or perverting of testimonies by false translations, &c., that 

people are grown distrustful. Now they will be satisfied that if I 
have mistranslated any thing, I did not do it willingly ; for then I 

should never have added the author’s own words for the discovery 
of it. 

I have made two parts of this work. The first contains the 
principal quotations, with some notes drawn from them. I have 

rejected all the spurious ones: only I have put a few of the most 

ancient of them together in the last chapter. The first two chapters 
have no quotations that speak ervress/y of infant-baptism : but of 
infants being discipled to Christ, (which must, I think, import their 
baptism,) and of original sin as it affects infants: of the necessity 
of baptism to salvation: of baptism succeeding circumcision, &e. 

f Part il. chap. 1. 
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But all the rest are concerning infant-baptism expressly, either for 

or against it. 

The other part contains an account of some matters proper for 
the fuller explication of the primitive practice. Of which the chief 
is, the inquiry concerning the baptism and parentage of those who 
are brought as instances of persons not baptized in infancy, though 

born of Christian parents: for which work I wish I had been a 

little better furnished. Yet I think I have rectified some mistakes 

concerning some of them that had passed currently. 

I have noted in the margin, over against every author, the age 
wherein he flourished, (or began to be a man of note, by writing 
books, &e.) viz. how many years it was after the apostles’ time: 
(which I make to end with the year of Christ 100, though St. John 

lived a year or two beyond it:) and this I do, because during all 
the apostles’ time, every body is satisfied that the church had an 

infallible direction. 
I think it needful to give the reader notice beforehand, that in 

the sayings of the Fathers here recited, he will find, that as we, 
beside the word ‘to baptize, do use the word ‘to christen’ in the 
same sense, so they used several words to signify baptism. The most 
usual was ἀναγεννᾶν, to regenerate; which is also a Scripture word 

for it: sometimes they express it καινοποιεῖν, or ἀνακαινίζειν, to 
renew ; and frequently ἁγιάζειν, to sanctify. They frequently by 

this word ‘the grace’ do mean baptism. Sometimes they call it 
the sea/, and frequently φωτισμὸς i//umination, as it 1s also called, 
Heb. vi. 4, and sometimes τελείωσις, initiation. The sense of the 

places will shew that where the words are of an infant, or othe 

person, regenerated, renewed, sealed, enlightened, initiated, sanctified, 

&e., we must understand baptized. 

I have added a Dissuasive from Schism, or men’s renouncing 

Christian communion with one another, on account of this dif- 

ference in opinion: for which I wish I had a vein of speaking 

more powerfully. For I am fully persuaded, and clearly of opmion, 

that neither this nor most of our other differences, are any sufficient 
or reasonable ground of flying to that dreadful extremity, of 

separation. 

One thing I was resolved on: that if I wrote any thing, it 

should be something which should give nobody any occasion to 
force me to write again. I said in the first edition, that if any one 
would write against this, they should either write against the men 

that have been dead these thirteen hundred years; or, if they found 
fault with the notes that I have here and there made on their 
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words, as not naturally drawn from them ; my answer was before- 
hand, that I would refer it to the readers, whether they be or no. 

But I find that I must partake of the fate of writers: only mine 

has been in the main a much more favourable one than came to my 
share. It becomes me humbly and thankfully to acknowledge on 
one side, that the honour publicly done to my book, and the kind 

reception it has had from many worthy men, has been far greater 

than I can ever think it does deserves. But on the other side, a 

certain anonymous author of a pamphlet, called ‘An Account of the 
‘ Proceedings in the Convocation, 1705, did presently upon the 
first edition give me arebuke. To which I in the preface to the 
second edition gave what answer I thought needful. But that pam- 
phlet being now, I suppose, out of print and forgotten, I do not think 

my answer to it worth reprinting. 

Since the second edition, I have had more adversaries. Two or 

three of which being antipedobaptists, though they could not charge 
the quotations with any falsehood, yet disliking the consequence 
which naturally follows from them, (which is, that the Christians in 

the time of those authors do appear plainly to have baptized their 
infants,) have laboured strenuously, and by different ways and 

evasions, to enervate that. 

One of them has done this in so large an oration, in such a 
popular way of pleading, with such wresting of the sense of the 

places, and in so challenging and insulting a manner ; that I have 
been forced to write a Defence of this History against their several 
attacks. But I was resolved, that I would not, by mixing such 
various squabbles pro and contra, interrupt the thread of it: but 

print the Defence separate. If any reader have been moved with 
any of their objections, and do think it worth his while to see what 
I have to say in answer to them; I must desire him to look for it 
there, and not here. 

I have in this third edition added some quotations, which either I 

have met with in the ancients since the last, or which have been com- 

municated to me by learned men: and some few new remarks. The 
new quotations do make for infant-baptism: and if I had met with, 

or there had been communicated, any new ones that had made 

against it, 1 would, as I once promised, freely have inserted them. 

But I meet with none. There are some passages of Barnabas, of 
Dionysius Alexandrinus, of Eusebius concerning Polyecrates, &c., 
which Mr. Gale (one of my said adversaries) has quoted and tried to 
enforce for antipedobaptism. I have in the said Defence shewn 

& [See Advertisement to vol. ii. p vi; also p. 555 of this volume. | 
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them, I think, to be not to the purpose. And as upon an impartial 

consideration of them, I think they are not ; I have not encumbered - 

the history with them. 
I conclude with a story told by Cassander*, which he makes 

long, but the substance is this: ‘A man of note among the anti- 
‘ pedobaptists, being told that there was a full agreement of all the 

‘ ancients who do with one mouth affirm, that this custom of bap- 

‘tizing infants has been in use ever since the apostles’ times, 

‘ confessed ingenuously, that he did put a great value upon such a 
‘consent of the church; and should be much moved with such an 

‘ agreement of the ancient Christian writers ; and that if this could 

‘be proved by competent testimonies, he was not so obstinate as to 
‘slight so forcible a reason: especially if such authors were pro- 

‘ duced to prove this, as lived very nigh the apostles’ times. And 

‘ therefore he earnestly desired that the testimonies of this matter 
‘ should be shewn to him. And having read them, and (as he was 
“a man of good sense) diligently considered them; he altered that 
‘ opinion which he had taken up from a mistaken understanding of 
‘the Scripture. Which happened in him because he was endued 

‘ with these three good qualities : 
1. ‘The fear of God and reverence for his word: so that it was 

‘by occasion of that zeal for truth that he fell into this way. 
2. ‘Judgment and good sense: so that he quickly perceived the 

‘ force of an argument. 
3. “ Modesty, and a meek temper, which caused that when he 

‘had heard and comprehended the truth, he did not obstinately 
‘ withstand it.2. To which I shall here add an advice of bishop 

Stillingfleet to his clergyi, whose sayings and advices all people 
love to hear: ‘ Where the sense [of Scripture] appears doubtful, 

‘and disputes have been raised about it; inquire into the sense of 
‘the Christian church in the first ages, as the best interpreter of 
‘ Scripture: as whether, &c. and whether baptism were not to be 

‘ administered to infants,’ &e. 

h Preefat. in Testimonia de Pedobap- Clergy, p. 118. [or in his collected Works, 
tismo. folio, vol. iii. p. 659. | 

i Duties and Rights of the Parochial 



THE 

CONTENTS OF THE INTRODUCTION. 

1. THE Jews baptized all proselytes of the nations that were converted 

to their religion. § 2. Their proof from Moses’ law that they ought so to 

do. § 3. They baptized also the infant children whom such proselytes 

brought along with them to be entered into the covenant of the true God. 

§ 4. They baptized all such infant children of the heathens as they found, 

or took in war, &e. ὃ 5. The great light that this gives for the better 

understanding the meaning of our Saviour’s commission to baptize the 

nations, Matth. xxviii. 19. The testimony of St. Ambrose, whose meaning 

seems to be, that John the Baptist baptized infants. § 6. The Jews called 

such a proselyte’s baptism his being born again. Which makes our 

Saviour’s speech to Nicodemus, John iii. 3, 5, more easy to be under- 

stood. § 7. A parallel instituted between the Jewish and the Christian 

baptism. ὃ 8. The arguments of sir Norton Knatchbull, Mr. Stennet, &c., 

brought to disprove this custom of the Jews, answered. 
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PARTI: 

ΘΕ ΕΣ ae 

Quotations out of Clemens Romanus and Hermas, p. 29. 

§ 1. Of original sin, as it affects infants, p.2g. ὃ 2. Of the necessity 

of baptism to salvation, p. 30. ὃ 3. The substance of that rule of our 

Saviour, John 111. 5, Hacept one be born of water, ὅσο. expressed by Hermas 

before it was written by St. John, p. 32. ὃ 4. The holy men of the Old 

Testament represented in a vision as baptized into the name of Christ by 

the apostles, after they were dead. The explication given by the ancients 

of those texts, 1 Pet. iii. 19, and iv. 6, of the Gospel being preached to them 

that were dead, ibid. ὃ 5. Of God’s tender regard to infants, p. 33. ὃ 6. 

That these books of Clemens and Hermas are genuine, p. 34. ὃ 7. That 

they were written before St. John wrote his Gospel, ibid. § 8. But not so 

soon after the death of St. Peter and St. Paul as bishop Pearson and Mr. 

Dodwell place them ; proved from Irenzus, p. 36. ὃ 9. That this Clement 

is not probably that Clement mentioned Phil. iv. 3, nor this Hermas he 

that is named Rom. xvi. 14, p. 38. 

CHAP. ik 

Quotations out of Justin Martyr, p. 39. 

§ 1. Of original sin, needing redemption and forgiveness, beside the 

40. guilt of actual sins, p. 39. § 2. He speaks of baptism, as being 

(A.D. 140.) to us instead of circumcision. Note on Col. ii. 11, 12, Ῥ. 40. 

§ 3. The plain and simple way of baptism at that time, p. 41. ὃ 4. They 

used the word regeneration to express baptism ; and constantly understand 

that text, John iil. 5, of water-baptism, p. 43. ὃ 5. The modern writers 

have altered the sense of the word regenerated, ibid. § 6. St. Justin 

speaks of infants made disciples, ibid. 
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OH AP. bir 

Quotations out of Irenceus, and Clemens Alewandrinus, p. 44. 

δ 1. Irenzeus speaks of original sin as affecting all mankind ; and calls 

67. baptism redemption, p. 44. ὃ 2. He expressly reckons infants 

(A-D.167.) among those that are regenerated, p. 45. ὃ 3. He in all other 

places uses the word regenerating for baptizing, ibid. § 4. Several instances 

shewing that the ancients do use this word for baptism, so as to exclude 

that conversion or repentance that is not accompanied with baptism, from 

being signified by it, p. 48. § 5. When infants are said to be regenerated, 

there can in their case be nothing else understood but baptized, p. 49. 

§ 6. Of the time when Irenzeus wrote, and the country where he was 

educated : and how impossible it is to conceive that the Christians then 

should be ignorant, whether in the apostles’ time children were baptized or 

not, ibid. ὃ 7. A testimony of any Father is not to be so much regarded, 

as it speaks his opinion ; as it is for that it gives an evidence of the prac- 

tice or belief of the church at that time, p. 51. § 8. Clemens Alexandrinus 

uses the word regenerate for baptized very commonly: and says at one 

place, that that word is the name for baptism, ibid. ὃ 9. He advises for 

the sculpture of a seal, the picture of an apostle drawing children out of 

the water, which must be meant at their baptism, p. 52. 

CHAP. ΤΥ. 

Quotations out of Tertullian, p. 54. 

§ 1. A premonition concerning Tertullian and Origen ; that they were 

Ioo. guilty of great errors, yet may serve for evidence of the practice 

(A.D. 200.) of the church at that time. Origen’s strange opinion of original 

sin, that it is derived from sins which the soul has committed before it 

was united to the body, p.54. § 2. Tertullian reckons the time or age of 

one’s receiving baptism among those questions that are not essential to it, 

Ῥ. 55. § 3. He takes it for a prescription or standing rule, ‘ That none 

‘can be saved without baptism :’ and answers the objection of the apostles 

not being baptized : refuting those that say, ‘Faith is sufficient for salva- 

‘tion without baptism, ibid. § 4. He allows laymen to baptize in case of 

the danger of death ; and says, If they refuse to do it, they are ‘ guilty of 

‘the party’s perdition, p. 57. ὃ 5. Speaking of the weightiness of bap- 

tism, he advises the delay of it in the case of several sorts of persons ; as 

of infants till they are of age to understand: of unmarried persons and 

young widows, till the danger of lust be over. And in contradiction to 

what he had said before, says, ‘ That an entire faith is secure of salvation.’ 

And of infants says, ‘What need has their innocent age to make such haste 

‘for the forgiveness of sins!’ p. 58.- ὃ 6. He in another book speaks of 

infants as being wnclean and sinful ; and that they are not holy, nor can 
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enter into the kingdom of God till they are baptized : contrary to what he 

said before, p.59. ὃ 7. An attempt to reconcile these differences in his ~ 

sayings. He seems to have thought, that in case of danger of death, 

infants, virgins, widows, &c. must be baptized presently ; otherwise they 

might better be delayed, ibid. § 8. This is agreed to have been his 

opinion by several both of the pedobaptists and antipzedobaptists. The 

unfair dealing of Rigaltius, to leave out of the last edition (without giving 

any reason from the MSS.) those words of Tertullian that were in the 

former edition, which do plainly express this meaning, p. 61. § 9. It 

appears by his words, that baptism of infants and godfathers for them, 

were then in use, p.62. § 10. His absurd comment on Matth. xix. 14, 

Suffer little children, ὅσο. ibid. ὃ 11. He says the heathens had a rite of 

baptizing, and called it regeneration, p. 63. ὃ 12. He takes the holiness 

mentioned 1 Cor. vii. 14, for baptismal holiness designed to them, ibid. 

§ 13. His book of baptism had not come into the hands of most of the 

learned men of the next centuries: or else they would not quote him, as 

being an heretic. Yet, St. Hierome had seen it, ibid. 

CEAG A: 

Quotations out of Origen, p. 64. 

δ 1. That infants were then baptized by the usage of the church, p. 64. 

nae. § 2. His inquiry for what sins they were baptized, p. 65. § 3. 

(A-D.210.) His testimony that the apostles ordered infants to be baptized, 

ibid. § 4. Some passages of his that are to this purpose, but are spurious 

or doubtful, rejected, p.66. § 5. His homilies on St. Luke were certainly 

translated by St. Hierome, p.67. § 6. What credit is to be given to the 

others that were done by Rufinus, ibid. ὃ 7. An objection of Mr. Tombes’ 

against their being authentic, considered. And in what sense Origen laid 

any foundation for Pelagianism, p.68. § 8. That Rufinus would never 

have inserted any thing making for the doctrine of original sin: that his 

private opinion was against it, p. 69. ὃ 9. He inquires whether the 

guardian angel given to infants, and spoken of Matth. xviii. ro, be given at 

their birth or at their baptism, p. 71. § 10. St. Hierome’s testimony that 

Origen spoke of infants’ baptism, p. 74. ὃ 11. A passage in his Greek 

remains, like to the foregoing ones, and from whence infant-baptism is 

proved, ibid. § 12. The advantages that Origen had to know the practice 

of Christians from the beginning, p. 77. 

CHAP. Vi. 

Quotations out of St. Cyprian, p. 78. 

δ τ. The letter written by him and sixty-six bishops in council with him; 

so, in answer to Fidus, who had asked their opinion, whether an 

(A.D. 250.) infant might be baptized before he were eight days old, p. 78. 
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‘ ment between the Unitarians and the Catholic church, p.117. ὃ 13. They 

explain the divinity of Christ only by God’s inhabiting in him, p. 119. 

δ 14. They have altered their notion of the λόγος from one extreme to the 

other ; and yet keep their main article still, of Christ’s having no nature 

but the human, p.120. § 15. The ill colours they put on the Catholic 

faith, p.122. § τό. The progress they boast they should make, if they 

had a toleration, has no precedent in former ages, p.124. § 17. Difference 

in lesser opinions is no bar against communion ; but it is otherwise in 

fundamentals, p.125. ᾧὮ 18. The mean opinion they have of Christ’s 

satisfaction, p.127. ὃ το. The distinct assemblies which they say they 

will hold for preserving the doctrine of the unity of the Godhead are need- 

less, p.128. § 20. Their virulent endeavour to blacken the Nicene Creed, 

ibid. 

CHAPS ΟΠ 

Out of St. Basil, p. 130. 

§ 1. An abstract of his sermon persuading people to baptism, p. 130. 

πο; § 2. Any time of one’s life proper for baptism, p.131. ὃ 3. He 

(A.D. 360.) speaks to several of his auditory, as having been instructed in 

Christian religion from infancy, and not yet baptized, ibid. ὃ 4. Many 

at that time were persuaded of the truth of Christian religion, and intended 

to be baptized into it some time or other, but put it off. These men’s 

children were instructed in it, but not yet baptized ; because the parents 

themselves were not yet baptized, ibid. ὃ 5. He proves the necessity of 

baptism from the threat denounced against an infant that was not circum- 

cised on the eighth day, p.132. § 6. His pathetical discourse against the 

delay of repentance and baptism, p. 133. § 7. He tells some people that 

had wrote to him of baptism, that they must first be. instructed, and then 

admitted to baptism, p.134. ὃ 8. His explication of John iii. 3, 5, p.135. 

§ 9. He speaks of boys and little children joining in the Divine offices, ibid. 

§ το. He advises Valens to have his child baptized by the Catholics ; but 

Valens would have it done by the Arians, p.136. ὃ τι. A disquisition 

concerning the age of that child, p. 137. 

CEA. ΧΙ 

Out of St. Ambrose, p. 138. 

δ 1. He speaks of infant-baptism being in use in his and in the apostles’ 

274. time, and as supposing it practised by John the Baptist, p. 138. 

(4-D.284.) § 2, He makes it a question, whether an infant can be saved 

without baptism, p. 139. 

CHAP. XIV. 

Out of St. Chrysostom, p. 141. 

§ 1. He says, One in infancy, or one in middle age, or one in old age 
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Poe. may receive baptism, p.1or. ὃ 2. He often affirms, that there 

(a.D.380.) jg no entering the kingdom of heaven without baptism, p. 143. - 
§ 3. He says, Infants are baptized, though they have no sins, p. 145. 

§ 4. St. Austin’s defence of him against the Pelagians, who challenged him 

for one of their side, ibid. § 5. He speaks of infants as ordinarily bap- 

tized, p.148. § 6. His mention of the sign of the cross made on the 

infant’s forehead at its baptism, ibid. 

CHAP XV. 

Out of St. Hierome and St. Austin, before the rise of the Pelagian 

controversy. 

Sect. I. Out of St. Hierome’s Letter to Leta, p. 149. 

St. Hierome says, If infants be not baptized, the sin of omitting it is laid 

to the parent’s charge, p. 149. 

Sect. IT. Out of St. Austin’s book de Sermone Domini in monte, p. 151. 

St. Austin explains those words, 1 Cor. vii. 14. Now are your children 

holy, thus, ‘ Now are your children baptized, p.151. 

Sect. IIT. Out of St. Austin’s books de libero Arbitrio, p. 153. 

§ 1. He makes answer to those that asked, What good baptism does to 

children before they have any faith, p.153. ὃ 2. A reflection on that 

saying of Grotius, that St. Austin, before he was heated by the Pelagian 

controversy, never wrote any thing of the condemnation of unbaptized 

infants, p. 154. 

Sect. IV. Out of St. Austin’s books de Baptismo, contra Donatistas, p. 155. 

§ 1. St. Austin’s way of managing against the Donatists, p.155. § 2. He 

proves, that infants or others baptized in the right form, though in a 

schismatical or heretical church, have their baptism valid, p. 156. ὃ 3. He 

speaks of infant-baptism as a thing practised by the whole church, and not 

instituted by any council, but having ever been in use, and ordered by the 

apostles ; and that it is to us instead of circumcision. And though God 

has commanded both faith and baptism, yet either of them, where the 

other cannot be had, is available to salvation, p.157. § 4. The mistake of 

those who say, The Donatists denied infant-baptism, p. 161. 

Sect. V. Out of St. Austin’s Letter to Boniface, p. 162. 

§ 1. He answers the question, How the faith of parents stands their 

children in stead for their baptism, and yet the apostasy of the parent af- 

terward does not hurt the child, p.162. ὃ 2. That the validity of the 

baptism does not depend on the right faith or intention of those that bring 

the child : the child is supposed to be offered to baptism by the whole con- 

gregation that pray for it, p.164. § 3. That the parents at that time were 

WALL, VOL. I. e 
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usually the godfathers ; but that this office might be done by any other 

that was owner of the child, p.165. § 4. In what sense the answer made 

by the godfather in the name of the child, ‘that he does renounce, believe,’ 

&e. is to be understood, p.166. § 5. St. Austin speaks of these questions 

and answers as necessary, p.170. § 6. He supposes it to be the belief of 

all Christians ; that children baptized, and dying before actual sin, are 

undoubtedly saved, p.171. He had no notion of transubstantiation, ibid. 

§ 8. The custom then to receive the holy communion every day, or at least 

every Lord’s day, p.172. § 9. He does not pretend that infants have 

faith : the opinion of the Lutherans, and the fancy of F. Malebranche on 

that subject, ibid. 

Sect. VI. Out of the books de Genesi ad literam, p. 176. 

§ 1. A debate concerning the origin of the soul ; whether it be by pro- 

pagation or immediate creation. St. Austin shews that the former agrees 

best with the doctrine of original sin, p.176. § 2. The true reading of a 

place in St. Austin de Genesi ad lit. 1. x. ὁ. 23. of ‘infant-baptism being 

‘ordered by the apostles, restored by bishop Stillingileet out of the 

MSS. p. 178. 

Secor. VII. Out of St. Austin’s Letter to St. Hierome, p. 181. 

§ 1. St. Austin desires St. Hierome’s opinion, how original sin can be 

explained if the infant’s soul be anew created, p.181. ὃ 2. The opinion of 

some moderns of the nature of the soul ; and of the antipsedobaptists con- 

cerning the sleep of the soul, p.186. ὃ 3. Private baptism of children in 

houses not used in St. Austin’s time, except in cases of the utmost ex- 

tremity. How much the English presbyterians have changed their senti- 

ments about that matter, p. 188. 

CH AP evils 

Quotations out of some councils of Carthage before the Pelagian 

controversy, Pp. 101. 

§ 1. The bishops make a question, whether they shall admit to holy 

297. orders those who had been in their infancy baptized by the 
(4. D.397-) Donatists, and were since come over to the Catholic church. 

They ask the opinion of neighbouring bishops, p. 191. ὃ 2. They deter- 

mine afterwards that such may be admitted, p.r93. ὃ 3. A canon for 

abating to poor people the fees due for baptizing their children ; but 

thought to be spurious, p.194. ὃ 4. A canon made for the case of such 
as had been in their infancy carried captive into the country of barbarians, 
and when returned, could not tell whether they had been baptized before 
their captivity or not ; ordering that such should be baptized, ibid. § 5. A 
canon of a former council of Hippo to the same purpose, p.197. ὃ 6. A 
decree afterwards of pope Leo to the same purpose, ibid. 
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CHAP. XVII. 

Out of the Decretal E'pistles of Siricius and Innocentius, bishops of 

Rome, p. 200. 

§ 1. The gross way of forging decrctal epistles for the bishops of Rome 

284. of the first ages, p. 200. ὃ 2. Siricius’ epistles are the first 

(A-D.384-) that are genuine, all before him are forged, p. 202. ὃ 3. He 

declares the order and practice of the churches to be, that none be baptized 

but at the set and appointed times of the year for baptism, viz. Easter and 

Whitsuntide ; except infants, sick persons, or others that may be in danger 

of death before that time, ibid. § 4. Proof that this epistle is not forged, 

as the foregoing are, p. 205. ὃ 5. The reason of that order, that no adult 

person, except in case of necessity, should be baptized but at the times 

aforesaid: and of the custom of catechising in Lent, p.206. § 6. He 

informs the Christians of Spain, that bishops and presbyters ought to be 

chosen, not out of new converts, but of such as have been baptized in 

infancy, p. 207. § 7. Innocentius informs Decentius, that though pres- 

byters may baptize infants, only bishops may give them chrism or con- 

jirmation, ibid. § 8. He repeats to the council of Toledo the advice of 

Siricius, that the clergy ought to be chosen, not out of novices, but of 

such as have been baptized in infancy, p. 208. 

CoH ACP ss VALLE. 

Out of Paulinus bishop of Nola : and another Paulinus, deacon of the 

church of Milan, p. 209. 

ὃ 1. An inscription composed to be set over the font, mentioning infants 

293. there baptized, p.209. ὃ 2. That, all new baptized persons, 

(A.D. 393.) young or old, were about this time called infants, p. 210. 

§ 3. An epitaph made on a child seven years old, mentioning his baptism, 

Ρ. 211. ὃ 4. Paulinus desires St. Hierome’s opinion, how St. Paul, 1 Cor. 

vii. 14, calls the children of Christians holy, whenas without baptism they 

cannot be saved, p. 212. § 5. St. Hierome’s answer ; agreeing, that with- 

out baptism they cannot be saved, p.213. § 6. Paulinus the deacon, in 

relating St. Ambrose’s death, mentions some infants then newly bap- 

tized, p. 215. 

CHAP. XIX 

Out of St. Hierome and St. Austin, after the rise of the Pelagian contro- 

versy : as also out of Pelagius, Calestius, Innocent the First, Zosimus, 

Julianus, Theodorus Mopsuestensis, &e. and out of the cowncils of 

Diospolis, Milevis, Carthage, de. p. 216. 

§ 1. The occasion the Pelagian controversy gave to speak of infant- 

310. baptism, p.216. ὃ 2. The account of this controversy given 

(A.D.410.) by Mr. le Clerc is very partial for Pelagius, p. 217: § 3. Pela- 

Cc 2 
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gius was a Briton, not a Scot: and Ceelestius an Irishman, p. 219. 

§ 4. They vented their opinion against the doctrine of original sin, at first 

covertly, and by way of objection, p.220. § 5. Czlestius being examined 

at the council of Carthage, anno 412, would not own original sin ; yet 

granted the necessity of infant-baptism, p. 222. § 6. St. Austin proves 

against the Pelagians, that infants have sin, because it was acknowledged 

that they must be baptized, p. 223. § 7. He refutes that evasion of 

theirs ; that they are baptized not for forgiveness of sins, but to gain them 

admission into the kingdom of heaven, ibid. § 8. And another evasion : 

that they are baptized for sins committed by their souls in a state of pre- 

existence, p. 225. ὃ 9. He proves that Christ came to save only such as 

were in a lost condition ; and that only such are to be baptized, ibid. 

δ 10. That there is no middle state between salvation and some degree of 

damnation, p.226. § 11. Refutes those that said, Infants have actual 

sins, as peevishness, ὅσο. and that they are baptized for them. All the 

Pelagians owned, that infants are to be baptized, ibid. § 12. Celestius 

owned that infants have redemption by their baptism, but would not say 

forgiveness, p. 227. ὃ 13. The dispute between the Catholics and Pela- 

gians about the necessity of God’s grace, p. 228. ὁ 14. The unfair account 

of this dispute given by Mr. le Clere, p. 229. ὃ 15. How far Pelagius 

owned God’s grace, p. 232. ὃ τό. How far he recanted what he had said 

against it, p. 235. § 17. St. Austin asserts, that the whole church has 

from of old constantly held, and that he never read or heard of any 

Christian catholic or sectary, who denied that infants are baptized for for- 

giveness, p. 236. ὃ 18. How parents that are by baptism cleansed from 

original sin, do yet beget children liable to it, p. 238. § 19. Several in- 

terpretations given by the ancients of that text, 1 Cor. vil. 14, Vow are 

your children holy, conferred together, p. 239. § 20. St. Hierome’s letter 

to Ctesiphon. Some blasphemous tenets of the Pelagians: St. Austin’s 

letter to Hilarius, and management of the argument for original sin, from 

Rom. v., p. 243. ὃ 21. Dispute between St. Austin and the Pelagians, of 

the possibility of a rich man’s being saved, and of the lawfulness of swear- 

ing in any case, p. 246. § 22. The sophistical way of arguing used by the 

Pelagians, p. 249. § 23. Pelagius was the first that ever affirmed the 

blessed virgin Mary to be sinless, p. 251. ὃ 24. What Pelagius owned, 

and what he denied, and how he came off in the meeting at Jerusalem, and 

in the synod of Diospolis. He was forced there to anathematize all those. 

that say, ‘unbaptized infants may have eternal life, p.252. § 25. The 

Greek Fathers condemn Pelagianism as well as the Latin. A reflection on 

some sayings of Chrysostom and Theodoret, p. 256. ὃ 26. St. Hierome 

shews that Pelagius must either own that the baptism of infants is for for- 

giveness of sins; or else he must make two sorts of baptism, one for 

infants, and another for grown persons: whereas the Constantinopolitan 

creed had determined that there is bwt one baptism, and that for the for- 
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giveness of sins, p.259. § 27. Pelagius openly denies original sin, and 

explains what he had said at Diospolis in an equivocal sense, p. 262. _ 

§ 28. Synodical epistles from the councils of Carthage and Milevis, anno 

416. to pope Innocent against Pelagius. And Innocent’s answer, p. 263. 

§ 29. Pelagius’ creed, which he sent to Innocent for his own vindication, 

recited at large ; wherein he owns that baptism is to be administered to 

infants with the same words as it is to elder persons, p. 267. § 30. His 

letter sent at the same time ; wherein he declares he never heard any one 

Catholic or sectary deny infants’ baptism, p. 277. ὃ 31. Cwlestius’ creed, 

owning that infants are to be baptized for forgiveness of sins, according to 

the rule of the universal church ; and yet maintaining, that they have no 

sin derived from Adam, p. 279. ὃ 32. Pelagius also was at last brought 

to this contradiction ; that the baptism of infants is for forgiveness of sins ; 

and yet they have no sin. How he endeavoured to make sense of this, and 

then gave over disputing, p. 280. ὃ 33. Pope Zosimus first declares for 

Celestius ; and sitting in judicature, pronounces his creed (wherein he 

denied original sin) to be catholic ; and afterwards condemns both him and 

his doctrine, and confesses all persons to be under the bond of original sin 

till they be baptized. His letters pro et contra on this subject, p. 282. 

§ 34. St. Austin’s charitable endeavour to salve the credit of Zosimus, p. 286. 

§ 35. Celestius pleads, that so long as one gives baptism to infants, the 

question whether they have original sin, or not, is not a fundamental one ; 

and a mistake in that is no heresy. St. Austin holds the contrary, p. 287: 

§ 36. How great opportunities Pelagius and Celestius had, to know 

whether there were any Christians in the world that denied infants’ bap- 

tism ; and how much it had been their interest to mention them, if there 

had been any such, p. 288. ὃ 37. The second canon of the council of 

Carthage, anno 418, condemning the Pelagians, who said, Infants were to 

be baptized for forgiveness of sin, and yet that they had no original sin, 

p- 289. ὃ 38. Julian continues the dispute with St. Austin after Pelagius 

was condemned. He pretending that the catholics had gone about to make 

the people believe that he denied baptism to infants, anathematizes any 

that deny it, p. 292. § 39. A new device of Theodorus bishop of Mop- 

suestia, to reconcile these two things ; that infants are to be baptized for 

forgiveness of sin, and yet that they have none, p. 295. ὃ 40. The tenets 

of the Semipelagians concerning God’s decree about infants obtaining bap- 

tism, viz. which shall partake of it, and which not, p. 296. 

CHAP Xo 

Out of St. Austin and Vincentius Victor, p. 298. 

§ 1. The time when Vincentius published his new Hypothesis, p. 298. 

318. ὃ 2. The substance of it, viz. that unbaptized infants should be 

(A.D. 418.) admitted to paradise, though not to heaven: with St. Austin’s 
answer, p. 299. ὃ 3. He adds something more to it, viz. that they may 

possibly go to heaven, but not till the resurrection. St. Austin’s answer. 
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The practice of those times in praying for the dead, p. 302. ὃ 4. The 

mistake of a late writer in thinking that Vincentius denied infants’ bap- 

tism, p. 304. ὃ 5. Vincentius recants what he had written, p. 305. § 6. A 

clause that in some copies is added to the-second canon of the council of 

Carthage, anno 418, and a conjecture at the reason why some copies have 

this clause, and others not, ibid. 

CELA RS XOX. 

Treneeus, Epiphanius, Philastrius, St. Austin, and Theodoret, who wrote 

each of them catalogues of all the sects of Christians that they had heard 

of, do none of them mention any that denied infants’ baptism, p. 308. 

§ 1. The Donatists, Arians, Pelagians, and all other sects that St. Austin 

Aree ee Pelagius had heard or read of, if they were such as used any 

(a.D. baptism at all, did use to give it to infants, p. 308. ὃ 2. The 

16710450.) sects recited by Ireneus ; their monstrous tenets about the 

Deity ; the reason of inserting that clause into the creed, ‘the Maker of 

heaven and earth.’ What they held singular about baptism, p. 309. - ὃ 3. 

Of some sects that baptized people after they were dead, and others that 

baptized a living person in the name of another that was dead: the vari- 

ous interpretations given by the ancients and moderns of that saying of 

St. Paul, Why are they then baptized for the dead? p. 312. § 4. No sect 

is said to have had any difference with the church about the baptizing of 

infants ; but the Pelagians differed in their opinion about the effects of it 

in infants, p. 315. ὃ 5. Of the Hieracites, who held that no infant can go 

to heaven. They thought it unlawful to marry or get children, p. 317. 

CH APY Xoxit. 

Containing references to the books of some authors of the newt succeeding 

age, p. 319. 

They do all speak of infant-baptism as a thing taken for granted. A 

300 to goo. story that will shame our merchants that take no care of in- 
(A.D. ean structing and baptizing their negroes, p. 323. 

CHAP. XXIIT. 

Quotations out of some books that are spurious, ἡ. 6. not written by those 

whose names they bear ; but yet are proved to be ancient, p. 324. 

§ 1. Out of Clement’s Constitutions, ordering Christians to baptize 

300. their infants; with some account of that book, p. 324. § 2. 

(A.D. 400.) Out of the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy of Dionysius the Areopagite ; 

answering the objections of the heathens, who derided the Christians for 

baptizing infants, and for their use of godfathers, p. 326. ὃ 3. Out of the 

Questiones ad Orthodoxos ascribed to Justin Martyr, and the Qucestiones 

ad Antiochum ascribed to Athanasius, concerning the future state of 

infants of the heathens, and of the infants of Christians dying unbaptized, 

Ρ. 329. 
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PART I. 

CHAP. IL 
Of some other passages which are by some quoted and pretended to be to 

this purpose, but are not. 

§ 1. Some are out of spurious books, lately forged, p. 332. ὃ 2. Some 

nothing to the purpose, ibid. § 3. Some wrested and altered, p. 335. 

§ 4. Some not the author’s own words, but conclusions unfairly drawn 

and set down as the author’s words, p. 336. ὃ 5. Some absolutely false : 

instances of each of these sorts of quotations, p. 337. 

CHAPS Tr 

The opinions of modern learned men concerning the ancient practice or 

omission of paedobaptism. 

§ 1. They do almost all conclude, that it was the general practice to 

baptize infants: some few think that this was not at all practised at the 

first ; and others, that it was at first held to be indifferent, p. 339. ὃ 2. 

The opinion of Walafridus Strabo, ibid. ὃ 3. Of Ludovicus Vives, p. 341. 

§ 4. Of Curcelleus, p. 342. ὁ 5. Of Rigaltius, p. 343. ὃ 6. Of bishop - 

Jeremy Taylor. He himself answered the arguments he had brought in 

his Liberty of Prophesying against the antiquity of infant-baptism, p. 345. 

§ 7. Of Dr. Barlow bishop of Lincoln, p. 348. ὃ 8. Of Bilius, and Sal- 

masius, p. 349. §9. Of Hugo Grotius. He was the author of the opin- 

ion, that it was held indifferent, p. 351. ὃ το. Bishop Taylor also judges 

it to have been accounted indifferent, p. 353. § 11. Of Mr. Thorndyke, 

Ῥ. 355- § 12. Of Mr. Daillé, ibid. ὃ 13. Of Mr. Baxter and some re- 

monstrants, ibid. § 14. Of Garnier the Jesuit, p. 356. Of Boemus, 

Macaire, and Dr. Holland, p. 357. §15. Of Mr. Tombes, Mr. Danvers, 

Mr. Wills, p. 358. § τό. Most of the modern learned men that have con- 

cluded infant-baptism to have been either not from the beginning, or not 

universal, have been brought to this concession by the instances of several 

ancients, who are pretended to have been born of Christian parents, and 

yet not baptized in infancy, p. 359. 

CHAP. IIL 

Of those who are said to have been born of Christian parents, and yet not 

baptized till of man’s age. 

Secor. I. An account of the persons, and state of their case, p. 361. 

Sect. II. Of Constantine, and Constantius his son, p. 363. 

That they were not born of baptized parents. 

§ 1. Constantine was not baptized till just before his death, p. 363. 
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δ 2. His father was not a Christian, p. 364. Nor his mother, when he 

was born, p. 366. ὃ 3. Constantius’ parents were not baptized Christians 

when he was born, nor a long time after, p. 367. 

Sect. III. Of Gratian and Valentinian the second, p. 369. 

There is no proof that their father was a baptized Christian when they 

were born. 

δι. The history of their father, p. 369. § 2. The time of the birth 

and death of each of them, p. 370. § 3. Valentinian desired baptism 

before his death, but missed of it, p. 372. § 4. Gratian probably was 

baptized, but not in infancy, p.374. ὃ 5. Their father does not appear 

to have been baptized himself, till a little before his death, when the 

youngest of them was eight years old, ibid. 

Sreor. IV. Of Theodosius the first, p. 375. 

§ 1. He was not baptized till after he was emperor, p. 375. ὃ 2. His 

father was not a baptized Christian till he (the son) was twenty-five years 

old, ibid. 

Sect. V. Of St. Basil, p. 376. 

There is no proof to the contrary, but that he was baptized in infancy. 

δι. The quotations brought by Mr. Danvers for his baptism at his 

adult age, are some of them forged, others unfairly recited, p. 376. ὃ 2. 

Amphilochius’ life of St. Basil, from whence this story is fetched, is a 

forged piece, p. 377. ὃ 3. Nazianzen Nyssen, and Ephraim Syrus, writ- 

ing the passages of his life, have no such thing, ibid. § 4. The same man 

that baptized him, did afterward give him ordination, p. 378. 

Secr. VI. Of St. Gregory Nazianzen, p. 378. 

He was not baptized in infancy, though probably born of baptized parents. 

δι. An account when he was baptized, p. 378. §2. His father was 

not a Christian till the year 325, p. 379. ὃ 3. The old account is, that 

the son was born anno 300, which is contradicted by Baronius, p. 380. 

§ 4. Papebrochius resettles the old account, and answers Baronius, ibid. 

§ 5. A quotation out of Gregory himself, that he was born after that 

his father was in orders, p. 382. §6. Some other reasons on each side 

examined, p. 383. §7. An inquiry when his sister Gorgonia and brother 

Cesarius were baptized, p. 385. 

Sect VII. Of Nectarius, p. 387. 

§ 1. He was elected bishop before he was baptized, p. 387. ὃ 2. There 

is not the least pretence that his parents were Christians, p 388. 
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Sect. VIII. Of St. Chrysostom, p. 388. 

His parents were probably heathens at the time of his birth. 

§ 1. Ancient historians do say they were, p. 388. § 2. Grotius, with- 

out giving any reason, affirms the contrary, p. 389. ὃ 3. Proof out of 

Sozomen, that Chrysostom himself was for some time a heathen, p. 390. 

§ 4. M. Du Pin’s quotations on this subject examined, p. 391. 

Sect. IX. Of St. Ambrose, p. 391. 

There is no account of his parents being Christians at the time of his birth. 

§ 1. He was chosen for bishop before he was baptized, p.391. ὃ 2. 

There is no proof that his parents were Christians at the time of his birth, 

p- 392. ὃ 3. There is very probable proof from his own words of the 

contrary, p. 393. 

Sect. X. There is no proof to the contrary, but that St. Hierome was 

baptized in infancy, p. 394. 

δι. Erasmus thought he was baptized at Rome, because he says he 

there took on him the garment -of Christ, p. 395. ὃ 2. St. Hierome by 

that phrase means the monk’s habit, ibid. ὃ 3. Baronius’ reason to the 

contrary considered, p. 397. ὃ 4. The objection taken from his ordina- 

tion answered, p. 398. ὃ 5. The state of the monastic life at that time, 

Ῥ. 401. St. Hierome’s excessive value for it, ibid. 

Secr. XI. Of St. Austin, p. 403. 

His father was a heathen when he was born, and a long time after. 

δι. He was thirty-three years old when he was baptized, p. 403. ὃ 2. 

His father did not turn Christian till he (St. Austin) was seventeen years 

old, ibid. ὃ. 3. St. Austin was a Manichee, and then a deist, before he was 

a Christian, p. 406. 

Sect. XII. Of Monica, Adeodatus, Alypius, and some others. They do 

none of them make instances to this purpose, p. 406. 

δι. It is not known whether Monica were born of Christian parents, 

and baptized in infancy, or of heathens, and baptized at years of discre- 

tion, p. 406. § 2. St. Austin was no Christian when his son Adeodatus 

was born : as soon as he was baptized himself, he got his son baptized, 407. 

§ 3. Alypius was a heathen first, and then a Christian, ibid. § 4. A reflec- 

tion on Mr. Delaune’s quotations against infant-baptism, taken out of 

Danvers, p. 86. p. 408. 
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CHAP ΝΣ 

Of the. church of the ancient Britons, and of the sects of the Novatians and 

Donatists, which are by some thought to have been antipeedobaptists. 

And of the Arians, p. 409. 

§ 1. Danvers’ proof from Fabian’s Chronicle, that the ancient Britons 

were against infant-baptism, is grounded on the misprinting of two or 

three words in one edition of that book: the contrary proved, p. 410. 

§ 2. The pretence that the Novatians and Donatists denied infants’ bap- 

tism, has no proof: there is proof to the contrary, p. 411. §3. The 

Ayians called anabaptists: not that they disliked infant-baptism, but 

because they rebaptized all that had been baptized by the catholics, 

p- 414. 

CHAP. V: 

Of some heretics that denied all water-baptism: and of others that gave 

baptism several times to the same person. The dispute in the catholic 

church about rebaptizing. Of the Paulianists, whom the Nicene Fathers 

ordered to be baptized anew, of they would come into the church. The 

revenge which the modern Paulianists take on those Fathers, by accusing 

them of Tritheism. The falseness of that accusation, p. 415. 

§ 1. The Valentinians, some of them, renounced all external baptism ; 

others profaned it by their alterations of the form, &c. Their several 

tenets concerning it out of Irenseus, p. 415. §. 2. Quintilla preached at 

Carthage in the second century, that water-baptism is needless; faith 

alone is enough, p. 416. § 3. The Manichees held, that baptism in water 

does nobody any good, p. 417. § 4. The Messalians held the same, being a 

distracted sort of people, ibid. And so did the Ascodryti, Archontici, and 

-Seleucians, or Hermians, p. 419. ὃ 5. The Marcionites of old, and the 

Muscovites of late, the only persons in the world that ever owned formal 

anabaptism, or rebaptization of the same person several times, ibid. ὃ 6. 

The dispute among the catholics, whether baptism given by heretics be 

valid, or must be reiterated. Baptism given in the right form of words, 

though by heretics, adjudged valid, p. 420. § 7. The Paulianists excepted 

by the council of Nice from the number of heretics that were to have this 

privilege, p. 421. §8. The modern Paulianists do, in revenge, accuse the 

Nicene and other Fathers of Tritheism: and that they held not a nume- 

rical, but only a specifical, unity of the divine essence, p. 422. §. 9. They 

persist in affirming this as proved by Curcelleeus, after that all the in- 

stances produced by Curcelleeus had been by bishop Stillingfleet shewed 

to be mistakes. The open affront given by Mr. Le Clerc to all the 

churches that own the Nicene creed, p. 423. § 10. The new instances 

they bring from Tertullian, answered, p. 424. ὃ 11. And those they bring 

from Gregory Nazianzen, p. 427. §12. The heresies of Praxeas, Noetus, 

and Sabellius on one side, and Philoponus on the other ; and the way the 

churchmen take to refute them ; do plainly shew that the church held the 
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numerical unity, p. 431. § 13. St. Austin, St. Hierome, St. Ambrose, &e. 

do express fully the numerical unity of the essence : but these are black- - 

ened on other accounts, p. 435. ὃ 14. The mischief brought on the credit 

of Christian religion, by vilifying the ancient professors of it, because their 

sayings cannot be brought to serve a turn, p. 436. § 15. St. Austin also 

in a late piece is made a Tritheist, p. 438. ὁ τό. St. Hilary vindicated 

from the same imputation, p. 440. 

CE APG Vile 

The opinions of the ancients concerning the future state of infanis, and 

- other persons that happened to die unbaptized, p. 443. 

§ 1. They do all understand that rule of our Saviour, John ii. 5, Hacept 

one be born again, &e., of water-baptism. Calvin’s new interpretation of 

that text ; and the advantage which the antipsdobaptists do take of it. 

Also they do all by the kingdom of God in that text, understand the king- 

dom of glory. The inconsistency of some later interpretations with the 

words of the text, p.444. §2. Their opinion of the case of martyrs 

dying unbaptized, that they went to heaven, p.449. § 3. The case of 

converts believing, but dying unbaptized. Those that had contemned or 

neglected baptism, condemned. Those that had fully resolved to take it, 

but missed of it, went, as some thought, to a middle state ; as others 

thought to heaven, p. 450. § 4. Of infants dying unbaptized. All agree 

that they miss of the kingdom of heaven. They go, as the Greek Fathers 

think, into a middle state ; as others, into some degree of punishment, 

p- 454. ὃ 5. Of the degree of their punishment. St. Austin thinks it to 

be a very moderate one; a state better than no being at all, p. 456. 

The books in which the more rigid opinion is held, are Fulgeutius’ and 

not his, p. 458. § 6. The opinions of the following ages. Fulgentius, 

anno 500 ; Pope Gregory, 600 ; Anselm, 1000 ; do speak of their being 

tormented, p. 459. The schoolmen, anno 1200, go over to the opinion of 

the Greek church, that they shall be in a middle state, p. 460. The coun- 

cil of Trent were about to determine the opinion of their being tormented, 

to be a heresy, p. 462. § 7. Some in the middle age have conceived 

hopes of some unbaptized infants going to heaven. Hincmarus Rhemensis, 

ibid. Wickliffe, p. 463, the Lollards, Hussites, &c. p. 466, (and the 

schoolmen for infants dying in the womb) and in the latter times, Cajetan 

and Cassander, p. 467. ὃ. 8. The opinions of the protestants, Lutherans, 

Calvinists, Church of England, English presbyterians, antipsedobaptists, 

concerning the possibility of salvation of unbaptized infants, p. 468. § 9. 

That all baptized infants, dying such, are saved; the generality of the 

Christian world has agreed, p. 471. The ancient Predestinarians, and 

Semipelagians, consented in this, Of the modern Preedestinarians, some 

few have doubted or denied it, p. 473. ὃ το. The ancients never refused 

to baptize a child on account of the parents’ wickedness, as some Calvinists 

now do, p. 474. 
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CEA EP. vat 

An account of the state of this practice from the year 400 till the rise of 

the German antipedobaptists. Of the Waldenses ; and their chief ac- 

cusers, St. Bernard, Petrus Cluniacensis, Reynerius, Pilichdorf, de. 

The confessions of the Waldenses themselves, p. 475. 

§ 1. There are no pretences of any one in this period, before the time of 

the Waldenses, being against infant-baptism, but what are proved to be 

mistakes, p. 475. The instance of Hincmarus, bishop of Laudun, shewn to 

be such, p. 476. §2. Of Bruno bishop of Angiers, and of Berengarius 

archdeacon of the same church, there are reports, that they held doctrines 

that do overthrow infant-baptism ; but they never owned any such, p. 477. 

§ 3. A general account of the Waldenses, anno 1150. What the popish 

historians do say of their tenets. What the present remainders of them 

do say of their ancestors. Some of their old Confessions. The present 

debate, whether they were anciently pxdobaptists or antipzdobaptists, 

p- 480. § 4. That there were several sects of those men, whom we now 

call by that general name Waldenses ; and that some of them denied all 

water-baptism. The distinct account of their several tenets about baptism, 

given by Reynerius, &c., p. 485. ὃ 5. That one sect of them, viz. the Petro- 

brusians, otherwise called Henricians, did own water-baptism and yet 

deny infant-baptism, p. 490. Four witnesses of this. The Lateran 

councils under Innocent the Second and Innocent the Third, p. 496. Mr. 

Stennet’s pretence to the disciples of Gundulphus, anno 1025, examined, 

p- 495. §6. That all the rest of them owned infant-baptism, p. 497. 

§ 7. Those that denied it, quickly dwindled away, or came over ‘to those 

that owned it, p.498. § 8. The life of Peter Bruis, and Henry, the two 

first antipeedobaptist preachers in the world, p. 501. 

CHAP: Wide 

The present state of this controversy. That all the national churches im 

the world are pedobaptists. Of the antipedobaptists that are in Ger- 

many, Holland, England, Poland, and Transylvania, p. 504. 

§ 1. All the national churches in Europe are pedobaptists, p. 505. 

§ 2. So are those in Asia,p. 506. A disquisition concerning the Geor- 

gians ; of whom sir Paul Ricaut had heard, that they held formerly, that 

children ought not to be baptized till the age of fourteen, and that they 

now hold, that they are not to be baptized till eight years old. The 

mistake of this report shewed from sir John Chardin, who travelled in 

that country. Of the Armenians, Jacobites, Maronites, Christians of 

St. Thomas, &c. They do all baptize infants, p.510. ὃ 3. The two sorts 

of Christians that are in Africa, viz. the Cophti and Abassens, do both 

of them baptize their infants forty days after their birth or circumcision. 

A mistake in the print of Mr. Thevenot concerning what he heard by the 
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relation of an ambassador from the Abassens, that before the Jesuits came 

there, they did not use to baptize till forty years, putting years for days, - 

Ρ. 5812. §4. Of the antipsedobaptists in Germany, anno 1522. An 

inquiry whether that opinion was then set up anew, or had been continued 

from the time of the Petrobrusians, p. 513. <A letter written to Erasmus, 

anno 1519, concerning the Pyghards, p. 515. ὃ 5. Of those in Holland and 

the Low Countries ; their insurrection at Amsterdam. Of Menno, and the 

present Minnists ; their tenets, &c., p. 518. ὃ 6. Of the English antipeedo- 

baptists. Some Dutchmen in England, but no Englishmen, of this way 

in the reigns of Henry VIII, Edward VI, Queen Mary, Queen Elizabeth, 

Ρ. 528. No considerable number of English till the times of the rebellion, 

ibid. The great encouragement given them by Oliver Cromwell. Their 

great increase at that time, p.529. The present state of them, p. 533. 
Their tenets concerning, 

the necessity of it. The word βαπτίζω does not include dipping in its signi- 

fication, p. 534. 3. Baptizing naked. 4. The form of baptism. 5. The flesh 

of Christ, p. 540. 6. The millennium. 7. Eating of blood. 8. Sleep of 

the soul. The opinion of the ancients concerning Hades, and the state of 

1. Separation. 2. Immersion. Their reasons for 

souls in it, p. 545. 9. Singing of Psalms, p. 551. 10. The use of the Lord’s 

Prayer. 11. Extreme unction. 12. Way of marriage. 13. Posture in 

receiving the Lord’s Supper. 14. The Saturday-sabbath. 15. Confirma- 

tion, or laying on of hands. 16. Predestination. 17. Original sin. 

18. The divinity of Christ, p. 555. 19. Their disputes with the Quakers. 

20. Their church officers. 21. Their way of adjusting differences in money 

matters. 22. Church discipline against scandalous members. 23. Of the 

Jesuits creeping in among them, p. 562. Bishop Stillingfleet’s sagacity in 

discovering Hallingham, Coleman, and Benson, to have been Jesuits. Of 

one Everard, a papist, who having got in Cromwell’s time a commission 

for a troop of horse, set up for a preacher against infaut-baptism. ΑἸ] the 

papists do of late years industriously put it into their books, that infant- 

baptism cannot be proved from Scripture. The weakness of some late 

antipedobaptists, in valuing themselves on the papists thus siding with 

them in the dispute, p. 566. ὃ 7. Of the antipzdobaptists in Poland, 

Hungary, Transylvania, &c. Those that were formerly in Poland were 

mostly Socinians ; and so are they that are at present in Transylvania. 

Ρ. 568. 

CHA PT TX 

The ancient rites of baptism, p. 570. 

§ 1. The adult used prayer and fasting before it, p. 570. § 2. The 

ordinary way of baptizing was by immersion ; but in case of sickness, ὥς, 

they gave it by affusion of water on the face. Some ancient proofs of this 

from a letter of St. Cyprian. The examples of Novatian, St. Laurence, 

Basilides, the jailor, in Acts xvi. ὅσο. ibid. An account of the times when 
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immersion was left off in the Latin church: France was the first country 

in Christendom that left it off: then Italy, Germany, ὅσο. p. 576 ; and last. 

of all, England, not till the time of queen Elizabeth, p. 580. The Directory 

forbids dipping, p. 582. The church of England at the Restoration re- 

established it, in case the child be able to bear it, p. 583. The opinion of 

Mr. Mede, bishop Taylor, Mr. Rogers, sir Norton Knatchbull, Mr. Walker, 

Dr. Towerson, Dr. Whitby, sir John Floyer, &c., that the general use of it 

ought to be restored, p. 585. All nations of Christians in the world, ex- 

cept those that are or have been under the pope, do dip their infants, 

if in health, p.589. § 3. The ancient Christians baptized naked. The care 

that was taken to preserve the modesty of women, p. 591. ὃ 4. The head 

of the baptized was thrice put under water ; once at the naming each 

name of the holy Trinity, p.592. ὃ 5. The forehead was signed with the 

sign of the cross, p. 595. ὃ 6. A mixture of milk and honey given to the 

new-baptized person. A quotation out of the epistle of Barnabas to that 

purpose, Ρ. σού. §7. The white garment put on after baptism, -p. 598. 

§ 8. Of the two anointings ; one with oil before the baptism ; the other 

with a rich ointment or chrism after baptism, together with the laying on 

of hands of the bishop, ibid. §. 9. The professions made at baptism, both 

of the adult and infants : and first, the promise of renouncing the Devil 

and all wickedness, p. 601. § το. The profession of faith : the form of it at 

first ; only to say, ‘I believe in the Father, and in the Son, and in the 

‘ Holy Spivit.’ It was afterwards made in the words of the creed that was 

in use in each church. The copies of the most ancient creeds are lost. 

The substance of them collected from rules of faith delivered by Justin 

Martyr, Ireneus, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, ὅθ. p. 604. ὃ τι. The 

Nicene creed the eldest copy of any public creed that is extant. Eusebius’ 

creed ; the creed of Alexander; of Arius; of some Arian councils at 

Antioch ; of Eunomius. Julian the apostate’s applause of Photinus’ belief. 

The abhorrence expressed by the Arians, as well as Catholics, against it. 

All the Catholic Christians of the East used the Nicene creed at baptism, 

p- 611. § 12. The Constantinopolitan creed. What is added to the Nicene. 

Of the sense of those words, 2 Cor. ili. 17, 6 Κύριος τὸ πνεῦμά ἐστι, p. 618, 

§ 13. The Roman creed: no copy of it extant, elder than the year 400 : 

what clauses have been added to it since that time: the descent into hell, 

&c., and how it came to be called the Apostlic creed, or the Apostles’ creed, 

p- 621. § 14. The baptismal professions made twice by the adult ; but 

once in the case of infants. Infants never ordinarily baptized without 

godfathers making profession in their name, p. 627. ὃ 15. The eucharist 

given quickly after baptism : always to the adult, and in some places and 

ages of the church, to infants. Mr. Daillé’s charge against the ancients for 

doing this, examined. No proof of its being given to mere infants, till 

after the year 400. The mistake of those that say St. Austin calls it an 

apostolical tradition, p.628. § 16. This custom continued in the church 
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of Rome from 400 to 1000. It was then dropt on account of the doctrine 

of transubstantiation coming up. The contrary determinations of pope © 

Innocent and pope Pius about the necessity of it, p. 634. The Greeks in 

later times took it from the Latins, and not being disturbed by the doctrine 

of transubstantiation, do practise it still, p.636. §17. The argument of 

the antipedobaptists against any regard to be given to the practice of the 

ancients in other matters, because they were in an error in this matter, 

proposed and considered, ibid. 

CHEAP) OX: 

A summing up of the evidence that has here been given on both sides, 

p. 638. 

§ 1. Evidence /or infants’ baptism, p. 638. ὃ 2. Evidence against infants’ 

baptism, p. 644. § 3. Evidence that seems to make against infant-baptism, 

but does not really, p. 647. 

CiLA Be 

A dissuasive from separation on account of the difference of opinion about 

the age or time of recewing baptism, p. 657. 

§ 1. The great guilt and mischief of the sin of schism, p. 658. § 2. Dif- 

ferent opinions in points not fundamental, no just cause of separation. 

The fault of the Romish way of bringing all men to unity, by forcing them 

to subscribe to the same opinions; and of the way in the opposite extreme 

of setting up several churches for the several opinions, p. 659. ὃ 3. He 

that likes some other way of ordering the public worship, ceremonies, &c., 

better than that which is established in the church where he lives, is not 

therefore to separate, p.665. ὃ 4. He that thinks some error, not funda- 

mental, to be expressed in some of the prayers, collects, &c., ought to join 

in the other service, though he cannot join in those particular prayers, 

provided there be no idolatry in any part of the worship, p. 669. § 5. 

In the Seripture-command of holding communion with the church where 

we live, there are but four cases excepted : 1. Idolatry; 2. False doctrine in 

fundamentals ; 3. The church’s requiring some condition of communion 

that is sinful ; 4. If that church herself be schismatical. He that adds any 

more exceptions, adds to the Scripture, p. 671. ὃ 6. An error in opinion 

about the age or manner of receiving baptism, is not a fundamental one, 

Ρ. 672. § 7. Some difficulties on the part of the church of England in re- 

ceiving antipeedobaptists to communion ; and some on the antipsedobaptists’ 

side, in accepting communion with the said church, considered. They are 

none of them such as to render the said communion impracticable, p. 682. 

An alphabetical table of some few matters, p. 690. 
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THE INTRODUCTION. 

δ: THE meaning and full import of a rule given in any old 

book for the doing of any thing is not so well apprehended by us, 
unless we understand the history of that nation and of that time in 

which the said rule was given. And this holds especially for such 
rules as are expressed in very short and general words. 

For it is common for a rule or law to be so worded, as that one 

may perceive that the lawgiver has supposed or taken for granted, 
that the people to whom it was given, did already know and under- 

stand some things which were previous to the apprehending of his 
meaning; so that it was needless to express them. But though 

these things were ordinarily known to the people of that time and 
place, yet we that live at so great a distance of time do not know 
them, without an inquiry made into the history of the state of that 

time, as to those things which the law speaks of : and consequently 
without such inquiry the law or rule, that was plain to them, will 

in many particulars be obscure to us. So, for example, many of 

the Grecian and Roman laws, whereof we have copies yet extant, 
would not be well understood by us, unless they were explained to 
us by such as have skill in the history of the state of affairs in those 
empires. And so many passages in the books of the New Testa- 
ment of our Saviour Christ are not rightly apprehended, without 
having recourse to the books of the Old Testament, and other books 

wherein the customs of the Jewish nation are set forth, for under- 

standing the state of religion among that people at that time when 

our Saviour gave his rules. 
And another thing that does much help us in understanding the 

meaning of any such old law that is given in such short words, is, 

to observe and learn how the men that lived in or so near that time, 

that the meaning of the lawgiver must easily be known by them, 
did practise it. For in what particulars soever we may doubt how 
or in what manner it is to be executed, their actions and declarations 

do serve as precedents to us upon the said law. And this holds 

especially in such laws as have been in continual use from the time 

of their enacting to this time. 

| WALL, VOL. I. B 
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Now our Saviour’s law concerning baptizing all the nations is, 
as I shewed in the preface, set down in scripture in very short and 
general words: and many people of later times have doubted whether 

it is to be understood to reach to the baptizing of infants, or only of 
adult persons. All that have any doubt ought to have recourse to 

the two several helps for understanding the said law which I have 
here proposed. 

I mean, they ought to learn as well as they can, what was the 

state of the Jewish religion as to baptism, at and before that time 

when our Saviour gave his order for baptizing all the nations ; and 
what we must suppose the apostles did of themselves already know 

concerning’ its being proper or improper for infants ; which it might 

not be so needful for our Saviour to express in his new direction 
to them. 

And also they ought to learn as well as they can, how the first 

Christians did practise in this matter; whether they baptized their 
infants or not. 

It is the latter of these two things that I have taken upon me as 
my task to shew; viz. how the primitive Christians did practise : 

and this I do by giving you their own words, without omitting any 

that I know of for the first 400 years after Christ. 

But yet some knowledge of the other poimt also (viz. how the 

Jews in and before our Saviour’s time did use to act in reference to 

the baptizing of infants) is so very necessary to a right understand- 

ing of the words both of our Saviour and his apostles, and also of 
the primitive Christians ; and he that knows nothing of it, is so n- 

competent a judge of the force of their sayings; that I think it 

needful for the use of ordinary readers, to premise, by way of intro- 
duction, some account of that matter also. 

But I do not pretend in this introduction, in which I treat of the 

custom of the Jews in baptizing infants before our Saviour’s time, 

to do as I do in the book itself, wherein I treat of the custom of the 

Christians in baptizmg them after it; that is, to recite all the au- 
thorities that are about that matter. Partly because the quotations 
for that purpose are to be searched for in books with which I am 

not so well acquainted ; and partly because those few which I shall 

produce, will make it clear enough that there was such a custom. 
I shall therefore content myself with reciting such of them as have 
been already made use of by learned men: such as Ainsworth on 
Gen. xvii: Dr. Hammond’s Annotations on Matt. ii. xix. xxii: 
John iii: item, Six Queries: item, Defence of Infant Baptism : 

Selden de Jure Nat. et Gent. juxta Hebreos : item, de Synedriis : 
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item, de Successionibus, &c.: Dr. Lightfoot, Hor. Hebr. on Matt. 

iii. and John i: item, Harmony on the New Testament: Luke i. 4 

Jacob Alting, Prelectio 7. de Proselytis: Godwyn’s Moses and 
Aaron, &e.: and the learned author of the Discourse concerning 

Lent, part ii. chap. 2. 
First, then, it is evident that the custom of the Jews before our 

Saviour’s time (and, as they themselves affirm, from the beginning 

of their law) was to baptize as well as circumcise any proselyte that 

came over to them from the nations. This does fully appear both 

from the books of the Jews themselves, and also of others that un- 

derstood the Jewish customs and have written of them. They 

reckoned all mankind beside themselves to be in an unclean state, 

and not capable of being entered into the covenant of Israelites 

without a washing or baptism, to denote their purification from 
their uncleanness. And this was called the baptizing of them unto 

Moses. 

This custom of theirs is fully and largely set forth by 

Maimonides ; Issurv Bia, capp. 13, 14. 

He had been saying there that the Israelites themselves were 
entered into covenant by circumcision, baptism, and sacrifice. And 

then he adds : 
‘And so in all ages when an ethnic is willing to enter into the 

‘covenant, and gather himself under the wings of the majesty of 

God, and take upon him the yoke of the law, he must be circum- 

‘ cised, and baptized, and bring: a sacrifice; or if it be a woman, be 

baptized and bring a sacrifice. As it is written, ds you are, so 

n 

n 

Oy shall the stranger be. How are you? By circumcision and baptism, 

‘and bringing of a sacrifice. So likewise the stranger (or proselyte) 

through all generations ; by circumcision and baptism, and bring- 

‘ing of a sacrifice. And what is the stranger’s sacrifice? A burnt 
offering of a beast, or two turtle-doves, or two young pigeons, both 

“ of them for a burnt offering. 
‘ And at this time, when there is no sacrificing, they must be eir- 

“ cumcised and baptized; and when the temple shall be built, they 

are to bring the sacrifice. 
‘A stranger that is circumcised and not baptized, or baptized 

and not circumcised, he is not a proselyte till he be both arcum- 

cised and baptized: and he must be baptized in the presence of 
‘ three, &c. 

‘ Even as they circumcise and baptize strangers ; so do they cir- 

΄ι 

΄ι 

a A Discourse concerning Lent, in two parts, (published anonymously, but by Dr. 

George Hooper, bishop of Bath and Wells,) 8vo. London, 1695. b Numb. xv. 15. 
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‘eumcise and baptize servants that are received from heathens into 
“the name of servitude, &c. 

‘When a man or a woman comes to join as a proselyte, they make 
‘ diligent inquiry concerning such, lest they come to get themselves 

‘under the law for some riches that they should receive, or for dig- 

‘nity that they should obtain, or for fear. If it be a man, they 

‘inquire whether he have not set his affection on some Jewish 

‘woman; or a woman, her affection on some young man of Israel. 
‘ Tf no such like occasion be found in them, they make known unto 

‘ them the weightiness of the yoke of the law and the toil that is in 

‘the doing thereof, above that which people of other lands have, to 

‘see if they will go back. If they take it upon them and withdraw 

‘not, and they see that they come of love, then they receive 
‘ them, Xe. 

‘ Therefore the judges received no proselyte all the days of David 

‘and Solomon. Not in David’s days, lest they should have come 

‘of fear: nor in Solomon’s, lest they should have come because of 

‘the kingdom and great prosperity which Israel then had. For 

‘“whoso comes from the heathens for any thing of the vanities of 
‘this world, he is no righteous proselyte. Notwithstanding there 

‘were many proselytes that in David’s and Solomon’s time joined 
‘themselves in the presence of private persons ; and the judges of 

‘the great Synedrion had a care of them. They drove them not 
‘away, after they were baptized, out of any place; neither took 
‘they them near to them, until their after-fruits appeared.’ 

Maimonides gives at the same place an account of several cireum- 

stances of time, place, &c., observed in this action of baptizing a 

proselyte. As that, ‘they baptized not a proselyte on the sabbath, 
‘nor on a holyday, nor by night, &e. They do it in a confluence 

“ of waters, &e. As soon as he grows whole of the wound of cir- 

-‘cumcision, they bring him to baptism; and being placed in the 
‘water they again instruct him,’ ὅθ. And such a confluence of 
waters, Jonathan’s Chaldee Paraphrase determines ought not to be 

less than forty of the measures called Sata, where he paraphrases on 

Exod. xxix. Lev. xi. and other places. 
The Talmud says the same thing of receiving proselytes by bap- 

tism ; only, whereas Maimonides speaks of the number of three as 

necessary to be present at the baptizing ; the Talmud Babylon. does 

not insist on any more than two grave men. 
Talmud Babylon. Mass. Jevamoth. fol. 47. 

‘ When a proselyte is received, he must be circumcised ; and then 

‘when he is cured (of the wound of cireumcision) they baptize him 
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Behold he is an Israelite 

or if it be a woman, the women lead her to the 

‘in the presence of two wise men, saying, 
‘in all things: 

“ waters,’ ὅζο. 

But the Talmud Hierosol. Jevamoth says as Maimonides does, 

that ‘a proselyte has need of three” And directs the other cir- 
cumstances as he does, viz. ‘They do not baptize a proselyte by 
‘night@’ And, ‘they were not baptized till the pain of cireum- 
“ cision were healed®.’ 

And the same continues to this day to be the practice of the 
present Jews. For so Leo Modena‘, in his history of them, part v. 
chap. 2, speaking of a proselyte’s admission ; ‘ They take and cir- 
“cumcise him; and as soon as he is well of his sore, he is to wash 

“ himself all over in water: and this is to be done in the presence 
‘ of the three rabbins, &e. 

‘a natural Jew.’ 

The books do speak of this washing, or baptism, as absolutely 
necessary ; and an ordinance, without which none was to be counted 

a proselyte. So 

Gemara Babylon. ad tit. Cherithoth, cap. 11. 

‘The proselytes entered not into covenant, but by circumcision, 

“ baptism, and sprinkling of blood.” 

And Tit. Jabimoth, cap. iv. 

‘ He is no proselyte unless he be circumcised and baptized” And 
“if he be not baptized, he remains a Gentile’ (or Pagan). And 

there is in that chapter a proof given of that opinion of the ne- 
cessity, which I shall have occasion by and by to mention. 

Maimonides says the same thing, as we saw in the chapter I 
quoted before’. 

Also the Talmud, Tract. ue 
father-in-law : 

And so, from thenceforth, he becomes as 

speaking of Jethro, Moses’ 

‘ He was made a proselyte by circumcision and ‘immersion in 
‘waters.’ Godwyn, in his Moses and Aaron, lib. i. cap. 3. 

To the making of a male proselyte at first three things were re- 

quired: 1. circumcision ; 2. a kind of purification by water; 3. the 

blood of oblation. Moses Kotsenh, fol. 20. Of a woman proselyte 
were required only purification by water, and oblation, Drusiusi de 
tribus Sectis. 

Ή] 6 ΠΡ ἜΣΗΙ 12 h Rabbi Moses ben Jacob Kotsiensis, 

fol. Ve- 1 The History of the Rites, Customs, 
and Manner of Life of the present Jews 
throughout the World ; translated (from 
the Italian) into English, by Edmund 
Chilmead. 12mo. London, 1650. 

5. Issuri Bia, c. 13. 

‘Liber Preceptorum magnus,’ 
netils, 1522. ibid. 1547. 

i Johannes Drusius ‘de tribus Sectis 
Judeorum.’ ὅνο. Franekere, 1605. 4to. 
Arnhemii, 1619. 
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This custom of the Jews continued after Christ’s time, and after 

their expulsion from the Holy Land; and continues (as I shewed 
from Leo Modena) to this day, if there be any that nowadays do 
turn proselytes to their religion. Wherever they sojourned, if they 
found any of that country that chose to be of their religion, they 
would not admit him, unless he would first be washed or baptized 

by them. And some heathen writers do express a great deal of 
scorn and disdain at this their valuing themselves upon their own 
purity in comparison with other nations. So Arrianus, a philosopher 

at Rome, (about the year of Christ 147,) jeers* those that turned 

proselytes to the Jews, calling them βεβαμμένους, dipped: and de- 

scribes their custom to be, that when a man is so dipped by them, 
then he is accounted τῷ ὄντι ᾿Ιουδαῖος, a right Jew: and calls one 

that is a counterfeit proselyte to them, παραβαπτιστὴν, one that puts 

an abuse upon their ceremony of baptism. 

This solemn baptizing of proselytes differed from the rest of their 
divers baptisms (which St. Paul, Heb. x. 10, says were customary 

among the Jews) in this: that those others were upon new occasions 
of uncleanness, &e. many times repeated; but this was never given 
but once to one person. It was called (as Dr. Lightfoot shews!) 

‘baptism for proselytism,’ distinct from ‘ baptism for uncleanness.’ 
II. It is not very material to our purpose to inquire upon what 

reasons or authorities this custom of the Jews, of baptizing all pros- 

elytes, was grounded. All that is material, is to know that they 

had time out of mind such a custom. And for that, the sayings of 
their own writers here produced are a sufficient evidence. Yet I 

shall spend a few words in shewing how they prove the necessity of 
this washing, or baptizing, from Moses’ law. 

They take notice that Moses, Numb. xv. 15, orders thus, Oxe 

ordinance shall be both for you of the congregation, and also for the 

stranger (or proselyte) that sojourneth with you. An ordinance for 

ever im your generations: As ye are, so shall the stranger be before the 

Lord. One law and one manner shall be for you and for the stranger, 

ἕο. Now they reckon that the Israelites themselves were, at their 
entering into covenant with God at the time of their receiving the 

law in mount Sinai, all of them washed or baptized. So they 

understand those words, Exod. xix.10, And the Lord said unto Moses, 

Go unto the people, and sanctify them to day and to morrow, and let 

them wash their clothes, and be ready against the third day: for the 

third day the Lord will come down, &e. They understand the mean- 

ing of that command by which Moses was to sanctify the people on 

k Dissert. in Epictet. lib. ii. ὁ. 0. 1 Hor. Hebr. on Matth. iii. 6. 
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those two days, to be the washing of them: and so that word, ¢o 
sanctify, does commonly signify in the Jewish law, (as several 
writers have shewn by many instances, and I also do in this book™ 
give some,) especially when it is spoken of a man sanctifying other 
men. And Maimonides, Mickvaoth. item More Nebochim, part iii. 
6. 33, says; This is a rule; that ‘wheresoever in the law the wash- 

‘ing of the body or garments is mentioned, it means still the wash- 
‘ing of the whole body.? And the same is affirmed, Gemara Babyl. 

Tit. Jabimoth, ὁ. iv. fol. 46. And so Aben Ezra, on that place of 

scripture" where Jacob, being to meet with God at Beth-el, said to 
his household ; Be clean, and change your garments ; understands 

the washing of their bodies. And Selden® shews by the expositions 
which the Jewish commentators give on Levit. xi. 25, 28, 40: xiv. 

8,47: Numb. xix. 10, 21: xxx. 24. and several other texts where 

washing of garments is mentioned, that they always understand 

washing of the whole body. And for the like understanding of the 

foresaid place in Exod. xix. 10. quotes Mechilta, Nachmanid, R. 
Bechai, Moses Mikotsi, &e. 

That they gave this (baptism of the Jews, and the command for 

proselytes to be as the Jews were) as a proof that proselytes must 
be baptized, appears by the words of Maimonides in the place be- 

fore quoted. For he first says thus: ‘By three things did Israel 
‘enter into covenant, by circumcision, and baptism, and sacrifice. 

‘ Circumcision was in Egypt, as it is written, No wncircumeised 

“ Pperson shall eat thereof, &e. Baptism was in the wilderness just 

‘before the giving of the Law: as it is written4, Sanctify them to 

© day and to morrow, and let them wash their clothes. And sacrifice ; 

“as it is said", And he sent young men of the children of Israel which 

‘ offered burnt offerings, &e. 

And then he adds that which I recited before, concerning prose- 

lytes ; ‘and so in all ages when an ethnic is willing, &c., he must 

‘ be circumcised, and baptized, and bring a sacrifice ; as it is writen, 

‘ As you are, 50 shall the stranger be, &e. 

And so says the Talmud, Tract. Repud. 

‘ Israel does not enter into covenant but by these three things, 
‘ by circumcision, baptism, and peace offering ; and the proselytes, 
‘in like manner.’ 

And again, ad Tit. Cherithoth, cap. ii. 
‘ As you are, so shall the stranger be. As you are, that is, as was 

‘ done to your fathers. And what was done to them? Your fathers 

m Part i. chap. 11. 8.11. n Gen. xXxxv. 2. © De Synedr. lib. i. ὁ. 3. 
p Exod. xii. 48. q Exod. xix. to. r Exod. xxiv. 5. 
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‘ did not enter into covenant but by circumcision, and baptism, and 

‘ sprinkling of blood. So neither do proselytes enter into covenant 

‘but by circumcision, and baptism, and sprinkling of blood.’ 
And Rabbi Solomon, in loc. 

‘ Our rabbis teach that our fathers entered into covenant by cir- 

‘ cumcision, and baptism, and sprinkling of blood,’ &e. 

The ancient Christians, especially such of them as lived in places 

where they could have converse with the learned Jews, and might 
learn from them the meaning of the Hebrew phrases used in the 

Old Testament, do also speak of this baptism of the Jews. 

So Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 39, shewing the preference of the 
Christian baptism before the Jewish, says, Εβάπτισε Μωσῆς, ἀλλ᾽ 

ἐν ὕδατι. Kal πρὸ τούτου ἐν νεφέλῃ Kal ἐν θαλάσσῃ. τυπικῶς δὲ τοῦτο 

ἣν, ὡς καὶ Παύλῳ δοκεῖ, &c. “ Moses gave a baptism, but that was 
‘with water only. And before that they were baptized in the 
‘ cloud and in the sea. But these were but a type (or figure) of 

‘ours; as Paul also understands it.’ 

And St. Cyprian, Epist. 73. ad Jubaranum. 

‘ Alia enim fuit Judzorum sub apostolis ratio, alia est Gentilium 

‘ conditio. Uli, quia jam legis et Moysi antiquissimum baptisma 

‘ fuerant adepti, in nomine quoque Jesu Christi erant baptizandi.’ 
‘The case of the Jews who were to be baptized by the apostles 

‘was different from the case of the Gentiles; for the Jews had 

‘already, and a long time ago, the baptism of the Law and of 
‘ Moses; and were now to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ.’ 

Also St. Basil, in his oration of Baptism, compares together the 

baptisms of Moses, of John, and of Christ. Whose words I shall 

quote, part 1. chap. 12. sect. 7. of this collection. 

And before them all, Tertullian, having in his Book of Baptism, 

chap. v. sect. 5. shewn by several particulars, that the heathens had 

used of old a certain rite of baptizing, which they said was for their 
regeneration, and for the forgiveness of their sins, applies to it this 
observation ; Hie quoque studiwm Diaboli cognoscimus res Dei emu- 

lantis, cum et ipse baptismum in suis exercet. ‘ Here we see the aim 

‘of the Devil to ape (or imitate) the things of God; since he also 
‘sets up a baptism for his disciples.’ 
Now the divine baptism, which, he says, the Devil imitated, must 

be the Jewish baptism. For the rites of Apollo and Ceres (in which 
he there instances, as those in which the said baptism was used) 

were long before the times of the Christian baptism. The place I 
recite among some other passages of Tertullian, part i. chap. 4. 
sect. I1. 
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And Mr. Selden, de Synedr. lib. 1. cap. 3, observes that that say- 
ing of St. Paul, 1 Cor. x.1, 2, All our Fathers were baptized unto 

Moses in the cloud and in the sea, would have been difficult for those 

to whom St. Paul wrote, to make any sense of; had it not been a 
thing well known at that time when the apostle wrote, that the 

Jews looked upon themselves as having been entered into covenant 
by baptism: and that St. Paul spoke as alluding to that. And 
Dr. Hammond concludes the same’. 

III. Secondly, it is to be observed, that if any such proselyte, 

who came over to the Jewish religion and was baptized into it, had 

any infant children then born to him; they also were at the father’s 

desire circumcised and baptized, and admitted as proselytes. The 

child’s inability to declare or promise for himself was not looked on 
as a bar against his reception into the covenant: but the desire of 
his father to dedicate him to the true God, was counted available, 

and sufficient to justify his admission. So that it was with such a 
proselyte as it was with Abraham at his first admission to the cove- 
nant of circumcision: as Abraham of ninety-nine years old, and 
Ishmael his son of thirteen years old, and all the males in his house 
that were eight days old or upward, were circumcised at the same 

time ; so such a proselyte with all his, were both baptized (and cir- 

cumcised if they were male children) and had each of them a sacri- 
fice (such as was by lawt required for a Jew’s child) made for them ; 

but if females, they were baptized, and a sacrifice was offered for 
them. 

And the reason which the Jewish writers give, why it was not 
necessary to stay to see whether the child, when come to age, would 
be willing to engage himself in the covenant of the true God, or 
not, is this; that it is out of the reach of any doubt or controversy, 

that this is for his good. Where there may be any question made 

whether a thing be beneficial, or not; the concerns of a child are 

not to be disposed of by another: but here the benefit of being 
dedicated to Jehovah, (of which dedication these rites were the 
sacrament and seal) is evident and unquestionable. One may (as 

they give the reason) ‘privilege a person, though he be incapable 

“ of knowing it; but one ought not to disprivilege a person without 
‘ his knowledge.’ 

They judge therefore that a proselyte had no more need to expect 
his child’s consent to be cleansed by this baptism or washing from 

the unclean and accursed estate in which he was born, than a 

natural Jew had to make any such delay in giving his child circum- 

5 Six Queries, Inf. Bapt. sect. 7, 8. [in vol. i. of his works. ] t Luke ii. 24. 
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cision, the seal of the covenant. Which delay, instead of being 
cautious, would have been impious. ‘This reason of theirs will 

appear in their sayings, which I am now going to produce. 
/ Gemara Babylon. Chethuboth, cap.i. fol. 11. 

ς Τῇ with a proselyte his sons and his daughters be made prose- 
‘lytes; that which is done by their father redounds to their good.’ 

And it is not only the Gemara, (which perhaps some will object 
against as not being ancient enough,) but the text of the Misna 

itself (which is a system of the traditions and received customs of 
the Jews, compiled within one hundred years of the time of John’s 
and Christ’s baptizing, as learned men" have computed the dis- 

tance) mentions the same usage. For the Misna Chethuboth, both 
in the Babylonian and in the Jerusalem Talmud, speaks of a child 
becoming, or being made, a proselyte. The Jerusalem Misna says, 
‘that if a girl, born of heathen parents, be made a proselyte after 
‘ she be three years and a day old, then she is not to have such and 
“such privileges there mentioned.’ And that of the Babylon edi- 

tion says, ‘ that if she be made a proselyte before that age, she shall 
‘have the said privileges.” Both agreeing (as Selden reciting* 

those places observes) that a child of never so little age might by 
‘their custom be made a proselyte.? Which is also shewn by Dr. 
Wotton to be a just consequence from the words of that law, which 
he cites more largely, and in the original. Mise. Disc. vol.1. ὁ. 8. 
And then the Gemara there gives the reason, or rather takes off the 

objection which might be made because of their nonage ; saying, 
‘ They are wont to baptize such a proselyte in infancy upon the 

‘ profession of the House of judgment (the court). For this is for 

‘his good.’ 
And the gloss there (having first put in an exception, that if the 

father of the child be alive and present, the child is baptized at his 

request ; but if not, on the profession of the court) comments thus 

on those words : 
They are wont to baptize. ‘ Because,’ says the gloss, ‘none is 

‘made a proselyte without circumcision and baptism.? Upon the 

profession of the House of judgment. ‘That is, the three men 

‘ have the care of his baptism, according to the law of the baptism 
‘ of proselytes, which requires three men, who do so become to him 

‘a father. And he is by them made a proselyte,’ &e. 

So that, as Selden there expresses it, ‘A proselyte, if of age, 
“ made profession to the court that he would keep Moses’ law. But 

u Dr. Prideaux, Connexion, booky. and Discourses, 2 vols. 8vo. Lond. 1718. 
Dr. Wotton, Preface to Miscellaneous x De Synedriis, lib. i. cap. 3. 



SECT. ILI. | Jews baptized the Children of Proselytes. 11 

‘in the case of minors the court itself did profess in their name the 
‘same thing. Just as in the Christian church the godfathers do ; 
“at least if their parents were not there to do it for them.’ 

And Maimonides, in the chapter I quoted before, Issuri Bia, c.13. 

§. 7. after he has discoursed what I there recited of the baptism of 

grown persons made proselytes, adds the same that the Gemara 
had said. 

‘A proselyte that is under age they are wont to baptize upon the 
‘knowledge (or profession) of the House of judgment (or court) ; 
‘because this is for his good.’ 
Τ a child were fatherless, and his mother brought him, they bap- 

tized him at her desire; but the court professed for him, as the 

Gemara says at the place forecited. 
Concerning the age of the child to be baptized, they had this 

rule: ‘ Any male child of such a proselyte, that was under the age 
‘ of thirteen years and a day, and females that were under twelve 
‘ years and a day, they baptized as infants at the request and by 

‘the assent of the father, or the authority of the court; because 

‘such an one was not yet the son of assent, as they phrase it, 1. e. 

‘not capable to give assent for himself, but the thing is for his 
‘ good. If they were above that age they consented for themselves.’ 

This Selden shews, both in his book de Jure Nat. et Gent. juxta 

Hebreos, lib. 11. cap. 2, and also de Synedr. lib. i. cap. 3, by parti- 
culars too large to be inserted here. 

Rabbi Joseph indeed gives this sentence, that when they grow to 

years they may retract. Where the gloss writes thus: ‘this is to 

‘ be understood of little children who are made proselytes together 
‘with their fathers.” And the same is the opinion of some people 
concerning Christians’ children baptized in infancy. But the council 

of Trent anathematizesy this opinion. 

What has been said of the baptism of children of proselytes is 

to be understood of such children as were born before the parents 

themselves were baptized; for all the children that were born to 

them afterward, they reckoned were clean by their birth; as bemg 

born of parents that were cleansed from the polluted state of hea- 
thenism, and that were in the covenant of Abraham, and were be- 

come as natural Jews. They therefore did by them only the same 
thing that the natural Jews did by their children; that is, for the 

male children they used circumcision, and sacrifice, or offering ; and 
for the females only a sacrifice. 

Dr. Hammond did indeed once maintain the contrary in a dis- 

y Sess. 7. Can. de Baptismo 14. 
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pute? with Mr. Selden and Mr. Tombes?, and thought that both 
the children of natural Jews were wont to be baptized, and also the 
children of proselytes born after their parents’ baptism. But the 

learned men that have since made a more exact inquiry in the books 
of the learned Jews, have found and given their verdict, that Selden 
was in the nght, and the doctor im a mistake in that matter. And 

Bishop Taylor, Mr.Walker>, &c., have followed him in that mistake. 

The natural Jews reckoned that neither they themselves nor their 
children did stand in any need of this baptism, never since the time 
(which I mentioned before) when their whole nation, men, women, 

and infants, were baptized before the giving of the law on mount 
Sinai. It was our Saviour who first ordered by himself and by his 

forerunner, that every particular person, Jew or Gentile, or of what 

parents soever born, must be Gorn again of water. As for the pros- 

elytes’ baptism, it was a rule among them, as Mr. Selden shews¢, 
that ‘it was never reiterated on him or his posterity.” And as 

other learned men do shew, that filius baptizati habetur pro baptizato ; 

‘he that is born of a baptized parent is accounted as baptized.’ 

And Dr. Lightfoot® gives this as their rule, ‘The sons of proselytes, 

‘in following generations, were circumcised indeed, but not bap- 
‘ tized—as being already Israelites.’ 

And though the child were begotten and conceived in the womb 
before the parents were baptized; yet if they (and particularly if 

the mother) were baptized before it was born into the world, the 

Jews had a saying (which is quoted by Dr. Hammondf himself) 
recorded by Maimonides, Iss. Bia. cap. 13. and also in the Talmud. 

‘A heathen woman, if she is made a proselytess when big with 
‘ child, that child needs not baptism; for the baptism of the mother 

‘ serves him for baptism.’ 
IV. Thirdly, this is also plainly proved and agreed by all the 

learned men aforesaid, and by all others, to have been the custom 

of the Jews; that if they found any child that had been exposed in 
the fields, woods, or highways by the heathens, or if they took in 
war any infant children, whom they brought home as booty, and 

* Defence of Infant Baptism, 4to. 1655 : 
reprinted in the second volume of his 
works, in folio. 

a [John Tombes, a learned baptist min- 
ister, published several pieces on the sub- 
ject of infant-baptism, chiefly against S. 
Marshal, R. Baxter, H. Savage, J. Cragg, 
and H. Vaughan, between the years 1646 
and 1659. Dr. Hammond replied to part 
of his ‘ Anti-pzedobaptism.’ See the opin- 
ion which Dr. Wall entertained of his 

abilities, in part ii. ch.2, of this work. ] 
b [See A Modest Plea for Infants’ Bap- 

tism, wherein the Lawfulness of the bap- 
tizing of Infants is defended against the 
Anti-pedobaptists, &c., by W. W[alker], 
B. D. 12mo., Cambridge, 1677. 

¢ John iil. 3, 5. 
ἀ De Jure Nat. et Gent. lib. ii. cap. 2. 
e [Hore Hebraice on St. Matthew, 111. 

6: in his Works, vol. ii. p. 120.] 
f Six Queries, Inf. Bapt. §. 109. 
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intended to bring them up im their religion, they baptized them in 

infancy, and accounted them as proselytes. So says 
Maimonides, Halach Aibdin, e. 8. 

‘ An Israelite that takes a little heathen child, or that finds an 

‘heathen infant, and baptizes him for a proselyte: behold he is a 

‘ proselyte.’ 
At this baptism of such a child the owner of him was wont to 

determine whether he should be a slave or a freeman: and he was 

baptized in the name of the one or of the other accordingly. To 

which purpose is that rule of rabbi Hezekiah, set down in the 

Mierosol. Jevamoth, fol. 8. 4. 

‘ Behold, one finds an infant cast out, and baptizes him in the 

‘name of a servant. Do thou also circumcise him in the name of a 

“servant. But if he baptize him in the name of a freeman: do 

‘thou also circumcise him in the name of a freeman.’ 

These cases were very frequent. For besides that many prose- 
lytes of the Gentiles came over with their children; the Jews’ 

custom in war was to bring away the children of the people whom 
they conquered, that they might either make servants of them, or, 
if they took a liking to them, adopt them for their own. And it 

was a common thing with the heathens to expose their infants, 

whom they would not be at the charge to bring up, in the high- 
ways, &e. So that Dr. Lightfoot sayss, ‘The baptizing of infants 

‘ was a thing as well known in the church of the Jews, as ever it 

‘ has been in the Christian church.’ 

V. Now this gives great light for the better understanding the 
meaning: of our Saviour, when he bids his apostles ‘Go and disciple 
‘all the nations, and baptize them.’ For when a commission is 

given in such short words, and there is no express direction what 
they shall do with the infants of those who become proselytes ; the 
natural and obvious interpretation is, that they must do in that 
matter as they and the church in which they lived always used 
to do. 

As now at this time, if an island or country of heathens be dis- 
covered, and a minister be sent out to them by the bishops of the 
church of England, who should say, ‘Go and convert such a nation, 

‘and baptize them ;? he would know without asking any question, 

that he must baptize the infants of those, who, being converted, 

offered them to baptism ; because he knows that to be the meaning 

and the custom of that church or bishop, by which he is sent. And 
on the contrary, if any one were sent from a church or congregation 

& Hor. Hebr. on Matt. iii. 6. h Matt. xxviii. 19. 
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of antipedobaptists with a commission of the same words, ‘ Go and 
“convert such a nation, and baptize them ;’? he would take it for 
granted that he must baptize none of their infants, because he 

knows that to be contrary to the meaning and custom of the church 

that sends him. 

So when the apostles were sent out to the heathen nations with 
a commission of no other words than these, Go and disciple (or pros- 
elyte) all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit: when the case came in hand, of 
the infant children of those that were discipled, what could they 

think other but that they must do with them as had been usually 
done in that church in which they and their Master had always 
lived ? Since the nations were to be proselyted, how could they, 

without particular order, alter any thing in the customary way of 

receiving’ proselytes of the nations? For to disciple the nations to 
Christ, is the same thing as to proselyte them to him: and pro- 
bably in the Hebrew text of St. Matthew, was the same word: and 
we see that the customary phrase and language of the Jews was to 
call the infants young proselytes, or disciples ; as I shall shew that 

Justin Martyr, one of the eldest Christian writers, calls the Christ- 
ian infants likewise. 

If our Saviour meant that the apostles should make any altera- 
tion in that matter, and not baptize the infants, as had been usually 
done ; it is a wonder He did not say so. 

The antipeedobaptists depend upon this as an unerring rule ; that 
since our Saviour did not say (or at least St. Matthew does not 
recite that he said) baptize the infants also; his meaning must have 
been that they should not baptize them. 

But if they would put this case ; suppose our Saviour had bid the 

apostles, Go and disciple all the nations, and (instead of baptizing 
had said) cireumcise them: an antipedobaptist will grant that in 

that case, without any more words, the apostles must have cireum- 

cised the infants of the nations as well as the grown men, though 
there had been no express mention of infants in the commission : so 
that that is not always an unerring rule. 

And what is the reason that in case circumcision had been ap- 

pointed for the nations, it must have been of course given to infants, 
though they had not been expressly named? The reason is this: 

because the apostles knew of themselves, that circumcision was 

usually given to infants. If it do appear then, that baptism was 

i Parti. ch. 2. §. 6. 
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also usually given to infants, and the apostles must know it, the 
same reason would direct them to the same interpretation. 

If it had been circumcision that had been ordered, the apostles 
going out into the nations must have cireumcised the grown men at 

the age that they found them of: but they would have circumcised 

the infants also; because one that is to be circumcised at all should 

be circumcised in infancy, if one has then the power or direction of 

him. So they must baptize the grown men among: the nations at 

the age that they found them of: and we have reason to conclude 

that they must think themselves obliged to give baptism (or order 

it to be given) to the infants also; because by the rules of baptism 
received in their nation, all that were to be baptized at all, were 

baptized in infancy, if they had then the power and direction of 
them. 

And though the proof that circumcision was usually given to 

infants, is taken from the writings of the Old Testament ; but the 

proof that baptism was usually given to the infants of proselytes is 

taken only from the testimonies of the Jews themselves: yet the 

Jews themselves (how fallible soever they are in judging of the 

meaning of the law, what ought to be done, or how necessary it 

was, yet) cannot fail of being sufficient witnesses of the matter of 
fact, and able to tell what was actually done among themselves. 

The difference which the Jews made between themselves and other 
nations in giving baptism to Gentile proselytes and their children, 

but not to themselves nor their own children, does not at all affect 

the question that is disputed between the Christian pzdobaptists 
and antipwdobaptists: because in respect of the Christian religion 
the Jews themselves have the same need of becoming proselytes and 

of being baptized, that other nations have. The gospel has con- 

cluded all under sin: and St. Paul, speaking of this very matter of 
baptism‘, says, that in respect of it there is neither Jew nor Greek, 

i.e. there is no difference between them. The Jews themselves do 
seem to have understood, that when the Christ came, their nation 

must be baptized as well as others: and therefore they asked John, 

(who baptized Jews,) Why baptizest thou then, of thou be not that 

Christ, nor Elias! ? &c., signifying that if he had been the Christ or 
Ehias, they should not have wondered at his baptizing of Jews. 

The same thing is to be said of that tenet of the Jews, that the 
infant children of a proselyte, born to him before his baptism, are to 

be baptized ; but not the children born to him after his baptism, 

κ Gal. 111. 27, 28. 1 John i. 25. 
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nor any of their posterity in any succeeding generations, they beine 
now looked on as natural Jews. 

This, I say, does not affect the question of Gist pedobaptism. 

Because that privilege which the Jew had, or supposed himself to 
have, above other people, is as to the Christian dispensation abo- 

lished: and because both the peedobaptists and antipedobaptists are 

agreed that all persons do now need baptism; as well those that are 
born of baptized, as those that are born of unbaptized parents : our 

Saviour having satisfied Nicodemus ™ that that which is born of the 
flesh (whether of a Jewish or Gentile, baptized or unbaptized parent) 
as flesh, and must be born again. 

The antipedobaptists are satisfied of this ; the only question is, at 
what age they must be baptized. Now the practice of the Jews 

before and in our Saviour’s time was, that all persons whom they 

baptized at all they baptized in infancy, if they had, as I said, the 
power or possession of them im infancy. And in this matter our 
Saviour gave no direction for any alteration. ‘ He took’ (as Dr. 
Lightfoot" says) ‘into his hands baptism such as he found τῷ; 

‘adding only this, that he exalted it to a nobler purpose and to a 

‘ larger use.’ 

Some Socinians indeed would have the use of baptism to be 
abolished in all Christian nations, where the body of the people has 

once been generally baptized: and do say of Christian baptism, as 

the Jews did of theirs, that the baptism of the forefathers is suffi- 

cient for them and all their posterity. This reason against the con-_ 
tinuance of baptism, which was never thought a reason by any 
Christians before, Socinus gave about 150 years ago; ‘ Water bap- 

‘tism seems unnecessary for those that are born of Christians, and 

‘do imitate their parents in the profession of Christiamty. It 

‘matters not whether such be baptized or not. And if they be, it 
‘is all one whether it be at their adult age or in infancy®.? Which 

opinion, or one more against baptism, the Quakers have since taken 
up. But the antipedobaptists do hold it necessary, as I said, for 

every particular person, and not only for a nation at the first plant- 

ing of Christianity. 

And it is easy to guess what it was that swayed Socinus into the 

other opinion ; viz. his desire of abolishing the doctrine of the 
Trinity : which it was hard to accomplish so long as persons were 

continually baptized into that faith. 
There never was any age (at least since Abraham) in which the 

John iii. 6, 7. π Hor. Hebr. in Matt. iii. 6. 
° Epist. de Baptismo, apud Vossium de Baptismo, Disp. 13. 
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children, whether of Jews or proselytes, that were admitted into 

covenant, had not some badge or sign of such their admission. The ~ 
male children of Abraham’s race were entered by circumcision. 
The whole body of the Jews, men, women, and children, were in 

Moses’ time baptized. After which the male children of proselytes 

that were entered with their parents, were (as well as their parents) 

admitted by circumcision, baptism, and a sacrifice: the female 

children by baptism and a sacrifice. The male children of the na- 

tural Jews, and such male children of proselytes as were born after 
their parents’ baptism, by circumcision and a sacrifice: and the 

female children by a sacrifice offered for them by the head of the 

family. Now after that a@rcumcision and sacrifice were to be abo- 

lished, there was nothing left but baptism, or washing, for a sign of 
the covenant and of professing religion. This our Saviour took 

(probably as being the easiest and the least operose of all the rest ; 
and as being common to both sexes, making no difference of male 
or female) and enjoined it to all that should enter into the kingdom of 
God?. And St. Paul does plainly intimate to the Colossians, ch. 11. 

11,12, that it served them instead of circumcision: calling it the 

circumcision of Christ, or Christian circumeision. 

The baptism indeed of the nations by the apostles ought to be 
regulated by the practice of John and of Christ himself, (who by 

the hands of his disciples baptized many Jews,) rather than by any 

preceding custom of the Jewish nation; if we had any good ground 

to believe that they did in the case of infants differ, or alter any 
thing from the usual way. But we have no kind of proof that they 

made any such alteration. “The commission which our Saviour gave 

to his disciples to baptize in the country of Judea, during his abode 
with them, is not at all set down, as I said. And what John did in 

this particular, we have no means left to know, but by observing 

what was done before and after. 

There is no express mention indeed of any children baptized by 
him; but to those that consider the commonness of the thing 

(which I have here shewn) for people that came to be baptized to 

bring their children along with them, that is no more a cause to 
think that he baptized no children, than one’s minding that in the 
history of the Old Testament there is sometimes 500 years together 
without the mention of any child circumcised, is a cause to think 
that none were circumcised all that while. And whereas it is said 

of the multitudes that came to John, that they were baptized by him 
confessing their sins, (which confession can be understood only of the 

® John iii. 5 τς 

WALL, VOL. I. Cc 



18 The Introduction. [SECT. Vv. 

grown persons,) that is no more than would be said in the case of a 
minister of the church of England (which I put before) going and 
converting a heathen nation. For in a short account which should 
be sent of his success, it would be said that multitudes came and 

were baptized, confessing their sims : and there would need no mention 

of their bringing their children with them ; because the converting 

of the grown persons was the principal and most difficult thing, and 
it would be supposed that they brought their children of course. 

I shall, at ch. 13. of this my collection, shew it to be probable 

that St. Ambrose does take it for granted that John must have 

baptized infants as well as others: for he does by way of allusion 

make a comparison between Elias and him; and speaks of Elias’ 

turning the waters of Jordan back toward the spring-head, as a 

type of the baptism of infants, by which they were reformed from 
their natural corrupt state back again to the primitive mnocence of 

nature. And St. Ambrose does not there stand to prove that any 

infants were baptized: but speaks of it as of a thing eommonly so 
understood by all Christians. And so Dr. Lightfoot says on this 
account4, ‘ I do not believe the people that flocked to John’s baptism 
‘were so forgetful of the manner and custom of the nation, as not 

‘to brine their little children along with them to be baptized.’ 
And the same man, who was most excellently skilled in the books 

and customs of the Jews, says at another place’; ‘If baptism and 

‘ baptizing infants had been a new thing, and unheard of till John 
‘ Baptist came, as circumcision was till God appointed it to Abra- 

‘ham; there wonld have been, no doubt, as express command for 

‘ baptizing infants, as there was for circumcising them. But when 

‘the baptizing of infants was a thing commonly known and used, 

‘ as appears by incontestable evidence from their writers ; there need 

“ not be express assertions that such and such persons were to be the 
‘ object of baptism: when it was as well known before the gospel 

‘ began, that men, women, and children were baptized, as it is to be 

‘ known that the sun is up, when’ ἕο. 

And he deduces the argument with great evidence in this fashions: 
‘The whole nation knew well enough that infants were wont to 

‘be baptized. There was no need of a precept for that which was 
‘ always settled by common use. Suppose there should at this time 
‘ come out a proclamation in these words: Every one on the Lord’s 
‘ day shall repair to the public assembly in the church. That man 

‘ would dote, who should in times to come conclude that there were 

‘no prayers, sermons, psalms, &e. in the public assemblies on the 

4 Hor. Hebr. on Matt. iii, τ Harmony on John i.25. s Hor. Hebr.on Matt. iii. 
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‘ Lord’s day, for this reason, because there was no mention of them 
‘in this proclamation. For the proclamation ordered the keeping 
‘ of the Lord’s day in the public assemblies in general: and there 

‘was no need that mention should be made of the particular kinds 
‘ of divine worship there to be used ; since they were both before 
“and at the time of the said proclamation known to every body, and 
‘ in common use. 

‘ Just so the case stood as to baptism. Christ ordered it to be 

‘for a sacrament of the New Testament, by which all should be 
‘admitted to the profession of the gospel, as they were formerly to 
‘ proselytism in the Jews’ religion. ‘The particular circumstances 

‘of it, as the manner of baptizing, the age of receiving it, which 
“sex was capable of it, &c., had no need of being regulated or set 
‘ down, because they were known to every body by common usage. 

‘ It was therefore necessary on the other side, that there should 

‘ have been an express and plain order that infants and little children 

‘ should not be baptized, if our Saviour had meant that they should 
‘not. For since it was ordinary in all ages before to have infants 

‘ baptized ; if Christ would have had that usage to be abolished, he 
‘ would have expressly forbidden it. So that his and the scriptures’ 
‘silence in this matter does confirm and establish infant-baptism 

‘ for ever.’ 
VI. Fourthly, another thing observable about the Jewish baptism 

of proselytes, is this; that they called such an one’s baptism his 
new-birth, regeneration, or being born again. 

This was a very usual phrase of the Jews. 
Gemara, tit. Jevamoth, cap. 4. fol. 62. 1. 

‘If any one become a proselyte, he is like a child new born.’ 

Maimonides, Iss. Bia, cap. 14. 5. 11. 

‘ The Gentile that is made a proselyte, and the slave that is made 

‘free; behold, he is like a child new born.’ 

The rabbies do much enlarge on this privilege of a proselyte’s 
’ being put into a new state, and putting off all his former relations : 

those that were akin to him before are now no longer so; but he is 
just as if he were born of a new mother, as the Talmud often ex- 

presses it. And it was probably from the much talk that they 
made on this subject, that Tacitus the Roman historian (who lived 

in the apostles’ time) drew the notion he had of the Jews’ practice 
in initiating: proselytes. 

_ ‘The first thing,’ says het, “ that they teach them is, to despise 

‘the gods, (which they worshipped before,) to renounce their 

t Hist. lib: v. Ὁ: 5. 
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‘country : parentes, liberos, fratres, vilia habere ; to make no ac- 

‘ count of their parents, children, or kindred.’ 

And some do think that St. Paul alludes to this notion, when he 

says, 2 Cor. v. 16,17, Henceforth know we no man after the flesh, §e. 

Tf any one be in Christ, he is a new creature. Old things are passed 

away, Sc. And St. Peter, when he calls the Christians xew born 

babes". 

The Talmudieal doctors do indeed carry on this metaphor of the 
new birth too far in all reason: they determine that it is no incest 

for such an one to marry any of his nearest kindred, because upon 

his being new born all former relations do cease; so that if he 
marry his own mother, he does not sin. 

But letting pass the vain and absurd consequences which they 

drew from this figurative speech, it is abundantly evident that the 

common phrase of the Jews was to call the baptism of a proselyte, 
his regeneration or new birth. 

And the Christians did in all ancient times continue the use of this 

name for baptism, so as that they never use the word regenerate, or 
born again, but that they mean or connote by it daptism. Of which 

I shall produce no proof here, because almost all the quotations 
which 1 shall bring in this book will be instances of it. 

Now the knowledge of this makes those words of our Saviour to 

Nicodemus in the third chapter of St. John to be much more intelli- 
gible to us; where he tells him, that, except any one be born again, 

he cannot see the kingdom of God. He used that which was then the 

ordinary phrase. All that was new in that saying of our Saviour 

was this; the Jews knew that any Gentile that would enter the 
kingdom of God must be born again ; but our Saviour assures Nico- 
demus, that every one, Jew or Gentile, must be so born. And 

when Nicodemus did not apprehend his meaning, but took the 
words in a proper sense, our Saviour speaks plainer, and says, that 

every one must be born of water, Sc., wondering at the same time, 

that he, being a master in Israel, had not understood him. 

This puts it beyond all doubt that our Saviour is to be under- 
stood there of baptism, (of which some people, since the disuse of 
the word regenerated or born again for baptized have made a doubt,) 

and also guides us into a ready conception of the sense of those 

sayings of the ancient Christian writers where they use the word ; 
and of St. Paul for one, when he mentions the washing of regene- 

ration *. 

There are some other more plain and gross mistakes made by 

mT Eps Che 11: 2. x Tit. ili. 5. 
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some men in the understanding of those words of our Saviour to 

Nicodemus: as, that of those who being able to read none but the 

English translation, where it is worded, Hwcept a man be born agai, 

&e., do conceive that they concern only grown men: and that of 

those who tell us, that by the kingdom of God in that text is meant, 

not the kingdom of glory, but something else. The absurdity of 

which mistakes will be occasionally shewn in the following collec- 
tion of the sayings of the eldest Christians, who do very frequently 

quote this text. 
VII. It may be useful to illustrate the pomt im hand, if we do 

here institute a parallel between the Jewish and the Christian bap- 

tism, and the modes and circumstances used in each; by which it 

will more plainly appear, that St. John, and our Saviour, and the 

apostles and primitive Christians, had an eye to the Jewish baptism 
in many of the rites and circumstances which they used at the ad- 

ministration of the Christian baptism: as all agree they had to the 
Jewish passover in the ordering of the other sacrament. 

1. As there was a stipulation made by the whole people of the 
Jews just before their baptism, Exod. xix. 5, If you will keep my 

covenant, &e. the people answering, ver. ὃ, Al/ that the Lord has 

spoken we will do, &e. And Moses returned the words of the people to 

the Lord, &c. And the Lord said, ver.10, Go and sanctify them, 

and let them wash their clothes, (i. e. their whole bodies.) 

And as the Jews did accordingly afterwards require, of any that 

were to be proselyted or entered as disciples to their religion, a 

stipulation to renounce idolatry, &e. Maimonid. Iss. Bia. cap. 13. 

§.14,15; and to believe in Jehovah: 
So the Christians required a like sort of stipulation of all whom 

they baptized: and being taught that all idolatry is offering to 
devils, they expressed it, Renouncing the Devil and all his works, &e. 

And to believe in the Trinity. From whence it is probably, that 
St. Peter, 1 Ep. 11. 21, calls baptism ἐπερώτημα, the interrogation, 

or stipulation, of a good conscience. 
2. As the Jews, though the person to be baptized had before 

made this profession, yet interrogated him again as he stood in the 

water ; as appears by the words of Maimonides, quoted ὁ τ: 

So the Christians required of all adult persons that were to be 

baptized, that beside the profession made before in the congrega- 

tion, they should answer to each interrogatory of it over again, 
when they were going into the water: as I shew, pt. 11. 6.9. ὁ 13. 

3. As the Jews baptized the infant children of such proselytes as 
desired that their children should be entered into covenant with the 
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true God; so I have, through all the first part of this work, given 

the history of what the Christians did in respect of the infant chil- 

dren of Christian proselytes. And I believe all impartial readers of 
it will conclude that they did the same. 

4. As the Jews required, that for an infant proselyte either his 

father or else the consistory (or church) of the place, or at least 

three grave persons, should answer or undertake at his baptism: 
(and they required the like at arcumcision, as Buxtorf in his Synag. 
Jud. has fully shewn, and is not by any denied :) 

So the Christians (as I shall shew at pt. 1. 6. 9. § 13.) did the 
same ; putting the several interrogatories of the Creed, and of the 

renunciations, and requiring the child’s answer by his parents or 

other sponsors. 

5. As such a proselyte of the Jews, when baptized, was said to 

be born again: so our Saviour, and the apostles and primitive 
Christians, gave the same term to Christian baptism. As appears, 
John ui. 3,5; Tit. 11. 5, and in almost all the passages of this my 

collection. 

6. The Jews told such a proselyte, that he was now taken out 

of his unclean state, and put into a state of sanctity or holiness, 

Iss. Bia. cap. 14. § 14. 

So the scriptures of the New Testament do call the baptized 
Christians the saints, the holy, the sanctified in Christ Jesus; and 

say, that the church of them is sanctified with the washing of water, 
&c. Rom. i. 7; 1 Cor. 1. 2. item, vu.14; Eph. v.26. And it will 

appear by many quotations which 1 shall produce from the ancient 

Christians, that there is nothing more common with them than to 
call baptism by the name of sanctification, and to say sanctified or 

holy instead of baptized, and to give to persons, while they con- 

tinue unbaptized, the name of waclean. 

7. The Jews declared the baptized proselyte to be now under the 
wings of the divine majesty, or Shechinah: Iss. Bia. ὁ. 13. ᾧ 4. 

This was more visibly made good to the new baptized Christians, 
by palpable signs and effects of the Holy Spirit coming on them. 

And as the laying on of the hands of an apostle was in the primi- 

tive church employed to procure this, (or of a bishop as the supreme 
pastor when the apostles were dead, for obtaining the more ordinary 
gifts of the Holy Spirit ;) so there is good reason to believe that 
the Jews had before used this ceremony of laying on of hands on 
this occasion, for it was a thing used by them on almost all occa- 

sions that were solemn. 

8. The paschal season is known to have been the most solemn 
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time, both with the Jews and Christians, for admitting proselytes 

or disciples by baptism. The Jews did then baptize all the prose-. " 
lytes that were ready, for this reason, that they might be admitted 

to partake of the passover and sacrifices. The Christians observed 
the same time for a like reason. 

9. In the Jews’ time, some Gentiles were absolute idolaters ; 

some came nearer to the Jews’ religion, believing their God to be 
the true God, and were called proselytes of the gate. And of these 

last, some who declared their desire to be circumcised and baptized, 

and submit to the whole law, were (for some time before their cir- 

cumcision and baptism) distinguished from the rest. 
So in the first preachings of Christianity in heathen places, some 

shghted it; some gave so much regard to it, as to hear at least 

what the Christians preached, and were called audientes. Some, 

beginning to approve it, submitted to a course of catechising, and 
were called catechumens. And of these, such as desired baptism, 
and were now fit for it, were called competentes. 

Now both under the Jewish and Christian dispensation, these 

men, as they stood in the said different degrees of preparation to 

baptism, had different places and liberties of access, both among 
the Jews to their temple and synagogues, and among the Christ- 
ians to their churches and public offices ; as is largely shewn from 
Jewish and Christian antiquities by the author (whom I mentioned 
before) of the Discourse concerning Lenty. 

And those degrees of preparatory admission did so resemble one 

another, that it is plain that the first Christians imitated the Jews in 
the steps that they made towards admitting a proselyte to baptism. 

It is true, that sometimes a person was convinced, converted, 

and believed, and was baptized, all in a short time; as the eunuch, 

the jailor, &c. But this was extraordinary, and the ordinary course 
was as 1 have said. 

10. There were some other customs constantly used by the most 

ancient Christians at and after the baptizing of any person; which 

(since they are not mentioned in any command of our Saviour or 
the apostles recorded in the New Testament) one might wonder 

from whence they had them. As namely, 
1. When they baptized any one, whether infant or adult, they 

thought it not enough to put him once into the water; but as his 
body was in the water, they put his head also three times into the 
water, so that his whole body was three several times under water. 

Υ See note at p. 3. 
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This was the ordinary way, (but with an exception of sick, weakly 

persons, &e.) as I shew pt. 11. ὁ. 9. § 2. and 4. 

2. And after he came out of the water, they gave him to taste a 
portion of milk and honey mixed together. 

3. And also they then anointed him with a sort of precious oint- 

ment. 

The first Christians were too plain men to invent these things of 
themselves. And yet they were universally used. The books of 
the second century do speak of them as customs used time out of 

mind, and of which they knew no beginning. 

he heretics also of the same time used them, as I shew in pt. ii. 

ὁ. 9. ᾧ 6. item 8. So that the beginning of them must have been 
from a principle universally received. 

And this could not probably come, but from such like customs 

used by the Jews at their baptizing of a proselyte. The author, 

whom I last mentioned, shews the probability of this for the two 

last ; viz. the anointing, and the milk and honey : one, a ceremony 

much used by the Jews (and probably the Jewish proselyte was 

anointed with the blood of his own sacrifice that he offered) : the 

other, the emblem of the Holy Land, to the enjoyment whereof he 

was now entitled. And for the first of the three, viz. the trine 

immersion ; another person very learned in Jewish customs assures 

me, that their way of washing any person, or any thing, that was 

by their law to have a fevi//ah, or solemn washing, was to do it three 

times over: so that a vessel that was to be washed, was drawn 

three times through water. And Mr. Selden says, ‘it must be 

‘the same quantity of water as that wherein a proselyte was bap- 

‘tized.’ Whence it is probable that they gave the proselyte a trine 

immersion ; and that the Christians by their example did the like. 

VIII. 1 shall conclude this introductory discourse with observing 
what a weak attempt that-is, which sir Norton Knatchbull* has 

made to disprove this custom of the Jews to baptize proselytes ; 
and how unlike to the rest of his annotations on the New Testa- 

ment, which are deservedly valued. That learned gentleman seems 

to have had some disgust against Dr. Hammond, and to have en- 

deavoured to oppose him in several of his eriticisms and observa- 
tions. Such a prejudiced endeavour does often lead men from a 

* De Synedr. hb. i. c. 3. that language: but the author left at his 
@ [Annotations upon some difficult death an English version with his last 

Texts in all the Books of the New Tes- remarks and corrections ; which was 
tament, by sir Norton Knatchbull, Kt. published at Cambridge in 1693, and is 
and Bart. This work was first published the edition here referred to.] 
in Latin, in 1659, and twice reprinted in 
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true judgment of things into a vein of cavillmg. The doctor (but 
not he alone, but with him all that ever had any skill in the Jewish 

learning) had spoke of this custom of giving baptism to proselytes : 
and he had produced, among other proofs of it, a quotation out of 

the Gemara, (which I purposely omitted before, because it must be 

set down here.) Sir Norton picks out? one clause of that quotation, 

which taken by itself might seem to make for his purpose; which 

is, that rabbi Ehezer had said, of one that was circumcised, and not 

baptized, that he was a proselyte. Now see the quotation at large. 
Gemara, tit. Jevamoth, ο. 4. 

‘Of him that was circumcised, and not baptized, rabbi Eliezer 

‘said, that he was a proselyte. Because, said he, we find of our 

‘fathers (Abraham, Isaac, ὅσο.) that they were circumcised, but not 

‘ baptized. 
‘And of him that was baptized, and not circumcised, rabbi 

‘ Joshua said, that he was a proselyte. Because said he, we find 

‘of our mothers, that they were baptized, and not circumcised. 
‘ But the wise men pronounced, that till he were both baptized 

“and circumcised, be was not a proselyte.’ 

The question here was not whether proselytes ought, or were 

wont, to be baptized: but whether one that had neglected it, or by 
some chance had missed of it, could be counted for a proselyte. 

And the like question was made of one that had missed of cireum- 

cision. And Ehezer’s maintaining that one might possibly without 

baptism go for a proselyte, is no more an argument that proselytes 

were not usually baptized, than Joshua’s maintaining that one 

might without circumcision go for a proselyte, is an argument that 

proselytes were not usually circumcised. So far is that from being 

a good conclusion which sir Norton there draws from Eliezer’s 

words, viz. that he did expressly deny this baptism. On the con- 
trary, the tenor of the discourse shews that it had been taken for 

granted and agreed, that a proselyte ought of mght to have both 
circumcision and baptism: only Joshua had a favourable opinion 
against the absolute necessity of the first, as Ehezer had of the 
latter (and both of them were also declared singular im such their 
opinions) ; so that upon the whole this quotation does prove that 
which sir Norton Knatchbull brought it to disprove. 

I give an account in the twentieth chapter of this book, how one 
Vincentius Victor maintained a dispute against St. Austin, that a 

child dying unbaptized might yet possibly be partaker of all that 
measure of glory which is promised to Christians. From whence a 

b Annot. on 1 Pet. iii. 21. p. 306—309. 
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certain late antipedobaptist raised an argument, that Vincentius 
held that children were not to be baptized. Whereas Vincentius’s 

words do, as I there shew, sufficiently prove, that he knew that 
children ought of right to have baptism: only he puts the case of a 

child that had missed of it. This argument, drawn from Eliezer’s 

words to prove that proselytes were not wont to be baptized, runs 

on the same foot, and is as weak as that. It 15 certainly one thing 
to say, a person though not baptized might be accounted a proselyte, 
or, a child dying unbaptized may be saved: and another very dif- 
ferent thing to say, that either one or the other were not wont, or 

ought not to be baptized. So that it is hard to guess what Mr. 
Stennet thinks he has gained to his cause by quoting so largely 

this discourse of sir Norton Knatchbull in his late booke. 

Some objections Mr. Stennet adds there of his own, to overthrow 
this argument taken from the Jewish baptism: as that, ‘If the 
‘ Jews practised baptism to initiate proselytes, it must have been an 
‘invention of their own; for no such initiation is commanded in 

‘ the law of God.’ 

But, 1, he may see that they quoted texts in the law of God for 

what they did in this matter. 
And, 2, putting the case that they mistook the sense of those 

texts ; yet when they had upon that authority established a practice 
of baptizing proselytes and their children; and that practice had 
now continued for many ages: if our Saviour had meant that his 

apostles in baptizing proselytes of the nations should have altered 
that practice, we have all the reason in the world to think that he 

would have forewarned them of it. And since he did not, we have 

reason to think that the Jews were not mistaken in what they did. | 

Suppose our Saviour had ordered his apostles to require the 
nations to keep the feasts. If he had meant that they should not 
keep the feast of the dedication, (which had no divine institution, 

but yet being become customary was observed by all the Jews, and 
even by Christ himself,) as well as the passover and the rest, (which 
had been commanded in the law,) he would doubtless in that case 

have excepted that. And there is the same reason in the case 
before us. 

But that which Mr. Stennet there says in a challenging manner 

to Mr. Russen*, (who had mentioned this practice of the Jews,) 

¢ [Answer to Mr. David Russen’s account of his character and works, in 
book, entitled Fundamentals without a | Crosby’s History of the English Baptists, 
Foundation, or a true Picture of the vol. IV. p.319, &c. and in Ivimey’s Hist. 
Anabaptists. 8vo. London, 1704. Dr. of the English Baptists, vol. IIT.] 
Stennet, a learned baptist divine, was 4 [See the preceding note. | 
born in 1663, and died in 1713. See an 
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‘ Where does he find that the Jews always did and do still baptize 
‘infants; and that, to imitiate them into the mysteries of religion ?? " 
is too securely spoken. He may see here as in a specimen, but 
much more largely in the books of Selden, Lightfoot, &c. to which 
I have here referred, that they bring full proofs of the ancient 

practice of the Jews in this matter. And that the Jews do still 

continue so to do, there is no other question ; than as it 1s a question, 
whether any proselytes do nowadays either come over themselves, or 
bring their children to be at all initiated in their religion : for the 

books that order the initiating of infants by baptism, are such as 
the present Jews do own for orthodox and authentic. Sir Norton 

Knatchbull has one argument which I wonder much at him for 

using, and at the other for borrowing it of him: because it had 
been very commonly answered long before he used it: which 15; 

that if baptizing of proselytes had been in ordinary and familar 
use with the Jews, the Pharisees would not have said to John ; 

Why baptizest thou then, if thou be not the Christ, nor Elias? ? &e. 

If John had been then baptizing Gentile proselytes, and had not 

baptized the natural Jews; the Pharisees would not at all have 

wondered to see converted Gentiles baptized. Though the office of 
doing even that was probably not accounted lawful for any but 

such as had a commission from the Sanhedrim; which John, we 

suppose, had not: and therefore they might even in that case have 

examined by what authority he did it. 

But the case here was quite otherwise. The multitudes whom 

John baptized, were mostly, if not all, natural Jews. And the 
Pharisees and other Jews (knowing that their own nation was not 

to have any other baptism than what they had already, till the 

Christ should come, or Elias his forerunner) looked upon this prac- 
tice to be in effect the setting himself up for the Christ, or at least 

for Ehas, (as he was indeed that f H/ias (or forerunner) which was for 

to come,) and therefore it was that they sent priests and Levites from 

Jerusalem to ask hin; Who art thous? And that all men mused in 

thew hearts concerning him, whether he were the Christ or not. Luke 

WAT 5. 

Ainsworth, Lightfoot, Hammond, and every one that has ocea- 

sion, do shew the easiness of solving this doubt. The first of these, 

having largely shewn how common and known a custom this bap- 

tism of proselytes was, adds at the end of ith, “ Hereupon baptism 

‘was nothing strange to the Jews when John the Baptist began 

© John i, 25. £ Matt. xi: 14. s John i. h Gen. xvii. 
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‘his ministry, Matt. ii. 5,6. They made question of his person 

‘that did it; but not of the thing itself, John 1. 25.’ 

And it is plain that their questions put to John do naturally 
import no other. They do not ask him, What meanest thou ? or, 
What wouldst thou signify to us by this new ceremony of baptizing ? 

nor any question lke that: but Who art thou ? And when he con- 

fessed, John i. 20, 7 am not the Christ, they say, What then? Art 

thou Elias ? &e. and when he said, 7 am not, (meaning that he was 

not Ehas in that proper sense that they dreamt of; for they ex- 

pected that very same person that had been carried to heaven,) 
they asked further, Who art thou ? What sayest thou of thyself? Why 
baptizest thou then, (meaning the nation of the Jews,) if thou be not 

the Christ, nor Elias, &e. 

All this has nothing in it to evince the contrary but that the 
Jews themselves did use before to baptize such heathens as came 

over to them. And indeed such a pompous recital of arguments 
that have been long ago commonly answered, may serve to amuse 

such as have not read the answers: but it is not fair nor ingenuous 

dealing for any learned men to use them for that purpose. It 
brings on the world that great inconvenience of being forced in 

books to say pro and contra the same things over and over again. 



THE History 

OF 

INFANT-BAPTISM. 

PART 1. 

CHAPTER, L 

Quotations out of Clemens Romanus and Hermas. 

Clemens Romanus, Epist. 1 ad Corinthios, xvii. 

$1. ἘΠῚ plana! περὶ ᾿Ιὼβ οὕτω γέγραπται, ᾿Ιὼβ ἣν δίκαιος καὶ ἄμεμ.- 
πτος, ἀληθινὸς, θεοσεβὴς. ἀπεχόμενος ἀπὸ παντὸς κακοῦ. ᾿Αλλ᾽ αὐτὸς 

ἑαυτοῦ κατηγορῶν λέγει: Οὐδεὶς καθαρὸς ἀπὸ ῥύπου, οὐδὲ εἰ μιᾶς ἡμέρας 

ἡ ζωὴ αὐτοῦ. 

‘Again of Job it is thus written, That he was just and blameless, 

‘ true, one that feared God, and eschewed evil. Yet he condemns 

‘himself, and says, There is none free from pollution ; no, not 

‘ though his life be but of the length of one day.’ 

These words of Job are quoted from chap. xiv. 4, where the 
English translation is, Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean ? 

not one. But in the Greek translation made by the Septuagint, 

which was in use in the times of our Saviour and the apostles, they 

are as Clement here renders them; and they are accordingly so read 

by all the primitive Christians. And you will see in the following 

quotations that they often from thence conclude the necessity of 

baptism for the forgiveness of sins, even of a child that is but a day 
old. And in the next chapter he brings in, to the same purpose, 

the saying of David, Psalm li. 5. 

Thid. cap. 38. 

*Avadoyitodpeba οὖν, ἀδελφοὶ, ἐκ ποίας ὕλης ἐγεννήθημεν, ποῖοι καὶ 

τίνες εἰσήλθομεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον, ὡς ἐκ τοῦ τάφον καὶ σκότους. Ὃ ποιή- 

σας ἡμᾶς καὶ δημιουργήσας εἰσήγαγεν εἰς τὸν κόσμον αὐτοῦ, προετοιμάσας 

τὰς εὐεργεσίας αὐτοῦ πρὶν ἡμᾶς γεννηθῆναι. 

‘ Let us consider, therefore, brethren, whereof we were made ; 

‘who and what kind of persons we came into this world, as if it 
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‘ were out of a sepulchre, and from utter darkness. He that made 
‘and formed us, brought us into his own world, having prepared 
‘ for us his benefits before we were born.’ 

That which I produce these places for is, to shew what the doc- 

trine of this apostolical man was, concerning the pollution and 

guilt with which infants are born into this world. 
Hermas Pastor, lib. i. Visione 3. 6. 3. 

11. He having there described an emblem or vision, shewed him 

by a woman who represented the church, concerning a certain tower 
built on the water, by which the building of Christ’s church was 

signified, has these words : 

‘ Interrogavi illam, Quare turris edificata est super aquas, Do- 
‘mina? Dixeram tibi et prius versutum te esse, circa structuras 

‘ diligenter inquirentem: igitur invenies veritatem. Quare ergo 
“super aquas edificatur turris, audi. Quomam vita vestra per 

“ aquam salva facta est, et fiet.’ 
“1 asked her, Why is the tower built on the water? She an- 

‘ swered, I said before that you were wise to inquire diligently con- 
‘ cerning the building; therefore you shall know the truth. Hear, 

‘ therefore, why the tower is built on the waters; Because your 

‘life is saved, and shall be saved by water.’ 

By this is denoted, that baptism with water is appomted the 
sacrament of salvation to such as are saved; which meaning will 

more plainly appear by the import of the passage following. 

Hermas Pastor, lib. 11. Similitud. 9. ¢. 15 et τό. 

He is there relating a vision of the same import as the other ; 
the building of the church represented by the building of a tower, 
wherein all things are shewed and explained to him by an angel. 

He sees some stones put into this building that were drawn up 
from the deep; and others that were taken from the surface of the 

earth ; the first denoting persons already dead; the other, persons 

yet alive. 
Of those drawn up from the deep, he saw first ten stones, which 

filled one range of building next the foundation, then twenty-five 
more, then thirty-five more, then forty more. And afterward in 
the explication of the vision, he asks the angel: 

‘ Lapides vero illi, domine, qui de profundo in structura aptati sunt, 

‘qui sunt? Decem, inquit, qui in fundamentis collocati sunt, pri- 

‘ mum seculum est: sequentes viginti quinque secundum seculum est 

‘ justorum virorum. Illi autem triginta quinque* prophete Domini 

a [Cotelerius omits the word quingue in this clause, but it seems to be merely a 
typographical error; compare c. 4.] 
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‘ac ministri sunt. Quadraginta vero, apostoli et doctores sunt 
‘ predicationis Fili Dei. Quare, inquam, de profundo hi lapides 
‘ ascenderunt, et positi sunt in structuram turris hujus, cum jam 
‘pridem portaverint spiritus justos? Necesse est, inquit, ut per 

‘aquam habeant ascendere, ut requiescant: non poterant enim 
‘aliter in regnum Dei intrare, quam ut deponerent mortalitatem 

‘prioris vite. lh igitur defuncti sigillo Filn Dei signati sunt, et 
n intraverunt in regnum Dei. Antequam enim accipiat homo no- 
n men Filu Dei, morti destinatus est: at ubi accipit illud sigillum, 

‘ jiberatur a morte et traditur vite. Illud autem sigillum aqua est, 

‘in quam descendunt homines morti obligati, ascendunt vero vite 

assignati. Et ills igitur predicatum est illud sigillum, et usi s 

‘sunt eo ut intrarent in regnum Dei. 

‘ Et dixi, Quare ergo, domine, illi quadraginta lapides ascenderunt 
‘cum illis de profundo, jam habentes illud sigillum? et dixit, Quo- 
‘niam hi apostoli et doctores, qui predicaverunt nomen ΕἾ] Dei, 

‘cum habentes fidem ejus et potestatem defuncti essent, preedicave- 
‘runt his qui ante obierunt: et 1081 dederunt eis illud signum. 

“ Descenderunt igitur in aquam cum illis, et iterum ascenderunt. 
‘ Sed hi vivi descenderunt?: at illi qui fuerunt ante defuncti, mortui 

‘ quidem descenderunt, sed vivi ascenderunt. Per hos igitur vitam 

‘ receperunt et cognoverunt Filium Dei; ideoque ascenderunt cum 
‘eis, et convenerunt in structuram turris. Nee cireumcisi, sed 

‘integri edificati sunt, quoniam equitate pleni cum summa casti- 

‘tate defuncti sunt: sed tantummodo hoe sigillum defuerat eis. 
‘ Habes horum explanationem.’ 

‘ But, sir, what are those stones that were taken out of the deep 
‘ and fitted into the building ? 

‘The ten, said he, which were laid in the foundation, are the first 

‘age: the next twenty-five, the second age, of righteous men. The 
‘ next thirty-five, are the prophets and ministers of the Lord: and 

‘ the forty are the apostles and teachers of the preaching of the Son 

‘of God. Why, said I, did these stones come up out of the deep 
‘ to be placed in the building of this tower, since they had the just 
‘ spirits before? (iz. of justice, temperance, chastity, &c., which he 
‘ had mentioned before.) 

‘ It was necessary, said he, for them to come up by (or through) 

‘water, that they might be at rest; for they could not otherwise 

enter into the kingdom of God, than by putting off the mortality 
of their former life: they therefore, after they were dead, were 

n 

n 

Ὁ [Cotelerius reads in the text ascenderunt, and gives in the margin as a conjecture, 
f. ‘descenderunt et iterum vivi ascenderunt.’] 
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‘ sealed with the seal of the Son of God, and so entered into the 

‘kingdom of God. For before any one receives the name of the 
‘ Son of God, he is hable to death: but when he receives that seal, 

‘he is delivered from death, and is assigned to life. Now that seal 

‘is water, into which persons go down liable to death, but come 

‘ out of it assigned to life. For which reason to these also was this 

‘seal preached; and they made use of it that they might enter 
‘into the kingdom of God. 

‘And I said, Why then, sir, did those forty stones which had 

‘ already that seal, come up with them out of the deep ? 

‘ He answered, Because these apostles and teachers that preached 
‘the name of the Son of God, dying after they had received his 
‘ faith and power, preached to them that were dead before, and 

‘gave to them this seal. For that reason they went down into 
‘the water with them, and came up again. But these last were 

‘alive before they went down: but they that died formerly, went 

‘down dead, but came up again alive. So that it was by the 

‘means of these, that they received life, and knew the Son of God: 

‘and accordingly they came up with them, and fitted in the build- 

‘ing of the tower. And they were not hewed, but put in whole, 

‘ because they died in great purity, being full of righteousness : 
‘ only this seal was wanting to them. So you have the meaning 

‘ of these things.’ | 

III. When he says, that ‘ the seal of the Son of God is necessary 

‘ for their entering into the kingdom of God ;’ and that ‘ that seal 

“is water,’ it is plainly an expression of that sentence or definition 
of our Saviour, which St. John did afterward put into writing in 
these words, Except a man (so it is in the English, but the original 
Is, ἐὰν μὴ τὶς, except one, or except any person) Je born of water and 

of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God ©. 

I say afterward, because this book was written before St. John 

wrote his Gospel, as I shall shew. And though Hermas here speaks 
of the apostles indefinitely, as being dead; it is to be understood 

of the major part of them: for St. John was not dead. 
IV. The passage itself, which represents the patriarchs and pro- 

phets of the Old Testament to stand in need of baptism, and of the 
apostles preaching the name of Christ to them after they were 

dead, before they could be capable of entering the kingdom of God, 

does indeed seem strange to us, and is the oddest passage in all the 
book. But we must consider it is represented by way of vision, 

¢ John iii. 5. 
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where every thing is not to be taken in a proper sense: yet Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, who lived about one hundred years after this 
book was written4, cites this passage, and takes it for real matter 

of fact. And those texts, 1 Pet. 1.19. and iv. 6, which speak of 

the gospel being preached to them that were dead, though they be now 

by most protestants understood in another sense, were by most of 

the ancients® understood in a sense like to this. 
This passage does also lead one to think anew of St. Paul’s men- 

tioning a practice of some men in those times being baptized for the 

dead‘, A thing that has never yet been agreed on in what sense it 

is to be understood. Of the explications that are, I give some 
accounts hereafter. 

There is, if we compare this passage with those sayings of the 
apostles, something like, and something unlike. St. Peter men- 
tioning the gospel preached to the dead, (if he be so to be under- 
stood,) makes it to be done by Jesus Christ himself in or by the 
Spirit: which Hermas represents as done by the apostles after they 
were dead; and Clemens Alexandrinus! by both: for he makes 
Christ to have preached to the deceased just men of the Jewish 

nation; and the apostles to the deceased heathen men. St. Paul 

speaks of some persons baptized for the dead; but Hermas in the 
way of vision represents the dead themselves that died under the 
Old Testament, to be baptized in the name of Christ. And Origeni 

speaks much to the same purpose as Hermas. 

But whether these were true visions, or only the author’s sense 
given under such a representation, still the scope of the place is to 
represent the necessity of water-baptism to salvation, or to entrance 
into the kingdom of God, in the opinion of the then Christians, 

i.e. the Christians of the apostles’ times. Since even they that 

were dead before the institution of baptism in the name of Christ, 
are in way of vision represented as uncapable of the kingdom of God 
without it. 

Hermas Pastor, lib. 11. Similitud. 9. ¢. 29. 
V. He having there spoken of martyrs, confessors, and some 

other degrees of Christians, comes to speak of a sort of harmless 
people, represented there by the white colour, who have always 

been as little children; and adds these words: 

‘ Quicunque ergo permanserint, inquit, sicut imfantes, non ha- 

‘bentes malitiam, honoratiores erunt omnibus illis quos jam dixi. 

4 Strom. 6. Anima, 6. 7. f 1 Cor. xv. 29. 
6 Tren. lib. v.c.31. Clem. Alex. Strom. & Chap. xxi. 5. ili. 4 Loe. citat. 

6. Origen. c. Cels. lib. ii. Tertull. de i Hom. in Lue. xiv. 
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‘Omnes enim infantes honorati sunt apud Dominum, et primi 

“ habentur.’ 
‘ Whosoever therefore shall continue as infants, without malice, 

‘shall be more honourable than all those of whom I have yet 

“spoken. For all infants are valued by the Lord, and esteemed 

‘ first of all.’ 
This being to the same effect as our Saviour’s embracing infants, 

and saying, Of such is the kingdom of God, is one of the reasons 

used to prove that they are fit to be admitted into the covenant of 

God’s grace and love by baptism. And whereas the antipzedobap- 

tists expound our Saviour’s words, not of children themselves, but 

of men that are of an innocent temper like children: not only that 

is affirmed here, but it is moreover said of the infants themselves, 

that they are greatly valued and esteemed of God. 
VI. These books of Clement and Hermas, when, after they had 

in the ignorant age lain hid and unminded, they came again into 
the hands of learned men, were at first questioned, whether they 
were the genuine pieces of those authors, and the same that Euse- 

bius* testifies to have been reckoned by many for books of holy 
scripture, and to have been read in many churches accordingly. 

But after that so many quotations of them by the ancients have 

been examined, and found to be verbatim the same, there is no 

longer doubt of that matter. They were accounted divinely in- 

spired by some, but rejected from that rank by others. They may 

therefore very well pass for the two Apocryphal books of the New 
Testament, as Tobit, &c. are of the Old: and so they are reckoned 

by Eusebius!, Rufinus™, &e. The greater commendation is due to 

the pains of our present most reverend metropolitan, for putting 
them and some other of the most ancient pieces into the hands of 
the English reader: and the more preposterous is the humour of 
many, that prefer the reading of modern things before them. 

VII. I said that these books were written before St. John wrote 

his Gospel, which may be made appear thus: St. John lived to 
sixty-eight years after our Saviour’s passion, viz. to the year of 
Christ 101, as is attested by St. Hierome, who says it in two 

places®, and in one of them says, ‘that the church histories do most 
‘ plainly shew it.’ And it is certain he cannot be mistaken con- 

siderably, because Irenzeus, who often recounts how greedily he had 

Kk Keel. Hist. lib. iii. c. 3 et 16. Fathers, translated, &c. Svo. 1693: the 
Ι Tid. second edition, corrected and improved, 
m In Symbolum. 8vo. 1710; third edit. 1719. ] 
n [Archbishop | Wake, who published 9 De Script. Eccl. et lib.i. contra Jovi- 

The General Epistles of the Apostolical nian. 
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in his younger years heard Polycarp discourse of St. John and his 

affairs, and of the conferences he had had with him, says in several ἢ 
placesP, ‘that St. John continued to the times of Trajan ; and the 
year of Christ 101 is but the third year of Trajan. And it is agreed 
by all, that he wrote his Gospel but a very little before his death. 

It is true indeed, that St. John seems, ch. v. 2, to speak of Jeru- 

salem as if it were then standing. But many learned men under- 

stand these words, There is at Jerusalem, &c., that is, m the place 

where Jerusalem was, or in the ruins; as if one had said during the 

ruins of London, There is in Cheapside a conduit. 

The current tradition is, that he wrote it upon his return to 

Ephesus, after that violent persecution of Christians in the four- 

teenth year of Domitian, anno Dom. g4, remembered by all writers. 

In that persecution St. John was banished into the island Patmos, 
Jor the word of God, and for the testimony of Jesus Christ’: where he 

had that vision or Revelation which he has published, which Ire- 

nus shews to have been in the latter end of Domitian’s reign in 

these words: ‘We will not run the hazard of affirming any thing 
‘ positively concerning the name of Antichrist,’ signified by the 
number 666 ; ‘for if it had been expedient to be published plainly 
‘at present, it would have been expressed by him himself that saw 

‘ the vision: since it is not very long ago that it was seen; being 

‘ but a little before our time, at the latter end of Domitian’s reign*.’ 

Domitian dying anno οὖ, and Nerva, a mild prince, succeeding, 

the prisoners and banished men were released: and St. John re- 
turned to Ephesus, where, as Irenzuss and Athanasiust testify, he 

wrote his Gospel. And St. Hierome mentions the occasion of 10 ; 

‘ He, last of all the rest, wrote his Gospel, being entreated so to do 
‘ by the bishops of Asia, against Cerinthus and other heretics, and 

‘ especially the then new sprung up opinion of the Ebionites, who 
‘ affirm, that Christ had no being before Mary; for which reason 
‘he thought it needful to discourse concerning his divine nativity 

‘also. And this is, as to the main, confirmed out of Irenzeus him- 

self; for he says that ‘he wrote it at Ephesus*:’ and, that ‘he 

‘ aimed thereby to extirpate the error which had been sowed in the 
‘ minds of men by Cerinthusy.’? These things are reported by such 

men as had the opportunity of easily knowing the truth in such 
matters of fact. 

Now for the age of these books of Clement and Hermas, one 
need only inquire for the time of Clement’s death: for Hermas 

Ρ Lib. ii. ὁ. 39. et lib. 111. c. 3. a Rev. i. 9. T Lib. v. c. 30. S$ Lib. iii. ΟΣ τ. 
t In Synopsi. u De Script. Eccl. v. Joan. x Lib, iii. c. 1. y Lib. ili. c. rr. 
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wrote his while Clement was living and bishop of the church at 
Rome, and mentions him therein as such. And though the time 
of Clement’s death be not so exactly to be discovered from the 

ancients, but that they that have gone about to settle it have 

varied ; and some from others twenty years: yet they that have 
placed it the latest, have placed it as soon as St. John’s death is 

placed by those that have placed that the soonest, viz. anno IO1 : 
for in giving that date of St. John’s death, I gave the earliest that 
is pitched upon. St. Chrysostom and the Chronicon Alexandr. 

make him live some years longer. 
The two that of late have made the most exact disquisition about 

the time of St. Clement, are bishop Pearson and Mr. Dodwell. 
Bishop Pearson? having found by undeniable proofs that the times 
of Hyginus, bishop of Rome, are set too low in the chronological 
tables by fifteen or twenty, or (as some writers place him) thirty 

years, and that he must have entered upon his office anno 122 at 
the latest, does proportionably set all the foregoing bishops higher : 
and so he has made St. Clement come into the bishopric immedi- 
ately after the death of St. Peter and St. Paul, which he places anno 
68, (thirty-five years after our Saviour’s passion,) and to continue 

alive till the year 83. And he supposes Linus and Anencletus, who 
are commonly placed before St. Clement, to have been no otherwise 
bishops there, than as they acted under the said apostles in their 

lifetime. 
Mr. Dodwell» judges that after the said apostle’s death, which he 

places anno 64, Linus was bishop, and after him Anencletus. But 

that they both died in a very short time, about a year; and that 

Clement succeeded anno 65, and continued to 81. By either of 
these accounts Clement was dead a great while before St. John had 
wrote any of his books. 

VIIT. But there is a passage in Ireneus (whose authority every 
one owns to be in this matter beyond compare) wherein the time of 
Clement’s succession, and the distance thereof from the time of 

those apostles, is purposely insisted on: and that though it men- 

tion not the years, yet as it supposes his entry on that office to be 
nigher St. Peter and St. Paul’s time than some had placed it, so it 
will by no means suffer him to be placed so early, as to succeed 
within a year or two after their death. It is lib. iii. ¢. 3, where he 
is confuting that plea of the Valentinians, (heretics that held that 

there is another God, superior to him that created the world,) 

* Lib. i. Vis. 2. ὁ, 4. a Pearsoni Opera posthuma Chronolog. Dissert. ii, 
Ὁ Dissertatio sing. de Success, Rom. Pont. ¢. 11, 12, ὅσ. 
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whereby they pretended to have this doctrine by tradition from the 

apostles ; who would not write it, nor tell it to every body, but to 
some more perfect disciples, by whose hands it came to them. The 

words are these ; 

‘ It is easy for any one that would be guided by truth, to know 
‘ the tradition of the apostles, declared in all the world. And we 
‘ are able to reckon up those that were placed bishops by the apostles 

‘in the several churches, and their successors, to this time; who 

“never taught nor knew any such thing as these men dream of. 
« Now the apostles, if they had known of any deep mysteries which 

‘ they would communicate to those that were perfect, privately and 

‘ by themselves, would have taught them to those men sooner than 
“any, to whom they committed the churches: for they desired that 

“ such should be very perfect in every thing, and wanting in nothing ; 
“whom they left as their successors, delivermg to them their own 

‘place of government. Since, if these men did well, there would 

‘ensue great advantage; but if they miscarried, great mischief. 
‘ But it being-a long business in such a book as this, to reckon 

‘up the successions of all the churches: if we shew the tradition 

‘left by the apostles, and the faith taught the Christians derived 

‘ by successions of bishops to our time, in that church which is one 
‘of the greatest and most ancient, and known to every body, 
‘founded and built by the two most glorious apostles, Peter and 
‘ Paul; we shall shame all those who by self-conceit or vainglory, 

‘or by ignorance and mistaken opinion, hold things that they 

“ought not. For every church, I mean the Christians of all places 
‘round about, have necessary occasions to come to this church, by 

“ reason that the government and power is there, (meaning the seat 

‘ of the empire,) and so in this church the tradition of the apostles 
‘is always preserved, by means of those that from all places resort 

« thither. 
‘The blessed apostles, then, having founded and built this church, 

“ delivered over to Linus the office of the bishopric. This Linus, 

‘ Paul mentions in his Epistles to Timothy°. 
‘ The next to him is Anencletus. 

‘ After him, in the third place from the apostles, Clement comes 
“into the bishopric, who had both seen the blessed apostles and 
‘ conferred with them, and had the preaching and tradition of the 
‘ apostles as yet sounding in his ears; and that, not he alone; for 
‘ there were many then left alive who had been personally taught 

‘by the apostles. It was under this Clement that a great dissen- 

¢ 2 Tim. iv. 21. 
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΄ι sion happening among the brethren that were at Corinth, the 

church that was at Rome sent a most powerful epistle to the 
Corinthians, persuading them to peace, stirrmg up their faith 
anew, and declaring to them the tradition which they had lately 
received from the apostles, which teaches, that there is but one 

God Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, Creator of man, &e.— 

And that the same God is declared by the churches to be the 

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, whoso will may see, er ipsa 

΄ 
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n 

“ 

΄ι 

ns 

΄ι 

on scriptura, by that seripture (or writing) itself, and may under- 
stand the apostolical tradition of the church: for that epistle is 
older than they are that now teach these false doctrines, and in- 

vent another God above the Creator and Maker of the things that 

are seen. He proceeds to name the bishops from Clement to 

Eleutherus, who was then bishop, the twelfth from the apostles ; 

and to appeal to the church of Smyrna, which had had Polyearp : 

and to the church of Ephesus, which had had St.John so lately 

living among them; and that none of these had taught or pre- 

tended to know of any of those secret traditions that these men 

x 

΄ι 

΄ι 

΄- 

set up. 

Now, when it was for his purpose to shew how near Clement and 

this epistle of his were to the times of St. Peter and St. Paul, and 

he says no more, but that Clement had seen and heard them, and 

that several others were then alive beside him, that had done the 

like; he plainly supposes that they had been dead a considerable 

time. For we never speak so of men that have been dead but a 

year or two. When we say, ‘There are many yet alive that can 

‘remember such a man, and have conversed with him; a stander 

by. will conclude we speak of one that has been dead a good while ; 
it may be fifteen or twenty years. And yet even so, if we reckon 

with Eusebius’ and other ancient accounts, that Clement held the 

seat but nine years, he will yet die before St. John, and before the 

time when, by all accounts, he wrote his Gospel. 

This also is considerable ; that Clement, who quotes many places 
out of other books of the New Testament, seems never to have seen 

any of St. John’s writings. 

Therefore, though bishop Pearson has convinced every body that 
Hyginus is to be placed as he has placed him; yet it seems impro- 

bable that Clement should have been bishop so soon as he places 
him. Rather, some years are to be taken from the times of the 

bishops that were between those two. 
IX. For the same reason, I think it very improbable that this 

ἃ Chronic, it. Hist. lib. iii, c. 34. 
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Clement was the Clement mentioned, Phil. iv. 3, as St. Paul’s fellow 

labourer, when he was at Rome the first time, six years before his 

martyrdom ; though Eusebius*, St. Jeromef, and Epiphanius do 

guess him to be the same. For would not Ireneus have mentioned 
that, instead of saying what he does? It was much more to his 

purpose, than to observe the like of Linus, of whose authority he 

makes no such use. 

And more improbable it is, that this Hermas should be the same 

whom St. Paul salutes as his acquaintance eleven years before he 

died, Rom. xvi. 14, though Origen’ guess it to be he; and Euse- 

bius» and St. Jerome tell us that several thought so. For this 

Hermas, as he was no young man, because he had children* then 

guilty of fornication, so he was no very old man when he wrote ; 

because he mentions the woman! that had been brought up with 

him, as a woman of such great beauty at that time. To conclude 
men to be the same, because of the same name, as it is very obvious, 

so it is of little weight. 

And if they be not judged to be the same, nor to have had any 
such familiarity with the apostles, but only to have seen or heard 
them, &c., then that argument falls to the ground of those that say, 

These books are either spurious, and then, Why do we regard them? 
Or else, if they be counted genuine, why are they not put into the 
canon, as well as the writings of St. Luke and St. Mark? St. Mark 

and St. Luke were for certain contemporaries, companions, and inti- 

mate acquaintance with the apostles for a long time of their life: 

the same is not certain, and I believe not true of the authors of 

these books ; though it be plain that they lived in the apostles’ age, 
and wrote before the death of St. John. 

CHAP. II. 

Quotations out of Justin Martyr. 

Dialog. cum Tryphone, sect. 88. 
- al a BN oO) 5 , 

§ I. ΚΑΙ οὐχ᾽ ὡς ἐνδεᾶ αὐτὸν τοῦ βαπτισθῆναι, ἢ τοῦ ἐπελθόντος ἐν 
ἴὸ lo , 16 ὑτὸ ἐλ λ θέ 32h 40. εἴδει περιστερᾶς πνεύματος, οἴδαμεν αὐτὸν ἐληλυθέναι ἐπὶ 

(λ.}.140.)ὄ τὸν ποταμόν: ὥσπερ οὐδὲ τὸ γεννηθῆναι αὐτὸν καὶ σταυρω- 
los a / a nr 

θῆναι ὡς ἐνδεὴς τούτων ὑπέμεινεν, GAN ὑπὲρ TOD γένους TOD τῶν ἀνθρώ- 
a Ν ay πων, ὃ ἀπὸ τοῦ Αδὰμ ὑπὸ θάνατον καὶ πλάνην τὴν τοῦ ”"Odews ἐπεπτώκει, 

, a “ 
παρὰ τὴν ἰδίαν αἰτίαν ἑκάστου αὐτῶν πονηρευσαμένου. 

ς H. KE. lib. iii. cap. 12. i De Script. Eccl. v. Hermas. 
£ De Script. Eccl. v. Clemens. ἘΠ 1 18. 22.2. 
= Hom, in Rom. xvi. ἈΠ ΤΑ. 111. οὶ ἣν 1 Lib, i. Vis. 1 
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‘ And we know that he did not go to Jordan, as having any need 
‘ of being baptized, or of the Spirit’s coming on him in shape of a 
‘dove. As also, neither did he submit to be born and to be eruci- 

‘ fied, as being under any necessity of those things. But he did 
‘this for mankind, which by Adam was fallen under death, and 
‘ under the guile of the serpent, beside the peculiar guilt of each of 
‘ them who had sinned.’ 

I recite this only to shew that in these times, so very near the 

apostles, they spoke of original sin affecting all mankind descended 
of Adam; and understood, that, besides the actual sins of each par- 

ticular person, there is in our nature itself, since the fall, something 

that needs redemption and forgiveness by the merits of Christ. 
And that is ordinarily applied to every particular person by baptism. 

In answer to the exceptions made against my translating παρὰ here 
by preter, I have, in a Defence which I have been forced to write 

since the second edition, shewn that all whom I have seen, and I 

believe absolutely all, who have translated this place, have so ren- 
dered it. And that Justin’s ordinary phrase, and particularly in 
this dialogue, is to use it so. 

Dialog. cum Tryphone, sect. 43. 

II. Kat ἡμεῖς, of διὰ τούτον προσχωρήσαντες τῷ Θεῷ, οὐ ταύτην τὴν 

κατὰ σάρκα παρελάβομεν περιτομὴν, ἀλλὰ πνευματικὴν, ἣν ᾿Ενὼχ καὶ 

οἱ ὅμοιοι ἐφύλαξαν" ἡμεῖς δὲ διὰ τοῦ βαπτίσματος αὐτὴν, ἐπειδὴ ἅμαρ- 

τωλοὶ ἐγεγόνειμεν, διὰ το ἔλεος τὸ παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐλάβομεν" καὶ πᾶσιν 

ἐφετὸν ὁμοίως λαμβάνειν. 

‘We also who by him have had access to God, have not received 
‘this carnal circumcision, but the spiritual circumcision, which 

‘ Enoch, and those like him observed. And we have received it by 
‘ baptism, by the mercy of God, because we were sinners; and it is 

‘ allowed to all persons to receive it by the same way.’ 
It is plain that this most ancient father does here speak of bap- 

tism being to Christians in the stead of circumcision; and the 

analogy between these two is one of the arguments used by the 

pedobaptists to prove that one ought to be given to infants, as well 
as the other was. It is to the same sense, as is that saying of St. 
Paul, where he calls baptism, with the putting off the body of the 
sins of the flesh, which attends it, the circumcision of Christ, (or as 

it would be more intelligibly rendered, the Christian cireumcision,) 

in these words: In whom also ye are circumcised with the circumcision 

mate without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by 

the circumeision of Christ: buried with him in baptism™, For by 

m Col, ii. 11, 12, 
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those words, the circumcision of Christ, must be understood either that 
action by which Christ himself in his infancy was circumcised ; and " 
it is no sense to say, that the Colossians were circumcised with that ; 

or else, that circumcision which Christ has appointed, the Christian 
circumcision ; and with that he says they were circumcised, being 

buried with him by baptism. Only he, as well as Justin, refers 

both to the inward and outward part of baptism ; whereof the in- 

ward part is done without hands: and accordingly the ancients 
were wont to call baptism, περιτομὴν ἀχειροποίητον, ‘the circum- 

‘cision done without hands ;’ as will appear by some following 

quotations». So that it seems hard for the antipedobaptists to 
maintain, as some of them do, that the scripture and ancient Christ- 
ians do not make any resemblance between these two sacraments. 

The paraphrase given of this text of St. Paul, in the Quest. ad 
Orthodox. ascribed to Justin Martyr, q. 102, is this: the question 

there is, ‘Why, if circumcision were a good thing, we do not use it 

“as well as the Jews did? The answer is, ‘ We are circumcised by 
‘ baptism with Christ’s circumcision, &e. And he brings this text 
for his proof. 

Justini Apologia prima (vulgo secunda) ad Antoninum Pium?. 

ΠῚ. This holy man and good martyr of Jesus Christ does in this 

Apology, presented to the emperor and senate in behalf of the 
Christians, vindicate them from the absurd and abominable.slanders 

which the people raised on them; as that they did in their assem- 
blies eat young children, and commit promiscuous fornication, &e. 
And having spoke of their doctrine and conversation, and shewn 
that they neither believed nor practised any such mischievous 
things as were reported, he proceeds to speak of the two most 
solemn rites that they used, viz. of initiating or entering the con- 
verts that came to them by baptism; and of confirming their faith 
by receiving the Lord’s Supper. And of baptism says thus: “Ov 
τρόπον δὲ καὶ ἀνεθήκαμεν ἑαυτοὺς τῷ Θεῷ, καινοποιηθέντες διὰ τοῦ 

Χριστοῦ, ἐξηγησόμεθα' ὅπως μὴ τοῦτο παραλιπόντες δόξωμεν» πονηρεύειν 

τὶ ἐν τῇ ἐξηγήσει. Ὅσοι ἂν πεισθῶσι καὶ πιστεύωσιν ἀληθῆ ταῦτα τὰ 

ὑφ᾽ ἡμῶν διδασκόμενα καὶ λεγόμενα, εἷναι, καὶ βιοῦν οὕτως δύνασθαι 

ὑπισχνῶνται, εὔχεσθαί τε καὶ αἰτεῖν νηστεύοντες παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ τῶν 

προημαρτημένων ἄφεσιν διδάσκονται, ἡμῶν συνευχομένων καὶ συννη- 

στευόντων αὐτοῖς. "Ἑπειτα ἄγονται ὑφ᾽ ἡμῶν ἔνθα ὕδωρ ἐστὶ, καὶ τρό- 

πον ἀναγεννήσεως ὃν καὶ ἡμεῖς αὐτοὶ ἀνεγεννήθημεν, ἀναγεννῶνται. 

"Em ὀνόματος γὰρ τοῦ Πατρὸς τῶν ὅλων καὶ Δεσπότου Θεοῦ, καὶ τοῦ 

Σωτῆρος ἡμῶν ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ, καὶ Πνεύματος ἁγίου τὸ ἐν τῷ ὕδατι τότε 

1 See ch. ΧΙ]. 5, ili. ch. xiv. 5, i. © Prope finem. 
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λουτρὸν ποιοῦνται. Καὶ yap ὁ Χριστὸς εἶπεν, Ἂν μὴ ἀναγεννηθῆτε, ob 

μὴ εἰσέλθητε εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν τῶν οὐρανῶν" ὅτι δὲ καὶ ἀδύνατον εἰς 

τὰς μήτρας τῶν τεκουσῶν τοὺς ἅπαξ γεννωμένους ἐμβῆναι, φανερὸν 

πᾶσίν ἐστι. Καὶ διὰ ᾿Ησαϊοῦ τοῦ Προφήτου, ὡς προεγράψαμεν, εἴρηται, 

τίνα τρόπον φεύξονται τὰς ἁμαρτίας οἱ ἁμαρτήσαντες καὶ μετανοοῦντες, 

ἐλέχθη δὲ οὕτως, Λούσασθε, καθαροὶ γένεσθε, ἕκο.---Καὶ λόγον δὲ εἰς 

τοῦτο παρὰ τῶν ᾿Αποστόλων ἐμάθομεν τοῦτον' ἐπειδὴ τὴν πρώτην γένεσιν 

ἡμῶν ἀγνοοῦντες κατ᾽ ἀνάγκην γεγεννήμεθα ἐξ ὑγρᾶς σπορᾶς κατὰ μίξιν 

τὴν τῶν γονέων κατ᾽ ἀλλήλους, καὶ ἐν ἔθεσι φαύλοις καὶ πονηραῖς ἀνατρο- 

φαῖς γεγόναμεν, ὅπως μὴ ἀνάγκης τέκνα μηδ᾽ ἀγνοίας μένωμεν, ἀλλὰ 

προαιρέσεως καὶ ἐπιστήμης, ἀφέσεώς τε ἁμαρτιῶν ὑπὲρ ὧν προημάρτομεν 

τύχωμεν ἐν τῷ ὕδατι, ἐπονομάζεται τῷ ἑλομένῳ ἀναγεννηθῆναι καὶ μετα- 

νοήσαντι ἐπὶ τοῖς ἡμαρτημένοις τὸ τοῦ Πατρὸς τῶν ὅλων καὶ Δεσπότου 

Θεοῦ ὄνομα, Ke. Καλεῖται δὲ τοῦτο τὸ λουτρὸν φωτισμός. 

“1 will now declare to you also after what manner we being made 
‘new by Christ [or baptized] have dedicated ourselves to God: 
‘lest, if I should leave out that, I might seem to deal unfairly in 
‘some part of my apology. They who are persuaded and do believe 
that those things which are taught by us are true, and do promise 

‘to live according to them, are directed first to pray and ask of 

God with fasting, the forgiveness of their former sins: and we 
also pray and fast together with them. Then we bring them to 
some place where there is water; and they are regenerated by the 

same way of regeneration by which we were regenerated : for they 

are washed with water in the name of God, the Father and Lord 

of all things, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy 

‘Spirit. For Christ says, Unless ye be regenerated, ye cannot enter 

into the kingdom of heaven: and every body knows it is impossible 

for those that are once generated [or born] to enter again into 
their mother’s womb. 
‘It was foretold by the prophet Isaiah", as I said, by what means 

‘ they who would repent of their sms might escape them: and was 
‘written in these words; Wash you, make you clean, put away the 
“evil, &e. 

‘And we have been taught by the apostles this word [or this 

“yeason] for this thing: because we, being ignorant of our first 

‘ birth, were generated by necessity [or course of nature] of the 
‘humid seed of our parents mixing together, and have been brought 
‘up in ill customs and conversation; that we should not continue 
‘ children of that necessity and ignorance, but of will, [or choice, | 

« and knowledge, and should obtain forgiveness of the sins in which 
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“we have lived, by water, [or in the water.] There is invoked, 

‘ over him that has a mind to be regenerated, the name of God, the ~ 

‘ Father and Lord of all things, &.—And this washing is called 

ς the enlightening, &e. 
If I am asked to what purpose I bring in this in a discourse of 

infant baptism ; my answer is, that I do not produce it as making 

directly or immediately either for or against it. He being here to 

shew that the ceremony of entering proselytes that came to them 

from the heathens, had no 11] thing in it, had no occasion to speak 

of the case of infants. But I bring it, 

1. Because it is the most ancient account of the way of baptizing, 
next the scripture; and shews the plain and simple manner of ad- 
ministering it. The Christians of these times had lived, many of 

them at least, in the apostles’ days. 
IV. 2. Because it shews that the Christians of these times used 

the word regeneration [or being born again] for baptism: and that 
they were taught so to do by the apostles. And it will appear by 

the multitude of places I shall produce, that they used it as custom- 

arily, and appropriated it as much to signify baptism, as we do the 
word christening. They used also ἀνακαινισμὸς or καινοποιΐα, ‘ re- 

‘newing,’ and φωτισμὸς, ‘ enlightening,’ for the same thing: as 

appears by the first and last words of this passage. 

And thirdly, because we see by it, that they understood that rule 
of our Saviour, Hxcept one be regenerated [or born again] of water 

and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God, of water- 

baptism ; and concluded from it, that without such baptism, no 

person could come to heaven. And so did all the writers of these 
400 years, not one man excepted. 

V. This is of the more use to note, because many modern writers 

use the word regeneration, or new-birth, for repentance and conver- 

sion, whether it be accompanied with baptism at that time or not. 

But the ancients do not so. The scripture also uses it for baptism : 

The washing of regeneration, Tit. 11. 5, 15 the washing of baptism. 
And I shewed before in the introduction, that this phrase was 

not first used by our Saviour or his apostles: but that it was a 

usual word of the Jews, to denote that baptism by which any prose- 

lyte was baptized unto Moses. 
Justin Martyr, Apol. τ. (vulgo 2da) prope ab initio. 

VI. Καὶ πολλοί τινες καὶ πολλαὶ ἑξηκοντοῦται καὶ ἑβδομηκοντοῦται, 

οἱ ἐκ παίδων ἐμαθητεύθησαν τῷ Χριστῷ, ἄφθοροι διαμένουσι. ‘ Several 

“persons among us of sixty and seventy years old, of both sexes, 
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‘who were discipled [or made disciples] to Christ in, or from their 

‘ childhood, do continue uncorrupted [or virgins. ]’ 

St. Justin’s word, ἐμαθητεύθησαν, ‘were discipled, or made disci- 

‘ ples,’ is the very same word that had been used by St. Matthew 
in expressing our Saviour’s command, μαθητεύσατε, disciple [or, 

make disciples] a// the nations. And it was done to these persons, 
Justin says, in or from their childhood. So that whereas the anti- 
pedobaptists do say, that when our Saviour bids the apostles dis- 
ciple the nations, baptizing them; he cannot mean infants; because 

he must be understood to bid them baptize only such among the 
nations as could be made disciples; and infants, they say, cannot 
be made disciples. They may perceive that in the sense in which 
Justin understood the word, they may be made disciples. And 
Justin wrote but ninety years after St. Matthew, who wrote about 
fifteen years after Christ’s ascension. And they that were seventy 
years old at this time must have been made disciples to Christ in 
their childhood, (as he says they were,) about thirty-six years after 

the ascension ; that is, in the midst of the apostles’ times, and within 

twenty years after St. Matthew’s writing. 

CHAP. , Tit. 

Quotations out of St. Irenaeus and Clemens Alexandrinus. 

§ I. IRENEUS does in many places speak of original sin, as 
67. affecting ‘all mankind, all our ‘race>, putting them 

(4-D-167-) in a state of ‘debtors to God, transgressors, and enemies 
‘to him¢,’ ‘under the stroke of the serpent, and addicted to death4,’ 

And that it is only in and through Christ that they have ‘recon- 
‘qliation and redemptione. He also so speaks of baptism, as of 
the means or instrument by which this redemption is conveyed and 
applied to any one, and calls it by the name of λύτρωσις and ἀπολύ- 
τρωσις, ‘redemption’. 

But though this laid together do make an argument for the bap- 
tizing all persons, infants as well as others, yet I shall pass by this 
and other such places in this and other authors, that speak of ori- 
ginal sin, and the necessity of baptism only in general: intending 
henceforward to recite such only as do more directly and immedi- 
ately concern infants, and speak of their baptism; either for or 

against it. 

a Lib. contra Her. v. ὁ. 19. Ὁ Tbid. ο. 21. ς Thid. c. τό. 
@ Lib. iv. Ὁ. 5. et lib. v. 6. 19. e" Lib. τ: Ὁ: 20. f Lib. i. ο, 18. 
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Irenaeus adv. Hareses, lib. 11. ¢. 39. (edit. Grabe; but cap. 22. s. 4. 
in ed. Benedict. 1710.) speaking of Christ. 

II. ‘ Magister ergo existens Magistri quoque habebat ztatem. 

‘ Non reprobans nec supergrediens hominem, neque solvens [suam] 
‘ legem in se humani generis: sed omnem etatem sanctificans per 
‘illam que ad ipsum erat similitudinem. Omnes enim venit per 
‘semet ipsum salvare: omnes, inquam, qui per eum renascuntur in 

‘ Deum ; infantes, et parvulos, et pueros, et juvenes, et seniores. 

‘ Ideo per omnem venit «tatem: et infantibus infans factus, sancti- 

‘ficans infantes: in parvulis parvulus, sanctificans hance ipsam 

‘habentes etatem; simul et exemplum illis pietatis effectus, et 
“ justitize et subjectionis: in juvenibus juvenis,’ &c. 

‘ Therefore as he was a Master, he had also the age of a Master. 
‘ Not disdaining nor going in a way above human nature; nor 

‘ breaking in his own person the law which he had set for man- 
‘kind: but sanctifying every several age by the likeness that it 

“has to him. For he came to save all persons by himself: all, I 

“mean, who by him are regenerated [or baptized] unto God; in- 
‘fants and little ones, and children and youths, and elder persons. 
‘ Therefore he went through the several ages: for infants being 
‘ made an infant, sanctifying infants: to little ones he was made a 

‘ little one, sanctifying those of that age ; and also giving them an 
‘example of godliness, justice, and dutifulness: to youths he was a 
‘ youth,’ &e. 

This testimony, which reckons infants among those that are re- 
generated, is plain and full; provided the reader be one that is 

satisfied that the word regeneration does, in the usual phrase of 
those times, signify baptism: and this cannot be doubted by any 

that are at all acquainted with the books of those ages. As for 

those that are not, I have already had occasion to refers them to 

the use of the Jews before and in Christ’s time, and to some places 
of scripture: and it may be worth the while to turn back to the 
passage of Justin Martyr last quoted, (he lived but thirty or forty 
years before this man,) and to observe how he uses the word. The 
reader will also see, in almost all the passages that I shall have 
occasion to produce, the same use of the word constantly observed ; 

that to say regenerated is with them as much as to say baptized. 

III. At present take these three evidences of it: 1. Irenzus 
himself uses it so in all other places of his book that I have ever 
observed: as for instance, 1. ii. ¢.19, [¢.17.1.] where he is pro- 

5 Introduct. s. vi. 
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ducing testimonies of scripture concerning the Holy Spirit; he has 

this ; ‘ Et iterum, potestatem regenerationis in Deum dans disci- 
‘ pulis, dicebat eis,’ &e. And again, when he gave his disciples the 

commission of regenerating unto God, he said unto them, Go and 

teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the 

Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Where the commission of regenerating 

plainly means the commission of baptizing. 

And 1.1. ¢. 18. [6. 21. 1.] Concerning the Valentinian heretics, 
who altered and corrupted both the form of Christian baptism and 

the manner of administering it, (of which corruptions I have occa- 
sion to speak particularly hereafter, chap. xxi. s. 1. and part 1. ch. 

v. 5.1.) he says, 

Eis ἐξάρνησιν τοῦ βαπτίσματος τῆς εἰς Θεὸν ἀναγεννήσεως, καὶ πάσης 

τῆς πίστεως ἀπόθεσιν, ὑποβέβληται τὸ εἶδος τοῦτο ὑπὸ τοῦ Σατανᾶ. 

‘This generation of heretics has been sent out by Satan for the 

‘ frustrating [or denying] of the baptism of regeneration unto God, 
‘ fi.e. the true Christian baptism, instead of which they set up a 

‘mock baptism of their own,] and the destruction of our whole 
‘faith [or religion].?_ And it appears by the following parts of the 
chapter, that the Valentinians also aped the Christians in calling 

their mock-baptism by the name of regeneration and redemption, 

iva εἰς τὴν ὑπὲρ πάντα Δύναμιν λέγουσι δὲ αὐτὴν ἀναγκαίαν εἷναι 
ὦσιν ἀναγεγεννημένοι. ‘They say that it [their way of baptism] 15 

‘necessary for all true Gnostics, that they may be regenerated 
“unto that power which is above all, i.e. above the God of the 

“ Christians.’ 
And I. v. ¢.15. [e.15. 3.] speaking of the blind man whom our 

Saviour cured by clay and spittle, and bade him wash in the pool 
of Siloam; and calling this application of clay, and this washing, 

in an allegorical way, a creation, or new formation of his eye; and 

a baptism; he styles that washing, Javacrum regenerationis, ‘the 

‘ washing of regeneration.’ And a little after, ‘Simul et plasma- 

‘ tionem et eam que est per lavacrum regenerationem restituens ei.’ 
‘ He gave to him at the same time his formation [viz. that of his 
‘ eye] and that regeneration which is by the laver [viz. baptism].’ 

* And 1. iv. ὁ. 59. [e. 33. 4.] disputing against the Ebionites, (who 
denied our Saviour to have been conceived in the womb in any 

miraculous manner, but thought him to have been begotten by 
Joseph in the ordinary way,) he asks them, how they think to 

escape the generation of death, [or the curse attending the natural 
generation,] if they do not believe that new way of generation 
which was foretold to Ahaz, (Behold, a virgin shall conceive,) and so 
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‘eam recipiant que est per fidem regenerationem,’ ‘receive that 
‘ regeneration [or baptism] which is by the faith [or creed] ?’ 

This place is mangled in the old copy. And Dr. Grabe shews 
that the sense requires the words eam recipiant que est to be restored 
in the blank. And it is to be noted that the ancient creeds always 

had that clause, of the conception of a virgin, in opposition to these 
Ebionites. And a common name for the creed was (as Mr. Bing- 
ham shews) Πίστις, ‘the faith. According to which faith Irenzeus 
advises the Ebionites to receive their baptism. 

As the ancients, when they speak of regeneration as applied to a 

person in this world, do always by that word mean, or connote, his 

baptism ; so when they speak of the regeneration of the world 

itself, or the earth, they mean its restitution or renovation after the 

day of judgment; which may be called its new birth, or new for- 

mation. And in that metaphorical way of speaking, they some- 

times call the resurrection of the body its regeneration. So there 

is one place in Ireneus, lib. v. ὁ. 2, where, by the regeneration of 

the flesh, one does not know whether he mean the baptism of it in 
this world, or its resurrection in the world to come. He is there 

disputing against the Valentinians, and all those sorts of heretics 
who denied either the truth of Christ’s natural body and its resur- 
rection, or the resurrection of ours; and says, ‘ Vani autem omni- 

‘modo, qui universam dispositionem Dei contemnunt, et carnis 
‘salutem negant, et regenerationem ejus spernunt; dicentes non 

‘ eam capacem esse incorruptibilitatis.’. ‘They are altogether vain, 

‘who undervalue the whole economy of God, and deny any salva- 
‘tion of the flesh [or body] and do slight the regeneration of it ; 
‘ saying that it is not capable of a state of incorruption.’ 
By their sighting the regeneration of the flesh, he must mean 

either their denying its resurrection, as many of them did; or else 
their refusing to give it baptism ; which several sects of the Valen- 
tinians did, who are mentioned by Irenzus at other places which I 
recite, part 11. ch. 5. $i. By his making two sentences of it, his 
meaning seems to be, that they, not believing any resurrection of 

the body, but that the soul is all that survives, did not think the 
body worthy of a baptism. 

These, and one piece more, are all that I know of, where he uses 

the word : lib. 11. ec. 33. [6. 22. ὃ 4.] He is speaking of Christ, at 
his descent to Hades, freeing the patriarchs from that power of 

death, or Hades, under which they had been held: and says, “ Pri- 

h (Compare the note of the Benedictine editor on this point. ] 
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‘mogenitus enim mortuorum natus Dominus, et in sinum suum 
‘recipiens pristinos patres, regeneravit eos in vitam Dei.’ ‘Our 
‘ Lord being made the first begotten from the dead, and receiving 
‘the ancient patriarchs into his bosom, regenerated them to the 
‘life of God”—And a little after; ‘ Hie illos in evangelium vite 
‘regeneravit.’ ‘© He regenerated them to the gospel of life.’ 

These phrases at this place, he means, I think, as a comment on 

those texts of St. Peter ; He went and preached to the spirits in pri- 

son: and, the gospel preached to those that were dead. For that he 

understood them so, is plain by what he says, lib. iv. ὁ. 45. [e. 27. 

ᾧ 2.] ‘Dominum in ea que sunt sub terra descendisse, evangeli- 
‘zantem et illis adventum suum, &c. Many of the eldest Christ- 

tians (beside Hermas, whose words I gave before) conceived, that 
the gospel of life was preached, and baptism in the name of Christ 
given to the patriarchs in their separate state. 

But however that be ; in all the places where he uses the word 

regeneration, as appled to the case of any persons in this life, he re- 

fers to their baptism. Which confirms that sense of it in the place 
1 first quoted. 

IV. 2. There are several sayings both of the Latin and Greek 
fathers, which do plainly shew that they not only used that word 
for baptism, but also that they so appropriated it to baptism, as to 

exclude any other conversion or repentance that is not accompanied 

with baptism, from being signified by it. As these that follow: 
Greg. Nazianzen, when he deters the baptized person from falling 

back into sinful courses, tells himi, ‘There is not another regenera- 

‘ tion afterward to be had, though it be sought with never so much 
‘ crying and tears: and yet grants in the next words, that there is 

repentance after baptism: but shews a difference between that and 
the free forgiveness given in baptism. 

St. Austin being asked, whether a parent carrying his child, which 
300 had been baptized, to the heathen sacrifices, do thereby 

(4-D. 400) obliterate the benefit of his baptism‘, gives this rule : 
‘ An infant does never lose the grace of Christ which he has once 
‘received, but by his own sinful deeds, if when he grows up he 
‘ prove so wicked, for then he will begin to have sins of his own, 
“ que non regeneratione auferantur, sed alia curatione sanentur, which 

‘are not to be done away by regeneration, but by some other way 
‘of cure” These kind of sayings do plainly contradistinguish 

i Orat. 40. prope ab initio. Οὐκ οὔσης δευτέρας ἀναγεννήσεως. 
k Epist. 23. ad Bonifacium. 
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regeneration from repentance, conversion, &c. except in case of . 

baptism. 

So St. Mierome, discoursing in praise of virginity, has this! 
270. among the rest, that Christ was ‘natus ex virgine, 

(4-D.370) «renatus per virginem,’ ‘born of a virgin, and regene- 

‘rated by a virgin ;? meaning he was baptized by John, that was 

unmarried. ΤῸ say that Christ was regenerated, taking the word, 
as many modern writers do, for conversion, repentance, &c. would 

be an impious speech. 

And St. Ambrose, De iis qui initiantur, 6. 4, says™, ‘Nec sine 

274. ‘aqua regenerationis mysterium est,’ ‘ There is no re- 
(4D. 374) « generation without water.’ 

St. Austin calls the persons by whose means infants are baptized, 

“eos per quos renascuntur,’ ‘ those by whom they are regenerated,’ 
which would be a strange speech in the dialect of some late English 

writers, who use the word for the conversion of the heart. 

V. 3. When Irenzeus does here speak of infants regenerated ; it 
is plain enough of itself, that they are not capable of regeneration 
in any other sense of the word, than as it signifies baptism; I mean 

the outward act of baptism, accompanied with that grace or mercy 
of God, whereby he admits them into covenant, though without 
any sense of theirs. 

1 shall in the places that I must cite henceforward, where we 
meet with the word regeneratus, renatus, &c., translate it regenerated, 

without any further explication; but the reader will find that he 
must understand by it daptized ; or else that he will make no sense 
at all of the place. If any one doubt whether Irenzeus by infants 
does mean children before the use of reason, I refer to the Defence 

of my book against Mr. Gale and Mr. Whiston, who have suggested 
the contrary, and do here only advise the following words to be 
read, where he mentions the benefit of Christ’s example to all the 
rest, the parvuli, the juvenes, and the seniores, but says no such 
thing of the infants. 

VI. Since this is the first express mention that we have met 
with of infants baptized, it is worth the while to look back, and 
consider how near this man was to the apostles’ time. Mr. Dodwell, 
who has with the greatest care and skill computed his age», makes 
him to be born in the apostolic age, viz. the year after Christ’s 
birth 97, four years before St. John died ; and that he was chosen 

1 Lib. i. contra Jovinian. circa medium. Ὁ Dissertationes ad Ireneum, 8vo. Ox- 
m [Or. De Mysteriis ; vol. ii. p.325. ed. — oniz, 1689, 

Benedict.] 

WALL, VOL. I. E 



ὅθ. Year after the Apostles, 67. (A.D. 167.) [PART I. 

bishop of Lyons anno Dom. 167, which is after the apostles 67. 
His proofs are too long to repeat here. So much is plain, that he 

wrote the book I here quote within eighty years after the apostles, 

and that he was then a very old man. For he wrote the two first 

of his five books against heresies first, and published them®, in 
which these words are; and he published his third book in the 

time of Eleutherus, bishop of Rome, for he mentions him as then 

bishopP. Eleutherus’s time is set by bishop Pearson4 from the 

year of Christ 170 to 185; but by Mr. Dodwell” from 162 to 177. 

So that the year of Christ 180 is the latest that the two first books 
can well be supposed to have been written. Therefore whether we 

agree or not with Mr. Dodwell, that he was born before St. John’s 

death ; yet it could be but very little after, by the age he must be 
of when he wrote. And besides, he himself says’, as I also recited 

before, that the Revelation made to St. John in Patmos, was ‘ but 

‘a little before his time,’ and that Revelation was five or six years 
before St. John died. The learned mant that has given the last 
edition of his works, though he differ from Mr. Dodwell, yet makes 

him born but six years after St. John’s death. Every body that 
was at this time eighty years old must have been born in the 
apostles’ time. Ireneus’s parents must have been born then, if he 

were not himself. 
I shall say no more, but leave it to every body to judge whether 

it were possible for the church then to be ignorant what was done 
as to the baptizing of infants in the apostles’ time; when many 
then living, and the parents of most then living, were themselves 

infants in that time. Yet this I may add, that Irenzeus, though at 
this time he lived in France, being bishop of Lyons, yet was brought 

up in Asia, (where St. John had died but a little before,) and pro- 

bably born of Christian parents. For he had in his younger years 
often heard Polycarp (who was St. John’s acquaintance, and was" 
chosen by him bishop of Smyrna, and was probably that angel [or 
bishop] of the church of Smyrna that is so much commended Rev. 

τι. 8.) discourse of St.John and his teaching. This he relates of 

himself in his Epistle to Florinus*: and he says, he remembers the 
thing as if it were but yesterday: for, says he, ‘I remember the 

‘ things that were done then, better than I do those of later times, 

© Vide Prolog. lib. iii. P Ibid. c. 3. | son’s Opera Posthuma.] 8 Lib.v. ο. 30. 
4 Pearsoni Opera Posthuma, 4to. Lon- Ὁ [Ὁ τ. Grabe ; for the Benedictine edi- 

dini, 1688. tion had not appeared in 1705, the year 
τ Dissert. sing. de Rom. Pontif. Suc- in which this was printed.] 

cessione, c.14 et 15. [This dissertation u Tren. lib. 111. ec. 3. 
of Dodwell is subjoined to Bishop Pear- x Apud Euseb. Hist. 110. ν. 6.19. ἡ 
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‘ (which is the property of old men,) so that I could deseribe the . 

‘ place where he sat, and his going out and coming in, his manner 
‘ of life, his features, his discourse to the people concerning the con- 
‘ versation he had had with John, and others that had seen our 

‘ Lord; how he rehearsed their discourses, and what he had heard 

‘them that were eyewitnesses of the word of life, say of our Lord, 
‘and of his miracles and doctrine: all agreeable to the scriptures.’ 

In an age so nigh the apostles, and in a place where one of them 

had so lately lived, the Christians could not be ignorant what had 

been done in their time in a matter so public and notorious as is 
the baptizing or not baptizing of infants. 

VII. It is to be noted, that this testimony of Irenzeus, or any 

other of any of the fathers, is not so much to be regarded as it 
speaks their opinion or sense, as it is for that it gives us an evidence 

of what was then believed, taught, or practised by the church. If 
he had only signified that he thought fit that infants should be re- 
generated, it had been but one doctor’s opinion : but he speaks of it as 
a thing generally known that they were then usually regenerated. 

VIII. Near the time that Ireneus wrote these his books against 

g2. heresies at Lyons in France, and therein uses the word 
(4-D.192-) regeneration for baptism, and speaks of infants as usually 
regenerated, St. Clement was catechist to the Christian auditors at 
a very distant place, viz. at Alexandria in Egypt. And he also in 
all his works commonly uses the phrase of regenerate and regenera- 
tion to signify, or connote, the Christian baptism ; (as I have largely 
shewn elsewhere ;) which is a plain evidence that it was all over the 
Christian world at that time (as it has been ever since till of late) 
the usual way of speaking; and does confirm the argument taken 
from Irenus’s words. I shall here recite but one of the places, 
which is, 

Clem. Alex. Paedagog. lib. i. 6. 6. prope ab initio. 

He is here disputing against some heretics (the Valentinians and 
some other Gnostics) who affrighted the ordinary Christians ; telling 
them, that baptism, as administered by the Catholics, did not put 
any one into a complete state of Christianity. They said that some 
of their other rites were necessary. The Valentinians added a great 
many (of which I mention some, part ii. ch. v.) without which they 
said baptism in the form mentioned in scripture did not make up a 
complete redemption (as they styled it), nor was the baptized person 
τέλειος, perfect, or perfectly initiated. Against whom Clement 
arguing has there such sayings as these: 

᾿Αναγεννηθέντες οὖν, εὐθέως τὸ τέλειον ἀπειλήφαμεν. “When we 

E 2 
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‘are regenerated [by which he plainly means here baptized | we then 

«have received the ee And a little after, Αὐτίκα γοῦν Ba- 

πτιζομένῳ τῷ Κυρίῳ ἀπ’ οὐρανῶν ἐπήχησε φωνὴ μάρτυς ἠγαπημένου. 

‘As soon as Christ was baptized, presently the voice came from 

‘heaven, declaring him the beloved, &c.—Let us then ask these 

wise men; Σήμερον ἀναγεννηθεὶς ὁ Χριστὸς ἤδη τέλειός ἐστιν ; ἢ ὅπερ 

ἀτοπώτατον, ἐλλιπής ; “ Was Christ, as soon as he was regenerated, 

« perfect ? or will they be so absurd as to say, He still wanted any 

‘thing?’ &e. “Apa τοίνυν τῷ βαπτίζεσθαι αὐτὸν ὑπὸ τοῦ ᾿Ιωάννου, 

γίνεται τέλειος. “ΑΒ soon as baptized by John, he is perfect.” Te- 

λειοῦται δὲ τῷ λουτρῷ μόνῳ, καὶ τοῦ Πνεύματος τῇ καθόδῳ ἁγιάζεται. 

‘He is perfected [or perfectly initiated] by the washing [or bap- 

‘tism] alone, and sanctified by the coming of the Holy Spirit on 

‘him’ And a little after he concludes thus: ‘O μόνον ἀναγεννηθεὶς, 

ὡσπεροῦν καὶ τοὔνομα ἔχει, kal φωτισθεὶς, ἀπήλλακται μὲν παραχρῆμα, 

&e. ‘He that is once regenerated, as the name of that [sacrament] 

‘ is, and enlightened, has his state immediately changed,’ &c. 

Here the words βαπτιζόμενος and ἀναγεννηθεὶς, baptized and re- 

generated, are all along used promiscuously. And Christ himself is 

in some of the paragraphs said to be baptized by John, and in some 

regenerated. And moreover Clement says expressly, the word re- 

generation is the name for baptism: so that though he do not here 

speak of the case of infants; yet his use of the word, and his declar- 

ing it to be the common use, confirms the sense of that saying of 

Irenzeus, which speaks of infants regenerated. 

IX. But in another book of the same treatise Clement himself 

also does so speak, as to suppose and take for granted that the 
apostles did baptize infants, or little children, παιδία, viz. 

Pedagog. lib. 111. 6.11. prope ab initio. 

He is in this chapter giving direction to Christian men and 

women concerning the gravity and modesty to be used in their 

apparel and ornaments. And among other things speaks of the 
rings then usually worn on their fingers, and the seals engraven on 
them. He earnestly forbids all idolatrous and lascivious pictures 
or engravings; and advises to such as are innocent, modest, and 

useful; and says thus: 
‘Let your seal be a dove, or a fish, or a ship under sail, or a harp, 

‘as was that of Polycrates, or an anchor, which Seleucus made his 
‘choice’ Κἂν ἁλιεύων τὶς ἧ, ̓ Αποστόλου μεμνήσεται καὶ τῶν ἐξ ὕδατος 

ἀνασπωμένων παιδίων. ‘And if any one be by trade a fisherman, he 
‘ will do well to think of an apostle, and the children taken out of 

‘ the water.’ 
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I was, since the last edition, advertised of this passage of Clement 
by two learned men from distant places of England, much about 
the same time ; the reverend Dr. Jenkins, master of St. John’s col- 

lege, Cambridge, and the reverend Mr. Holland, rector of Sutton in 

Wiltshire; as a passage proving infants baptized by the apostles, 

which I had omitted. I am something ashamed of myself for not 
having observed it. For though it be expressed in but three words, 
and therefore might the more easily be overlooked; yet such tran- 

sient supposals of a thing, and taking it for granted, are in an 

ancient author rather plainer proofs of its being then generally used 
or known, than a larger insisting on it would be. 

An apostle’s taking, drawing, or lifting a child out of the water, 
cannot refer to any thing that I can think of, but the baptizing of 

it. And tnfantem de fonte levare, is a phrase used by the ancients, 
denoting the baptizing of it, almost as commonly as the word bap- 
tizing itself. And as the emblem of an anchor, or of a ship under 
sail, used for the impress of a seal-ring, does suppose those things 
to be commonly seen, known, and used; so St. Clement’s advising 

the emblem of an apostle baptizing an infant to be used by the 
Christians in his time (which was but about ninety years after the 
apostles) for the sculpture of their seals, does suppose it commonly 
known by them that the apostles did perform that office. 

I do not find either by any suggestion of the foresaid learned 
men, or by any search that I have been able to make, that there is 

in the editions or manuscript copies any variety in the reading of 
this place; nor that any commentator has understood it in any other 

sense. Gentianus Hervetus gives (as Dr. Jenkins has been pleased 

to inform me) this comment upon it: 
‘Si inseulpatur autem in gemma signum piscantis ; Meminerit, 

‘inquit, qui gestat annulum, Petri, quem Christus fecit piscatorem 

‘hominum ; et puerorum qui baptizati ex aque lavacro, seu piscina 

‘ extrahuntur.’ 

‘If there be engraved in a seal-ring the picture of a fisherman, 
‘for rather as Clement’s own words are, if a fisherman will have an 
‘engraving on his seal,| let him think of St. Peter, whom Christ 

‘made a fisher of men; and of the children, which when baptized 
‘are drawn out of a laver of water, as out of a fish-pool.’ 

Whether there be now remaining any memoir of any such em- 
blem as this, used by the Christians in their seals, I know not. 

But there is proof that in very ancient times they used this very 

sculpture on their font stones. For there is at Bridekirk in Cum- 
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berland a font stone" so ancient that Camden confesses he could not 
read the inscription on it, nor guess what was meant by several 
little images which were as he says, ‘curiously engraven on it.’ 
But the present bishop of Derry, Dr. Nicholson, late bishop of 
Carlisle, has both explained the inscription; and by the imagery, 

he says, there is ‘fairly represented a person in a long sacerdotal 
‘habit, dipping a child into the water; and a dove, the emblem no 
‘doubt of the Holy Ghost, hovering over the infant, &c. This I 
took notice of in my former editions, part 11. ch. 11. § xiv. 

But 1 did not then know that St. Clement had advised such a 
sculpture for seals. 

CHAP. IV. 

Out of Tertullian. 

§ I. TERTULLIAN and Origen being the two next that have 

foe. said any thing of this matter, their character is such as 

(A.D. 200.) requires something to be said of it. They were both of 

them very learned men; but both inclined to be singular in their 
opinions, and accordingly both fell into great and monstrous errors 
in the faith. 

The first fell into the heresy of the Montanists, who blasphem- 

ously held that one Montanus was that paraclete or comforter which 

our Saviour promised to send: and that better and fuller discoveries 
of God’s will were made to him than to the apostles, who prophesied 

only in part. He commonly calls the catholics psychicos, ‘the 

‘carnal men. And he afterward forsook the Montanists too, and 

set up a new sect of his own called Tertu//ianists* : some remainders 

of which sect continued at Carthage till St. Austin’s time, and he 
had the happiness to convert the last of them, and to get them to 

give up their church or place of worship to the catholics. 

The other being a great Platonist, taught the preexistence of 
souls: that the souls of all men had a former being before the 
world, and had sinned in that former state, and were sent hither 

into bodies as a punishment: and he derived original sin from 
thence, which the scripture derives from the fall of Adamy. He 
had also other errors about the resurrection and the future state, &e., 

u {For more full accounts and engray- tory of Westmoreland and Cumberland, 
ings of this font, see Philosophical Trans- «ἴο. vol. ii. p- 101; Archeologia, vol. 11, 
actions for 1685, No. 178 ; Camden’s  p. 131; and vol. xiv. p.1 13.] 
Britannia by Gibson, and especially by x Augustin. de Heresibus, c. 26, et 86. 
Gough, vol. iii. p. 183: Nicholson’s His- y Augustin. de Civit. Dei, lib. xi. ο. 23. 
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so that St. Hierome giving advice to Tranquilinus? of the caution 

wherewith one must read Origen’s works, says, ‘ My opinion is, that 

‘ Origen is sometimes to be read because of his learning, but so as 
‘we read Tertullian, Arnobius, Apollinaris, and some other ecclesi- 

< astical writers, both Greek and Latin, taking care to choose the 

“ eood that is in them, and avoid the contrary.’ 

As for the occasion I have here to quote them, the rule I men- 

tioned before is chiefly to be minded; that so far as they do, as 
historians, give us an account of the faith and practice of the church 
in their times, their testimony is considerable: but where either of 

them has any particular opinion of his own, it is not of any great 

authority. 

Tertullian has spoke so in this matter of infant-baptism, as that 

it is hard to reconcile the several passages with one another. The 

reader shall have the particulars. 

Tertullianus de Baptismo, ec. 10. 

11. Having spoken of the matter of baptism, water, and the form 

of it, In the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, he adds, 

‘ Diximus, quantum mediocritati nostra licuit, de universis, quie 

© baptismi religionem struunt: nune ad reliquum statum ejus seque, 

“ut potero, progrediar de queestiunculis quibusdam.’ 

“1 have, according to my mean ability, discoursed of all things 
‘that make up the religion [or essence] of baptism: now I will 
‘ proceed to speak of some lesser questions about the other state 
‘ thereof.’ 

Afterward, ὁ. 12, 13. 

III. ‘ Quum vero preseribitur nemini sine baptismo competere 

salutem, ex ila maxime pronunciatione Domini, qui ait; Nose 

natus ex aqua quis erit, non habet vitam: suboriuantur scrupulosi, 

imo temerari retractatus quorundam, quomodo ex ista preescrip- 

tione apostolis salus competat, quos tinctos non invenimus in Do- 
mino, preter Paulum: imo cum Paulus solus ex illis baptismum 

Christi induerit, aut prejudicatum esse de cxeterorum periculo, qui 

careant aqua Christi, ut prescriptio salva sit: aut rescindi pre- 

scriptionem, si etiam non tinctis salus statuta est. Audivi (Do- 

mino teste) eyusmodi: ne quis me tam perditum existimet, ut 

ultro exagitem libidine styli que aliis scrupulum incutiant. Et 

nune illis, ut potero, respondebo qui negant apostolos tinctos. 
Nam si humanum Johannis baptismum inierant et Dominicum 

desiderabant (quatenus unum baptismum definierat 1pse Dominus, 
dicens Petro perfundi volenti; Qu: semel lavit non habet necesse 

z Bp. ad Tranquilinum, 76. 
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‘rursum: quod utique non tincto omnino non dixisset) et hee est 
‘ probatio exerta adversus illos qui adimunt apostolis etiam Johannis 
‘baptismum, ut destruant aque sacramentum.’ Paulo post, ‘ Hic 
‘ergo scelestissimi ill provocant questiones: adeo dicunt, Baptis- 
“mus non est necessarius, quibus fides satis est: nam et Abraham 

‘ nullius aque nisi fidei sacramento Deo placuit. 
‘Sed in omnibus posteriora concludunt, et sequentia antecedenti- 

‘bus prevalent. Fuerit salus retro per fidem nudam ante Domini 
‘ passionem, et resurrectionem: at ubi fides aucta est credendi in 

‘ nativitatem, passionem, resurrectionemque ejus ; addita est am- 

‘ pliatio sacramento, obsignatio baptismi, vestimentum quodammodo 
‘fidei, que retro erat nuda, nec potest jam [esse] sine sua lege. 
‘ Lex enim tinguendi imposita est et forma prescripta; 7769, inquit, 
« docete nationes, tinguentes eas in nomen Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus 

‘ Sancti. Hui legi collata definitio illa, Visi quis renatus fuerit ex 

‘aqua et Spiritu, non intrabit in regnum celorum ; obstrinxit fidem 

‘ad baptismi necessitatem. Itaque omnes exinde credentes tingue- 
‘ bantur,’ &e. 

‘Whereas it is an acknowledged rule, that none can be saved 
‘ without baptism, grounded especially on that sentence of our Lord, 

‘ Unless one be born of water he cannot be saved: some scruples do 
‘arise, and even rash discourses of some men, how according to 

‘ that rule the apostles could be saved, whom we do not find to have 
‘been baptized with our Lord’s baptism, except Paul. And when 
‘ Paul only of them had the baptism of Christ, either the rest, who 
‘ wanted this water of Christ, must be supposed in a dangerous con- 

‘ dition, that so the rule may stand-fast; or else the rule is broken, 

‘if any persons not baptized, can be saved. I have heard some 

‘men (God is my witness) talk at this rate, and would have nobody 

‘think me so lewd as by the itch of my pen to raise questions pur- 

‘ posely, which may cause scruples in other men. 
‘Twill here give an answer, as well as I can, to those men that 

‘deny the apostles to have been baptized. For if they received 
‘only the baptism of John as of a man, and had not that of our 

‘ Lord, (inasmuch as our Lord himself had determined that there is 

‘to be but one baptism, saying to Peter when he desired to be 
‘washed, He that has been once washed, has no need again: which he 
‘would not have said to one that had not been washed at all,) even 
this is a plain proof against those who take away from the apostles 

even the baptism of John, that they may abolish as needless the 
sacrament of water.’—And a little after— Here again these im- 

‘plous men raise cavils, and say, Baptism is not necessary for those 

¢ 
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‘that have faith, which is sufficient; for Abraham without any . 

‘ sacrament of water, but of faith only, pleased God. 
‘ But in all matters the later injunctions bind, and the following 

‘rules take place above those that were before. Though there 
‘were salvation formerly by bare faith before our Lord’s passion 
‘and resurrection; yet when the faith is enlarged to believe in his 
‘ nativity, passion, and resurrection, there is an enlargement of the 

‘sacrament, the sealing of baptism, as it were a garment to our 
‘ faith ; which formerly was bare, but cannot now be without its 
‘law: for the law of baptizing is given, and the form of it ap- 

‘ pointed ; Go, says he, teach the nations, baptizing them in the name 

‘of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. And when 
‘to this law that rule is added, Hvcept one be regenerated of water 
‘and the Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven, it has 

‘ bound up faith to a necessity of baptism. And therefore all be- 
‘ lievers from thenceforward were baptized,’ &e. 

And afterward, ὁ. 17. 

IV. Having said that it is not absolutely unlawful for laymen to 

baptize, he adds: 
‘Sed quanto magis laicis disciplina verecundie et modestiz in- 

‘eumbit ; cum ea majoribus competant, ne 5101 adsumant dicatum 

“ episcopis offictum episcopatus? Aimulatio schismatum mater est. 
© Omnia licere, dixit sanctissimus apostolus, sed non omnia expedire. 

‘ Sufficiat scilicet in necessitatibus utaris, sicubi aut loci aut tem- 

‘ poris aut persone conditio compellit. 'Tunc enim constantia suc- 

‘ currentis excipitur, cum urget circumstantia periclitantis. Quo- 
‘ mam reus erit perditi hominis, si supersederit preestare quod libere 
“ potuit.’ 

‘ But how much more necessary for laymen is it to keep the rules 
‘of humility and modesty ; that since these things belong to men 
‘ of higher order, they do not arrogate to themselves the office of 

‘the bishops that is proper to them? Emulation is the mother of 
‘schism. The most blessed apostle said, that a// things were law- 

‘ ful, but all things were not expedient. Let it suffice that thou 

“make use of this power in cases of necessity: when the cireum- 
‘stance either of the place, or of the time, or of the person requires 

‘it. For then the adventuring to help is well taken, when the 

‘ condition of a person in danger forces one to it: because he that 
‘shall neglect at such a time to do what he lawfully may, will be 
‘ euilty of the person’s perdition [or damnation. |’ 

Let the reader mind how all this is to be reconciled with 

what he says afterwards, c. 18. 
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V. ‘Caxterum baptismum non temere credendum esse sciant quo- 

‘rum officium est. Omni petents te dato, saum habet titulum, pro- 

‘inde ad eleemosynam pertinentem. Imo illud potius perspicien- 

‘dum; Nolite dare sanctum canibus, et porcis projicere margarita 

vestra: et, Manus ne facile imposueris, ne participes aliena delicta. 

.... Itaque pro cujusque person conditione ac dispositione, etiam 

n 

n 

oN tate, cunctatio baptismi utilior est: precipue tamen circa par- 
n vulos. Quid enim necesse est [ 7 sponsores etiam peri- 

culo ingeri? quia et ipsi per mortalitatem destituere promissiones ΄. 

n suas possunt, et proventu mal indolis falli. Ait quidem Domi- 
n nus, Nolite illos prohibere ad me venire. Veniant ergo dum ado- 
΄ι lescunt, veniant dum discunt, dum quo veniant docentur: fiant 

Christiani quum Christum nosse potuerint. Quid festinat inno- σι 

σι cens wtas ad remissionem peccatorum? Cautius agetur in secu- 
n laribus; ut cui substantia terrena non creditur, divina credatur. 

n Norint petere salutem, ut petenti dedisse videaris. Non minori 
nn de causa innupti quoque procrastinandi, in quibus tentatio prepa- 
n rata est; tam virginibus per maturitatem, quam viduis per vaca- 

n tionem, donee aut nubant aut continenti corroborentur. $i qui 

σ΄ pondus intelligant baptismi, magis timebunt consecutionem quam 

dilationem. Fides integra secura est de salute. n 

‘Diem baptismo solemniorem Pascha prestat; cum et passio 

Domini in quam tingimur, adimpleta est,’ &e. 

‘ But they whose duty it is to administer baptism, are to know 

that it must not be given rashly. Give to every one that asketh 

thee, has its proper subject, and relates to almsgiving: but that 

command rather is here to be considered, Give not that which is holy 

to dogs, neither cast your pearls before swine; and that, Lay hands 

suddenly on no man, neither be partaker of other men’s faults... . . 

n 

nn 

n 

᾽ς 

n 

~ 

n Therefore according to every one’s condition and disposition, and 

also their age, the delaying of baptism is more profitable, especially 

in the case of little children. For what need is there [ ] 

that the godfathers should be brought into danger? because they 

may either fail of their promises by death, or they may be mis- 
taken by a child’s proving of wicked disposition. Our Lord says 
indeed, Do not forbid them to come to me. Therefore let them come 

when they are grown up; let them come when they understand ; 
when they are instructed whither it is that they come; let them 
be made Christians when they can know Christ. What need their 

guiltless age make such haste to the forgiveness of sins? Men 

will proceed more warily in worldly things; and he that should 
not have earthly goods committed to him, yet shall have heavenly. 

n 
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“ Let them know how to desire this salvation, that you may appear 
‘to have given to one that asketh. 

‘ For no less reason unmarried persons ought to be kept off, who 
‘are likely to come into tentation, as well those that never were 
‘married, upon account of their coming to ripeness, as those in 
‘ widowhood for the miss of their partner: until they either marry 
‘or be confirmed in continence. They that understand the weight 

‘of baptism will rather dread the receiving it than the delaying of 
‘it. An entire faith is secure of salvation. 

‘The most solemn time for baptism is Easter, at which time the 

‘ passion of our Lord, into which we are baptized, was fulfilled,’ &c. 

Let there be also compared with this, what he says in another 
book. 

Tertullianus de Anima, ο. 39, 40. 

VI. <Adeo nulla ferme nativitas munda est, utique ethnicorum. 
‘ Hine enim et apostolus ex sanctificato alterutro sexu sanctos pro- 

‘ crearl ait: tam ex seminis prerogativa, quam ex institutionis dis- 
‘ ciplina: ceterum, inquit, immundi nascerentur. Quasi designatos 

‘tamen sanctitati, ac per hoe etiam saluti intelligi volens fidelrum 

‘ filhos: ut hujus spei pignore matrimontis que retinenda censuerat 

‘ patrocinaretur. Alioquin meminerat Dominice definitionis, Nis? 

« quis nascetur ex aqua et Spiritu, non ibit in regnum Dei, i.e. non erit 
‘sanctus. Ita omnis anima eousque in Adam censetur, donec in 

‘Christo recenseatur ; tamdiu immunda, quamdiu recenseatur : 

‘ peccatrix autem, quia immunda.’ 
‘So there is almost no being born clean, [or free from sin,] that 

‘is of heathens. For hence the apostle says, that of either parent 

‘ sanctified, the children that are born are holy, by reason of the 

‘ prerogative of that seed, and also the instruction in their educa- 

‘tion. Llse, says he, were they unclean. But yet meaning to be 
“ understood thus: that the children of the faithful are designed for 

‘ holiness, and so for salvation; that by a pledge of such hope he 
‘might plead for those marriages which he would have to be con- 

‘tinued. Otherwise [or, as for any other meaning] he knew well 
‘enough what our Lord had determined, Lucept one be born of water 
“and the Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God, that is, 

“he shall not be holy. Thus every soul is reckoned as in Adam, so 
‘ long till it be anew enrolled in Christ, and so long unclean, till it 

“ be so enrolled, and sinful because unclean,’ &e. 

VII. I have cited these passages at large and all together, that 

the reader may try if he can pick any coherent sense out of them. 
It is the property of warm men, when they are speaking earnestly 
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on one subject and urging that, to overlash so, as that when they 

are speaking on another with like earnestness, they fall into eontra- 
diction of what they said before. This author in the places here 
first cited, treating of the necessity of baptism, speaks of that neces- 
sity as absolute; and of those that die unbaptized, as lost men: 
and is enraged at those that maintain that faith without it is suffi- 
cient to salvation. Yet afterward, when he is discoursing of the 
weight, as he calls it, of baptism, he advises several sorts of people 
to delay it; and to encourage them, tells them that if they should 

by that delay happen to miss of it, ‘an entire faith is secure of 
‘ salvation.’ 

The most probable guess that I can make of that which was his 

steady meaning (if he had any) is, that those who put off their 

baptism negligently, or as slighting it, do, if they finally die with- 
out it, lose their life: but that in those that put it off only that 
they may be fitter for it, and in a more likely condition to keep it 
unstained, if by that means they happen to die without it, the will 

and purpose of being baptized shall be accepted for the deed. 
And when he is discoursing on the aforesaid subject of the weight 

of baptism, he finds fault with the custom of baptizing infants, and 

would have them delayed till they are able to understand and con- 

sider what they do, and then further till they are married; and if 

they do not marry, or if their consort die, then further till the 

danger of lust is over, which is frequently not till old age. A 
strange advice, and which no men, either of the ancients or moderns, 

either of the one or the other side in this controversy, do approve 

of. And to urge his opinion the more, he speaks of infants as if 
they were innocent or sinless, and so had no need of the forgiveness 
of sins granted in this sacrament. 

Yet in the last cited place, when he is on another theme, he 
plainly owns the catholic doctrine of original sin in infants; and 

that every soul born of Adam is unclean and sinful, and continues 

so till it be enrolled or ranked anew in Christ: and cites, as perti- 

nent to their case, the prescription, as he calls it, or the standing 
rule, John i. 5, Hxcept any one be born of water and the Spirit, he 

cannot enter into God’s kingdom. 

How to reconcile this diversity, I know not, unless his meaning 
(when he would have spoken for good) were, that the baptism of 
infants, and of those other sorts of persons, should be delayed till 

the times he speaks of, in case there were no danger of death in the 
mean while; but that in case of such danger it should be adminis- 
tered presently : in which case he says it is so necessary, that any 
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one that is present (whether in orders or not, so he determines 10) 
ought to administer it, or else he is guilty of the person’s ruin 
or perdition. 

VIII. And I like this my resolution of his opinion the better, be- 
cause I find it to be what several of each of the disagreeing parties 

do agree to have been his sense. For as Mr. Baxter@ makes this 
acknowledgment, ‘ Yet again I will confess, that the words of Ter- 

‘ tullian and Nazianzen shew, that it was long before all were agreed 

“ of the very time, or of the necessity of baptizing infants, before any 

“use of reason, in case they were like to live to maturity.” So Mr. 
Danvers» his antagonist owns this, ‘ Tertullian, that, as Dr. Barlow 

‘ tells us, was so great an opposer of infant baptism, as irrational and 

‘ unwarrantable, yet had this fancy of baptizing a dying child to 
‘save it.’ Somebody or other had so strangely imposed upon this 
man, that he thought the modern pzdobaptists were ashamed to own 
this doctrine, that a child or other person is to be baptized that he 
may be saved. Also Mr.Tombes says‘, ‘If he [Tertullian] did allow it, 

‘it was only in case of necessity, as may appear by his words in his 
‘ book de Anima, ὁ. 39.’ And to name one of the church of Rome, 

Vasquez says, that ‘those places in the book de Anima, and those 

‘ where he makes baptism necessary to salvation, do not prove that 
“he recanted his opinion4, for he might well enough assert that 
‘ baptism is necessary for all, and yet think that it was not to be 
‘ given before adult age in any other case but only that of extreme 
‘ necessity.’ 

This explication of his meaning is also confirmed from the older 
editions of this book, de Baptismo, which instead of those words in 
Rigaltius’s edition, ‘Quid enim necesse est sponsores, &c. “ What 
‘ need is there that godfathers,’ &c. read thus: ‘ Quid enim necesse 
‘ est, si non tam necesse, sponsores,’ &c. ‘ What occasion is there, 

‘ except in case of necessity, that the godfathers, &c. So it is in 
the edition of Pamelius: and so, as Pamelius affirms, Gaigneus the 
first editor of this book, de Baptismo, has it. But I have followed 
the edition which I had, which is Rigaltius’s, (only leaving a blank 

at the place,) supposing he had some ground from the manuscripts 
to leave out that clause. Yet it cannot be denied that he has (as 

2 More Proofs of Infants’ Church-mem- ¢ Examen of Marshal’s Sermon, {form- 
bership and consequently their right to ing part of his two Treatises concerning 
Baptism ; in three parts. Pt.ii.ch.4.§59. Infant Baptism, 4to. 1645.] p.1o. 
8vo. Lond. 1675. 4 Gabriel Vasquez, Commentaria in 

> First Answer to Wills, p.y.8vo. Lond. tertiam partem Thome, fol. 1610. ὧς. 
1675. tom. ii. disp.154. 6.1. 
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Mr. le Clerce observes) set some passsges false, that were true in the 

former editions; nor that he has otherwise shewn himself partial 
for the antipedobaptists, as I shall shew hereafter, pt. 11. ch. x1. § 5. 
And therefore I incline now to the opinion, that the old editions are 

the truest, and that it ought to be read, ‘ except in case of necessity.’ 

And then the case is plain how his meaning’ was. 

IX. But that which most deserves the reader’s observation is, 

that the words of Tertullian do not import that the custom of the 
Christians at that time was to leave infants unbaptized: but on the 
contrary, they plainly intimate that there was a custom of baptizing 

them: only he dislikes that that custom should be generally used. 

For when he says, ‘ Why does that innocent age make such haste,’ 
&ec. his words shew the matter of fact to have been so, together with 

his opinion against it. But the thing we now inquire of, is the 

practice of the church, and not one doctor’s opinion, especially when 

it does not appear that any body was prevailed on by him to alter 
that practice; for there is no appearance that either the Montanists 

(to whom he turned) or the Tertullianists (whom he set up) were 

against it. On the contrary, St. Austinf reciting the opinions of 
both these sects, does not mention any such thing held by either of 
them, and says at other places, that he never read of any sect that 

did deny it, as I shew hereafter. 
The same observation ought to be made concerning the sponsors 

or godfathers, whom he speaks of as used in the baptism of infants 
that could not answer for themselves. Which shews the great mis- 

take of some of the more ignorant persons among the antipedo- 
baptists, who derive the use of godfathers from I know not what 
pope of Rome of late years ; whereas this was within a 100 years of 

the apostles. 

X. It is a heedless answer that he makes to those words of our 

Saviour, Suffer little children to come to me, Sc., when he says, ¢ Let 

‘them come when they are grown up, when they understand,’ &e. 

For that seems to be the very thing that the disciples said, when 
they rebuked those that brought them, for which rebuke our Saviour 

blamed the disciples. It is something a better answer which the 

antipedobaptists nowadays give, viz. that our Saviour would indeed 
have infants brought to him in their infancy, and before they under- 
stood, and that he blessed them, &c. but we do not read that he 

baptized them. ΤῸ which the other reply, that he declared the love 

© Questiones Hieronymiane. Ὁ. ix. ¢. 3. 8vo.1701. f Lib. de Heresibus, c. 26. 86. 
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of God to them, by his blessing and embracing, and saying, Of such | 
is the kingdom of God. Which shews them to be capable of the 

covenant of mercy, and that infants are expressly admitted to enter 
covenant, Deut. xxix. 10, you, your little ones, Sc., and in the Old 

Testament had the seal of the covenant. From whence it will fol- 

low that it is no absurdity by reason of their nonage; which is the 
only thing Tertullian argues from. And besides, when our Saviour 
says, Of such is the kingdom of God ; (which shews them to be ca- 

pable of his kingdom,) and thereupon orders them to be drought to 

him, and says, forbid [or withhold] them not: since he is now present 
with us only in his ordinances and sacraments, what way have we 

to bring our children to him, as he orders, but by baptism to offer 

and dedicate them to him ? 

XI. In the same book of baptism, ὁ. 5, he observes that the hea- 

then nations also used baptism as a religious rite, and particularly 

in the Mysteries of Apollo and Ceres, persons were baptized, ‘ Idque 

‘se in regenerationem et impunitatem perjuriorum suorum agrere 
‘ presumunt.’? ‘And they say, they do this for their regeneration 
‘and the pardon of their former perjuries.’. And he says, ‘ Here we 

“see the aim of the Devil imitating the things of God.’ He means, 
the heathens imitated the Jewish baptism. 

XII. One thing more ought to be observed out of the passage I 
cited from Tertullian’s book, de Anima, viz. that he expounds that 
text, 1 Cor. vu. 14, Hse were your children unclean, but now they are 

holy, much after the same rate as many modern pedobaptists do of 

baptismal holiness: only he thinks the apostle speaks of it, not as 
then given, but as designed for them. He paraphrases, sancti, 

‘holy, by sanctitati designati, ‘designed for holiness,’ (viz. when 

they come to be baptized, as his following words in the said passage 
shew, if the reader will turn back to them.) This sense of a baptismal 

holiness the antipzdobaptists (who understand no more by it but 
that such children are not bastards) would condemn as a new ex- 

position : but I shall shew by more instances that will come in my 
way, and especially in ch. xix. § 19, where I compare together all 

the expositions of this text given by the ancients, that it was the 
most general one. 

XIII. It is plain that St. Austin, and Pelagius, and several others 

that managed the Pelagian controversy, had never seen Tertullian’s 
book of baptism. For when St. Austing pleaded that no Christian, 

catholic or sectary, had ever taught to the contrary, but that one 

& See ch. 19. ὃ 17. 
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reason for the baptizing of infants was for the forgiveness of original 
sin; Pelagius granted" that there was none that denied that they 
were to be baptized: but when he, and Celestius, and Julian, do 

ransack antiquity for places to shew that they are baptized on other 

accounts, and not for forgiveness ; how neatly would that saying of 

Tertullian have fitted them, ‘ What need their innocent [or sinless] 
‘age make such haste for the forgiveness of sin?’ Or else we must 

say, they would not quote it, because he contradicts himself in this 

point. Or else they would not use his authority, which was in no 
good repute, because he revolted to heresy: though Dr. Allix! con- 
cludes this book to have been written before. 

It was customary in those times, if any one made use of Tertul- 
lian’s authority in any controverted matter, to stop his mouth with 

that saying of St. Hieromek, ‘ Illum hominem ecclesie non fuisse,’ 

‘that Tertullian was not a man of the church; and Pelagius had 

a great mind (if it had been possible for him, continuing in his 
opinion of denying original sin) to have continued a member of the 
catholic church. 

Baronius likewise observes, that when the Donatists maintained 

against St. Austin and the catholics, that baptism given by heretics 

is null, and the party must be baptized again; if St. Austin could 
have shewn, that this opinion was first set on foot by Tertullian, 
(whose name was in ill repute for his singular opinions,) that that 

one thing would have served much to discredit it. And that he 

might have done, if he had ever seen this book of baptism, where 
that opinion is asserted, 6.1.5, which is the earliest mention we find 

of it. 
Yet St. Hierome had seen this book either in Greek or Latin, (in 

both which languages it was written,) for he quotes some passages 

out of it about the story of St. Paul and Tecla, but nothing about 

the matter of infants. 

CHAP’ VY. 

Quotations out of Origen. 

Homilia 8. in Levit. ¢. 4. 

§ I. «AUDI David dicentem ; In imiquitatibus, inquit, conceptus 

ia! “sum, et in peccatis peperit me mater mea: ostendens, 

(4-D.210.) ¢ quod quecunque anima in carne nascitur, iniquitatis et 

h See ch. 19. § 30. written by Dr. P. Allix, and printed at 
i[See ‘Dissertatio de Tertulliani vita Paris in 1680,) ch.4. p. 28.] 

et scriptis,’ (an octavo tract of 88 pages, k Ady. Helvidium. 
without date, place, or author’s name, but 
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‘ peceati sorde polluitur: et propterea dictum esse illud, quod jam 

‘ superius memoravimus ; guia nemo mundus a sorde, nec si unius dier 

‘ sit vita ejus. Addi his etiam illud potest, ut requiratur, quid cause sit, 

cum baptisma ecclesize pro remissione peccatorum detur, secundum 

‘ ecclesiz observantiam etiam parvulis baptismum dari: cum utique 

si nihil esset in parvulis, quod ad remissionem deberet, et indul- 

gentiam pertinere, gratia baptismi superflua videretur.’ 

‘ Hear David speaking, J was, says he, conceived in iniquity, and 

“im sin did my mother bring me forth: shewing that every soul that 

‘is born in the flesh is polluted with the filth of sin and iniquity : 

and that therefore that was said which we mentioned before; that 

none 18 clean from pollution, though his life be but of the length of one 

“ day. 

‘ Besides all this, let it be considered, what is the reason that 

‘whereas the baptism of the church is given for forgiveness of 
sins, infants also are by the usage of the church baptized: when 

if there were nothing in infants that wanted forgiveness and mercy, 
‘ the grace of baptism would be needless to them.’ 
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Homil. in Lucam 14. 

II. “ Quod frequenter inter fratres queritur, loci occasione com- 

“mota []. commotus] retracto. Parvuli baptizantur in remissionem 
peccatorum. Quorum peccatorum ? Vel quo tempore peccaverunt ? 

Aut quomodo potest ulla lavacri in parvulis ratio subsistere, nisi 

juxta illum sensum de quo paulo ante diximus; nullus mundus a 
sorde, nec si unius diei quidem fuerit vita ejus super terram? Et 
quia per baptismi sacramentum nativitatis sordes deponuntur, 

‘ propterea baptizantur et parvull.’ 

‘ Having occasion given in this place, I will mention a thing that 

causes frequent inquiries among the brethren. Infants are baptized 

‘for the forgiveness of sims. Of what sins? Or when have they 

sinned? Or how can any reason of the laver in their case hold 

‘ wood, but according to that sense that we mentioned even now: 

‘none is free from pollution, though his hfe be but of the length of 

one day upon the earth? And it is for that reason because by the 

sacrament of baptism the pollution of our birth is taken away, that 
infants are baptized.’ 

Comment. in Hpist. ad Romanos, lib. v. e. 9. 

III. * Denique et in lege pro parvulo, qui natus fuerit, jubetur 

offerri hostia, par turturum, aut duo putli columbini : ex quibus unus 
« pro peccato, et alius in holocautomata. Pro quo peccato offertur hic 

‘pullus unus? Nunquid nuper editus parvulus peccare jam potuit ? 

‘ Ettamen habet peccatum, pro quo hostia jubetur offerri,a quo mundus 
WALL, VOL. I. Ε 
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‘negatur quis esse, nec si unius diei fuerit vita ejus. De hoe ergo 
‘ etiam David dixisse credendus est illud quod supra memoravimus, 
© Quia in peccato concepit me mater mea: secundum historiam enim 
‘nullum matris ejus declaratur peccatum. Pro hoe et ecclesia ab 

« apostolis traditionem suscepit, etiam parvulis baptismum dare. Scie- 

‘ bant enim illi quibus mysteriorum secreta commissa sunt divinorum, 

‘quod essent in omnibus genuine sordes peccati, que per aquam et 

‘ Spiritum ablui deberent: propter quas etiam corpus ipsum, corpus 

« peceati, nominatur.’ 

‘ And also in the law it is commanded, that a sacrifice be offered 

‘for every child that is born, a pair of turtle doves, or two youny 

« pigeons : of which one is for a sin offering, the other for a burnt 

‘ offering’. For what sin is this one pigeon offered ? Can the child 

‘that is new born have committed any sin? It has even then sin, 

‘for which the sacrifice is commanded to be offered; from which 

“ even he whose life is but of one day is denied to be free. Of this 
‘sin David is to be supposed to have said that which we mentioned 

‘ before, In sin did my mother conceive me: for there is in the history 

“no account of any particular sin that his mother had committed. 

‘ For this also it was, that the church had from the apostles a 

‘ tradition [or order] to give baptism even to infants. For they, to 
‘whom the divine mysteries were committed, knew that there is in 
‘all persons the natural pollution of sin, which must be done away 

‘ by water and the Spirit: by reason of which the body itself is also 

‘ called the body of sin.’ 

IV. The plainness of these testimonies is such as needs nothing to 
be said of it, nor admits any thing to be said against it. They do 
not only suppose the practice to be generally known and used, but 

also mention its being ordered by the apostles. 
But concerning the authenticalness of them there does need some- 

thing to be said. For the Greek (which is the original) of all Origen’s 
works being lost, except a very few, there remains only the Latin 
translations of them. And when these translations were collected 

together, a great many spurious ones were added and mixed with 

them, and went under Origen’s name. But upon the renewal of 

learning, the critics quickly smelt them out, and admitted none for 

his, but such as appeared to have been done into Latin either by 

St. Hierome or else by Rufinus: both of whom lived within the time 
limited for our present inquiry, viz. the first 400 years. 

For which reason I have rejected the quotations brought by some 

1 Levit. xii. 8. 
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for infant baptism out of Origen on Job, which is plainly a spurious 

piece written by some Arian. 

V. Of these which I have brought, the Homilies on St. Luke were 

translated by St. Hierome; but those on Leviticus and the Com- 

ments on the Epistle to the Romans, by Rufinus. St. Hierome 

added a preface to his translation, which is printed with it; a pas- 
sage out of which is quoted by Rufinus™, and also some part of the 

translation itself. And St. Hierome himself mentions this work in 

the catalogue of his own works®. So that of this there is no doubt. 
Erasmus once doubted whether even these homilies were the genuine 

works of Origen, as Huetius observes in these words®: ‘ Erasmus in 

“his Epistle to Francis Ciglianus, had written that these Homilies 

‘ did seem to be some other man’s and not Origen’s: but in his Cen- 
“sure affixed to the books of Origen, he recanted his opinion, and 
‘ acknowledged the true author.’ Which I the rather note, because 

Mr. Tombesp and Mr. Danvers4 do quote Erasmus on Luke 1. 3, 

sayine thus: ‘ For so he seems to think, whoever he was, whose 

‘ Commentaries are extant upon Luke, under the title of Adaman- 

‘ tius, [or Origen.] From whence they conclude that Erasmus took 
‘them not to be Origen’s, or at least doubted of τ. Which is not 

fair, if they knew that Erasmus had recanted his doubt, as is to be 

seen in his edition of Origen’s works. 

VI. Neither does any one raise any question of the translatfon of 
the other two, on Leviticus and the Romans, but that 1t was done 

by Rufinus. But these two men used several methods in translating. 

For, whereas Origen’s books contained in them several expressions 
not consistent with the faith in some points; St. Hierome™ changed 
nothing, but expressed every thing as it was in the original, as he 

owns himself: but Rufinus altered or left out any thing that he 

thought not orthodox. And in the Homilies on Leviticus he himself 

says, that he took a greater liberty than ordinary. 
All the world since have approved the method of St. Hierome, and 

blamed that of Rufinus: for it is fit for a translator to give a true 

account of what his author says, be it good or bad. Whereas now 

in these translations of Rufinus, the reader is uncertain (as Krasmus 

angrily says) whether he read Origen or Rufinus. 

Some antipedobaptists do for this reason reject the quotations 
here brought out of the Homilies on Leviticus and the Romans: it 

m Apolog. adv. Hieronym. secunda. pedobaptism, 4to. 1657. 
n De Scriptoribus Heel. q First Reply to Mr. Wills, p. 87. 
© Origenianorum, lib. iil. p. 253. edit. τ Vide Erasmum in Censura operum 

Rothomagi, 1668. Origenis. 
Pp Third Review, or third part of Anti- 
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being uncertain whether they are the words of the author, or the 

additions or interpolations of the translator. This plea must needs 
give some abatement to the authority of these two testimonies: yet 

it is the less in this matter, because, 

1. That on St. Luke, translated by St. Hierome, contains the same 

thing in effect: it is as full an evidence of the then practice, only it 

does not mention the tradition from the apostles. 
2. There is no kind of probability that Rufinus (whatever inter- 

polations he might make in other matters) made any alteration in 

this ; since this was none of the subjects on which Origen’s opinion 

was questioned by the church in Rufinus’s time. Those things in 

which he was singular, are largely canvassed both by St. Hierome 
and Rufinus themselves in their invectives and apologies one against 

another: and also by Epiphaniuss, and Theophilust, bishop of Alex- 
andria, who reckons thirty-five singular opinions that Origen held : 
and they are about the resurrection of the same body, the eternity of 

hell torments, the preexistence of souls, some expressions about the 

Trinity, &c., but not one word about this matter. And there is no 

pretence that Rufinus had any other occasion to alter any thing, but 

only as being a great lover of Origen, whatever was in his comments 
expressed in a doubtful or heterodox sense concerning any of the’ 

aforesaid points, he left it out, or else gave it a favourable turn in 

the tftanslation, or in some explication that he added. But what 15 
this to the baptism of infants, concerning which it is not pretended 
that Origen’s enemies challenged him as holding any singular 

opinion ? 
3. Rufinus (who confesses that in the translation of the Comments 

on Leviticus he had used more freedom) says only this of his man- 

agement in the Translation of the Comments on the Epistle to the 

Romans, that he had ‘shortened this work by one half’. He speaks 
of no addition to that; and it is in that that there is mention of the 

tradition from apostles. 
VII. Mr. Tombes says*, that ‘if one read these passages, and 

‘consider how they are brought mn, and how plain the expressions 
‘are against the Pelagians, one shall conceive that they were put in 

‘after the Pelagian heresy was confuted by Hierome and Austin, 
‘ who often tells us that the fathers, afore that controversy arose, did 
‘ not speak plainly against the Pelagians. And of all others Origen 

‘is most taxed as pelagianizing.’ 

5. Epist. ad Joannem Hierosolymit. a Preefat. in Epist. ad Romanos, 
τ Epistole Paschales, B. P. tom. iv. x Examen, p. 7. 

[scil. Bibl. Patrum Max. Colon. 1618-22.] 
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If the passages did speak of, or relate to any contest about the 
doctrine of original sin, or any adversaries to it; or did set them- 

selves to prove it as a thing controverted: this exception would 
have some weight. But they speak of it as a supposed and known 

thing from scripture, and as of a thing denied by none, and in no 

other style than many sayings of other fathers do before Pelagius’s 
time, some of which I cited out of Ireneusy. And the opinion in 

which Origen pelagianized, was not, as Mr. Tombes would intimate, 
in denying that corrupt state in which all are born into this world, 

(his asserting of that in many other places is notorious, and he built 

his opinion of preexistence on it,) but in affirming that it is possible 

for a man in this life to arrive at such a perfect conquest of the said 
corruption, that he may afterward live without sin: which was 

another of the false doctrines of Pelagius. This is plainly proved to 

have been the opinion of Origen, from the few words of St. Hierome 
in the Prologue to his Dialogues against the Pelagians; where, 

having recited the opinions of some former heretics that vaunted 
themselves to be without sin, he adds, ‘Illud autem Origenis pro- 

‘ prium est,’ &e. “ But Origen had this peculiar opinion, that it is 

‘impossible for a human soul to be without sin from its beginning to 
‘its death: and on the other side, that it is possible, when a man 

‘turns himself to a good life, to arrive to such strength, that after- 

‘ wards he shall not sin.” It was on account of this tenet that St. 

Hierome calls Origen ‘the Pelagians’ beloved.’, Which he does at the 
latter end of the last of the dialogues above-mentioned. Mr. Tombes 

might easily have observed in those few works of Origen, that are 
left in the original, as plain expressions against the Pelagians (as he 

calls it, 1.e. as plain mentions of original sin) as there are in these 
passages. As in his seventh book against Celsus, (ᾧ 50.) p. 365. ed. 

Cant. 1658, he discourses much as he does here, how the books of 
the Old Testament do order a sin offering to be offered, καὶ περὶ τῶν 

ἄρτι γεγεννημένων, ὡς οὐ καθαρῶν ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας : ‘even for infants new 
‘born, as being not clear from sin.’ Where he proceeds, on the 
same argument, to quote, as he does here, the saying of David, 

Psalm li. 5, and several such texts. 

VIII. But this argument of Mr. Tombes may be well retorted 
against those that think these passages were put in by Rufinus. 

(Mr. Tombes in one part of his discourse seems to lay it on him, and 
yet in another, seems to think they were. put in by somebody after- 

ward: or else he speaks absurdly when he makes it to be done after 

7 LON BES ti 
z [‘Amasium vestrum.’ See Hierom. opera, tom. ii. p. 792. edit. Vallarsii.] 
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the Pelagian times.) For whoever had put in any thing of original 

sin, Rufinus would not: he had been more hkely to rase it out, if 

he had not been afraid of censure. For though he seems to have 
concealed his opinion from the world, except some few confidents, it 

was proved after his death, that he was an enemy to the doctrine of 
original sin, at least as derived from our first parents. St. Hierome 

does once or twice reckon him by the name of Grunnius* among the 
precursors, or those that had given occasion to Pelagius. He him- 
self tells how some had accused him to Anastasius bishop of Rome, 

as having unsound opinions about the origin of the soul: and he 
makes but a lame answer to it, in the letter which he writes to him 

for his apology. But Celestius discovered all, when bemg upon his 
trial at a council of Carthage, (in which he was condemned for this 

heresy,) there were these examinations and answers, which St. Austin 

has quoted out of the Acts of that Council», which was held anno 

Dom. 412. 

‘The bishop Aurelius said, Let the rest [of the articles charged 

“on him] be read. 

‘ And there was read, That the sin of Adam hurt himself only, and 
‘ not mankind. ν 

‘ Celestius answered, I said, that I was unresolved concerning the 

derivation of sin, (yet so as to submit to any one to whom God has 

given the grace of knowledge,) because I have heard different 

opinions of this from those that have been presbyters of the ca- 

tholic church. 

6 

‘ Paulinus the deacon said, Tell us their names. 

‘ Celestius said, The holy Presbyter Rufinus, who dwelt at Rome 

with holy Pammachius; I have heard him say, that there is no 

“ derivation of sin. 

« 

“ Paulinus the deacon said, Are there any more ? 

« Celestius said, I have heard others also say the same. 
‘ Paulinus the deacon said, Tell us their names ? 

‘ Celestius said, Is not one presbyter enough for you?’ 

And afterward, in another place [of the Acts]. 
‘ Aurelius the bishop said, Let the rest of the charge be read. 

‘ And there was read, That infants when they are born are in 

‘the same state that Adam was in before his transgression. 
‘ Aurelius the bishop said, Did you ever teach so, Celestius, that 

‘ infants, &e. ? 

ἃ Ep. ad Ctesiphontem ; item, Preefat. lib. iv. in Jeremiam. 
> Lib. de Peccato Originali, ¢. 34. 
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« Celestius said, Let him explain how he means; before his trans- 

‘ gression, &e. 

‘ Aurelius the bishop said, Whether the state of infants now to be 

‘baptized, be such as Adam’s was before his transgression: or 

‘ whether they do derive the guilt of transgression from the same 
‘ sinful origin from whence they are born? This is what the deacon 

“ Paulinus would hear from you. 

“ Paulinus the deacon said, Whether he has taught that or not, let 

« him deny. 
“ Celestius said, I told you before concerning the derivation of sin, 

‘ that I have heard several in the catholic church deny it: and some 

“1 have heard affirm it. It is a matter of question [or controversy | 
‘not of heresy. As for infants, I always said, that they stand in 

“need of baptism, and that they ought to be baptized,’ ἕο. 
We see that though Celestius pretended he could have named 

others, yet he named none but Rufinus, who was dead, as holding 

this tenet. Rufinus therefore was not likely to insert any thing into 

Origen’s works about original sin. 
I know that Garnier the Jesuit would have it”, that the Rufinus 

intended by Celestius was another of the same name, and not he 

whose works we have ; and that, because Mercator calls him a Syrian ; 

whereas this Rufinus whose works we have, was of Aquileia. But 

others with more reason think, that Mercator calls him a Syrian 
only because he lived thirty years in Syria and those eastern parts, 

and brought his errors and his love of Origen from thence. And 

the Rufinus meant by Celestius, has always been taken for the same 

that is ordinarily known by that name. 

IX. There would have been the less need of this long disquisition 

to prove that the forecited passages of Origen are genuine, if that 

passage of his, which sir Peter (now lord chief justice) King has 

found out in the original Greek of his Commentaries on St. Matthew, 

and produces* to this purpose as an evidence for infant baptism, were 

not a very ambiguous one. If the sentence had ended there where 

sir Peter cuts it off, it had been a plain case that Origen must have 

been understood to speak there of infants in age. But some words 

which he has left out, do, when they are read with the rest, very 
much puzzle the cause, and make it doubtful whether Origen be to 

be there understood of infants in age, or of such Christian men as 

are indued with the mnocence and simplicity of infants. The im- 

b[Marii Mercatoris opera, ed. Jo. Gar- ¢ Inquiry into the Constitution, Disci- 
nerius, Appendix Posterior ad 18™ part. _ pline, &c. of the Primitive Church, p. 57. 
Diss. i. c. 8, p. 130, fol. Paris. 1673. ] 8vo. Lond. 1712. 
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partial management which | have promised obliges me to set down 
the whole place, or else none of it. 

Origen is there commenting on those words of our Saviour, Matt. 
xvii. 10, Zuke heed that ye despise not one of these little ones: for 1 

say unto you, that in heaven their angels do always behold the face of 

my Father which is in heaven. Ue has a long discourse, and some- 
thing rambling: speaking sometimes of infants in age (such as our 

Saviour had one then before him, mentioned ver. 2.) and sometimes 

of men resembling infants. After which he puts this question : 
Comment. in Matt. tom. xin. p. 331. ed. Huetu, Rhotomag. 1668. 

[ὃ 27. tom. i. p. 607. ed. Benedict. | 

Eira πάλιν ζητήσειεν ἄν τις, πότε τῶν δεικνυμένων ὑπὸ TOD Σωτῆρος 

μικρῶν οἱ λεγόμειοι αὐτῶν ἄγγελοι προίστανται ; πότερον δεξάμενοι τὴν 

οἰκονομίαν περὶ αὐτοὺς διοικεῖν ἀφ᾽ οὗ διὰ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας, ᾧ ἐγεν- 

νήθησαν, ὡς ἀρτιγέννητα βρέφη τὸ λογικὸν καὶ ἄδολον γάλα ἐπιποθοῦσι, 

κἀὶ μηκέτι ὑποκείμενοι πονηρᾷ τινι δυνάμει; ἢ ἀπὸ γενέσεως, κατὰ τὴν 

τοῦ Θεοῦ πρόγνωσιν καὶ τὸν προορισμὸν αὐτοῦ. Ke. 

‘Then again one may inquire, when it is that the angels here 

‘ spoken of are set over those little ones shewed [or signified] by our 

‘ Saviour? Whether they take the care and management of them 
‘ from the time, when they by the washing of regeneration, whereby 

‘ they were new born, do, as new born babes desire the sincere milk 
‘ of the word, and are no longer subject to any evil power? Or from 

‘their birth, according to the foreknowledge of God and his pre- 
‘ destinating of them,’ &e. 

If Origen meant to say, that it is a question whether such a little 

child as our Saviour then set before the apostles, have his guardian 

angel given him by God from his birth, or from his baptism; then 
it is a plain supposal that such infants were baptized. But his men- 
tion of their desiring of the milk of the word at the time of their 

baptism, makes it doubtful whether he meant of such who are infants 

in a proper sense, or whether he had in his mind at that place such 
men as he had before called Christ’s little ones, 1. 6. men, who when 

converted and baptized, do become humble in spirit, το. And this 
doubt is increased by observing the answer that he gives to this his 
own question: for he says, that for one side of it, (viz. that the 

guardian angel is given to every one from his birth,) these places of 
scripture do make: God, who separated me from my mother’s womb? : 
and, Before thou camest forth out of the womb, I sanctified thee®, &e. 

But for the other side (viz. that it is at baptism that the good angel 

Gall ἢ παν e Jer. i. 5. 
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is given) this does make, that the time of people’s unbelief is wander the 
angels of Satan: and then after their new birth, he that has bought us 

with his own blood delivers them to a good angel. He has also another 

faney, that possibly the evil angel that presides over a man during 

his heathenism, is at the man’s conversion converted also himself, 

and becomes a good angel to him. 

Moreover in the text itself, though our Saviour had begun his 

discourse with taking a little child, and telling them they must 

humble themselves as that little child; yet in the process of it, (and 
before he came to speak the forecited words,) viz. at ver. 6. he uses 
the phrase of /ittle ones which believe in him. 

So that upon the whole, the proof of infant baptism from this 

place of Origen does labour under considerable ambiguity ; and it is 
better for the pedobaptists not so to rely upon it for a proof of Ori- 

gen’s sense, but that they do adhere likewise to those passages of his 
which I recited before; which, though they are but translations of 

such books of his, the original whereof is not now extant, yet they 

are, as I have shewn, translations well attested. 

T will add to this, one passage more, im which Origen brings in 
this text of scripture, which is, 

Hom. 9. in Josuam, § 4. 

He is speaking of that text, Joshua viii. 33, how Joshua wrote a 
copy of the law of Moses on the stones of the altar: and that he did 
it in the presence of the children of Israel. And im allusion to this, 

speaking of our Saviour’s writing his law, not on stones, but in the 

hearts of his disciples, he finds this way to prove that this also is 

done im the presence of the children of Israel. He says that the word 

Israel signifies a mind that sees God; and that that definition fits 

well to angels: and that the angels are to be thought to be present 

at the giving of the holy sacraments. And then he adds: 

‘ Secundum Domini sententiam dicentis de infantibus (quod et tu 
‘fuisti infans in baptismo) guia angel eorum semper vident faciem 

“ Patris mer qui m cals est. Coram istis igitur filiis Israel qui 

‘ aderant illo im tempore cum tibi fidei sacramenta tradebantur, vi- 

‘ dentibus faciem Dei, Jesus in corde tuo deuteronomium seripsit.’ 

‘ According to that saying of our Lord concerning infants, (and 

‘ thou wast an infant when thou wast baptized,) their angels do always 

‘ behold the face of my Father which is m heaven. So then Jesus 

‘ wrote his law in thy heart in the presence of those children of Israel, 

‘ beholders of God’s face, at the time when the sacrament of faith 

“ was given thee.’ 

All that is doubtful in this place too, is, whether when he says, 
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‘Thou wast an infant when thou wast baptized,’ he mean an infant 

in age, or only an infant in the foresaid spiritual sense. Erasmus 

takes it in the former sense, for in his edition of Origen’s works, he, 
or else Grynius the editor, sets in the margin of that place, the word 
pedobaptismus. 

Though this part of Origen’s works be not extant in Greek, yet 

we may the more depend upon it, because Rufinus assures us, that 
in the translation of these Homihes, and those on Judges, he has 

neither added nor omitted any thing, but truly rendered what he 
found in the Greek books. Perorat. in Hom. ad Romanos. 

X. But whatever be determined concerning the sense, or concern- 
ing the authenticalness of this, or of any other one particular saying 

of Origen; that he in his books did generally speak of baptism as 
given to infants, is plain by this: that St. Hierome (who was of all 
the Latin fathers the greatest reader of Origen’s works in their ori- 

ginal language) does acquaint us, both that he did so, and also that 

he built his false hypothesis of the preexistence of souls on this 

ground partly ; that by it he might give the better account of the 
sins for which an infant is baptized. For St. Hierome in his Third 

Dialogue against the Pelagians, having upbraided them that they could 

not apprehend what the scripture teaches of original sin im infants, 

as derived from Adam, for the forgiveness whereof they should be 

baptized, says to them in the last words of that book : 

‘Quod si injusta vobis videtur alienorum remissio peccatorum ; 

‘ qua non indiget, qui peccare non potuit: transite ad Amasium ves- 

‘ trum, qui preterita in ccelis et antiqua delicta solvi dicit in baptismo. 

‘ Ut cujus in ceteris auctoritate ducimini, etiam in hac parte errorem 

“ sequamini!.’ 

‘ And if the forgiveness of sins, which are the sins of another, do 
* seem to you unjust, or such as he [an infant] that could commit no 

“sin himself, has no need of; then march over to your beloved 

‘ [plainly meaning Origen], who holds that in baptism are forgiven 
‘those sins which have been committed in a former state in the 

‘ celestial regions: and as you are influenced by his authority in your 
‘ other points, partake of his error in this too.’ The place, with the 

context, I must recite hereafter, ch. xxix. ὁ 26. 

XI. Now Origen, or any other ancient, mentioning a practice as 
received, and giving a false ground for it, 15 as good a witness of the 

practice itself as the most orthodox mentioner of it. 

If there were found in these translations of Origen but one or two 

f [Opera, tom. ii. p. 792. ed. Vallars. | 



CH. V. § ΤΟ. I1.] Origen. 75 

places, and those in Rufinus alone, that did speak of infant baptism ; 
there might have been suspicion of their being interpolations. But 
when there are so many of them, brought in on several occasions, in 
translations made by several men, who were of several parties and 

-enemies to one another, (as St. Hierome and Rufinus were,) and upon 
no tentation (for itis certain that in their time there was no dispute 
about infant baptism) that they should be all without any reason 
forged, is absurd to think. 

Especially if we consider that these translators lived not much 

more than an hundred years after Origen’s time ; and the Christians 
then must know whether infants had been used to be baptized in 
Origen’s time, or not; the very tradition from father to son must 
have carried a memory of it for so short a time. And then, for them 

to make Origen speak of a thing which all the world knew was not 

in use in his time, must have made them ridiculous. 

And besides, in the Greek remains there are sentences and ex- 

pressions so like and parallel to those which 1 have here brought 

translations of, and citations of texts of scripture applied so much to 
the same purpose, that they do confirm these to be genuine trans- 
lations. I will recite one of them, (which I have observed since the 
last edition,) which though it has not in so express words as the 
other, the particular mention of giving baptism to infants; yet the 
reader will see that it supposes it to be necessary for them. It is 
in his 

Comment. in Matt. tom. xv. p. 391. ed. Huetii. (§ 22, 23, 
ed. Benedict.) 

He is there commenting on that answer of our Saviour to St. 
Peter’s question, Matth. xix. 28, Ye which have followed me, in the 
regeneration when the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory γ; 
shall sit upon twelve thrones, &e. He says, that by the regeneration 
in this place is meant the time of the resurrection of the dead. Ταύτην 
λήψονται τὴν ἐξουσίαν ἐν τι ἀναστάσει τῶν εν Αὕτη τ ἐστιν ᾿ 
παλιγγενεσία, καινή τις γένεσις οὖσα, ὅτε οὐρανὸς καινὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ καινῆ͵ 

ἕο. ‘This power they are to receive at the resurrection of the dead. 
‘ For that is a regeneration, being a new generation [or birth], when 
‘ a new heaven and a new earth are made,’ &c. And he adds, ἐκείνης 
“ δὲ τῆς παλιγγενεσίας προοίμιόν ἐστι, τὸ καλούμενον παρὰ τῷ Παύλῳ 
“ λουτρὸν παλιγγενεσίας, ἕο. And the way [or preparative, or pre- 
‘ requisite] to that regeneration [in the world to come] is that which 
“by Paul is called the laver [or washing] of regeneration,’ &e. 
Then follow these words : 

AD; / δὲ Ν <N ἈΝ ἊΝ / ΝΡ. 5 \ b) cs 59} ἄχα ὁἐ καὶ κατὰ μὲν τὴν γένεσιν οὐδεΐς ἐστι καθαρὸς ἀπὸ ῥύπου, οὐδ 
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εἰ pia ἡμέρα εἴη ἡ ζωὴ αὐτοῦ, διὰ τὸ περὶ τῆς γενέσεως μυστήριον, ἐφ᾽ ἧ 

τὸ ὑπὸ τοῦ Δαβὶδ ἐν πεντηκοστῷ ψάλμῳ λελεγμένον, ἕκαστος πάντων εἰς 

γένεσιν ἐληλυθότων, λέγοι, ἔχον οὕτως" Ὅτι ἐν ἀνομίαις συνελήφθην, 

καὶ ἐν ἁμαρτίαις ἐκισσησέ με 1) μήτηρ μοῦ. 

Κατὰ δὲ τὴν ἐκ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίαν πᾶς μὲν καθαρὸς ἀπὸ ῥύπου ὁ 

γεννηθεὶς ἄνωθεν, ἐξ ὕδατος καὶ [Πνεύματος ἵνα τολμήσας εἴπω, καθαρὸς 

δι᾿ ἐσόπτρου καὶ ἐν αἰνίγματι. Κατὰ δὲ τὴν ἄλλην παλιγγενεσίαν, ὅταν 

καθίσῃ ὁ υἱὸς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐπὶ θρόνου δόξης αὐτοῦ, πᾶς ὁ εἰς τὴν ἐν 

Χριστῷ παλιγγενεσίαν ἐκείνην φθάσας καθαρώτατός ἐστιν ἀπὸ ῥύπου 

πρόσωπον πρὸς πρόσωπον, καὶ αὐτὸς διὰ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας φθάνων 

ἐπ᾿ ἐκείνην τὴν παλιγγενεσίαν. 

‘There is perhaps in our generation [or first birth] none clean 

‘from pollution though his life be but of one day ; because of the 

‘ mystery of our generation [or birth], in respect of which every one 

‘ of all that are born, may say that which was said by David in the 
‘ fiftieth psalm ; which was this, J was shapen in iniquity, and in sin 

“ did my mother conceive me. 

‘ But in the regeneration [or new birth] by the laver [or baptism | 

‘ every one that is born again of water and the Spirit, is clean from 
‘ pollution ; clean (as I may venture to say) as dy a glass darkly. 

‘ And in that other regeneration, when the Son of man shall sit on 

‘ the throne of his glory, every one that attams to that regeneration 

‘in Christ, is clean from pollution in the highest degree. Fuce to 

‘ face. And it is by the washing of regeneration that he comes to 

‘ that other regeneration.’ 

If any reader compare this passage, or the other, which I cited 

before out of the book Contra Celsum, with those quotations of St. 

Hierome’s and Rufinus’s translation ; the likeness of the notions, of 

the style, of the chain of thought and method of arguing in each, 

will incline him to take them all to be of the same author, besides 

the proofs I gave before. 

I think it is not less than forty times that Origen in his remaining 
Greek works does cite that text of Job xiv. which in the Septuagint 

translation is as he recites it, None is free from pollution, though his 

life be but of one day. Which is also cited there in both the trans- 
lations of Hierome and Rufinus; and in many other places of their 

translations. 

And as it is said in the translations, ‘ This natural pollution of sin 

‘must be done away by water and the Spirit ; so it is said to the 
same purpose here, that that pollution which infects every one from 

his first generation, so as that an infant, one day old, is not free from 

it, is cleansed in a good degree by the regeneration of baptism in 
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this world ; and perfectly at that great regeneration or restitution of 

all things which shall be in the world to come. 
And (what I would chiefly remark) that this washing of regene- 

ration [the baptismal regeneration in this world] is the προοίμιον, 
the beginning’, or way to, or preparative, or prerequisite, of that m 

the other world. And that it is by this, that any one φθάνει does 
come to, or arrive at, that. 

There are in all writers, and in all books, some sayings or rules, 

in which, though they are expressed in general and comprehensive 

terms, yet infants are not meant to be included. But that cannot 

be supposed here, because he mentions their case particularly ; and 

the discourse begins with speaking of their state from their birth, 

and from the time that they are but one day old. And when he 

says, that for all that are born the προοίμιον, whereby they may come 
at the future great regeneration, is baptism in this life; though he 
do not here, as in the other places, express that their baptism must 
be in infancy ; yet the nature of his argument supposes it. For if 
it be necessary for all who do pass from the original polluted state 
to that state of perfect purity, that they have this termediate 
cleansing ; Origen knew that nigh half of the persons born into the 

world must have it m infaney, if at all; because they never come to 
adult age. 

This notion of three several births, or generations, to every 
Christian, is common among ecclesiastical writers. I shall have 

occasion to cite a passage of Gregory Nazianzen speaking in the same 
manner. ‘The first, his natural birth, the entrance into a polluted 
state. The second, his baptism, a new birth, or entrance into ἃ 
cleansed state, a state of salvation. The third, his resurrection, his 

last and great new birth, an entrance into a glorified state. They 

call the third, as well as the second, a regeneration. And it is so 
in the highest sense of the word. Therefore when I say, that when 

they use the word, they always mean, or connote baptism; I hope 

every reader perceives my meaning to be, that when they use that 

word in relation to the spiritual concerns of any person in this life, 

they do always refer to his baptism. For I own that the regeneration 
that is to be in the other life, is quite another thing. 

XII. There is one circumstance that makes Origen a more com- 

petent witness to give evidence, whether the baptizing of infants had 
been in use time out of mind or not, than most other authors that 

we have left to us of that age; because he was himself of a family 
that had been Christian for a long time. Tertullian and all the rest 
that we have mentioned, except Ireneus, must have been themselves 
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baptized in adult age; because they were of heathen parents, and 
were the first of their family that turned Christians: but Origen’s 
father was a martyr for Christ in the persecution under Severus, the 

year after the apostles 102. And Eusebius$ assures us, that his fore- 
fathers had been Christians for several generations; τῷ τε yap ’Qpt- 

γένει τὰ τῆς κατὰ Χριστὸν διδασκαλίας ἐκ προγόνων ἐσώζετο. ‘The 

‘ Christian doctrine was conveyed to him from his forefathers.’ Or, 

as Rufinus® translates it, ab avis atque atavis, ‘from his grand- 

‘ fathers and great-grandfathers.’ 

That which gave occasion to Eusebius to inquire into his pedigree, 

was the slander of Porphyrius: for he endeavouring to shew that 
the Christian religion had nothing in it of learning: or science, and 

had none but illiterate followers; and not being able to deny or 

conceal the great repute of Origen for his skill im human literature, 

had feigned that he was at first a heathen, and having learned their 

philosophy, and then turning Christian, had endeavoured to transfer 

and apply it to trim up the Christian fables. In confutation of this 

lie, Eusebius, as I said, sets forth his Christian descent. 

Now since Origen was born anno 185, that is, the year after the 

apostles, 85, (for he was seventeen years old when his father suf- 

fered,) his grandfather, or at least his great-grandfather, must have 

lived in the apostles’ time. And as he could not be ignorant whether 

he was himself baptized in infancy, so he had no further than his 

own family to go for inquiry how it was practised in the times of 

the apostles. 

Besides that, he was, as I said, a very learned man, and could 

not be ignorant of the use of the churches; in most of which he 

had also travelled ; for as he was born and bred at Alexandria, so it 

appears out of Eusebius', that he had lived in Greece, and at Rome, 

and in Cappadocia, and Arabia, and spent the main part of his life 

in Syria and Palestine. 

© Hiker et 

Quotations out of St. Cyprian. 

Cyprian Epist. 64. (Pameli et Benedict. editt. 59.) ad Fidum. 

$I. ST. CYPRIAN was bishop of Carthage. And it was the 

150. custom in that, as in all other great and metropolitical 
(4.P.250.) cities, for the neighbouring bishops to meet there at certain 
times to consult of and determine any emergent affairs of the 

church. 

& Eccl. Hist. lib. vi. ὁ. 19. h Ibid. ¢. 14. i Tbid. lib. vi. 
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At this time, anno Dom. 253, there were 66 of them in council. 

And one Fidus, a country bishop, had sent a letter with two cases, 

in which he desired their resolution ; which they give in this epistle 
to him. 

One being about one Victor a presbyter, that after a crime com- 
mitted, had, by the rashness of a certain bishop, been admitted too 

soon to absolution, is nothing to our concern. 

The other question being, whether an infant, before it was eight 

days old, might be baptized, if need required: I shall recite so 
much of the letter as concerns that. 

“ Cyprianus et ceteri College, qui in Concilio affuerunt, numero 66. 

Lido fratri salutem. 

‘ Legimus litteras tuas, frater carissime, quibus significasti de 

‘ Victore quondam presbytero, &e. ..... Quantum vero ad causam 
‘infantium pertinet, quos dixisti, intra secundum vel tertium diem, 

‘ quo nati sunt, constitutos baptizari non oportere : et considerandam 

“esse legem circumcisionis antique; ut intra octavum diem, eum, 

‘qui natus est, baptizandum et sanctificandum non putares, longe 

aliud in concilio nostro omnibus visum est. In hoe enim, quod tu 

‘ putabas esse faciendum, nemo consensit: sed universi potius judi- 
‘eavimus nulli homini nato misericordiam Dei et gratiam dene- 

n 

‘gandam. Nam cum Dominus in evangelio suo dicat, /i/ius hominis 
n non venit animas hominum perdere, sed salvare ; quantum in nobis 

‘ est, si fieri potest, nulla anima perdenda est. Quid enim ei deest, 
“qui semel in utero Dei manibus formatus est ? Nobis enim atque 

oculis nostris secundum dierum secularium cursum accipere qui 

nati sunt, incrementum videntur. Ceterum quecunque a Deo fiunt, ” 
‘ Dei factoris majestate et opere perfecta sunt. Esse denique apud 

omnes, sive infantes, sive majores natu, unam divini muneris equa- 
‘litatem, declarat nobis divine scripture fides. Heliszeus super 

‘infantem [Sunamitidis] vidue filium qui mortuus jacebat, ita se 

‘ Deum deprecans superstravit, ut capiti caput et faciei facies appli- 

caretur, et superfusi Heliseei membra singulis parvuli membris, et 
‘ pedes pedibus jungerentur. Que res si secundum nativitatis nostre 

“ et corporis inequalitatem cogitetur, adulto et provecto infans non 

posset sequari, nec cohzrere et sufficere possent parva membra 

majoribus. Sed illic wqualitas divina et spiritalis exprimitur, quod 

pares atque eequales sint omnes homines, quando a Deo semel facti 

sunt, et possit etas nostra in incrementis corporis secundum sz- 
“ culum, non secundum Deum habere discrimen. Nisi si et gratia 

ipsa, que baptizatis datur, pro state accipientium, vel minor, vel 

major tribuitur; cum spiritus sanctus non de mensura, sed de 
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‘ pietate atque indulgentia paterna equalis omnibus prebeatur. Nam 

‘ Deus ut personam non accipit, sic nec ztatem : cum se omnibus ad 

‘ celestis grati consecutionem equalitate librata prabeat patrem. 

‘Nam et quod vestigium infantis, in primis partus sui diebus con- 
‘ stituti, mundum non esse dixisti, quod unusquisque nostrum adhue 

‘ horreat exosculari: nee hoe putamus ad ecelestem eratiam dandam 
δ 

σι impedimento esse oportere. Secriptum est enim, omnia munda sunt 
mundis: nec aliquis nostrum id debet horrere, quod Deus dignatus 

‘est facere. Nam etsi adhuc infans a partu novus est, non ita est 

΄ς- 

tamen, ut quisquam illum, in gratia danda atque in pace facienda, 
oN horrere debeat osculari: quando in osculo infantis unusquisque 

nostrum pro sua religione ipsas adhue recentes Dei manus debeat 

cogitare ; quas in homine modo formato et recens nato quodammodo 

exosculamur, quando id quod Deus facit amplectimur. Nam quod 
in Judaica cirecumeisione carnali octavus dies observabatur, sacra- 

n 

΄- 

΄ι mentum est in umbra atque in imagine ante premissum, sed 

veniente Christo veritate completum: nam quia octavus dies 1. 6. ΄ι 

post sabbatum primus, dies futurus erat, quo Dominus resurgeret, 

et nos vivificaret, et circumcisionem nobis spiritalem daret: hic 
dies octavus 1. 6. post sabbatum primus et Dominicus precessit in 

imagine; quz Imago cessavit superveniente postmodum veritate, 
et data nobis spiritali circumcisione. Propter quod neminem pu- 

tamus a gratia consequenda impediendum esse ea lege que jam 

statuta est, nee spiritalem circumcisionem impediri carnali circum- 

‘ cisione debere : sed omnem omnino hominem admittendum esse ad 

gratiam Christi: quando et Petrus in Actis Apostolorum loquatur 

et dicat, Dominus mihi dixit neminem hominum communem dicendum n 

“et immundum. Ceterum si homines impedire aliquid ad consecu- 
‘ tionem grati posset ; magis adultos et provectos et majores natu 

possent impedire peccata graviora. Porro autem si etiam gra- 

vissimis delictoribus, et m Deum multum ante peccantibus, cum 

σ΄. 

n 

‘ postea crediderint, remissa peccatorum datur, et a baptismo atque 

‘ a gratia nemo prohibetur : quanto magis prohiberi non debet infans, 

‘ qui recens natus nihil peccavit, nisi quod, secundum Adam carna- 

‘ liter natus, contagium mortis antique prima nativitate contraxit ? 

‘ qui ad remissam peccatorum accipiendam hoc ipso facilius accedit, 

quod ili remittuntur non propria, sed ahena peccata. Et idcirco, 
frater carissime, hee fuit in concilio nostra sententia, a baptismo 

atque a gratia Dei, qui omnibus misericors et benignus et pius est, 

neminem per nos debere prohiberi. Quod cum cirea universos 

s 

ns 

n 

σι 

n observandum sit atque retinendum ; tum magis circa infantes ipsos 
ΩΝ et recens natos observandum putamus, qui hoc ipso de ope nostra 
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‘ac de divina misericordia plus merentur, quod in primo statim na- 
‘ tivitatis sue ortu plorantes ac flentes, nihil aliud faciunt quam — 

‘ deprecantur. Optamus te, frater carissime, semper bene valere.’ 

‘ Cyprian and the rest of the bishops who were present at the council, 

siaty-six in number, to Fidus our brother, greeting. 

‘ We read your letter, most dear brother, in which you write of 

‘one Victor a priest, &c..... But as to the case of infants: whereas 

“you judge that they must not be baptized within two or three 
‘ days after they are born; and that the rule of circumcision is to 
‘ be observed, so that none should be baptized and sanctified before 

‘the eighth day after he is born: we were all in our assembly of 
‘the contrary opinion. For as for what you thought fitting to be 
“ done, there was not one that was of your mind, but all of us on the 
“ contrary, judged that the grace and mercy of God is to be denied 
‘to no person that is born. For whereas our Lord in his gospel 

“says, The Son of man came not to destroy men’s souls [or lives] but 
“ to save them: as far as hes in us, no soul, if possible, is to be lost. 

‘ For what is there deficient in him who has been once formed in 

‘the womb by the hands of God? They appear to us and in our 
‘ eyes to attain perfection [or increase] in the course of the days of 
‘the world; but all things that are made by God are perfect by 
‘ the work and power of God their maker. The scripture gives us 
‘to understand the equality of the divine gift on all, whether in- 
‘fants or grown persons. Elisha, in his prayer to God, stretched 

‘ himself on the infant son of the Shunamite woman that lay dead, 

‘in such manner that his head, and face, and limbs, and feet were 

‘ applied to the head, face, limbs, and feet of the child; which, if it 

‘be understood according to the quality of our body and nature, 
‘the infant could not hold measure with the grown man, nor its 
‘little limbs fit and reach to his great ones. But in that place a 
‘ spiritual equality, and such as is in the esteem of God, is intimated 

‘to us; by which persons that are once made by God are alike and 
‘ equal; and our growth of body by age makes a difference in the 
‘sense of the world, but none of God. Unless you will think that 

‘the grace itself, which is given to baptized persons, is greater or 
‘less, according to the age of those that receive it; whereas the 
‘ Holy Spirit is given not by different measures, but with fatherly 
‘ affection and kindness equal to all. For God, as he accepts no 
‘one’s person, so not his age; but with an exact equality shews 
‘ himself a father to all for their obtaining the heavenly grace. 

‘ And whereas you say, that an infant in the first days after its 
‘birth is unclean, so that any of us abhors to kiss it. We think 

WALL, VOL. I. G 



82 Year after the Apostles,150. (A.D. 250.) [PART I. 

“not this neither to be any reason to hinder the giving to it the 
“heavenly grace. For it is written, ¢o the clean all things are clean : 
‘nor ought any of us to abhor that which God has vouchsafed to 
‘make. Though an infant come fresh from the womb, no one 

‘ ought to abhor to kiss it at the giving of the grace and the own- 
‘ing of the peace [or brotherhood,] when as in kissing: the infant, 
‘ every one of us ought, out of devotion, to think of the fresh handy- 
‘work of God: for we do in some sense kiss his hands in the person 

‘ newly formed and but new born, when we embrace that which is 
‘ of his making. 

‘That the eighth day was observed in the Jewish circumcision, 
‘was a type going before in a shadow and resemblance; but on 
‘ Christ’s coming was fulfilled in the substance. For because the 
‘eighth day, that is, the next to the sabbath-day, was to be the 

‘ day on which the Lord was to rise from the dead and quicken us, 

“and give us the spiritual circumcision; this eighth day, that is, 
‘the next day to the sabbath, or Lord’s day, was signified in the 
‘ type before; which type ceased when the substance came, and the 

‘ spiritual circumcision was given to us. 

‘So that we judge that no person is to be hindered from obtaining 
‘the grace, by the law that is now appointed ; and that the spirit- 
‘ual circumcision ought not to be restrained by the circumcision 

‘that was according to the flesh: but that all are to be admitted 

‘to the grace of Christ ; since Peter, speaking in the Acts of the 
‘ Apostles, says, The Lord has shewn me that no person is to be called 

“ common or unclean. 
‘If any thing could be an obstacle to persons against their ob- 

‘ taining the grace, the adult and grown and elder men would be 
‘ rather hindered by their more grievous sins. If then the greatest 

‘ offenders, and they that have grievously sinned against God before, 
‘have when they afterward come to believe, forgiveness of their 
‘ sins; and no person is kept off from baptism and the grace: how 
‘much less reason is there to refuse an infant, who, bemg newly 

‘ born, has no sin, save that being descended from Adam according 

‘to the flesh, he has from his very birth contracted the contagion 
‘ of the death anciently threatened : who comes for this reason more 

‘ easily to receive forgiveness of sins, because they are not his own 
‘ but others’ sins that are forgiven him. 

‘This, therefore, dear brother, was our opinion in the assembly ; 
‘that it is not for us to hinder any person from baptism and the 
‘ grace of God, who is merciful and kind and affectionate to all. 

‘ Which rule, as it holds for all, so we think it more especially to 
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“be observed in reference to infants and persons newly born: to 
“whom our help and the divine mercy is rather to be granted, be- 
“ cause by their weeping and wailing at their first entrance into the 
‘world, they do intimate nothing so much as that they implore 

* compassion. 

‘ Dear brother, we wish you always good health.’ 
It is not denied by any but that this is a plain proof of infants’ 

baptism being taken for granted at that time: since both Fidus, 
who puts the question, and the council that resolve it, do shew by 
their words their sense to be that they are to be baptized in infancy ; 

only Fidus thought not before the eighth day. 
Mr. Tombes, who makes some exceptions against the foregoing 

testimonies, as not being plain declarations of the author’s mind, 

or not certainly genuine, (but yet no other exceptions than what I 

have mentioned,) grants this to be plain, and to ‘say enough, and 

‘more than enough, except it had spoke more to the purpose, and 

‘ would have it pass for the spring head of infant baptism'.’ 
Il. But there is one antipedobaptist writer, a man of more bold- 

ness in his assertions than the rest, that would represent this as a 

forged or supposititious piece. ‘ We would rather believe, says he, 
‘ that these things were foisted into his writings by that villainous 

‘ cursed generation, that so horribly abused the writings of most of 
the ancientsk,’ 

But as Mr. Tombes was more wary and learned than to object 
any such thing, so there could not have been any thing more un- 

luckily pleaded. For so it happens, that in all antiquity there is 

not any one piece that can more certainly be proved to be genuine 

than this: because it is so often quoted by St. Hierome and St. 
Austin, that lived a while after; not in any question of infant bap- 

tism, but of original sin, which the Pelagians denied, though they, 

as I shall shew hereafter, granted and practised infant baptism. I 

shall have occasion in the following chapters to cite some of the 
passages of the foresaid fathers where they mention this epistle of 

St. Cyprian, and at present shall refer the reader to such places of 

St. Austin, where he transcribes large passages verbatim out of it, 

so as to recite it by parcels almost all. 

In his Ep. 28. ad Hieronym. he, speaking of some that taught 
that the body only, and not the soul, must suffer for original sin, 

says among other things this: ‘ Blessed Cyprian, not making any 

‘ new decree, but expressing the firm faith of the church, in refuting: 

i Examen, p. 10,13. 
k H. Danvers, Treatise of Baptism, part ii. c. 3. 8vo. 1674. 
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‘ those that thought a child must not be baptized before the eighth 
‘ day, said (not that no flesh, but) that no soul must be lost.’ 

And lib. 4. contra duas Epist. Pelagianorum, cap. 8, he recites 

three large passages out of it. 
And lib. 3. De Peccatorum meritis et remissione, ὁ. 5, having 

mentioned this epistle, he tells Marcellinus, the nobleman, to whom 

he writes, ‘You may, if you please, read the epistle itself of the 
‘said martyr about the baptizing of infants: for there is no doubt 

‘but it is to be had at Carthage. However, I have thought fit to 
‘transcribe some part of it, as much as is necessary for our present 
‘ question,’ [which was about original sin.] So he begins where I 

began ; ‘but as to the case of infants: whereas you judge they 
‘must not be baptized within two or three days,’ &c. and goes on 

to repeat two large paragraphs verbatim out of it. 
Also having occasion to !preach at Carthage against Pelagianism, 

he, towards the end of his sermon, recites to the people some part 
of this epistle, telling them, that, ‘they are the words of Cyprian, 
‘an ancient bishop of that see. ‘ Holy Cyprian, says he, ‘ was 

‘asked whether an infant might be baptized before the eighth day, 

‘ because in the old law it was not lawful to circumcise but on the 
‘eighth day. The question was of the day of baptizing, for of 
‘ original sin there was no question: and therefore from a thing of 
‘which there was no question, the question that was started was 

‘resolved. St. Cyprian said, among other things, “So that we 
« judge that no person is to be hindered from obtaining the grace, 
‘ &c. [proceeding to those words] because they are not his own but 

‘ others’ sins that are forgiven him.” See how he, making no 
‘doubt of this matter [viz. of original sin] solves that of which 

‘there was doubt; he took this from the foundation of the church 

“ to fasten a stone that was loose.’ 

St. Hierome also quotes a good part of it verbatim, 1. ii. Dialog. 
adv. Pelag. 

III. Since then it is plain that it was at that time, and in those 
places where St. Cyprian had lived commonly known for his, and 
frequent in the hands of learned men; there is the less need of 
considering those objections which are brought as probable against 
its being genuine. 

The aforesaid author says, ‘We meet with no such council, 
‘ neither can it appear where it was held.’ 

But this is to make himself more ignorant than he is, as if he. 
did not know that the date of this is before those times, in which 

1 Serm. 14. de Verbis Apost. 
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the acts of the councils used to be registered and collected into 
volumes: so that this had been lost, if it had not been preserved 

among the epistles of this father. And besides, that they never 
used to put into the volumes of courrils the acts of those ordinary 
assemblies in which the neighbouring bishops met every half year 
at the principal city, (whereof this was one, viz. St. Cyprian’s 

neighbouring colleagues assembled at Carthage,) but only those in 

which some extraordinary matter was handled. 
IV. Yet this is proper to observe here, that whereas Grotius 

would prove that ‘infant baptism was not universally held to be 
‘ necessary, because in the councils one finds no earlier mention of 
‘it than in the council of Carthage™, meaning that im the year 
418. We see here that though that were true, (which I shall by 
and by shew to be false",) that there were no earlier mention of it 
in those councils that are in the ordinary collections; yet there is 
mention of it in this, that was earlier than any of them; and though 

met on ordinary occasions, more numerous than several of them. 
V. It is objected, likewise, that whereas St. Austin somewhere 

lays down this as a rule, that ‘what the whole church through all 

‘ the world does practise, and yet it has not been instituted in coun- 

‘ cils, but has been always in use, is with very good reason supposed 
‘ to have been settied by authority of the apostles®,’ and applies that 
rule to infant baptism; he consequently takes it not to have been 

instituted by any council; and therefore that he contradicts himself 

when he believes there was such a council as this letter mentions. 

But there needs nothing but for a man to open his eyes to see 
that this council does not institute the baptism of infants, or enact 

that they should be baptized; but takes that for granted, or as a 

thing known and supposed by both parties, that they are to be bap- 
tized: and determines only that question, whether they may be 

baptized before the eighth day. Which very thing St. Austin notes 
in the words I just now cited, Ep. 28. ‘Cyprian not making any 
“ new decree,’ &e. 

VI. Another exception that is made has, I think, some truth in 

it, viz. That some of the reasons used in this council, and expressed 

in this letter, do appear something frivolous and shallow. But I 

do not see how it is at all to the purpose. 

1. Because these reasons are not designed to prove infant bap- 
tism, but to take off the objections concerning the eighth day. 

2. If they had been used by these bishops as grounds of infant 

™ Annot. in Matt. 19. ἃ Ch. xvi. 
° De Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. iv. ὁ. 23. 
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baptism ; yet since our inquiry is what the church then practised, 
and not how able St. Cyprian and they were to argue; their evi- 

dence is the same, how weak soever their reasoning are. But, 

3. This also may be said in apology for their abilities; that to a 

frivolous and foolish question or objection, it is almost impossible to 

give any answer that will not seem frivolous to those that consider 
not the occasion of it. On this account Irenzeus and many of the 
fathers suffer in our judgment; they are forced to write a great 
deal in confutation of such idle and enthusiastical stuff as seems to 
us not to deserve three words: but it was necessary then to disen- 

tangle the souls of ignorant Christians. So any book written now 
in answer to the reasonings of the Quakers, &c., will in the next 

age seem to be the work of a man that had little to do. This Fidus 
thought that the natural uncleanness of an infant in the first days 

after his birth was a reason against baptizing it then; which, as 
Rigaltius observes, was a relick of heathenish superstition. He also 
seems to have made some question whether so young an infant be a 
perfect human creature; as if eight days made any great difference 

in that matter. The answers to such arguments will seem of little 
weight. All that he objected of sense was the rule of circumcision 

on the eighth day. To which St. Cyprian answers, as other fathers 

do, that the cireumstance of the day was typical, and so not now 

obliging. 
VII. If we look back from this time to the space that had passed 

from the apostles’ time, which was but 150 years; we must con- 
clude that it was easy then to know the practice of Christians in 
the apostles’ days. For some of these sixty-six bishops must be 

thought to be at this time 70 or 80 years old themselves, which 

reaches to half the space: and at that time when they were infants, 
there must have been several alive that were born within the apostles’ 
age. And such could not be ignorant whether infants were baptized 

in that age, when they themselves were some of those infants. 
It is plain likewise that there was no dispute or difference of 

opinion (as there must have been among so many, if any innovation 
had been made.) For it is here said, ‘there was not one of Fidus’ 
‘mind, that infant baptism must be delayed till the eighth day. 

Much less then was there any of opinion that it was not to be used 
at all. 

‘In a doctrinal point,’ as Mr. Baxter well observes, ‘a mistake is 

‘ easier, or In a bare narration of some one fact: but in a matter of 

‘ fact. of so public notice, and which so many thousands were par- 
‘ takers in, as baptism was, how could they be ignorant ?? 
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Suppose it were a question now among: us, whether persons were 

baptized at age only, or in infancy also, 70 or 80 years before we 

were born: were it not easy to know the truth, what by tradition 
and what by records ? 

VIII. I shall conclude what I have to note on this testimony with 
observing these things : 

τ. That it was the custom of those times and places to give the 
new-baptized person, whether infant or adult, the kiss of peace, or 

as it is called by St. PeterP and St. Paula, the holy kiss, or the hiss 

of charity, in token of their owning him for a Christian brother : for 

Fidus makes that a part of his objection, that that would be indecent or 

loathsome in the case of a new-born infant, before it be a week old. 

IX. 2. That these bishops held, that to suffer the infant to die 

unbaptized was to endanger its salvation. This appears in their 
reasoning's. 

X. 3. The third is a various reading or spelling of one word in 
this epistle, from whence some disputes have arisen. Mr. Daillé, in 
a book written on purpose to publish the Nev: and errors which he 

could find in the fathers’ works", reckons St. Cyprian one of the first 

of those from whose words one may prove there was a custom of 

giving the holy communion to infants. And he proves it first and 
chiefly from this epistle, in which, as it is here written, there is 

never a word about it. But where we read in the first clause of it, 

baptizandum et sanctificandums, “ should be baptized and sanctified,’ 

(which latter word is commonly used as another word for baptism,) 

he quotes it, baptizandum et sacrificandum, by which he understands, 

‘should be baptized and partake of the eucharist.? Some editions, 
it seems, have it so; but, I suppose, very few: and those mistaken 

ones. For Dr. Hammond', Marshall", and the Magdeburgensesy, 

and Mr. Walker, and all that I have seen, do quote it sanctifican- 

dum, as it is also in the last edition, viz. Oxon, 1682*, in which are 

the various lections of several manuscripts that had been collated : 

but no variety in reading of this word. And the matter is out of 

doubt; since St. Austin, transcribing that part of the epistley, writes 

P 1 Cor. xvi. 20. 
41 Pet. v. 14. 
r De Usu Patrum, 1. ii. c. 4. [4to. Ge- 

neva, 1656. There is an English version, 
printed in 1651. ] 

S On the various reading of this pas- 
sage, sanctificandum and sacrificandum, 
see a full discussion by Mr. Joseph Clarke, 
in his preface to Waterland’s Sermons, 
published in the ninth volume of his 
works, edited by Bishop Van Mildert, p. 
xxvi. &c. 

t Six Queries, Inf. Bapt. § 36. 
u [A Defence of Infant Baptism, in 

answer to two treatises and an appendix 
lately published by Mr. Jo. Tombes ; by 
Steven Marshall, B.D. 4to. 1646, p. 39.] 

v [The Centuriators, or authors of the 
‘Centuriz Magdeburgenses,’ folio.] 

w [Modest Plea, c. xxxix. § 4, p. 296.] 
x [So likewise in the Benedictine edi- 

tion, Paris, 1726. ] 
y Lib. iv. contra duas Epist. Pelagian- 

orum, ¢. 8. 
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it sanctificandum. And indeed sacrificandum in that sense is not 
Latin. 

From this use of the word sanctification for baptism, and sanctified 
or made holy for baptized, (which I shall shew? hereafter to have 
been very common and usual,) the fathers do give light to the ex- 

plication of that text of St. Paul 1 Cor. vii.14; as I shall more 
fully shew at a fitter place. 

4. We see also here confirmed, what I said@ before, that they 

reckoned baptism to be to us in the room of circumcision. For it 

was upon that account, that Fidus thought it must keep the times 

of the old circumcision: and the bishops of the council, though 

denying that, do call it ‘the spiritual [or Christian] circumcision.’ 
Another passage out of St. Cyprian. | 

Libro de Lapsis, circa Medium. (pag. 183. ed. Bened. 1726.) 

XI. There had been at Carthage a great persecution of the Christ- 
ans, in which many had fallen, and had denied their religion, and 

had joined in the idolatrous sacrifices: some of which afterward, 

when the persecution was over, went about to crowd themselves 
into the church, without giving first any sufficient proofs of their 

repentance for so horrid a crime, or expecting the consent of the 

church for their readmission. St. Cyprian thought it necessary for 
these men to be first made sensible of the guilt they had contracted : 

for which purpose he writes this book ; and has, among others, this 
passage, in which he mentions their infants ; and though there be 

no express mention of their baptism, yet you will see it is in other 

words plainly described. 

‘ Nonne, quando ad Capitolium sponte ventum est, quando ultro 
‘ad obsequium diri facinoris accessum est, labavit gressus, caligavit 
aspectus, tremuerunt viscera, brachia conciderunt ? Nonne sensus 

obstupuit, lingua heesit, sermo defecit ? Stare ule potuit Dei ser- 

ns 

nN 

n vus, et loqui et renunciare Christo, qui jam diabolo renunciaverat 
s et seculo? Nonne ara illa, quo moriturus accessit, rogus 11 fuit ? 
n Nonne diaboli altare, quod foetore tetro fumare ac redolere con- 
n spexerat, velut funus et bustum vite sue, horrere ac fugere debe- 
΄- bat? quid hostiam tecum, miser, quid victimam immolaturus | ; ᾿ 
σι imponis? ipse ad aram hostia, victima ipse venisti. Immolasti 
n illic salutem tuam; spem tuam, fidem tuam funestis 115. ignibus 
΄᾿ concremasti. Ac multis proprius interitus satis non fuit: horta- 

mentis mutuis in exitium populus impulsus est: mors invicem 

‘Jethali poculo propinata est. Ac ne quid deesset ad criminis cumu- 

‘lum, infantes quoque parentum manibus vel impositi vel attracti, 

z Ch. xi. sect. 9. 8. Ch. il. sect. 2. 
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‘ amiserunt parvuli quod in primo statim nativitatis exordio fuerant - 
“ consecuti. Nonne illi, cum judicii dies venerit, dicent ; nos nihil 

‘ mali fecimus, nec derelicto cibo et poculo Domini ad profana con- 
‘tagia sponte properavimus: perdidit nos aliena perfidia, parentes 
“sensimus parricidas. Illi nobis ecclesiam matrem, illi patrem Deum 
‘ negaverunt: ut dum parvi et improvidi et tanti facinoris ignari per 

‘alios ad consortium criminum jungimur, aliena fraude caperemur ?’ 
‘When you came to the Capitol, [the idol temple,] when you 

‘ went with a ready compliance to the committing of that horrible 

‘ crime, did not your legs tremble, your sight wax dim, your bowels 
‘turn, and your arms flag? Did not your mind grow amazed, your 

‘ tongue falter, and your speech fail you? Could one that was God’s 

‘servant stand there and speak out, and renounce Christ, who had 

‘ before renounced the devil and the world? Was not the altar of 

‘incense a funeral pile to him, since he came thither to take his 
‘ [spiritual] death? Had he not reason to abhor and fly from the 
‘ altar of sacrifice to the devil; which he saw smoke and stink with 

‘a nasty smell, as from the funeral fire which signified the forfeiture 
‘of his life? What need hadst thou, poor wretch, to bring thy 
‘ offermg or sacrifice thither with thee? Thou camest thyself a 

‘ sacrifice and a burnt-offering to the altar. Thou didst there sacri- 

‘ fice thy salvation: thou didst burn up all thy hope and faith in 
‘ those deadly fires. 

‘There were also a great many that thought it not enough to 

‘procure their own damnation. The multitude encouraged one 
‘ another to their destruction: they drank death to one another, 
‘and pledged each other in that poisonous cup. 

‘And that nothing might be wanting to the measure of their 
‘ wickedness, their little infants also being led or brought in their 
‘ parents’ arms, lost that which they had obtained presently after 

‘they were born. Will not they at the day of judgment say, “ We 
‘did nothing of this, neither did we, forsaking the meat and cup of 
‘our Lord, run of our own accord to the partaking of those profane 

‘defilements. It was the apostasy of others that ruined us; we 
‘had our parents for our murderers. It was they that renounced 

‘ for us the church from being our mother, and God from being our 

‘father. When we, being young and inconsiderate, and not sen- 
‘sible of the greatness of the crime, were made partakers of the 
‘ wickedness, we were entrapped by the treachery of others.” ἢ 

XII. When he says, ‘the infants lost [or forfeited] that [gift or 
‘ grace] which they had obtained presently after they were born ;’ 
it is plain that he means their baptism, or the benefits thereof. St. 
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Austin had occasion to recite these words of St. Cyprian, and to 

give his comment on them. The occasion was this; one Boniface 

had put to him this question ; ‘whether parents do their children 
‘that are baptized any hurt, when they carry them to the heathen 
‘ sacrifices to be cured of any illness? and, if they thereby do them 
‘no hurt, then how it comes to pass that the faith of the parents 

‘stands them in stead when they are baptized; and yet their apo- 
‘ stasy afterward should not be able to hurt them Ὁ’ 

St. Austin> answers, that ‘the force of that sacrament is such, 

‘that he that is once regenerated by it cannot afterwards be en- 

‘tangled in the guilt of another person’s sin, to which he does 
‘not consent.’ He gives the reason of the difference to this pur- 

pose; that the guilt of original sin descends from the parent to the 
child, because the child is not as yet a separate living person, anima 

separatim vivens, from his parent. But when a child is become zx 

se ipso alter ab eo qui genuit, ‘im himself a separate person from him 
‘that begot him,’ he is not guilty of his parent’s sin done without 

his consent. He derived his guilt, because he was one with him 

and in him from whom he derived, at the time when it was derived 

to him: but one does not derive from another, when each has his 

own proper life; so as it may be said, the soul that sinneth it shall 

die. That the faith and godly will of the parent in bringing’ his 
child to baptism is available, because the same spirit that sanctifies 

and regenerates the child moves the parent to offer him to baptism. 
‘The regenerating spirit,’ says he, ‘is one and the same in the 
‘ parents that bring him, and in the infant that is brought and re- 

‘ generated. And the guilt is not so communicated by another 
‘person’s will, as the grace is communicated by the unity [or 

‘ identity] of the spirit.’ 

‘Yet (as he observes afterward) the parents or other guardians 

‘that endeavour thus to entangle their children or other infants in 
‘this sacrilege of the Devil, are deservedly called spiritual mur- 
‘derers. For they do not, it is true, effect any murder upon them ; 
‘but yet as far as it lies in them they are murderers: and we do 

‘with reason say to them, Do not murder your infants. For the 

‘apostle says, Quench not [or extinguish not] the Spirit: not that 
‘he can be extinguished, but yet they are fitly called extinguishers 
‘ of him as much as in them lies, that would have him extinguished.’ 

Then it is that he takes notice of this passage of St. Cyprian, and 

says, ‘In this sense may that be rightly understood which St. 
‘ Cyprian wrote in his Epistle concerning the /apsi, when reproving 

b Ep. 23. ad Bonifacium. 
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‘those that had in the time of persecution sacrificed to idols, he 
« says, “And that nothing might be wanting to the measure of their 
‘ wickedness, their little infants also being led or brought in their 
‘ parents’ arms, lost that which they had obtained, presently after 

‘they were born, ὅσο. They lost it, he means, as far as concerns 

‘ the wickedness of those by whom they were brought to lose it, in 
‘ the will and purpose of those that committed so foul a wickedness 

‘upon them. For if they had lost it indeed as to themselves, they 
‘ would have continued as persons to be condemned by the sentence 
‘of God without any excuse: which if St. Cyprian had thought to 
“be so, he would not presently have subjomed their excuse, saying, 
« « Will not they at the day of judgment say,”’ &c. 

XIII. There is one place more in St. Cyprian, where he speaks of 

all persons in general ; yet because he names not infants particularly, 
I shall but just mention it. It is 

Libro in. Zestimoniorum ad Quirinum, ec. 2 5 

This is a commonplace-book of the heads of Christian doctrine, 

collected by this father, and proper texts of scripture added for the 
proof of each of them. 

The doctrine or proposition for this chapter is this: 
‘ Ad regnum Dei, nisi baptizatus et renatus quis fuerit, pervenire 

‘non posse.” ‘If any one be not baptized and regenerate, he cannot 
‘ come to the kingdom of God.’ 

The texts of scripture are, among other, these : 

‘In Evangelio cata Joannem: Nisi quis renatus fuerit ex aqua et 

‘ Spiritu, non potest introire in regnum Dei. Quod enim natum est 
‘ de carne, caro est; et quod natum est de Spiritu, spiritus est.” In 

the Gospel according to St. John: ‘ Except any one be regenerate of 
‘ water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. 
‘ For that which is born of the flesh is flesh ; and that which is born 

‘ of the Spirit is spirit.’ 

XIV. We have in our English language a way of speaking, 

whereby instead of the word person in a sentence, we generally use 

the word man, though the sense be such as requires to be understood 

of any human creature ; man, woman, or child. And so in the text 

of St. John here cited, John in. 5, though the original be ἐὰν μὴ τὶς, 

&ec. and all Latin books and writers translate it, as Cyprian here 

does, Nis quis, &c., which signifies, Hacept one [or except any one, 

or except a person] Je Gorn, &c.; yet the English translators have 

rendered it, Hacept a man be born, &e. And some English antipzdo- 

baptists (learned ones you will say) have taken the advantage of the 

word man to prove that it is of a grown person in exclusion of 
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children, that our Saviour speaks. But the more wary of them, 

finding that this argument will from the original turn strongly 
against them, are willing to compound, and leave this text quite out 

of the dispute, and say that our Saviour does not there speak of 
baptism at all. 

There is not any one Christian writer of any antiquity in any 
language but what understands it of baptism. And if it be not so 

understood, it is difficult to give an account how a person is born of 

water, any more than born of wood. 
I shall have occasion to speak more particularly® of the sense of 

the ancients concerning this text. In the mean time, we see here 

plainly that St. Cyprian understands it of baptism: and also we see 
by reading the foregoing epistle to Fidus, that he and his fellow 

bishops understood the case of infants particularly to be included 

in it. 
There is another passage in St. Cyprian, from which is plainly 

inferred the baptism of infants, because it shews that in his church 
the custom was to give the communion to them at the age of four 

or five years. But since it mentions not their baptism expressly, 1 

shall reserve it to the chapter¢ where I speak of the custom that was 

in some churches of their communicating. 

CHAP Vil. 

A Quotation out of the Council of Eliberis. 

Concil. Ehiberitanum, [anno 305,| Can. 22. 

§ I. “51 quis de catholica ecclesia ad heresim transitum fecerit, 
205. ‘ rursusque [ad ecclesiam ] recurrerit : placuit, huic peeniten- 

(A.D. 305-) © tiam non esse denegandam, eo quod cognoverit peccatum 

‘suum: qui etiam decem annis agat poenitentiam; cui post decem 

‘annos preestar1 communio debet. Si vero infantes fuerint trans- 
« ducti; quod non suo vitio peccaverint, incunctanter recipi debent.’ 

‘ Ifany one go over from the catholic church to any heresy [or sect] 

‘and do return again to the church; it is resolved that penance be 
‘not denied to such an one; because he acknowledges his fault. 
‘ Let him be in a state of penance for ten years, and after ten years 
‘he ought to be admitted to communion. But if they were infants 
‘ when they were carried over ; inasmuch as it was not by their own 
‘ fault that they sinned, they ought to be admitted presently.’ 

Here is indeed no express mention of these infants having been 

¢ Part ii. ch. vi. sect. 1. ἃ Part ii. ch. ix. sect.15, 16, 17. 
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baptized in the catholic church before they were carried over to the - 
sect. But inasmuch as they are said to be ¢ransducti, ‘ carried over’ 

from the catholic church ; it is, I think, plainly implied. For the 
phrase of all antiquity is not to call any one of the church till he be 

baptized. Be he infant or adult that is designed to be a Christian, 

till he be baptized they call him catechumenus: and a catechumen is 
not yet of the church. We perceive by St. Austin in many places,¢ 
that it was a common thing for the neighbours or any visitant to ask 

concerning a Christian’s infant child, is he fidelis or catechumenus ? 
i.e. is he yet baptized or not? So that an infant or adult person was 
not reckoned jidelis or of the church till his baptism. And therefore 
to speak of infants conveyed over from the catholic church to any 
sect, is to suppose them first baptized in the catholic church, and 
afterward by their parents or others carried to the congregations of 
the sectaries, and educated in that way. The council decrees that 

such upon their return to the catholic church shall be received with- 
out any penance. 

Concerning the time of this council, I shall not enter into any of 
the nice inquiries. Almost all chronologers place it as I here do, viz. 

anno Dom. 305. Baluzius will have it to be ten or fifteen years later. 
A main exception against moving the date of it any lower is, that 

a great many of the canons of it do enact what penance is necessary 
in the several cases of such as through fear do deny the Christian 

religion, or comply to sacrifice to the idol gods. This is a sign that 

persecution reigned at that time, at least in Spain: but every body 
knows that a little after this time persecution for the Christian 
religion ceased in all the world. 

11. That which will make a reader, that is not acquainted with 

antiquity, wonder is, that these ancient fathers do inflict so severe a 
penance on those that had run into any sect. They ordain that such 
must be kept in a state of penance (i.e. of humiliation and asking: 
pardon of God and the church) for ten years’ time before they be 

admitted to full communion: except they were infants when they 
were carried over. 

The commonness of a sin does in most men wonderfully abate the 

sense of the guilt of it. Nowadays if men have run into schism, and 
do afterwards think fit to return to the church; they are so far from 

being sensible of any guilt that they have incurred, that they think 
their very return does lay a great obligation on the church. In short, 
many Christians that take the word of God, not as it lies, but as 

e Serm. 14. de Verbis Apost. et alibi. 
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their prejudices have represented, do think that adultery indeed is a 
sin, and drunkenness is a sin, but that schism is none. 

But all the ancient Christians do express the same sentiment of 

the guilt of schism as St. Paul does, whof reckons those that make 
divisions, seditions, and heresies in the church among the most 
capital offenders, which shall not inherit the kingdom of God: such as 

murderers, adulterers, &c., and commands that they be excommuni- 

cated, or avoideds by all good Christians. Nor has God ever passed 
any act of indulgence or toleration in abatement of that law. 

CHAP. VIII. 

A Quotation out of the Council of Neocesarea. {anno 314.] 

§ I. THOUGH this council mentions nothing at all about infants 

or their baptism; yet Grotiush seems to himself to have found a 

proof out of it that many in that age judged that they are not to be 

baptized. Bp.'Taylori from him, and from them others, prosecute 

the argument. 

So much is plain, that some about that time and place had put 

this question; whether a woman with child, that had a mind to 

become a Christian and be baptized, might conveniently receive 

baptism during her going with child, or must stay till she was deli- 

vered. And it is agreed likewise that the reason of the doubt was, 

because when she was immersed into the water, the child in her 

womb did seem to some to be baptized with her: and consequently 

they were apt to argue that that child must not be baptized, or 

would not need to be baptized, afterward for itself. This any one 

will conclude from the words of the council, which are these : 

Concilii Neocesariensis, canon 6. 

Περὶ κυοφορούσης, ὅτι δεῖ φωτίζεσθαι ὁπότε Bovderau Οὐδὲν γὰρ ἐν 

τούτῳ κοινωνεῖ 1) τίκτουσα τῷ τικτομένῳ᾽ διὰ τὸ ἑκάστου ἰδίαν τὴν προαί- 

ρεσιν τὴν ἐπὶ τῇ ὁμολογίᾳ δείκνυσθαι. 

.Α woman with child may be baptized when she pleases. For 

‘the mother in this matter communicates nothing to the child: 

‘ because in the profession every one’s own [or peculiar] resolution 

‘is declared [or because every one’s resolution at the profession 15 

‘ declared to be peculiar to himself.’] 

II. The argument of the antipedobaptists from this passage is, 

that both those that raised the doubt, and the council that resolved 

f Gal. v. 19, 20. h Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. 

Ε Rom. xvi. 17. i Liberty of Prophesying. 
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it, must have been of opinion that it is unlawful to baptize an " 
infant. 

For, say they, those men that scrupled the baptizing of a woman 
with child, scrupled it for this reason, because they thought that in 

so doing they baptized the child too; which to do had been no ab- 

surdity supposing the baptism of an infant to be lawful: it would 

have been only the doing of both under one. 
And also the fathers of the council, say they, do seem to grant 

that the baptizing of the child would be unlawful : for they give that 
reason why they allow the baptizing of the woman, ‘ because her 

‘ baptism communicates nothing to the child.’ 

And besides, the fathers (as these men construe their words) do 
determine that in the baptismal profession every person must declare 
his own choice or resolution, which it is impossible for the infant in 

the womb, or any other infant to do. 

III. The pedobaptists say, that this is a wide mistake of the 
meaning of those that raised the doubt, and of the council in re- 

solving it. For that it was no more than this: 

They that scrupled the baptizing of such a woman, scrupled it for 
this reason; because it would be a disputable case whether the child 

in her womb were to be accounted as baptized by its mother’s bap- 

tism or not: and so when that child was born, they should be in 

great perplexity whether they must baptize it or not. For if they 

did, there would be danger that it would be baptized twice: and if 

they did not, it was questionable whether it had any baptism at all. 
And that therefore it was better the woman should stay till she were 
delivered, and then she might be baptized for herself and the child 

for itself. 
But the bishops in council (considering, as it is likely, the danger 

of the woman’s death in the meanwhile) determined otherwise ; that 

she might be baptized if she would ; and that there was no ground 
for the aforesaid scruple or perplexity about the child’s baptism, for 

that it was a plain case that the child is not to be accounted as bap- 
tized by its mother’s baptism; for that such a woman’s baptism 
reaches no further than herself, and is not communicated to the child 

in her womb; and give this reason; because ‘the profession that 

“any one makes at baptism, declares ἰδίαν προαίρεσιν, a resolution 

‘ for desire to be baptized] that is peculiar to themselves :’ and 
so the woman in this case does not desire or demand the baptism at 

that time for her child, but for herself only. 

IV. If the reader will please to turn back and read the words once 
again with any attention, he will see that they are, as to the main of 
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the determination, applicable to either of these senses. If the bishops 
had thought baptizing of infants unlawful, they would have deter- 

mined this case much as they do, but it 15 no kind of proof that they 

did think so: because if they meant only to take away the perplexity 
about baptizing the child, when born, they must also determine it as 

they do. 

But the learned reader will likewise observe that there is some- 

thing in the propriety of the phrase in the last clause that does 

incline it to this latter sense; and that is the notation of the 

word ἴδιος which properly signifies any thing ‘ peculiar to one’s 

‘self;’ and the repetition of the article τὴν before the words ἐπὶ τῇ 

ὁμολογίᾳ. 

If the bishops had meant to determine that the child could not be 
supposed to be baptized with its mother for this reason, because in 
baptismal profession every one must declare his own choice; and so 
an infant could not be baptized: they would have expressed that 

latter clause thus, διὰ τὸ ἕκαστον δεῖν ἑαυτοῦ τὴν προαίρεσιν ἐν τῇ 

ὁμολογίᾳ δείκνυναι, ‘ because every one must make his own choice at 
‘ the profession.” But when they say, διὰ τὸ ἑκάστου ἰδίαν τὴν προαί- 

peow τὴν ἐν τῇ ὁμολογίᾳ δείκνυσθαι, they do (as any critic will observe) 

express this sense ; ‘ because the choice which is made at the [bap- 
‘ tismal] profession, is declared by every one peculiar to himself.’ 
And so it is only a reason of what they had said last; ‘that the 
‘mother communicates nothing to the child’ and not any reason 
against the baptizing of an infant. 

V. Before I go farther, I esteem it very material to οἶδ ες ας by the 
by this emphasis of the onl ἴδιος, for apprehending the force of a 

text of St: Paul against the Polygamists. These men presume to say, 
that there is no prohibition in the New Testament of the plurality 
of wives to one man. St. Paul, 1 Cor, vii. 1, 2, persuades people, if 
they can be so content, to an absolute continence ; but if they cannot, 

he allows marriage ; but with this limitation, ἕκαστος τὴν ἑαυτοῦ yu- 
vaika ἐχέτω, καὶ ἑκάστη τὸν ἴδιον ἄνδρα ἐχέτω. The true translation of 

which words is, ‘ Let every man have his own wife, and let every 
“ woman have a husband peculiar to her.’ 

For as, when Aristotle says, ἴδιον τοῦτο τοῖς ἀνθρώποις" it were a 
very imperfect rendering to translate it, “men have this of their 
‘own: which ought to be, ‘This is proper or peculiar to men.’ 
And where he says ὁ δὲ βάτραχος ἰδίαν ἔχει τὴν yAdooav: to say, 
‘ Frogs make their own noise,’ would not reach the sense: which 1s, 
that ‘ Frogs make a noise peculiar to themselves.’—So it is an im- 
perfect translation of the foresaid words of the apostle, which our 
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English gives, Let every woman have her own husband. The word 
signifies, one peculiar to her. 

VI. But to return to our business : Grotius, among the arguments 
with which he endeavours to uphold the cause of the antipzdobap- 

tists, produces two commentators on this canon, Balsamon and 

Zonaras, who (as he would represent their meaning) interpret it as 
if the council had understood infant-baptism to be unlawful. Grotius’ 

words are these: ‘ How much soever the commentators draw it to 
‘ another sense ; it is plain that the doubt concerning the baptizing 

‘women great with child, was for that reason, because the child 

‘ might seem to be baptized together with its mother; and a child 
‘ was not wont to be baptized but upon its own will and professioni.’ 
And so Balsamon explains it, Compend. Canon. tit. 4. ‘That cannot 

‘ be enlightened [or baptized] because it is not yet come into the 
‘light, nor has any choice of the divine baptism.’ And also Zonaras, 
‘ The child that is now in the womb has need of baptism then when 
“it shall be able to choose.’ 

Any one that reads this would conclude that Balsamon and Zo- 
naras at least (if not the Neocesarean fathers) were antipedobaptists : 

if he be one that does not understand that there are most full and 
evident records of the time in which these two men lived, (which 

was the twelfth century,) and that there was then no such thing as 
antipedobaptism in the Greek church, in which Balsamon was pa- 
triarch of Antioch. 

VII. Rivetk, Marshall, &c., do accuse Grotius of partiality and 

foul dealing in general in his pleading the cause of the antipeedobap- 
tists, and particularly in this place. And though the opinion of 
Balsamon and Zonaras be not of that moment as to make it worth 
the while to repeat their words, (since they had at that distance no 
better opportunity of knowing the mind of the council than we 
now have,) yet I will set them down something at large, that the 
reader may see if he can acquit that great man of the crime of 
prevarication. 

Balsamon’s comment on that canon is this: ‘Some had said, “that 

‘women which come over from the heathens to the church great 
‘ with child ought not to be baptized, but to stay till they were deli- 

“ vered ; lest when the mother is baptized, the child in her womb 

“ do seem to be baptized too, as being altogether united to her: and 

i Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. ofthe ‘Opera Theologica’ of Rivetus, pub- 
k [See ‘Hugonis Grotii Annotata in lished at Rotterdam in 1651-60, p. 925 

‘ Consultationem G. Cassandri, cum ani- —g76. The particular passage here al- 
‘madversionibus Andre Riveti:’ this luded to by Dr. Wall occurs at p. 941.] 
Treatise is contained in the third volume 

WALL, VOL. I. H 
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“so when it is born it will either be left unbaptized, or if it be bap- 
‘ tized it may be accounted to be twice baptized.’ The fathers 
‘ therefore, not allowing this contradiction, appointed that such 
‘women may be baptized without any scruple when they please: for 

‘ that the woman has nothing common with the child in her womb 

‘in the concern of baptism: espeically, say they, when as to every 

‘one in baptism his own promising is necessary. But the embryo 

“ [ἐστερημένον διαθέσεως] having not the qualification [or disposition, 

‘or affection] cannot make the profession at baptism. And that 

“ clause, “ when they please,” was added to the canon because of some 

‘that say, “ Before the embryo be formed in a human creature, the 
‘woman may be baptized without scruple, but not conveniently 

“ afterward ; because the child in her womb then is in the same case 

‘as infants newly born, which cannot make profession.” The fathers 
‘therefore said, that it is at the woman’s pleasure to be baptized 
‘ when she will; because in what state the embryo is none can tell, 

‘nor be sponsor for it: but infants do promise by their sponsors, 
“ and being actually baptized have the heavenly illumination granted 
‘ to them.’ 

And in his glosses upon Photius’? Nomocanon, tit. 4. 6. 10, he says, 

‘ There was a question made, whether a woman with child might be 

‘ baptized: for some said, “ Because the child in the womb is united 
‘ to the mother as a part of her, and cannot be enlightened [or bap- 
‘ tized] with the mother, because it is not yet come into the light, 

‘nor has any choice of the profession of the divine baptism; there- 
‘ fore the mother ought not to be baptized, but to stay till the child 
“be born: lest one part of her be enlightened, and the other remain 
‘unenlightened. And if the child be baptized with the mother’s 

‘ baptism, then, if it be baptized after it is born, it will prove to be 

‘twice baptized, which is absurd.” Therefore the synod of Neo- 
‘ eesarea resolve the doubt in their sixth canon,’ &e. 

Zonaras’ words are these in his comment on the said canon: ‘ It 
‘determines that women with child may be baptized when they 

‘please. And whereas some affirmed, “that the fcetus is baptized 

‘ together with the mother, and that therefore the infant when born 

“ must not be baptized, lest it should have a double baptism :” there- 
‘fore were those words added, “for the mother in this matter 

‘communicates nothing to the child,” 1. 6. for the mother only and 
‘not the child is made partaker of holy baptism. Because, says 
“he, for the profession of being joined to Christ the choice of every 

“one is required. And by it is shewn whether he come to holy 
‘ baptism with a willing mind. And because in the feetus that is 
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“enclosed in the mother’s womb there is no choice, it is not to be 

‘accounted to have received baptism; and therefore it has need of 

‘ baptism again when it shall be able to choose.’ 

These two commentators do indeed understand the last clause of 

the canon in that sense which I shewed even now not to be the true 

sense, nor according to the rules of critics. But yet 1t was not fair 

in Grotius to represent them as being themselves, or supposing the 

council to be, against infant baptism; since as it appears that they 

suppose every one’s choice to be necessary at baptism; so it likewise 
appears that an infant’s choice and promise made by its sponsors or 

godfathers is the choice and promise they speak of. Besides that he 

quoting scraps of sentences, produces as Balsamon’s own words that 

which Balsamon had brought in as pleaded by others; and also 

something altered, as the reader will see by comparing. 

VIII. The issue of the dispute is; the council say in this matter, 

what any one, whether pedobaptist or antipedobaptist, would say ; 
and therefore the proof that they were of one or of the other opinion 

must be taken from some other evidence: for these words make 

neither for the one nor the other. And since we are now come so 

low as within sixty years of the time of St. Austin, Pelagius, &c., and 
they, as I shall shew! presently, do declare that they never read or 

heard of any Christians that were against infant-baptism ; it were a 

strange thing to suppose that there should have been a council so 

late as under the reign of Constantine (as this council was) and they 
never to have read or heard of it. No man can think but they had 

heard of this council, which was but a little before the time of their 

birth. It is plain therefore that they took the meaning of it not to 
have been against infant-baptism. 

St. Austin sometimes speaks of this case of a woman baptized 

while great with child: and he does not only determine it as these 
bishops do, but he speaks of it as a clear case; perhaps because he 

knew it had been determined in this council. He takes occasion to 

mention it, lib. vi. Contra Julianum, ὁ. 5, where he is shewing the 

weakness of that argument of the Pelagians, who said, that if ori- 

ginal sin be the cause why infants are baptized, then the child 

that was born of Christian and baptized parents would not, need to 

be baptized, as being born of those that were cleansed of that sin, 

and of a mother whose body was the temple of the Holy Spirit. 

He says among other things, this: 

‘That the mother’s body should be the temple of God is the 

1 Ch. xix. ὃ 17, and 29, 30. ὅς. ad 40. 

ΗΠ 2 
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‘benefit of grace not of nature: which grace is conveyed not by 
‘ birth, but by regeneration. _ For if that which is conceived in the 
‘ mother’s body did belong to it, so as to be accounted a part of it, 

‘ then an infant whose mother was, upon some danger of death, bap- 

‘ tized while she was great with him, would not need to be baptized. 
ς But now when such an infant is baptized, he will not be accounted 

‘ twice baptized. Therefore when he was in the womb of his mother, 
“he did not appertain to it: and yet he was formed in a temple of 

‘ God, but so as not to be himself the temple of God’ And he has 
the same instance over again, c. 6. 

IX. Some learned men have given their conjectures of the occasion 
of this doubt, viz. what should make some people of this country take 

up an opinion, that if a woman with child were baptized, her child 
when born would have no need of baptism: and they give a very 
probable account of 10.} Several Jews were dispersed in these parts : 

and the rabbies of the Jews had this rule concerning the baptism of 
proselytes ; ‘If a woman great with child become a proselyte, and 

‘be baptized; her child needs not baptism when it is born: as I 

shewed in the introduction. 

CHAP. TX 

A Quotation out of Optatus Milevitanus. 

§ I. THIS bishop living in Africa had occasion to write several 
as. books against the schism of the Donatists. Some part of 

(4D. 36°.) the controversy between them and the catholics was about 
baptism: but not about infant-baptism, as a certain writer of small 

reading has mistaken the matter. It was whether baptism given by 

an ill minister were valid, or must be renewed? and whether the 

catholics were so corrupt a church, as that all baptized by them, 
whether in infancy or at age, must be baptized afresh by some such 
pure men as the Donatists were ? 

Otherwise the doctrine and practice of baptism was the same 
with both the parties. 

This appears plainly by what this author says in way of persuad- 
ing them to break off their schism: ‘ The ecclesiastical management 
‘is one and the same with us and you. Though men’s minds are 

‘at variance, the sacraments are at none. And we may say, we 
‘believe alike, and are sealed with one and the same seal: no 

otherwise baptized than you, ‘ nor otherwise ordained than you are. 
‘We read the scripture alike: we pray to the same God. The 

! Hammond’s Six Queries, Inft. Bapt.§ 109. Lightfoot’s Hor. Hebr. Matt. iii. 
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‘Lord’s Prayer is the same with us and you™, &e. The same 
thing is affirmed by St. Austin. He owns their baptism, ordina- 
tion, &c., to be rightly performed: he blames nothing in them but 

their separation. And by Cresconius the Donatist, who has these 
words to the catholics ; ‘There is between us and you one religion, 

‘the same sacraments, nothing in the Christian ceremonies different. 

‘It is a schism that is between us, not a heresy°.’ 

II. But that which I mean to quote, and is all that he has occa- 
sion to say about infant-baptism, is this: 

Lh. quinto de Schismate Donatistarum, prope finem. [cap. το. p. 89. | 

He had been there comparing a Christian’s putting on Christ in 

baptism, to the putting on of a garment, and had called Christ so 
put on, ‘tunicam natantem in aquis,’ ‘a garment swimming in the 
‘water.’ And then says, 

‘Sed ne quis dicat, temere a me Filium Dei vestem esse dictum ; 
‘legat apostolum dicentem; Quwotquot in nomine Christi baptizati 
“ estis, Christum induistis. O tunica semper una, et innumerabilisP, 

* que decenter vestiat et omnes ewtates et formas: nec im infantibus 

‘ yugatur, nee in juvenibus tenditur, nec in feminis immutatur.’ 

‘ But lest any one should say, I speak irreverently, in calling 

‘Christ @ garment: let him read what the apostle says, ds many of 

«you as have been baptized in the name of Christ have put on Christ. 

“ΟἹ what @ garment is this, that is always one and never renewed, 

‘ that decently fits all ages and all shapes! It is neither too big: for 
‘infants nor too little for men, and without any alteration fits 

‘women.’ He goes on to shew how it may be also compared to 
the wedding garment, ὅσο. This needs no note. 

CHAP. X. 

A Quotation out of St. Gregory Nazianzen, concerning St. Basil’s 

Baptism in his Infancy. 

$I. THIS quotation might have been placed thirty or forty 

years sooner, (at which time St. Basil must have been born,) be- 

cause it recites a matter of fact done then. But I set it at this 

year, because this author that mentions it, began at this time to be 

aman of note in the church, (a presbyter and writer of books, &c.) 

though he preached the sermon that I shall cite about twenty years 
after. 

m Lib. 111. de Schismate Donatist. Cresconium, ὁ. 3. 
prope finem. P {N.B. Du Pin’s edition reads ‘ im- 

n Kpist. ad Theodorum Donatist. mutabilis :’ but I have left the text as 
© Apud Augustinum lib. 11. contra Dr. Wall gave and translated it.] 
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Some that have gone about to draw up a catalogue of persons 

not baptized in infancy, though born of Christian parents, have 

reckoned St. Basil among them: but the evidence they bring is 

out of spurious and forged authors, as I shall shew in its place4. 
And in the mean time I shall produce the authority of a piece that 
all acknowledge to be genuine, which, I think, shews that he was 
baptized in infancy. 

St. Gregory Nazianzen was contemporary with St. Basil, and so 
well acquainted with him, as that it is impossible any one should 

have been more: and though he seems to have been something the 
older man, yet he lived to preach a sermon in commendation of 
him, in the nature of a funeral sermon, though it was some time 

after his death. 

In that sermon he recites several passages of his parentage, birth, 

life, and death: and among them, the passage, which I take to 

relate to his baptism, 1s penned in such a rhetorical and figurative 
periphrasis, that taking it by itself, one is not sure whether he 

means baptism by it or something else. But since the first reading 
of it, I have observed in another discourse of his, the very same 

description applied plainly and purposely to baptism: which, to- 

gether with the probability that it carries in itself, convinces me 

(and I suppose will the reader, when he compares them) that it 15 

so to be applied in that sermon concerning St. Basil. 
I shall first give the words by which he describes baptism, in his 

Oratio in Sanctum Baptisma ; Or. 40. § 2.7 

Τρίσσην γέννησιν ἡμῖν οἷδεν ὁ λόγος, τὴν ἐκ σωμάτων, τὴν ἐκ βαπτί- 

σματος, καὶ τὴν ἐξ ἀναστάσεως. Τούτων δὲ, ἡ μὲν νυκτερινή τέ ἐστι, 

καὶ δούλη, καὶ ἐμπαθής. Ἢ δὲ ἡμερινὴ, καὶ ἐλευθέρα, καὶ λυτικὴ παθῶν, 

πᾶν τὸ ἀπὸ γενέσεως κάλυμμα περιτέμνουσα, καὶ πρὸς τὴν ἄνω ζωὴν 

ἐπανάγουσα' ἣ δὲ φοβερωτέρα, καὶ συντομωτέρα, πᾶν τὸ πλᾶσμα συνά- 

γουσα ἐν βραχεῖ, τῷ πλάστῃ παραστησόμενον. 

‘ Religion teaches us that there are three sorts of generation or 

‘ formation: that of our bodies; that of baptism; and that of the 
‘resurrection. The first of these is of the night, and is servile, and 

‘ tainted with lust. The second is of the day, and is free and power- 
‘ful against lust, and takes away all that veil [or darkness] con- 
‘ tracted in our birth [or generation], and renews us to the supernal 
‘life. The last is more dreadful and sudden, bringing together in 

‘a moment all the creation, to be set before their Creator.’ 

And a little after, among other titles that he gives to baptism, 

q Part ii. ch. 3. ὃ 5. r Prope ab initio. 
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he calls it πλάσματος ἐπανόρθωσιν, ‘ the amendment [or rectifying’ 

of our formation.’ 

All that I produce this here for, is to observe the phrase or 

description that he gives to baptism. He calls our natural gene- 
ration, nocturnal, or of the mght; but the baptismal generation, 

diurnal, or of the day. And Nicetas there observes, that the name 

is taken from those words of David, Psal. exxxix. 16, where the 

translation of the Septuagint (which was in use with them) reads 
(much different from our English), ἐπὶ τὸ βιβλίον σοῦ πάντες ypa- 

φήσονται: ἡμέρας πλασθήσονται. ‘They shall all be written in thy 
“book: they shall be formed by day.’ 

II. Now see what he says of St. Basil, Yunebr. Orat. in laudem 

Basilii ; Orat. 20. [ed. Benedict. 43. § 12.] 
He had spoken of his progenitors, many of whom were martyrs 

for. Christ, and of the piety of his father Basil, who, it seems, was a 

man in holy orders: and of his mother Emmelia: and making an 

end of that prefatory discourse, he says, 

Φέρε τὰ κατ᾽ αὐτὸν θεωρήσωμεν. Τὰ μὲν δὴ πρῶτα τῆς ἡλικίας ὑπὸ 

τῷ μεγάλῳ πατρὶ, ὃν κοινὸν παιδευτὴν ἀρετῆς ὁ Πόντος τηνικαῦτα πρου- 

βάλλετο, σπαργανοῦται καὶ διαπλάττεται πλάσιν τὴν ἀρίστην τὲ καὶ 

καθαρωτάτην, ἣν ἡμερινὴν ὁ Θεῖος Δάβιδ καλῶς ὀνομάζει, καὶ τῆς νυκτε- 

ρινῆς ἀντίθετον. 

‘Now let us contemplate the affairs that relate to him himself. 
‘In the beginning then of his age he was by his excellent father, 

‘ who was at that time a public teacher of virtue in the country of 

‘ Pontus, swaddled, as I may call it, and formed with that best and 

‘most pure formation, which divine David rightly names “ of the 
‘ day,’ and which is opposed to that of the might.’ 

Billius in his note on these words says, ‘he means the formation 

“ of baptism, or rather of manners: which David calls “ of the day,” 

‘ saying they shall be formed by day : for so it is to be read. Which 

‘ excellent formation is opposite to that of the mght, which is by 

‘ copulation, and is sordid, and a work of darkness.’ 

But I believe Billius had not animadverted (what I here observe) 

that it is the very same phrase which he uses in the other sermon, 

for baptism. TI also at the first reading thought it uncertain which 

he meant, baptism, or good education in manners: but the hkeness 
of a phrase so singular seems to determine it. They of that time 

seem to have understood that verse of the psalm, as speaking: before 

of the Christian baptism. 
This formation appears to have been given in infancy, both by 

the words τὰ πρῶτα τῆς ἡλικίας, ‘in the beginning of his age ;? and 
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also by the emphasis of the word σπαργανοῦται, which signifies the 
binding or first fashioning of the body of an infant in swaddling 
clothes ; and also by the orderly method in which he proceeds: for 

he mentions in the next paragraph to this his childhood, in which 

he was educated at home, and ‘by the instructions that are first in 

‘order and proper for a child, fitted for the perfection he was to 
‘ arrive at afterward,’ (therefore the foregoing paragraph must have 

referred to his infancy.) Then he proceeds to tell, that when he 
was a boy big enough, he was sent to school to Cesarea, then to 

Byzantium, and then to the university of Athens: where it was 
that Gregory, who knew him before, (at Caesarea I suppose,) entered, 
as he says, into that strict league of friendship with him which 

lasted during their joint lives: and in which they seemed, as he ex- 
presses it, to have ‘both but one soul informing two bodies.’ After 
this he relates how he went into orders, and came, in process of 
time, to be bishop of Czesarea, and so famous a man as he was. 

Ill. From this methodical enumerating all the material passages 
and actions of his life, arises another proof that he must have been 

baptized in infancy ; and that the passage which I mentioned must 
be meant of that: because in all the passages of his life afterward 
he never mentions any thing of his baptism, which it had been im- 
possible to omit if he had received it after any considerable time of 
his life had passed. 

Also I do not see what else he can mean than St. Basil’s baptism 

in infancy, by another expression which he has in the same oration. 
He is comparing Basil to each of the patriarchs and holy men of 

the Old Testament, Abraham, Moses, &ec., and he shews how he 

had something in his temper, and in the passages of his life, like to 

something in every one of theirs. Among the rest he compares 
him to Samuel, and says [ᾧ 73], 

Σαμουὴλ ἐν τοῖς ἐπικαλουμένοις TO ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, καὶ Θεῷ δοτὸς πρὸ 

γενέσεως, καὶ μετὰ τὴν γέννησιν εὐθὺς ἱερὸς, καὶ χρίων βασιλέας καὶ 

ἱερέας διὰ τοῦ κέρατος. Οὗτος δὲ, οὐκ ἐκ βρέφους Θεῷ καθιερωμένος 

ἀπὸ μήτρας, καὶ μετὰ τῆς διπλοΐδος ἐπιδεδομένος τῷ βήματι, καὶ βλέπων 

τὰ ἐπουράνια, καὶ Χριστὸς Κυρίου ἣν καὶ χρίστης τῶν τελειουμένων ἐκ 

πνεύματος : 

‘Samuel among them that call upon his name, was both given 
‘for promised] before he was born, and presently after his birth 
“was consecrated, and he became an anointer of kings and priests, 

‘out of a horn. And was not this man (Basil) consecrated to God 
‘in his infaney from the womb, and carried to the steps [or font] 

‘ina coat? Did he not become a seer of heavenly things, and an 



cH. x. ᾧ 3.-x1. §1.] δέ. Gregory Nazianzen. 105 

‘ anointed of the Lord, and an anointer of such as were initiated by 

‘the Spirit ?’ 
The word βῆμα properly signifies steps. It is ordinarily taken 

for a pulpit, to which one goes up by steps: and it may signify a 
font or baptistery, to which they did go down by steps. But the 

coat in which he says Basil was offered to God (alluding to the 
child’s coat which was made for Samuel by his mother) cannot well 
be supposed to have been any thing but the albs used at baptism. 

And this, he says, was in his infancy. 

The instance of Samuel dedicated in infancy, is one which this 
father does at other places make use of for a comparison or example 
of a Christian’s child baptized in infancy : as will be seen in the next 
chapter; where speaking to some tender mothers that were afraid, 

it seems, of putting their infants into the water at baptism, he 
says, ‘ Thou art afraid as a fainthearted mother, ἕο. ‘ But Hannah, 

‘before Samuel was born, devoted him to God: and when he was 

‘ born, presently consecrated him, and brought him up in a priestly 

‘coat. The very thing that he says here of St. Basil’s parents. 

CHAP, ΧΙ. 

Other Quotations out of St.Gregory Nazianzen concerning the Doctrine 

of Infant-Baptism. 

§ I. THIS father was not himself baptized in infancy: and if it 
be true that he was born after the time that his father was a Christ- 

ian and in holy orders, (of which the antipedobaptists do give 

probable evidence,) he had the most reason of any one in those 
times to be prejudiced against the doctrine of the necessity of infant- 
baptism; which he could not urge himself, nor hear urged by 
others, without some reproach thereby cast on the conduct οἵ his 
father, for whom he always expressed a great reverence; though 

other writers give him but a mean character, and shew that the 

son’s prudences and skill was found necessary to retrieve the father’s 

credit and the esteem of the people, and to preserve him from being 
overwitted by the Arians, or frighted by their power. 

So much is certain, that of all the instances brought by the anti- 
pedobaptists of men who being baptized Christians themselves, yet 

did not baptize their children in infancy, there is a better appear- 
ance of proof in this man’s father’s case than in any other. Of 

which instances I must treat more largely in a chaptert on purpose ; 

s Greg. Presbyter. in Vita Naz. t Part ii. ch. 3. 
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and at present give account of what this author himself speaks of 
the doctrine of infant-baptism. 

If. All that I have to produce is taken out of his sermon that I 
mentioned before; viz. his 

Oratio de Baptismo, Or. 40. 

In which he both persuades those of his hearers, who had not yet 

so throughly embraced Christianity as to be baptized into it, that 

they would without delay be partakers of it, and also speaks some- 

thing concerning the necessity of it to infants. 

Of this oration I will give a short abstract, setting down the 

original of such passages only, as do, some way, aflect the question 

in hand. 

After some commendations of baptism, he proceeds [ᾧ 4.] to 

mention the names or titles by which it is called, which are these : 

‘The gift, the grace, baptism or washing, the anointing, the laver 

‘ of regeneration, the amending of our make,’ or formation, ‘the 

“seal :’ and explains the reason of these several appellations. 

Then having spoken of man’s natural and original corruption, he 

says, ‘God has not left his creature without a remedy; but as he 

‘ first made us, so he renews us by this divine formation: ἡ τοῖς 

μὲν ἀρχομένοις ἐστὶ σφραγὶς, τοῖς δὲ τελειοτέροις τὴν ἡλικίαν καὶ χάρι- 

σμα, καὶ τῆς πεσούσης εἰκόνος διὰ τὴν κακίαν ἐπανόρθωσις. ‘ which as it 

“is a seal for such persons as newly enter into life; so to those that 

‘are adult it is a grace, and the restoring of the image which they 
‘had lost.’ [§ 7.] 

Then he says, the force and effect of baptism is, ‘a covenant 

‘with God of a new and holy life’ and argues from thence how 

careful we ought to be to keep it entire, ‘and that,’ says he, οὐκ 

οὔσης δευτέρας ἀναγεννήσεως, “ because there is no regeneration to be 
‘had afterward. Yet he grants there is repentance afterward: but 

that leaves a scar, and requires a long time, and many tears; which 

we know not whether God will give us a space for. (They, as I 

observed before, gave the name of regeneration to no other but the 

baptismal renewing.) [ὁ 8.] 
Then he warns them of the tentations that they must expect 

after their baptism, and how they must oppose and overcome them. 

[§ το] 
Il. Against the delay of baptism, he minds them of the danger 

of missing it by sudden death: and how much more creditable and 
comfortable it is to receive it voluntarily in the time of health and 
strength, than in time of necessity on a sick bed, ‘ when the tongue 

‘ falters, and can hardly utter the words of the holy initiation ; and 
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‘the washing is more like the washing of a corpse than religious 
‘baptism.’ That a generous mind will desire not only the forgive- 
ness of sins, but also the reward promised to virtuous actions, for 

which there must some time be allowed between baptism and death. 

ΠΕΣ 129] 
That there are three sorts of persons very different, though all of 

them may be saved; ‘the slave, the mercenary, and the son.’ The 

first minds no more than the escaping of punishment: the second 
regards nothing but the pay: the son’s mind is full of duty and 

love to his father. That all other good things we desire to enjoy 
as soon as may be: and so we ought to do this freedom from sin. 

[$ 13.] 
That the Devil would indeed entice us to give him the present, 

and God the remainder; him the flower of our age, and God the 

dregs. But that we must consider the many hazards we are sub- 

ject to: ‘the chance of war, an earthquake, the sea, a wild beast, a 

« disease, a crumb of bread, a surfeit, a precipice, a horse, a medicine, 

“a tyrant,’ ὅζο. [$ 14.] 
Then he answers the pretences which the half Christians of those 

times made for their delay. As, ‘I am afraid I shall not keep the 
< grace of baptism unstained, and so will not take my cleansing yet, 

‘as having none to take afterward. Oh crafty imposture,’ says 
he, ‘of the evil spirit! He is indeed darkness, yet he counterfeits 

‘light. When he does not prevail by open war, he lays his snares. 
‘When he cannot bring thee to despise baptism, he would cheat 
“thee of it by overmuch caution, ἕο. ‘He sets on all ages, and 

‘must be resisted in all.’ [ὃ 16.] ‘ Art thou a youth? fight against 

« pleasures and passions with this auxiliary strength: list thyself in 
© God’s army,’ &c.—‘ Art thou old? let thy gray hairs hasten thee: 
* strengthen thy old age with baptism,’ &c. Νήπιόν ἐστί σοι; μὴ 

λαβέτω καιρὸν ἣ κακία᾽ ἐκ βρέφους ἁγιασθήτω, ἐξ ὀνύχων καθιερωθήτω 

πῷ Πνεύματι. Σὺ δέδοικας τὴν σφραγῖδα διὰ τὸ τῆς φύσεως ἀσθενές ; 

ὡς μικρόψυχος ἣ μήτηρ καὶ ὀλιγόπιστος. 7 ΓΑννα δὲ, καὶ πρὶν ἢ γεννη- 

θῆναι τὸν Σαμουὴλ, καθυπέσχετο τῷ Θεῷ, καὶ γεννηθέντα ἱερὸν εὐθὺς 

ποιεῖ, καὶ τῇ ἱερατικῇ στολῇ συνανέθρεψεν, οὐ τὸ ἀνθρώπινον φοβηθεῖσα. 

τῷ δὲ Θεῷ πιστεύσασα. [ὁ 17.] 

‘ Hast thou an infant-child Ὁ let not wickedness have the advant- 

‘age of time: let him be sanctified from his infancy: let him be 

‘ dedicated from his cradle to [or by] the Spirit. Thou, as a faint- 
‘ hearted mother and of little faith, art afraid of giving him the 
‘ seal because of the weakness of nature. Hannah, before Samuel 

_ © was born, devoted him to God, and as soon as he was born, con- 
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‘ secrated him, and brought him up from the first in a priestly gar- 

‘ment, not fearing for human infirmities, but trusting in God. 

‘ Thou hast no need of amulets or charms; together with which the 
« Devil slides into the minds of shallow persons, drawing to himself 
‘ the veneration that is due to God. Δὸς αὐτῷ τὴν τριάδα, τὸ μέγα 
‘al καλὸν φυλακτήριον. Give to him the Trinity, that great and 

‘ excellent preservative.’ 

He proceeds to stir up all persons in all estates and employments 

to receive baptism: only he would advise those that had places in 
court, to resign, and fly from Sodom, if conveniently they could, 
when they were baptized: (it is to be noted that Valens, a wicked 
and Arian emperor, reigned at that time.) If they could not con- 

veniently, yet to be baptized; and preserve the purity thereof as 
well as they could in so ill a station: that God in judging of our 
lives makes allowance for the circumstances that we are in: ‘that 
‘ for a man that is fettered to get forward a little, is as great praise 
‘as for another to run: for one that travels in a dirty road to be 
‘ but a little bespattered, is more remarkable than for another to be 
‘clean.’ [ὃ 19.] 

V. He next sets upon those men that put off their baptism to 

death or old age, for the love of their sinful pleasures which they 

were unwilling as yet to part with: who said, ‘Where is the ad- 

‘ vantage of taking baptism so soon, and thereby cutting one’s self 
“ off from all the worldly pleasures and delights ? Whereas one may 

‘ enjoy these pleasures in the mean while, and then be baptized at 
‘last. For they that went the earliest to labour in the vineyard 
‘ sped no better than they that came in the latest.’ 

He answers ; ‘ You have saved me a great deal of trouble by your 

‘ making this plea: for you have at last with much ado discovered 
‘the very secret of this delay. And though I dislike your wicked 
‘ purpose; yet 1 commend you for one thing, that you own it with- 
‘ out disguise. 

“Come on then, and give the sense of this parable: and be not 
‘ignorantly scandalized [or drawn into sin] by this place of 
“ scripture. 

‘ First, this is not meant of baptism, but of those who come, 

‘ some sooner, some later, to the faith, [or the knowledge of Christ- 
‘jan religion,| and enter the vineyard, the church: for every one 
‘must labour from that day and hour on which he comes to the 
‘ faith,’ &c. 

‘ Besides, supposing by entering the vineyard baptism be meant, 
‘the parable shews that those that do at all enter the vineyard and 
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‘labour, shall have a reward. But you are in danger to miss of 
‘doing that. If you were sure that notwithstanding this wicked 
‘ contrivance to avoid labouring, you should at last obtain baptism ; 
‘ you might be pardoned in this sordid cunning: but since there is 
‘ danger, that while you take this advantage, you will quite miss of 
‘ the vineyard, &e., take my counsel, lay aside these subtleties, and 

“come with an honest mind to baptism; lest you be taken out of 
‘this life before you attain your purpose, and be found to have 
‘ devised these fallacies to your own destruction.’ [ὁ 20, 21.] 

But you will say, ‘Is not God merciful enough to take in such a 
‘ case the desire of baptism for baptism ?? 

VI. ‘You would have us believe a monstrous thing, if you think 

‘ that God, because he is merciful, will count him enlightened that 

‘is not; and take him into the kingdom of heaven that wishes for 

‘it, but does not perform the things that make the way to it. I 

‘will tell you what is my opinion of this matter; in which, I be- 

‘ lieve, considering men will agree with me.’ [§ 22.] 
“As there are several sorts of those who do obtain the gift of 

‘ baptism: Some were before extremely wicked,’ &e. ‘ Others,’ &c. 

‘So it is hkewise in those who miss of baptism. For 
‘some of them live hke beasts and regard not baptism,’ &e. ‘Some 
“have a value for baptism, but delay the receiving of it, either out 
‘of negligence, or 6. ἀπληστίαν out of greediness longer to enjoy 

‘ their lusts: Οἱ δὲ οὐδὲ εἰσὶν ἐν δυνάμει τοῦ δέξασθαι, ἢ διὰ νηπιότητα 

“ τυχὸν, ἤ τινα τελέως ἀκούσιον περιπέτειαν, ἐξ ἧς οὐδὲ βουλομένοις 

“ αὐτοῖς ὑπάρχει τυχεῖν τοῦ χαρίσματος. But some others have it not 

‘in their own power to receive it, either because of their infaney 

‘perhaps, or by reason of some accident utterly involuntary ; so 

‘ that though they desire it, they have no opportunity to obtain the 
‘oift. As therefore we found much difference among those [that 

‘ do obtain baptism], so there is among these [that miss of it]. 
‘They that wholly scorn it are worse than the negligent or those 

‘that crave longer time. But these are worse than those who fail 

‘of the gift, ἐξ ἀγνοίας καὶ τυραννίδος, by ignorance or constraint : 
“ τυραννὶς yap οὐκ ἀλλό TL ἢ ἀκούσιος διαμαρτία, for constraint is no 

‘ other thing than to miss against one’s will. 
‘ And I think of the first sort, that they shall be punished, as for 

‘their other wickedness, so for their slighting of baptism. And 
‘that the second shall be punished, but in a less degree, because 
‘they are guilty of their own missing it, but rather through folly 
‘ than malice. ‘Tovs δὲ μητὲ δοξασθήσεσθαι μητὲ κολασθήσεσθαι παρὰ 

« τοῦ δικαίου κριτοῦ, ὡς ἀσφραγίστους μὲν, ἀπονήρους δὲ, ἀλλὰ παθόντας 
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ς μᾶλλον τὴν ζημίαν ἢ δρασάντας : but that the last sort will neither 

“be glorified nor punished by the just Judge; as being without the 
‘seal, but not through their own wickedness; and as having suf- 
‘ fered the loss rather than occasioned it. 

‘For he that is not worthy of punishment is not therefore pre- 

‘sently worthy of honour; as he that is not worthy of honour 
“does not therefore deserve punishment. 

‘And I think thus also: If you would condemn for murder a man 

‘that has not murdered, merely because he had a mind so to do; 

‘then let him go with you for a baptized person, who had a mind 

‘to it, but had it not. But if that be absurd, I do not see how 

‘ this can be reasonable. 

“Οὐ if you please, take it thus: If to obtain the effect of baptism 
‘you think it sufficient that you desired baptism, and thereupon 
‘claim the glory of heaven; let the desire of that glory suffice you 

‘ instead of the glory itself: for what matter is it if you go without 
“it, so long as you have the desire of it.” [§ 23.] 

He next blames those that pretended they would stay till Epi- 
phany or Easter or Whitsuntide, and then be baptized. ‘ What will 

“come of this?’ says he, ‘the end of your life will come on a sud- 

‘ den, in a day and hour that you think not of, &c. [ὁ 24.] 

Those that would stay for the presence of their friends and rela- 

tions, or till they had got ready an offering for the church, or a 
present for the baptizer, or a handsome white garment, or provision 

for a treat, he chides in these words: ‘'These things I warrant you 
‘are mighty necessary, and the grace of baptism will be never the 

‘less for want of these. In things of great consequence do not 
‘ stand upon trifling matters. This sacrament is of higher concern,’ 

&e. ‘For an offermg, give yourself. Put on Chnist. Treat me 

‘ with your commendable life. God values nothing but those things 

‘ which the poor have to give as well as the rich,’ &c. [§ 25.] 
It is in like manner that he reproves such as stood on height and 

punctilios, that would have a bishop, or a metropolitan, or the 
bishop of Jerusalem, or (if it were a priest) one that led an unmar- 

ried life, for their baptizer: or that scorned to be baptized together 
with a poor man, or counted the length of the service too tedious. 

He tells them the most acceptable posture or preparation to re- 

ceive it, is a heart inflamed with the desire of it; that God takes 

that for a kindness, if we be earnestly desirous of his kindnesses : 

he takes more pleasure in giving than others in receiving, &c. 

[ἢ 26, 27.] 
VII. He concludes that paragraph with saying, ‘ We must there- 
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‘ fore make it our utmost care that we do not miss of the common 

‘ grace? and then follow these words, [Ἔστω ταῦτα, φησὶ, περὶ τῶν 
“ ͵7 Ν , Ν SN » Ν lal x 7, Ν / 

ἐπιζητούντων τὸ βάπτισμα" τὶ δ᾽ ἂν εἴποις περὶ τῶν ἔτι νηπίων, Kal μήτε 

τῆς ζημίας ἐπαισθανομένων, μήτε τῆς χάριτος ; ἢ καὶ ταῦτα βαπτίσομεν ; 

πάνυγε, εἴπέρ τις ἐπείγοι κίνδυνος. Κρεῖσσον γὰρ ἀναισθήτως ἁγια- 
ox μὴ > mn 5 [ Ν 2 Ψ, ων vs , « tal ε 

σθῆναι, ἢ ἀπελθεῖν ἀσφράγιστα καὶ ἀτέλεστα" καὶ τούτον λόγος ἡμῖν 7 

ὀκταήμερος περιτομῆ. τυπική τις οὖσα σφραγὶς, καὶ ἀλογίστοις ἔτι προσ- 
«ες Ν Ne a lat / Ἂς lal 3 tf / 

ayouern ὡς δὲ καὶ ἡ TOV PALO χρίσις, διὰ τῶν ἀναισθήτων φυλάττουσα 
~ ’ \V τῶν cal ” ᾽ὔ' ye Ν ᾽ὔὕ πὶ Ἴ 

τὰ πρωτότοκα. [Περὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων δίδωμι γνώμην, τὴν τριετίαν ἀναμεί- 

ναντας, 1) μικρὸν ἐντὸς τούτου, ἢ ὑπὲρ τοῦτο, ἡνίκα καὶ ἀκοῦσαί τι μυστι- 
\ Nie , / >) ἊΝ ΝΥ ff / 9 " ἢ 

κὸν καὶ ἀποκρίνεσθαι δύνατον, εἰ καὶ μὴ συνιέντα τελέως ἀλλ᾽ οὖν τυπού- 

μενα, οὕτως ἁγιάζειν καὶ ψυχὰς καὶ σώματα τῷ μεγάλῳ μυστηρίῳ τῆς 

τελειώσεως. ‘Some may say, Suppose this to hold in the case of 

‘ those that can desire baptism: What say you to those that are as 
‘yet infants, and are not in capacity to be sensible either of the 

‘ race or the miss of it? Shall we baptize them too? Yes, by all 
“means, if any danger make it requisite. For it is better that they 

be sanctified without their own sense of it, than that they should 

die wusealed and uninitiated. And a ground of this to us is cireum- 

cision, which was given on the eighth day, and was a typical seal 

[or baptism] and was practised on those that had no use of reason: 
as also the anointing of the doorposts, which preserved the first- 

n 

a 

n 

΄- 

n 

n born by things that have no sense. As for others, I give my 

opinion that they should stay three years or thereabouts, when 
they are capable to hear and answer some of the holy words: and 

though they do not perfectly understand them, yet they form 

them: and that you then sanctify them in soul and body with the 
great sacrament of initiation. For though they are not liable to 

΄ι 

Nn 

n 

n 

n 

n give account of their life before their reason be come to maturity, 
‘ (they having this advantage by their age, that they are not forced 
“το account for the faults they have committed in ignorance,)’ reret- 

χίσθαι δὲ τῷ λουτρῷ παντὶ λόγῳ λυσιτελέστερον, διὰ Tas ἐξαίφνης συμ- 

πιπτούσας ἡμῖν προσβολὰς τῶν κινδύνων, καὶ βοηθείας ἰσχυροτέρας, “ yet 

‘ by reason of those sudden and unexpected assaults of dangers that 
‘are by no endeavour to be prevented, it is by all means advisable 

‘that they be secured by the laver [of baptism].’ [§ 28.] 

Then he answers the objection or pretence which some made from 

our Saviour’s being thirty years old before he was baptized; shew- 

ing the disparity in a great many particulars: one is this, that 
there was no danger in his delaying, who needed no purgation ; 
and besides had the time of his death as well as of his birth at his 

own disposal. ‘But to you,’ says he, ‘there is a great deal of 
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‘danger, if you should depart this life, having been begotten in 
‘ corruption, and not being clothed with incorruption and immor- 
‘ tality.’ [ὃ 29.] 

VIII. The rest of the sermon is spent, partly in teaching them 

how to prepare themselves, viz. by fasting, watching, prayer, alms- 
deeds, restitution of goods illgotten in the time of their heathenism, 
(for, he says, though in baptism they are pardoned all past sins, yet 
he that keeps in his hands, after baptism, any thing that is in jus- 

tice due to another, continues in the sin; to keep it is a present sin, 
though the act of stealing it be a past one,) and partly, in charging 

on their consciences the necessity of keeping their baptismal vow, 
when they have made it: in shewing the wretched estate from 
which they are delivered, the happy one into which they are going 
to be entered, and the dreadful one into which they will fall if they 

revolt [§ 30—40.]: and partly, in explaining the creed and faith 

into which they are baptized; where he especially insists on the 

belief of the holy Trinity (for these were times in which the Arian 
heresy was rife): of which having spoken largely, and answered 
the charge of tritheism cast on the catholics, and other objections of 
the Arians, he declares he will baptize none of them that do not 
own this faith. ‘And if you do still halt, says he, ‘and do not 

‘own the divinity full and perfect ; seek for somebody else to bap- 
‘tize [or dip] you, or rather drown [or destroy] you: for I have 
“no mind to divide the Deity, and at the time of your new birth 
‘to bring death on you: so that you will have neither baptism nor 
‘the hope of the grace, your salvation being quickly shipwrecked. 
‘ For if you deny divinity to any of these three, you overthrow the 
‘ whole [Trinity], and make your baptism of no force [or benefit] 

“to you. [ᾧ 41—44.] 
He concludes with giving the meaning of some ceremonies then 

used at baptism: particularly of the lamps they lighted and held in 
their hands, denoting those of the wise virgins that were prepared 
to meet their Lord: of which parable he makes a goodly application 

to them. [ὁ 46.] 
IX. Among the things that we are to observe from this oration, 

this ought to be one: 
1. The strange mistake that Grotius made when he went" about 

to disprove the ancient practice of infant baptism from this very 
sermon, in which there is nothing more or otherwise said of that 

matter than I have recited. He takes a few words out of this dis- 

course, and even out of one of the passages here* recited, where 

ἃ Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. x Supra, § 6. 
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Gregory speaks of some, of οὐδὲ εἰσὶν ἐν δυνάμει τοῦ δέξασθαι, διὰ 

νηπιότητα τυχὸν, ἦ τινα τελέως ἀκούσιον περιπέτειαν, “ὙΠῸ have not 

‘ the receiving of baptism in their own power, either for their infancy 
‘perhaps, or by reason of some accident utterly involuntary,’ of 

whom it is said a little after, that they lose the kingdom of heaven 

by so dying unbaptized, but yet escape punishment, because it was 
not their fault. He takes out of these words, the words διὰ νηπιό- 

tyra by themselves, and makes this use of them; that Gregory 
mentioning some ‘that are not baptized’ διὰ νηπιότητα ‘by reason 

‘ of their infancy, imports that infants were not wont to be bap- 
tized. Whereas it imports only, that an infant, if he have nobody 

to help him to it, is meapable of having baptism. 

X. 2. It appears most evidently by the tenor of this sermon, that 

Nazianzen held concerning baptism these tenets : 

1. That all who died unbaptized, by their own fault or neglgence, 
were condemned. 

2. He thought that infants dying unbaptized, and adult persons 
who missed of baptism by some unavoidable impediment, and not 

by their own fault, were in a kind of middle state between happiness 

and torment. But that baptized infants were partakers of the king- 
dom of heaven. 

3. Where there is no danger of an infant’s death, he has a par- 
ticular opinion (which he accordingly expressesy) thus, δίδωμι γνώ- 

μην, (1 give my opinion,) that his baptism should be delayed till he 
is three years old: which would please neither the pedobaptist nor 
antipdobaptist. 

He seems to have taken up this opinion in some degree of com- 
pliance with his father’s practice, who probably had kept him un- 

baptized so long purposely, and then seeing no danger of death, 

delayed it farther from time to time. 
This man and Tertullian are the only two that speak of delaying 

it at all: one, till the age of reason; the other, till three years. 

Both one and the other are to be understood, where there is no 

danger of death in the mean while: which is plainly expressed 

here, and in Tertullian is collected from his other speeches. 

XI. 3. He uses three or four times in this oration (as he does 
also frequently in his other works) the word ἁγιασθῆναι ‘ to be sanc- 
‘ tified,’ [or made holy,] for baptism. And so did St. Cyprian in 

his words before cited*, and other places: and so do the ancients 

generally. Mr.Walker> has taken the pains to produce quotations 

y Supra, § 7. ZS a Ch. vi. § 1. 
Ὁ Modest Plea for Infant Baptism, ch. 29. 

WALL, VOL. I. I 
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out of almost all the ancient writers to shew that this was a com- 
mon phrase with them, to say, an infant or other person βωμοί θα, 
when they mean baptized: and I do, for brevity’s sake, refer the 
reader to his book. The scripture also uses it so, 1 Cor. vi. 11, 
Eph. v. 26. 

Which makes that explication of 1 Cor. vii. 14, ‘Now are your 
‘ children holy,’ which is given by Tertullian, St. Austin, St. Hie- 

rome, Paulinus, Pelagius®, and other ancients; and since by Dr. 

Hammond‘, Mr. Walkere, &c., much the more probable, whereby 

they make the words ἅγια ‘holy,’ and ἡγίασται < has been sanctified, 

to refer to baptism. 
And their explication is also the more probable, because there has 

no other sense of those words been yet given by expositors but what 

is hable to much contest: but especially that sense, which some 

antipeedobaptists have endeavoured to affix to them, (of legitimacy 
in opposition to bastardy,) seems the most forced and far-fetched of 
all. The words are, ᾿Ηγίασται yap ὁ ἀνὴρ ὃ ἄπιστος ἐν τῇ γυναικὶ, καὶ 

ἡγίασται ἣ γυνὴ 7) ἄπιστος ἐν τῷ ἀνδρί ἐπεὶ ἄρα τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν ἀκά- 

θαρτά ἐστι, νῦν δὲ ἅγιά ἐστιν. The grammatical translation of which 
words is, ‘ for the unbelieving husband [or an unbelieving husband] 

‘has been sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife [for an 
‘ unbelieving wife] has been sanctified by the husband. Else your 
‘ children would be unclean: but now they are holy [or saints].’ 

Our translators altered the tense, and put it ‘is sanctified’ instead 

of ‘has been sanctified,’ because they thought, it seems, the sense 

required it: but without any such alteration the paraphrase given 
by many learned men is to this purpose : 

For it has ordinarily come to pass, that an unbeheving husband 

has been brought to the faith, and so to baptism, by his wife: and 
likewise an unbelieving wife by her husband. If it were not so; 
and if the wickedness or infidelity of the unbelieving party did 
usually prevail, the children of such would be generally kept unbap- 

tized, and so be unclean. But now we see, by the grace of God, a 
contrary effect, for they are generally baptized, and so become holy, 
or sanctified. 

If the reader will turn back to ch. 4. § 12, and also compare the 
quotations I shall produce m ch. 15. § 2, and ch. 18. § 4, and ch. 19. 

δ 19, of this book, he will see that St. Austin’s and Pelagius’ com- 

ment on those words of the apostle is exactly to this purpose: and 
that Tertullian differs from them only in this, that he expounds 
the holiness that such children have by the prerogative of their 

© See ch. xix. § 19. d Six Queries. © Modest Plea. 
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birth, by these words, sanctitati desiguati, ‘designed for holiness,’ 

because he reckons and proves from scripture, that they cannot be 

actually holy till they are actually baptized: and that St. Hierome 
and Paulinus speak to the same effect. 

The word ἅγιοι in the New Testament is translated sometimes 
saints, sometimes holy persons; and was in the same use with them 

as the word Christians is with us. 

There are two things, beside what I have mentioned, that do 

make this sense the more natural to that place. One is, that it 

appears by the apostle’s other words in the context, that this was 

his scope of arguing. or what knowest thou, O wife, says he, 
whether thou shalt save thy husband? 1. 6. by brmging him over to 
the faith: Or how knowest thou, O man, whether thou shalt save thy 

wife? This is a very different. aim from what he would have, if he 
meant only that an unbelieving wife is sanctified to a believer for 
the use of the bed, as unclean meats are to a faithful eater. 

Another is, that the custom of the Jewish language had made it 

ordinary before the apostles’ time to use the word ¢o sanctify for 
baptizing or washing. Where God commands Moses at the giving 

of the law, Exod. xix. 10, Sanctify them to-day and to-morrow ; all 
the learned Jews understand it, that he bid him baptize, 1. 6. wash 
them. And they prove from this place that Israel entered into 
covenant by baptism as well as circumcision. Most of the orders 

to the priests and Levites to sanctify themselves, are explained by 

washing themselves. Where it is said, Lev. vi. 27, Vhatsoever shall 

touch the flesh of the sin offering shall be holy, the original word is, 

shall be sanctified: that is, (as the following verses shew,) shall be 
washed. In 2 Sam. xi. 4, it is said, Bathsheba was purified (in the 

original was sanctified) from her wncleanness : and this was done by 

washing. The divers washings among the Jews, mentioned Heb. ix. 

10, (where it is in the original, divers buptisms,) are frequently styled 

by the Jews in their writings, sanctifications : as the priest’s wash- 

ing his hands and feet ten times on the day of atonement, is called 
by them the ten sanctifications. This is so fully cleared by Ainsworth, 
Lightfoot, Hammond, &c., that there need no more be said of it. 

St. Austin in his Questions on Leviticus has this inquiry; how 

it is meant that Moses should sanctify the high priest, Lev. xxi. 8, 

when God says, ver. 15, J the Lord do sanctify himf ? In answer to 
which he distinguishes between the visible sanctification and the 

invisible: and after some discourse that the invisible is the chief, 

but yet that the other is not to be neglected, says, ‘ Hence Corne- 

Ἢ Quest. 84. 
ΞΖ 
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‘lius, and they that were with him, when they appeared to be 
‘ already sanctified invisibly by the Holy Ghost coming on them, 

‘were for all that baptized: nor was the visible sanctification 

“counted needless because the invisible was before.’ 
St. Paul inscribes his Epistles sent to the Christians of any place, 

thus, τοῖς ἁγίοις ‘to the holy persons ;’ or thus, τοῖς ἡγιασμένοις ‘ to 

“such as have been sanctified’ at such or such a place. And so the 

inscription of his letter to the Cormthian Christians in these words, 

Unto the church of God which is at Corinth, ἡγιασμένοις ἐν Χριστῷ 

᾿Ιησοῦ, κλητοῖς ἁγίοις : to them that are sanctified [or have been sanc- 

tified] in Christ Jesus, called to be saints&: it is but a larger peri- 

phrasis of what one would have said ; ¢o al/ that are Christians there. 
And St. Chrysostom" in his comment on these very words puts the 

question, τὶ δέ ἐστιν ὁ ἁγιασμός ; ‘What is the sanctification he 

‘speaks of ? and answers readily, τὸ λουτρὸν, ὁ καθαρισμὸς, ‘ the 

‘laver,’ their baptism, ‘ their cleansing.’ 

The ancient church likewise that compiled the Apostles’ Creed, 
when they would declare it as an article of Christian religion, that 
all Christians ought to hold communion with one another, express 

that article thus, ‘The communion’ τῶν ἁγίων “ οἵ saints.’ 

Therefore when St. Paul in this place uses the very same word, 

and says, else your children would be unclean ; but now they are ἅγια, 

(which word is rendered in English sometimes saints, sometimes 

holy,) 1t is not at all alien to his ordinary use of the word to under- 
stand it, else your children would be kept unbaptized, unsanctified, 

unchristian, unholy, or unclean: but now they are generally sancti- 

fied by baptism, and become holy or Christians. If we had lived 

in the times of the ancients, when the word sanctified was used in 

common speech for baptized, this would have seemed a natural 
interpretation. 

This exposition, as it avoids on one side the mconveniency of that 

given by the antipzedobaptists, which takes the word holy and wn- 

clean τὰ a sense in which they are never used in scripture: so it is 
likewise free from the exceptions which le against that which limits 

the baptism of children so absolutely to that condition of their beng 
born of believing parents; that it leads the baptizer into many per- 
plexing scruples, whose children he may baptize, and whose not. 

As the late bishop of Worcesteri has largely shewn. 
4. What St. Gregory here says in the last place, that he will 

8 1 Cor. 1. 2. i Bishop Stillingfleet, in his Unreason- 
" [Homil. i. in Epist. i. ad Corinthios, | ableness of Separation, part 111. ὃ 36. 

§ 1, tom. x. edit. Montfaucon.] 
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baptize no Arian, nor any that disown the Godhead of Christ, and 

the Trinity, is according to the general sense of the catholics of 

that, and of the foregoing times. They would not hold communion 
with the Arians, and consequently would not by baptism enter such 

as members into their church. The greatest persecutions that the 

catholics at any time suffered were on this account. For the Arian 

emperors seldom went so far as to force the bishops to renounce the 
catholic faith and turn Arians: but they would banish them, unless 
they would receive the Arians to communion, or join with them. 

It was upon this account that Athanasius (who flourished from the 

beginning to almost the end of the Arian controversy) did so often 
suffer exile ; because he would not admit Arius or his followers to 

communion, when it was desired by Constantine (who sought herein 

the quietness of his own government) and the other emperors that 

were themselves Arians. 
These ancients reckoned that Christians might and ought to hold 

communion notwithstanding difference of opinions in lesser matters : 

but that this was a fundamental one, as relating to that which is 

the direct object of our worship. , 
The Arians for this reason made a great many attempts to ex- 

press their faith in such ambiguous terms as might seem to agree 

329. With the catholic sense. It is a wonder to see in Socratesk 

(4-D.359:) and other church historians, how many creeds were set 

forth for this purpose as schemes of agreement between the two 

parties. Some of these served in some churches to patch up for a 

while an unsound union; which was broken to pieces again as soon 
as each party expressed their meaning in other words. And it was 
found at last by a long trial that there was no firm agreement to be 

had but by owning the terms of the Nicene Creed. Mr. le Clere 

observes somewhere, that the major part of the councils in those 

times, and of the creeds drawn up in them, were on the Arian side. 
Nobody need envy them this advantage: for we are not for a num- 

ber of creeds. The catholics adhered to the Nicene, and were for 

having no more than that: it was the Arian party, which not 

agreeing among themselves, multiplied several draughts of faith. 

The Nicene Creed was at last found to be the only test to distin- 

guish a catholic from an Arian. 

XII. This I observe on account of some modern Arians, or rather 

they are to be called Photinians; for they have much more dis- 

honourable opinions of our Saviour Christ than the Arians had, and 

k Hist. lib. 11. 
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are more in the sentiments of Photinus, who was in the Arian times 

condemned! both by the catholics and the Arians. 

There are of them both among the pedobaptists and the antipx- 

dobaptists : whether the antipzedobaptists that believe in the Trinity, 

do baptize and receive into communion any such, or not, I am not 
sure. It is not likely that they who do separate from one another 
for far lesser differences, will dispense with so great an one about 
the divinity of Christ. 

But those antitrinitarians, that are pdobaptists, in England, 
have of late, on a sudden, declared themselves to be at unity with 

the catholic church: yet the account which they give of their con- 
version to a good opinion of the catholic faith, is the oddest one 
that was ever given in so serious a matter. One does not know 

whether they are in earnest, or whether they mock in speaking of 
that awful mystery. About the year 1697 they published a paper™ 

which they called ‘The Agreement of the Unitarians with the 
‘ Catholic Church :’ drawn up by themselves, and whether approved 
by any other I know not. In a book" published next year, which 
gives an account of the life of Thomas Firmin, and of his religion, 

they recite the said agreement, and discourse something more on 
the subject-matter of it. In the account of his religion, after having 

observed that the people had once thought that the difference be- 
tween the Unitarians and the catholic church was ‘ real, great, and 

‘ even unreconcilable,’ they add ; 

‘ But the English Unitarians (or Socinians) bemg men of inge- 

‘nuous and free minds and principles, and therefore always ready 
‘ to entertain farther hght ; after eight or nine years late contest in 

‘ print with the principal divines of this nation, they have been so 

‘ dexterous and happy, that instead of farther embroiling the points 
‘in question, which is the usual effect of the paper war, they seem 

‘to have accommodated whatsoever differences depending between 
‘ the church and them?’ 

And a little after: ‘Other sects, by the favour of princes, or the 
‘ quality of the times, have obtained an exemption from mulcts and 
‘ penalties of the laws, &c. If Socinianism had any where en- 
‘joyed those haleyon days, its sudden irresistible progress would 

! Socrat. lib. ii. cap. 29. 
m [The Agreement of the Unitarians 

with the Catholic Church. Being also a 
full Answer to the Infamations of Mr. 
Edwards ; and the needless Exceptions 
of my Lords the Bishops of Chichester, 
Worcester, and Sarum, and of Monsieur 
de Luzancy. 4to. (no place) 1698. In two 

parts, pp. 64.] 
π (‘The Life of Mr. Thomas Firmin, 

‘late Citizen of London ; with a Sermon 
‘ on the Occasion of his Death. Together 
‘ with an Account of his Religion, and 
‘of the present State of the Unitarian 
* Controversy.’ Svo. London, 1698. | 

° Page 5. 
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‘have been—as lightning, that rusheth out of the east and shineth 
“ even to the west. Alas! on equal ground, and with equal circum- 
‘ stances, the combat between unintelligible mystery and clear rea- 
“son; between seeming contradictions, absurdities, and impossibil- 
“ties; and a rational, obvious, accountable faith, would soon have 

“been ended. But it is better ended: the Divine Providence and 

“ goodness, in mercy to both parties, has granted a peace instead of 

‘a victory. It has pleased God to favour the suffering side with 
‘an unexpected light: he has shewn them (what may seem incre- 
‘dible) that their opposers think as they [the Unitarians] speak, 

‘ that their difference is not in the ideas or notions, but only in the 

‘terms or words. To manifest this, Mr. Firmin caused the follow- 

‘ing scheme of agreement,’ &c. 
And to this purpose in the other treatise of the said book, viz. in 

the Life of Mr. Firmin, they say, 
‘The Unitarians never intended to oppose any other trinity, but 

‘a trinity of infinite minds or spirits. Grant to them that God is 

‘ one infinite spirit or mind, not two or three, they demand no more. 

« They applied themselves therefore to inquire, which of these trini- 

‘ ties, a trinity of spirits, or of properties, is the doctrine of the 
‘ catholic church. They could not miss of a ready satisfaction : all 

‘ systems, catechisms, books of controversy, councils, writers, that 

‘have been esteemed catholic, have defined God to be one in- 

‘ finite, all-perfect Spirit: and the divine Persons to be nothing 
‘else but the divine Essence or Godhead, with the three relative 

‘ properties, unbegotten, and begotten, and proceeding.’ 
It is a wonder then that these men could never perceive this be- 

fore. Had they never looked into any system, catechism, council, 
&c., before the year 1697? they say themselves, that as soon as 

they set themselves to inquire, they could not miss of a ready satis- 

faction. 
But since they do now make a proposal of coming into the com- 

munion of the church, it is not so material to inquire what was the 
occasion of their quarrel, as it is to know whether their return to 

the church be cordial ; and whether they are as yet of such a faith, 

as that, according to this rule of St. Gregory, they ought to be ad- 

mitted to baptism (those of them that are not yet baptized) or to 

the communion. 
XIII. 1. And if they would be received as cordially joming with 

the catholics; why do they still speak of the divinity of Christ in 

so ambiguous terms as becomes not such as have lain under censure 

P Page 18. 
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of false doctrine in that point? They repeat out of their scheme ; 
‘We say our Lord Christ is God and man. He is man, in respect 

‘ of his reasonable soul and human body ; God, in respect of God in 
‘him: or more scholastically, in respect of the hypostatical or per- 
‘sonal union, of the humanity of Christ with the divinity. By 

‘which the catholic church means, and we mean, the divinity was 

“not only occasionally assisting to, but was and is always in Christ, 

‘illuminating, conducting, and actuating him4.’ 
And again, ‘ Nor do we reckon of the Lord Christ as but a crea- 

‘ture; I have said before, he is God and man. The Divinity did 

“so inhabit in the humanity of Christ, doth so exert in it the most 
‘ glorious effects of Omnipotence and Omniscience, that if others 
“ have been called God because they represented God, Christ is to be 
“so called because he exhibits God"? 

All this, except what they say of the personal union, is lame still. 

For another man, as for example Moses, or any prophet that had 

the Spirit of God in him, illuminating, conducting, and enabling 

him to work miracles, &c., might be said to exhibit God in this 

sense ; only not in so high a degree, or not always. 
What they subscribe to of the hypostatical or personal union 

would indeed be firm, and for ever stop their way against returning 

to Socinianism, if they had expressed it scholastically as they pretend 
to do. I mean, if they had said this union to be of the humanity 

of Christ with the Adyos or second of the three Persons. But when 

they say, ‘with the Divinity, they either do not understand the 

import of that phrase, of hypostatical or personal union; or else 
they purposely confound the notion. They do not mean sure, that 

the humanity of Christ is personally united to, or makes one person 

with, the Father. 

160. The very doctrine for which both Paulus Samosatenus 
Ge. gate and Photinus were condemned by the church, was, that 

(a.D. 344.) they made Christ to be God only by the inhabitation of 
God in him: as bishop Stillingfleets had fully proved to them. And 

yet, if you mind these men’s phrases, they own no more: and even 
the hypostatical union they explain to mean no more, and do with- 
out any modesty say, that the church means no more by it. 

XIV. The truth is, the Socinians have very lately made a great 

and monstrous change in their doctrine: and yet hold their main 

article still; that Christ has, properly speaking, no nature but the 

human. And these English Unitarians do by their way of explain- 

4 Account of Firmin’s Religion, p. 18. 
r Page 30. S Vindication of the Trinity, ὁ. 4. 
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ing themselves give ground to suspect that they are still in that 

sentiment. They were wont formerly to degrade that Adyos of 
which St. John speaks, as much as they could; making it to be 

nothing but the human nature of Jesus Christ, or something be- 

longing to the human nature. They did use to expound thus ; /n 
the beginning was the word: i.e. In the beginning of the Gospel, 

Jesus Christ and his preaching was. And the word was with God: 

i.e. He and his preaching were appointed in the council of God. 
And the word was God: i.e. He was God’s deputy to men. Add 
things were made by him: i.e. All matters of the Gospel dispensation 

were done by him, &e. | ; 
But now of late they put a notion on the term Adyos which 

carries the utmost degree of contrariety to their former interpreta- 

tion. They make the Adyos to be not at all distinct from God the 
Father, neither in nature nor in person: but to be his attribute of 

wisdom, reason, &c. Thus a certain writer over the water, whose 

works they greedily translate into Englisht : 
In the beginning was the word: 1.e. In the beginning was reason. 
And the word was with God: i.e. And that reason was with God. 

And the word was God: i.e. And God was that reason. 

The same was in the beginning with God: 1. 6. There was, I say, 

reason in God before the world was created. 

Are not these great apophthegms for St. John to say ? 

And in the following verses, wherever we read fe or him, they 

translate it. Ad/ things were made by it: and without 1b was not any 

thing &e. And then ver. 14, And the word was made flesh: i.e. And 

this reason, by the man in whom it was, was made conspicuous. 

And where the author to the Hebrews having expressly named 
God’s son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, adds these 
words ; by whom also he made the worlds: because here is no possible 
turning Aim into it, the paraphrase is; ‘that is, having heretofore 

“ by that λόγος, or reason, or eternal wisdom which resided in Jesus, 

‘and was most nearly united to him, created all things.’ If by 

‘ most nearly united’ be meant so united as to become one person, 

it is catholic. But the terms of residing in him, and of being made 

conspicuous by him, express a more lax sort of union than what the 

words of scripture do every where set forth. And at such a rate of 
interpreting it might be said of any mere man, in whom the Spirit 

of God does reside, that the world was made by him: because he has 

in him that Spirit by which it was made. But the scripture is far 

t [See aSupplement to Dr. Hammond’s Testament: by Monsieur Le Clerc, 4to. 
Paraphrase and Annotations on the New London, 1690. p. 157, &e.| 
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from saying so of any mere man; and of our Lord Jesus Christ it 

never speaks otherwise than so: By him were all things created: 

and, He is before all things*. Of whom as concerning the flesh Christ 
came, who 1s over all*, &e. With the glory which I had with thee 

before the world wasy. If came forth from the Father. Before Abra- 

ham was, I am® [or was], &c. It is not said, the Spirit or wisdom 
which is in me, came forth from the Father, or had glory with thee : 

but 7 came forth, / had glory, &c. And as far as the personal 
word / or He can denote the same person, it is here and every where 
else denoted. 

The Paulianists and Photinians would say, as these men do, that 

Christ is God and man: but if they were asked whether he was 
God first, or man first, they would say, he was man first, and after- 

wards God, by God’s dwelling in him. And these men seem to 
mean no other. But the catholic church believes that he was God 
first, and afterward became man. As St. John tells first what he 

was originally: and then how he was made flesh. 

Cerinthus, who was St. John’s chief adversary, and against whom 
he had a particular eye when he wrote his Gospel, (as both Irenzeus@ 
and St. Hierome> do witness,) taught that Jesus was the son of 
Joseph and Mary in like manner as all other men: and that he was 
eminent for justice, prudence, and wisdom above all others: and 
that after his baptism Christ came down upon him from the Su- 
preme power in the shape of a dove, ἕο. This was Cerinthus’ doc- 
trine, as Irenzus® repeats it, who lived so nigh those times that he 
may well be thought to be born in the time of Cerinthus. And 
this is the same for substance with the latter of those two sorts of 

Socinianism that I mentioned; only it was by him blunderingly 
expressed : that which they style λόγος he calls Christ, and he does 
not allow him to be born of a virgin. They must be dexterous and 
happy men indeed that can reconcile St. John’s Gospel to that very 
sense against which it was purposely written. 

This Cermthus and Ebion, both whose doctrine concerning our 

Lord was (as Irenzus in the next chapter¢ testifies) the same, were 
the first Socinians in the world, except those mentioned John vi. 42, 
who said, 75 not this Jesus the son of Joseph, whose father and mother 

we know ? How is it then that he saith, I came down from heaven ? 

XV. 2. But besides: what hopes can we have of any firm union 
with these men, who at the same time that they desire to be re- 

u Coloss. i. 16, 17. x Rom. ix. 5. Scriptoribus illustribus, (as this treatise 
y John xvii. 5. z John xvi. 28. is more frequently called,) cap. 9.—Op. 
8. ΤΠ 2. οὕ τα: tom. ii. p. 830, edit. Vallars. ] 
Ὁ De Script. Eccl. v. Joannes. for, de eLabs 1.6 .25: d bid. ο. 26. 
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ceived into communion with the catholic church, do set forth the 

faith thereof in as ill colours as possibly they can; calling it ‘ unin- 
‘ telligible mystery,’ and their own, ‘clear reason?’ That which 
we hold they describe as ‘seeming impossibilities, absurdities, and 
‘ contradictions :’ theirs is a ‘rational, obvious, and accountable 

‘faith. And they express themselves as men that were cocksure, 
that if that act of parliament, which they call ‘a bill in name and 
‘ pretext against immorality and blasphemy, in truth and real de- 

‘sien against the Unitarianse, were taken out of the way, we 

should all presently turn Socinians. (It is to be noted that this 
actf came out much about the same time that they were favoured 

with that unexpected light.) 
They ought not to be so hasty: there is another book in the way, 

and that is the scriptures. If they were abolished, and other re- 
cords of the church with them, we freely grant that we should not 
naturally have any notion of a Trinity, of Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit in one Godhead; nor should we ever have thought of being 
baptized in such a name, nor have known of the Word which was 

God, being made flesh. These mysteries, we grant, would have been 

unintelligible. 
But then there would have been another inconveniency in that 

way of knowing God which they propose, viz. in entertaining only 
such notions of him as we can form by natural reason and clear 
ideas. For some few persons of more refined intellectuals would 

conceive him to be a spiritual Being far above the properties and 
passions of body and matter. Others, that could form no notion of 
a spirit, would say, This is unintelligible mystery: we must have a 
God that has a body, or else we shall think him to be nothing. 
These latter would be subdivided: for some would believe that he 
is made of a very fine, subtle, and ethereal matter, quite different 

from that which may be seen or has any limbs, &c. But others, 

and these the far greatest part of mankind, would contend that a 
God that is supposed to see, and hear, and judge, without any ears 
or eyes, is an absurdity, impossibility, contradiction, a thing of 

e (Life of T. Firmin, p. 26.] 
f The Act, roth William III, cap. 35, 

[alias 32,]| entitled, ‘An Act for the more 
‘ effectual suppressing of Blasphemy and 
‘ Profaneness,’.. .. enacts, that, ‘ Where- 
‘as many persons have of late years 
‘openly avowed and published many 
‘ blasphemous and impious opinions, con- 
‘trary to the doctrines and principles of 
‘ the Christian religion, &c....... Be it 
‘ enacted.. .. that.. .. if any person hav- 

‘ing been educated in, or at any time 
‘ having made profession of, the Christian 
‘religion .... shall by writing, ὅσο. .... 
‘ deny any one of the persons in the holy 
‘ Trinity to be God.. .. and shall be duly 
“convicted, &c. &c., he shall be disabled 
‘from all places, civil, ecclesiastical, or 
‘military ; and for the second offence 
‘shall be further disabled, and impri- 
‘ soned,’ &ec. &c. 
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which we can form no clear idea: so they would have a God with 
eyes and ears as good as any painter could make. 

The experience of all ages of the world shews that what I say is 

no fancy, but matter of fact. This way therefore would not do, 

except they would join to it the policy of the papists, who do pre- 
serve the true notion of God, as he is set forth in scripture, for the 

use of the learned and such as they allow to read the scripture ; but 
keep at the same time wooden gods for the use of the mob. 

God Almighty give us all the modesty and humility to think 
that his way of existing may well be such as we cannot compre- 

hend, any more than a worm can comprehend what reason or speech 

or a soul is: and quietly to acquiesce in that account which he has 
been pleased to give of his own nature, and of what we are to be- 
heve concerning him: and to take it according to the plain meaning 

of those whom he has inspired to write it: and to judge ourselves, 

as we are indeed, far incapable of explainmg the manner of it; and 
much more incapable of any ability of trymg and examining the 
truth of it by our natural ideas of the things themselves. This 
last 1s impudent in those who do own the divine inspiration of the 
writers. 

XVI. The great progress which they boast they should make, 

has no example for their encouragement in former ages of the 

ehurch. Cerimthus and Ebion had some followers; but that was 

before the canon of scripture, and particularly St. John’s Gospel, 

was completed and divulged; and it was mostly in wild countries, 

as Arabia desertas, &c. After the writings of the apostles were 
8o. divulged, several single persons, Artemon, Theodotus, 

τόο. Paulus of Samosata, &c., attempted to set up such a sect, 

(A.D. 260.) but never proselyted any region or city: and Photinus, 

ἦν Asie though a very eloquent man, and setting up in the Arian 

ik times, was presently condemned by all parties: so that 

(a. aca Epiphanius, who wrote but thirty years after that he be- 

gan to vent his heresy, and before Photinus himself was dead, as 

it seems, tells him, that ‘his heresy of all others was the easiest to 
‘be confuted, not only by skilful men, but by any that had any 
‘ tolerable understanding of the sense of scriptureb’ And a little 

after: ‘The heresy of this impostor is dwindled away, having lasted 
‘ but a very {0016 while.” And Theodoret says, that ‘in his time it 
“was quite forgot; and so, he says, were ‘all the other heresies 
‘that had denied Christ’s divinity, Cerinthians, Ebionites, Sabelli- 

“ans, &c., so that the very names of those sects were to many un- 

& Epiphan. in Her. Ebionitarum. ih Her. 71. 



OHERE ᾧ τὸ, 17: St. Gregory Nazianzen. 125 

‘knowni” And whereas one BonosusJ, about, or a little after the 

time of Photinus, went about to vent the same doctrine in Dacia, 

he was so far from having any number of followers, that he himself 
or his name is hardly known in history ; and Theodoret seems never 

to have heard of him. 
Mahomet the impostor, arising in the foresaid Arabia, (of which 

place Epiphanius says, ‘it was the chief nest of the Ebionites and 

‘ Nazarenes, as I have,’ says he, ‘ often already observed,’) was the 

only man that after these times ventured to broach the doctrine 
against Christ’s divinity: and he indeed with his successors have 

converted a great part of the world ‘ with a sudden irresistible pro- 
‘gress :’ but then they have accordingly laid aside the name of 
Christians, and disowned the scriptures, as being plainly against 

them in this matter, though they do believe Christ to have been a 

great Prophet. 
Since that, in Poland, and such places bordering on the Maho- 

metans, this opinion has been entertained by some few as a middle 
sort of religion between the Christian and Mahometan. And now of 
late it is come into Holland, and from thence into England, serving 
for the use of such as being staggered in their faith by the argu- 

ments of the deists, which are rife in those countries, yet will not 

go so far with them as to renounce Jesus Christ and the scriptures ; 

but take a middle way, holding with the catholics that he is a true 

prophet, and the Messiah promised, and that he died and rose again, 

and will be our Judge; but with the deists denying his divinity, 
and holding that he had no being before he was born or conceived 

in human flesh. They with the catholics say that the scriptures 
are (originally and as they came out of the apostles’ hands) God’s 

word, and not feigned by men; but with the deists, that what they 
say of Christ’s divinity has been interpolated, or must be explained 
so as to fit with our natural conceptions, which, they say, cannot 
admit the notion of a Son of God that is properly one in essence 
with the Father, nor of such a Son of God taking on him the hu- 

man nature, when the Father does not. To believe such strange 

things on the credit of revelation, is, they say, to give great advan- 

tage to the deists who deny it all. 
This opinion, I say, never had any considerable number of fol- 

lowers in the world. The Arian, I grant, had; but that does not 

nigh so plainly contradict the scriptures. 
XVII. Now to return to that which gave the occasion of this 

i Heret. Fab. lib. ii. cap. ult. 
j Mercator, Dissert. contra Anathematismos N estoril. 522. k Her. 40. 
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digression: The catholics, as we see here by Gregory Nazianzen, 

would not baptize or receive to their church an Arian, nor any one 
that did not profess belief in the holy Trinity and the divinity of 

Christ. The catholic church is of the same mind still. These men 
do make an overture, and a declaration of their purpose of joining 
themselves to the church, and they do many of them put it in prac- 
tice. If they are truly reconciled to the catholic faith, nothing 
were more desirable: but for that there is need of a better test, and 

it is a question whether the church ought to receive them without 

better satisfaction than this scheme of agreement. They own the 
Apostles’ Creed indeed, which our church makes use of in baptism : 
but by disowning the Nicene, they shew that they do not own the 
other in the same sense that the church does, but repeat the same 
words in a very equivocal meaning. When we say, ‘I believe in 
‘ Jesus Christ his only Son,’ &e., we do by the phrase of believing 

in him, mean believing in him as in God properly so called: and so 
we understand likewise the form of baptism in his name, together 
with the Father and Holy Spirit. And so did the ancients: this 

Gregory, speaking of the Holy Spirit, and how we are baptized in 
his name, ‘If he be a creature,’ says he, ‘ how do we believe in him ? 

‘ For it is one thing to believe 7m any one, and another to believe 

‘something concerning him. For the one is peculiar to God: the 
‘ other common to any thing! If these men mean quite another 

thing in both these, I cannot see how we and they have one faith 

or one baptism ; nor indeed how we worship the same God: for the 

God whom we worship is Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 
A difference in understanding the meaning of some articles of 

lesser moment, viz. of Christ’s descent into hell, is not of the same 

nature, nor does make an instance for this purpose. If any man 
differ in opinion from the received tenets of the church in smaller 
matters, and therefore cannot join in some particular collect, office, 

prayer, or clause of a prayer, wherein something relating to those 
tenets is expressed, we grant, what these men plead, that St. Paul’s 

rule, 27. in any thing ye be otherwise minded, God shall reveal even this 
unto you. Nevertheless whereto we have attained, let us walk by the 
same rulem, &c., teaches that such a man should continue in com- 

munion, and conform to all that he can, and omit the saymg Amen 
to that which he judges a mistake. Bp. Stillingfleet" has fully 
proved this to be the meaning of that place against the dissenting 

ministers, who were not willing that the separation should sink so. 

1 Orat. de Spiritu Sancto. 
m Phil. iii. 15, 16. n Unreasonbleness of Separation, p.ii. § 19. 
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And we can well enough allow of Mr. le Clere’s explication of Rom. 
xiv. 1, ‘ Him that is weak in the faith, receive you without examin- 

‘ing his doubtful opinions,’ and that the church ought to receive 

such an one. But all this is in differences about such matters as 
St. Paul there instances, in meats, drinks, or other things not of the 

foundation. But the doctrine concerning the person of Jesus Christ, 

and the satisfaction for our sins by him made, is, if any thing be, 
of the foundation. 

I think the church of England has at this time the worst luck in 
this respect that any church ever had. There are numerous bodies 
of her people who hold all the same faith with her, that do against 

her will make schisms from her communion on occasion of differences 
in opinion, which are no just ground for separation, which party 

soever be supposed to be in the night. These she calls and invites 
to communion in prayers and sacraments, in which they might join 
even on supposal that they could not part with their particular 
opinions: and they, either out of peevishness, or else being over- 
persuaded by their leaders, who find their account in continuing 

separate bodies whereof they may be heads, do refuse to join even 
in those things wherein they agree in opinion with us. On the 
other side, these men who give but a poor account of their agree- 
ment with us in fundamentals, declare of their own accord (whether 

it be to shelter themselves from penalties, or not, I know not) that 
they will however join with us. 

The least that can be said is, that it behoves every curate, who 
has good ground to believe concerning any of those that resort to 

his communion, that they are enemies to the doctrine of the divinity 
of our Saviour (and there are up and down more of them than one 

would think), to take advice of the bishop how far such are to be 
admitted to communion. 

XVIII. I mentioned the satisfaction of our Saviour for our sins. 

Tt is known how derogatory an explication the Socinians have given 
of that. They have sometimes so spoke, as if the main or only 
design of his death were to give us a good example of suffering 

patiently ; fearing that if too much value were put on his blood as 
a sufficaent ransom for the sins of the world, it must be yielded to 

be the blood of one that was God in a proper sense as well as man. 
But whereas the New Testament does almost in every chapter speak 

of the redemption, propitiation, sacrifice, price, ransom, purchase, 
paid or wrought by him, and does lay the stress of our salvation 
upon our faith in his blood® as well as in his doctrine: they do 

© Rom. iii. 24, 25. 
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(after having explained away as much of this article as possibly 

they can) yield that he did satisfy for us a little, or redeem us a 

little. I have heard one of them in company, and in a braving 
way, explain it thus: ‘It is as if a man owed me a thousand 
‘ pounds, and not being able to pay, a friend of his, who had some 

« interest in me, should intercede with me to forgive him the debt; 
‘and to move me the more, should offer to pay twelvepence in the 

‘pound for him, and I in condescension to this friend should accept 

‘it for payment in full.’ 

This is to count the blood of the covenant wherewith we are sancti- 

jied? a much more mean and ordinary thing than the scripture does 

every where represent it. And that which brought this passage of 

a discourse in company to my memory, was the words which these 
men used to shew the soundness of their faith in that matter; ‘We 

‘ believe that the Lord Christ by what he did, and what he suffered, 

‘was,’ by the gracious acceptance of God, ‘a true and perfect pro- 

‘ pitiation for sinners that repent.’ This 1s what any catholic or 
any Socinian either, may say, and yet have a very different faith 
about this article. 

The other errors with which they are charged, and do not by 

that agreement revoke, are great; but not to be named the same 

day with these. 

XIX. As for the assembhes which they talk of holding ‘for 
‘ divine worship distinct from the assemblies of any other deno- 
‘minations of Christians: but these to be not by the way of 
‘ schism or separation from the church, but only as fraternities in 
‘the church, who should take a more special care of that article, 

[viz. of the unity of the Godhead,] there would be by God’s grace 
no need of them. The catholic church does, and ever did, and ever 

will hold and publish that doctrine in the first place and above all 
others. The Athanasian Creed, against which they make their 
chief exceptions, declares this in words as absolute as any they can 
desire to be devised; that though the Father be God, Lord, Al- 

mighty, &c., and the Son and Holy Spirit likewise; yet there are 
not three Gods, Lords, Almighties, &c., but one God, one Lord, 

one Almighty: and would by parity of reason have said; so the 

Father is Spirit, the Son Spirit, and the Holy Ghost Spirit: yet 
not three Spirits, but one Spirit. 

XX. They confess themselves that all systems, catechisms, coun- 
cils, have defined this. But they add, ‘ especially since the Lateran 

‘ council,’ &c., thereby leaving open a door for that slander of a 

P Heb. x. 29. q [Account of Firmin’s Religion, p. 19.] 



ΘΗ ΧΙ" § 20.] St. Gregory Nazianzen. 129 

friend’ of theirs to take place, who goes about to make the world 
believe that anciently, in the times of the Nicene council, and for 

some time afterward, the Christians held the faith of the Trinity so 

as to make three Gods in it. 
This slander of an outlandish author, our Socinians do greedily 

embrace and confidently aver: which has, as to most of the parti- 
eulars by which they would prove it, been fully answered by bishop 
Stillingfleet’: and I have occasionally, in another placet said some- 

thing to some of the rest on which they insist, and to that open 
affront given by the said slanderer to all the churches that use the 

Nicene Creed, which he says they must either expunge out of their 

confessions and liturgies, or else renounce the article of one God, 

pretending that the faith held forth in that creed is Tritheism. 

But it comes in my way there by the by only. 
All that I mention it here for, is to shew what an antipathy this 

sort of men have to that creed, and how they accordingly endeavour 

to blacken it: which is, as I shew in another place, the most an- 

cient copy of a Christian creed that is now extant in the world, and 

the most universally subscribed to by all Christians, and has been 
now for so many ages accounted the only firm test and barrier of 
the catholic church against such as deny the divinity of our Lord 

Christ: being of opinion, that we can have no sound communion 

with those that renounce it: and that it is a vain and ill advised 
thing to hope in these late ages of the church to pitch or agree on 
any fitter symbol or test of a catholic Christian. It should be the 
more unexceptionable with them, because it has not the words, 
Trinity, person, &c., against which their objections chiefly lie. And 

yet those of them among us that do put in practice the foresaid 
project of communicating with the church, do, as far as I under- 
stand, generally renounce it, and instead of it they give here a pro- 
fession of their faith, in words subject to great ambiguity. 

The great bishop Stillingfleet* having occasion to speak of that 
canony of the first council of Arles, wherein they decree, That if 

any that come over from a sort of heresy there specified, did offer 

themselves to communicate with the catholics, ‘they should be ex- 
‘amined by the priests, whether they had a right faith of the 
‘ Trinity, ὅθ. And if so, they were to be admitted with imposi- 

tion of hands. ‘ But if being examined, they do not confess this 

τ Mr. Le Clerc, Supplement to Ham- ἃ Part ii. ch. 9. ὃ 9, 10, 11, ὅσ. 
mond ; item Critical Epistles, &c. x Vindication of the Trinity, ch. 9, 

5. Vindication of the Trinity, ch. 6, y Can. 8. 
t Part ii. ch. 5. § 8. 
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«Trinity, then they must be baptized anew.’ He asks this ques- 
tion, ‘ What Trinity do they mean? of mere names or cyphers, or 

© of one God and two creatures joined in the same form of words, as 
‘ our Unitarians understand it Ὁ 

And to the same purpose St. Cyprian, arguing that such as had 
received baptism from some heretics that had monstrous opinions 
about the Deity, ought not to be admitted to communion without a 
new baptism, says thus: ‘If by that baptism of theirs the man 
‘ have obtained remission of sins, then is he sanctified and become a 

‘temple of God. Now I ask of what God? If they say of God the 

‘ Creator, that could not be, since he did not believe in him. [{ of 

‘ Christ; one that denies Christ to be God cannot be a temple of 
‘him. If of the Holy Spirit; whereas these three are one, how 

‘can the Holy Spirit be pleased with him who is against either the 
‘ Father or the Son? Ὁ 

We may by the by take notice, that it appears by this and by 
another plainer place of St. Cyprian®, that the text of St. John, 

These three are one”, either was read then (which was long before 

the time of Arius) with the same context that it is now, or at least 
was understood in the same sense. 

If these ancient Christians would not admit such men, though 

recanting their opinions, without a new baptism; I mean, if they 

had been baptized into any other faith than the true faith of the 
Trinity ; much less would they have entertained communion with 
them holding: still their opinions. 

It is St. Gregory’s mentioning in this oration of baptism a thing 
that is so appliable to the case of the church at present, that has 

drawn me so far from my subject. 

CHAP. XII. 

Quotations out of St. Basil. 

§ I. ST. BASIL also has an oration or sermon to the catechu- 
mens, or new converted Christians, to persuade them to baptism 
without such delays as many used: but it has not any express men- 
tion of the case of infants as to baptism: yet it has some things 
that are cited pro and contra to that purpose. It may not be amiss 

to give a short abstract of it, reciting, as I did in the other, the 

original words of such places only as do by some consequence relate 
to this question. 

2 Epist. 73. ad Jubaianum. a Lib. de Unitate Ecclesiz. b 1 John v. 7. 
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Oratio Exhortatoria ad Baptismum.e [§ 1.] 
He begins with observing, that Solomon, mentioning a time for 

every thing, says, There is a time to be born, and a time to die, placing 
the birth first: but that he being to speak of the spiritual birth, 
must speak of our spiritual death first. Which having done, and 

shewn the lost condition we are in by nature, and that baptism is 

the recovery from it, he proceeds : 
11. Καιρὸς μὲν οὖν ἄλλοις ἄλλος ἐπιτήδειος" ἴδιος ὕπνου, καὶ ἴδιος ἐγρη- 

γόρσεως" ἴδιος πολέμου, καὶ ἴδιος εἰρήνης. Καιρὸς δὲ βαπτίσματος ἅπας ὁ 

τῶν ἀνθρώπων Bios. ‘There is therefore a several season proper for 
“several things; a time peculiar for sleep, and one peculiar for 

‘ watching ; a time for war, and a time for peace. But any time of 

‘one’s life is proper for baptism.’ And afterward, ‘ Be it day or 

‘night, be it but an hour or a minute, yet the most proper time is 
‘ Raster : for that is the solemnity of the resurrection ; and baptism 
‘is to us a ground of our resurrection.’ 

III. Then having insisted on the advantage of Christ’s baptism 

above that of St. John’s, and how all are invited to it; he addresses 

thus to them: ᾿Οκνεῖς καὶ βουλεύῃ καὶ διαμέλλεις ; ἐκ νηπίου TOV λόγον 

κατηχούμενος οὔπω συνέθου τῇ ἀληθείᾳ; πάντοτε μανθάνων, οὐδέπω ἤλθες 

πρὸς τὴν ἐπίγνωσιν ; πειραστὴς διὰ βίου, κατάσκοπος μέχρι γήρως ; πότε 

γενήσῃ χριστιανός ; πότε γνωρίσομέν σε ὡς ἡμέτερον ; &e. ‘Do you 

“ demur and loiter, and put it off? When you have been from a child 
‘ catechised in the word, are you not yet acquainted with the truth ? 
‘ Having been always learning it, are you not yet come to the know- 

‘ ledge of it? A seeker all your life long, a considerer till you are old, 
‘ when will you be made a Christian ? When shall we see you become 
‘one of us? Last year you were for staying till this year: and now 
‘you have a mind to stay till next. Take heed that by promising 
‘ yourself a longer life, you do not quite miss of your hope. You de 
‘not know what change to-morrow may bring,’ &c. 

IV. When I first copied out this passage to put it into this col- 
lection, I thought it to be the strongest evidence against the general 
practice of infant-baptism in those times of any that is to be found 

in all antiquity, (though it has not, I think, been taken notice of by 

any of the antipzdobaptists,) for it plainly supposes that a consider- 

able part of St. Basil’s auditory at this time were such as had been 
from their childhood instructed in the Christian religion (and 
consequently in all probability born of Christian parents), and yet 
not baptized. 

But I have since, in searching after other passages, had occasion 

ς (Tom. ii. p. 113. edit. Benedictin. Paris, 1721.] 
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more than enough to observe, that there were in these times abun- 
dance of people that were well-willers to Christianity, half Christians, 
who yet put off their absolute owning of it, or being baptized into 
it, for a great many years. These men had, during that their 
unsettled mind, several children: and they could not with any face 
or conscience desire of the church baptism for these their infant- 
children, unless they would first find in their hearts to accept it for 

themselves. And so these children came to be taught the doctrine 
of Christianity, and yet not baptized into it; because their parents, 
though liking of that religion, yet were not at present fully resolved 

themselves. But this is no proof that any Christians, after they 

were once baptized themselves, did ever suffer their infant children 

to go without baptism. 
This place itself is a plain proof that there were a great many 

such men as I have mentioned: for several of the men to whom St. 

Basil is here preaching, and whom he blames for putting off baptism 
so long, must be thought to have children ; which children must be 
in the case that I speak of. So that this place affords an answer to 
the objection drawn from itself, or from any other that speaks of 
children instructed in religion and yet not baptized. 

V. He goes on with his sermon, and shews the advantages of this 

profession to which he invites them, and the lightness of the yoke 

which he advises them to put on. And proceeds to speak of the ne- 

cessity of baptism in these words: [ᾧ 2.] Ὃ ᾿Ιουδαῖος τὴν περιτομὴν 
οὐκ ὑπερτίθεται διὰ THY ἀπειλὴν, ὅτι πᾶσα ψυχὴ ἥτις οὐ περιτμηθήσεται 

τῇ ἡμέρᾳ τῇ ὀγδόῃ ἐξολοθρευθήσεται ἐκ τοῦ λαοῦ αὐτῆς. σὺ δὲ τὴν ἀχει- 

ροποίητον περιτομὴν ἀναβάλλῃ ἐν τῇ ἀπεκδύσει τῆς σαρκὸς, ἐν τῷ 

βαπτίσματι τελειουμένην, αὐτοῦ τοῦ Κυρίου ἀκούσας, ᾿Αμὴν., ᾿Αμὴν, &e. 

‘A Jew does not delay circumcision because of the threatening that 
‘ every soul that is not circumcised the eighth day shalt be cut off from his 

“ people: and dost thou put off the circumcision made without hands in 

‘ the putting off the flesh, which is performed in baptism, when thou 

‘ hearest our Lord himself say, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except 

‘ one be born of water and of the spirit, he shall not enter into the hing- 

‘dom of God? If Israel had not passed through the sea, they had 
‘not got md of Pharaoh: and unless thou pass through the 

‘ water, thou wilt not be delivered from the cruel tyranny of the 
‘ Devil,’ &e. 

‘ If your sins are many; be not frighted because of their number : 
‘ where sin has abounded, there grace will much more abound, if you 
‘ will receive it. If they are small and. not very heinous, why are 
‘ you afraid of the time to come, since you have ordered your past 
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‘life well, even when you were not furnished with the Christian 
“law?” [§ 3.] 

VI. ¢ Look upon your soul to be placed in a balance; the angels 
‘ draw you one way, the devils the other: to which will you incline ? 
‘ Which shall overcome, carnal pleasure or holiness of life ? 

‘Do not you remember how in Egypt the destroyer passed over 

‘the houses that were marked, when in those that were not so he 

‘slew the firstborn ? 

‘Tf a physician could undertake by any art to make you young 

‘again when you are old, you would earnestly long for that day in 

‘which your florid youth should be restored: and yet now when it 

‘is told you that your soul, defiled with all manner of sm, may be 

‘renewed and born again by baptism, you slight so grcat a benefit.’ 

L$ 4-] 
‘ Are you young? guard your youth with the bridle of baptism. 

“Ts the flower of your age past? do not endanger the loss of your 

“ viaticum ; do not miss of your preservative; do not miss of your 
‘ eleventh hour as if it were your first. 

“1 know your reason, though you think to conceal it. “Stay a 

‘little longer,” say you, “I will make use of the flower of my age 

“in pleasure, &c., and then, when I have enough of that, I will give 

«it over and be baptized.” Think you that God does not see your 

‘ purpose, or that he will give his grace to so wicked a heart ? 

‘If you leave off your sins for old age, thanks to your inability. 

‘ We regard those that are sober by choice, not by necessity. 

« Who has given you a lease of your life?’ &e. ‘ Do not you see 

* children often snatched from the breast, and others die in the flower 

‘ of their age?’ &c. 

‘ Do you stay for baptism till some fever force you to it, when you 
‘ will neither be able to speak the holy words, nor perhaps to hear 
‘ them, the disease being got into your head?’ [§ 5.] 

The Devil cries, Give me to-day, and give the morrow to God. But 

God says, To-day if you will hear my voice. ‘'The Devil gives us hope of 

‘ to-morrow ; but when to-morrow is come, as a fraudulent divider, 

‘he again asks that day for himself, and yields the next to-morrow 
“to God.’ [ὁ 6.1 

‘ The sanctification of baptism you commend in words, but in your 

‘ deeds you follow the things that yourself condemn. Take heed you 

‘do not repent of this purpose when it is too late, and will do you 

‘no good. Learn wisdom by the example of the foolish virgins,’ &e. 
‘ Do not you, brother, in hke manner put off from year to year, 

‘ from month to month, from day to day, till a day seize you that 
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‘you are not aware of, and the opportunity of well-doing fail you 
‘ together with your life,’ &c. 

‘Then you will lament at your very soul, but nobody will pity 

‘you: you will utter dreadful moans, but they will be taken for a 

‘delirium. Who will give you baptism at such a time? &e. and 

‘ perhaps it will be night, and nobody present to help you or baptize 

‘ you. 

‘ But you say, “ God will then hear me.” Yes, because you hear 
‘him now. “ He will grant me some longer time.” Good reason, 
‘ because you make so good use of what he does grant you.’ [§ 7.] 

‘ Wretch, do not deceive yourself: let nobody seduce you with 
* vain words, sudden destruction will come upon you, and ruin like 

‘a storm,’ &e. ‘The dreadful angel will fetch away your soul,’ &e. 

‘ What thoughts will you have then? “ Fool that I was! Why 

‘did not I put off this heavy load of sin then when I might easily ? 
‘that I did not wash off these foul stams? &e. Oh woful purpose 
‘of mine! for the short pleasure of sin to suffer eternal torments. 

“1 might now have been one of those that shime mm glory. Oh just 

“ judgment of God! I was called and would not hear.”’ &e. 

‘ These and such like complaints you will make then, if you depart 
‘ hence before you be baptized,’ &e. [§ 8.] 

All the rest is such like pathetical exhortation to break off sin, 

and enter without delay into the Christian covenant : and were very 

proper to be used to those who nowadays put off repentance to a 
death-bed. 

VII. St Basil has also two other’ pieces about baptism, written 
at the desire of some that put questions to him, some concerning 

baptism, and some on other subjects (being probably persons that 

were preparing themselves to be baptized). But all the discourse is 

(as the occasion was) of what is proper for adult persons to know 

and consider, when they come to be baptized: and has nothing that 
pecuharly concerns infants. 

He puts these persons in mind ὅτι δεῖ πρῶτον μαθητευθῆναι τῷ 

Κυρίῳ, καὶ τότε καταξιωθῆναι τοῦ ἁγίου βαπτίσματος, ‘that they must 

‘ be first instructed, and then admitted to baptism.’ [Lib.i. 6. 2. ὃ 1.] 
(These words taken by themselves, some cite as making against in- 

fant baptism) that they must resolve to forsake, not some sins, but 

all. He shews them the difference of three sorts of baptism, viz. that 

οἵ Moses, that of John, and that of Christ. The baptism of Moses 

made a difference of sins; for all sins were not forgiven by it. It 

required sacrifices to be joined with it. It stood strictly on outward 

@ Lib. primus et secundus de baptismo. [Tom. ii. p. 624, &c.] 
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cleansing. It enjoined an unclean person to continue separate for 
some time; depended upon days and hours, ὅθ. The baptism of 
John had none of these inconveniences: yet he shews how that also 
is far surpassed by that of Christ. 

VIII. Coming to a more particular explication of our Saviour’s 
words, John iil. 3, 5. of being born again, he says, “1 take that word 

“ [ἄνωθεν, again] to signify the rectifying of our former birth, which 
‘was in the filth of sin: as Job says; no person is clean from sin, 

“ though his life be but of one day ; [so they read that text of Jobe ;] 

‘and as David laments and says, 7 was conceived in iniquity, and in 
“ sin did my mother bring me forth’ [1. ὁ. 2. § 7.) 

IX. There is a passage in a sermon of St. Basil’s (that which he 

preached on a fast-day, that was kept for the great famine and 
drought) of which I have not skill enough to judge whether it be a 

proof of infants’ baptism then used or not. The judgment of it de- 
pends on one’s knowing particularly to what part of the public 

divine service and prayers people were wont to be admitted before 
they were baptized; and to what not; for St. Basil speaks here of 

httle boys and young children joining in the prayers. I know that 

some have written accurately the history of the catechumens, and in 
what parts of the Liturgy they did partake. But the passage being 

short, I can sooner set it down at adventure (that so they that are 

skilled in that matter may judge whether it be to purpose or not) 

than I can at present have recourse to those writings. 

It is this. He is telling them that their continuance in their sins 

hindered their prayers from being heard. But besides, says he, 
‘ What sort of prayer is it that we make? The grown men, all but 
“a few, follow their trades, &c. a very few are left to join with me in 

‘ the prayers ; and those lazy and yawning, and staring about,’ &c. 
οἱ δὲ δὴ παῖδες of σμικρότατοι οὕτοι, οἱ Tas δέλτους ἐν τοῖς διδασκαλείοις 

ἀποθέμενοι καὶ συμβοῶντες ἡμῖν, ὡς ἄνεσιν μᾶλλον καὶ τέρψιν τὸ πρᾶγμα 

μετέρχονται, &c. ἀναίσθητα δὲ καὶ ἄμεμπτα βρέφη πρὸς τὴν ἐξομολόγησιν 

ἐπείγεται καὶ ἀθροίζεται, οὔτε τὴν ἀφορμὴν τῶν λυπούντων, οὔτε τοῦ συν- 

ἤθως προσεύξασθαι γνῶσιν ἣ δύναμιν ἔχοντα. σὺ μοὶ πάρελθε εἰς μέσον, 

&c. ‘And these little boys that have left their books at school, and 
‘do make the responses together [or sing together] with us, do it 

“as a piece of pleasure, and the work of a play-day,’ &e. ‘And the 

‘infants that have no sense, nor any guilt, they also are brought 

‘thick and in crowds to the public confession, who neither under- 

‘ stand the occasion of the grief, nor are capable of praying accord- 

‘ingly. Come yourselves to the office, you that have the load of 

e Job xiv. 4. 
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‘sins upon you. It is you that ought to prostrate yourselves, to 

‘mourn and weep,’ &c. ἔδει δὲ παρεῖναι κακεῖνο, μετὰ σοῦ πάντως, οὐ 

μόνον. ‘They {the infants] ought to be present indeed, but to come 
‘along with you, and not alone by themselvest.’ 

If the catechumens did not use to be admitted before their bap- 

tism to those parts of the office, that consisted in psalmody and 

making the responses; then it is a sign that these little boys had 
been baptized. But if they did, it is only my labour lost in reciting 

it here. P.S. Iam since certified by a very learned man, that these 

children must have been baptized. 

X. But a more material evidence than any that can be found in 
St. Basil’s writings is taken from his practice: of which there is an 

320. authentical record given by Theodoret and other historians 

(4D. 420) that lived but a little after St. Basil, in reference to the 

baptizing of a child of Valens the emperor. This emperor, being an 

Anian, and having been prevailed on by the Arians to take an oath® 
that he would always maintain that faith, and persecute the contrary, 

viz. that of the catholics, did accordingly, and raised great persecu- 
tion against all the catholic bishops in his dominion, and particularly 

against St. Basil, who was bishop of Czsarea in Cappadocia. But 

having great afflictions in his family at the same time, which looked 
like judgments ; and among the rest, his only child sick and at the 
point of death; he was wrought on, partly by the guilt of his con- 
science, and partly by his wife’s entreaty, to abate of the rigour 

which he was then using against St. Basil, who was by all looked on 
as a pious and good man. And he also sent for him to come and | 

pray for his child. And then (as Theodoret» proceeds to relate the 

matter), ὁ μέγας Βασίλειος καταλαβὼν τὰ βασίλεια, Kat τὸν τοῦ βασιλέως 

υἱὸν παρ᾽ αὐτὴν ὄντα τὴν τελευτὴν θεασάμενος, πρὸς τὴν ζωὴν τοῦτον 

ὑποστρέψειν ὑπέσχετο, εἰ τοῦ παναγίου βαπτίσματος διὰ τῶν εὐσε- 

βούντων ἀξιωθείη. καὶ ταῦτα εἰπὼν ἐξελήλυθεν. ‘O δὲ τῶν ὅρκων κατὰ 

τὸν ἀνόητον μεμνημένος ᾿Ηρώδην, τοῖς συμπαροῦσιν αὐτῷ ἐκ τῆς συμμο- 

ρίας ᾿Αρείου βαπτίσαι τὸ παιδίον προσέταξεν. ‘The great Basil coming 

‘into the palace, and seeing the emperor’s son at the point of death, 
‘ undertook that he would recover if he had baptism given him by 

‘ the hands of the godly [meaning the catholics] ; and having said 

‘this he went away. But he [the emperor] remembering, like 

‘ foolish Herod, his oath, gave order to some that were present of the 
~ « faction of Arius, to baptize the child, &e. 

€ [Homil. dicta tempore famis et sicci- h JThid. lib. iv. c. 19. [p. 174, edit. Vale- 
tatis ; Op. tom. ii. p. 62, &e.—§ 3.] sil, 1673. 

& Theodoret. Hist. Eccl. lib. iy. ο, 12. 
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The issue was, the child died, and Valens for the present repented 
both of his oath and cruelty, and went to St. Basil’s church, and 
made his oblations: but afterward he revolted to his former temper. 

All that is doubtful in this passage is, whether this child were so 
young as that his baptism deserves to be called infant-baptism ; or 
whether he were of such age as to be capable to be baptized on his 

own profession. Theodoret, we see, calls him παιδίον, which pro- 
perly signifies a ittle child or infant ; and is the same word that is 

used Mark x. 13. προσέφερον παιδία, They brought young children, and 

Matt. ii. 11. εὗρον τὸ παιδίον, They found the young child wrapped in 
swaddling clothes. Gregory Nazianzen' says that he was there pre- 

sent with St. Basil at that time: and he compares the emperor’s 
afflicting himself for his child to David’s, for his in the like case, but 
mentions not the age. Socrates) calls him νήπιον υἱὸν τοῦ Οὐάλεντος 
‘ the infant son of Valens.’ 

But there is among the works of Ephraem Syrus, published in 

Latin, a sermon on St. Basil, in which he mentions this story ; but 

speaks so of the child, as if he had some understanding of religion : 
for he makes Basil covenant with Valens; ‘If you will so deliver 

“him to me, that I may bring him to the true faith, and free him 

‘from the impiety of the Arian doctrine,’ ἕο. And again, ‘They 
‘ [the Arians] baptized him with water, but not with the Spirit, for 
‘ they taught him to reject the Son of God, &c. But the works of 
this Father which we have are of such doubtful credit, (they must 

first have been translated out of Syriac; for he understood no other 

language, and they abound with very frivolous stories,) that a quo- 
tation out of them cannot come in competition with the received 
historians. 

XJ. Valesius' has gone about to find out by chronological characters 
the age of this child when he died ; not in any inquiry about infant- 

baptism, but to set some passages right in chronology. He makes 
him to be six years old. The proofs of it are something forced, and 
are too nice and far from our purpose to be repeated here. He judges 

that it was he that was consul A. D. 369, with Victor, (though the 

name there be Valentinian, and the historians call this child’s name 

Galates,) and that Socrates mistook Valentinian the younger for 
this child: and that it was on him that Themistius made that econ- 

sular oration (for the flattery of that time was to make emperors’ 
infant children consuls, and speak orations to them), where he says, 

i Orat. in Basilium. p. 294. Rome, 1732-46.] 
j Hist. lib.iv. c. 26. 1 Annot. in Socrat. lib. iv. cap. ro. 
k [Ephrem. Syr. Opera Latine, p.725, item 26. 

Colon.1616. Cf. ed. Greece et Syriace, t. ii. 
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« Even while you are carried in people’s arms, you make war together 
‘ with your father.’ 

But suppose it were so, he must yet be baptized with the form of 
infant-baptism ; for a child of six years old is capable of no other. 

And if he were so old as six years, he must be born before his father 

was baptized into the Christian religion himself. For by this ac- 
count this child was born to Valens before the victory over Procopius 

the usurper, and so Valesius owns. Now that victory was before the 
beginning of Valens’ war against the Goths: and it was in that war 
that he being minded to go to battle im person, ‘thought not fit to 
‘go unprovided of thé divine grace, but to guard himself with the 

‘armour of baptism™.’ And if the child were born before his father 

was baptized, that might be the reason that he was not baptized 

quickly after his birth. 

CHAP; XII. 

Quotations out of St. Ambrose. 

Ambrosins, Comment. lib. i. in Sti. Luce cap. 1. [§ 37.] 

§ I. HE is there commenting on those words, Luke 1. 17, where 

274. the angel prophesies of John the Baptist, He shall go be- 
(A-D.374-) fore him in the spirit and power of Elias. And after 

having shewn in several particulars how John in his office did 
resemble Elias, and having mentioned that miracle of Elias of di- 
viding the river Jordan, he adds these words : 

“ Sed fortasse hoc supra nos et supra apostolos videatur exemplum. 

‘ Nam et ille sub Eha diviso amne fluvialium recursus undarum in 
‘originem fluminis (sicut dicit scriptura, Jordanes conversus est 
“ retrorsum) significat salutaris lavacri futura mysteria; per que in 
‘ primordia nature sue, qui baptizati fuerint parvuli a malitia re- 
“ formantur.’ 

‘ But perhaps this may seem to be fulfilled™ in our time and in 
‘the apostles’ time. For that returning of the river waters back- 
‘ ward toward the spring head, which was caused by Elias when the 
‘ river was divided (as the scripture says, Jordan was driven back), 

“ signified the sacrament of the laver of salvation, which was after- 

‘ward to be instituted; by which those infants that are baptized 

m Theodoret. Hist. Eccl. lib. iv. cap. plum in this passage: but the Benedic- 
Wi, 12. tine editors have corrected the text, on 

Ὁ [The edition of Ambrosius which Dr. the unanimous authority of their manu- 
Wall made use of read expletwm for exem- _ scripts.] 
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‘are reformed back again from wickedness [or a wicked state] to 
‘ the primitive state of their nature,’ 

He means, they are freed from the guilt of original sin, and in 

some sense reduced back to the primitive state, in which man was 

before that happened. He plainly speaks here of infants as baptized 
‘in the apostles’ time,’ as well as in his own; and makes St. John 

(if his meaning be to speak of the persons baptized by him), in bap- 

tizing infants for the reformation of their nature back again to the 

primitive purity of it, to resemble Ehas in turning back the waters 

to their spring head. 
This passage of St. Ambrose is quoted by St. Austin, lib. 1. contra 

Julian. ὁ. 2. 

I said in the former editions, that St. Ambrose does here say in 

effect, that John Baptist did baptize infants. My reason was, be- 
cause he had before, in the parallel between John and Khas, observed, 

that as Elias was in the desert, so was John: as Elias was fed by 
ravens, so John lived upon coarse food : as Elias boldly rebuked Ahab, 

so John did Herod. And (among other comparisons), ‘ Ile Jordanem 

‘ divisit ; hic ad lavacrum salutare convertit.” ‘As Elias separated 
« for drove back] the waters of Jordan ; so John brought persons to 

‘the baptism of salvation.’ Which, joined with what he says here, 
that the new formation of infants in baptism back to their pimitive 
purity, was typified by Jordan turned back toward the spring head, 

does, I think, lead to such an interpretation of his words. But how- 
ever (leaving that deduction of the chain of thought to the judgment 
of the reader) he does plainly speak of the baptism of infants used 
in the apostles’ time. Which is more to the purpose. 
Ambrosius lib. 11. de Abrahamo patriarcha, ib. u.e. 11. [§ 81, &e.] 

II. He is here speaking of that part of the history of Abraham, 

where he is commanded to be circumcised, and to circumcise his 

infants ; and of the severity of the penalty on an infant that is not 
circumcised : and has these words in relation to circumcision ; ‘ For 

“a very good reason does the law command the males to be circum- 
‘ cised in the beginning of infancy, even the bondslave born im the 

“house: because as circumcision is from infancy, so is the disease. 

‘ No time ought to be void of the remedy, because none is void of 
‘ cuilt, &c. And a little after, ‘ Neither a proselyte that is old, nor 

“an infant born in the house, is excepted; because every age is 
‘ obnoxious to sin, and therefore every age is proper for the sacra- 

‘ment.’ He also applies this to spiritual circumcision and baptism, 
and says, ‘The meaning of the mystery is plam. Those born in the 

‘ house are the Jews, those bought with money are the Gentiles that 
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‘ believed : for the church is bought with the price of Christ’s blood. 
‘ Therefore both Jew and Gentile, and all that believe, must learn to 

‘ circumcise themselves from sin, that they may be saved. Both the 

‘ home-born and the foreigner, the just and the sinful, must be cir- 

‘cumeised by the forgiveness of sins, so as not to practise sin any 

‘more: for no person comes to the kingdom of heaven but by the 

‘sacrament of baptism :᾿ and at the end of that paragraph cites these 
words of our Saviour, giving his note on them: 

© Nisi enim quis renatus fuerit ex aqua et Spiritu Sancto, non potest 

‘ introire in regnum Dei. Utique nullum excipit: non infantem, non 

‘ aliqua preventum necessitate. Habeant tamen illam opertam pce- 

‘narum immunitatem, nescio an habeant regni honorem.’ [§ 84.] 

‘ For unless any person be born again of water and of the Holy Spirit, 

« he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. You see he excepts no per- 

son, not an infant, not one that is hindered by any unavoidable 
“ accident. 

‘ But suppose that such have that freedom from punishment, 

‘which is not clear, yet I question whether they shall have the 

‘ honour of the kingdom.’ 

This, as to the need of baptizing infants, is plain: but I know not 

what to make of the word opertam in this sentence, unless it be to be 

rendered as I have rendered it [‘ which is not clear,’ or ‘ of which we 

‘ have no certain knowledge.’ | 

Many writers of the Greek church do speak of a certain middle 

state in the life to come, in which infants that die unbaptized, and 
also other persons that miss of baptism, not by their own fault, but 
by some accidental hinderance, shall be placed ; which place or state 
shall not, as they think, partake, or not much partake, either of 

happiness or torment. Gregory Nazianzen’s words to that purpose 

are in the passages I cited of his® and I shall have occasion here- 
afterP to mention more. But this opinion of a middle state seems 

not to have taken any footing in the Latin church at this time; 

though it be since embraced by the papists, under the name of 

limbus puerorum. 

St. Ambrose, who was conversant in the Greek writers, and, as St. 

Hierome4 observes, borrowed much out of their works, had met 

with it there ; and here mentions it, but calls it opvertam, a thing not 

certainly revealed or known, but hidden and uncertain. His meaning 
is, that since our Saviour’s sentence of the necessity of baptism for 
entering the kingdom of God is general, and does not except infants ; 

ο Ch. τι. § 6. 4 Prefat. in lib. Didymi. [Op. tom. ii. 
P Part ii. ch. vi. § 4. p- 106. ] 
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it is very questionable, whether an infant unbaptized can have the 
said kingdom. And as for the middle state between heaven and hell, 
which some do suppose, it is to us a thing hidden or unknown 

whether there be any such state. One may observe in this passage, 

a thing which I have observed in many sayings of the ancients, that 
among: the several names which they give to baptism, they often by 
this phrase [the forgiveness of sins] do mean the sacrament of bap- 

tism. The coherence of the sentence shews it here. ‘They must be 
‘ arcumcised by the forgiveness of sins; for no person can come to 
‘the kingdom of heaven but by the sacrament of baptism.” And 
so it does in a passage of the epistle of Barnabas which I produce, 
part. ch. 9. § 6. 

St. Austin, a little after these times, does earnestly labour to shew 

that there is no such state, though he had once so spoken as if he 
thought there might. I shall have occasion to produce his sayings 

on one side and the others. He is the more earnest at this latter 
place against the middle state, because Pelagius had served himself 
of this notion to evade the argument which is taken from the need 
that infants have of baptism, to prove that they have original sin. 

For Pelagius said they have no sin: and if they die unbaptized, 
they will not be punished, but be m that middle state. 

The quotations out of the book de Vocatione Gentium, and Epist. 

ad Demetriademt, I have not, as many do, set down to St. Ambrose, 

340. because they are not his, but Prosper’s or pope Leo’s: 
ae ἼΤΩ who yet lived both of them but a little after our period. 

(a-D. 444.) Every body has read how largely Prosper there disputes 
against those that would maintain that all the grace of God depends 
upon our use of free-will; shewing that they that use that method 
of explaining the events that happen, can never solve that difficulty, 
‘ how it comes to pass that so great a multitude of infants dying 
‘unbaptized [or as he styles it, unregenerated] do perish” On 
which argument he has a whole chapter, pretending to shew that 

all must be attributed to God’s free giving or refusing his grace. 

CELAP.. ΧΙΥ. 

Quotations out of St. John Chrysostom. 

§ I. ST. CHRYSOSTOM has had more of his works published 
280. than any of the foregoing, because every thing that he 

(4-D. 380.) preached or dictated was thought fit to be published ; not 

r Ch.'xv. sect. 3. § I, 2. editors, prefixed to the second volume of 
5. Ch. xix. § 10. St. Ambrose’s works. | 
t [See the preface of the Benedictine 
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that he had any greater skill in divinity than ordinary, but because 
of his golden tongue, from which he had this name, and which 
made the people that used to hear him say, ‘They had rather the 
«sun should not shine, than that John should not preach. But of 

the multitude that were published a great many are lost; and, to 

make up the defect, a great many spurious ones have been set out 

under his name. The industry and skill of the latter ages, and 
particularly of sir Henry Savile", has in a good degree fanned and 
distinguished the one from the other. 

Therefore I shall omit the quotations about this subject that are 

found in those books that are either plainly spurious or suspected ; 
though they are probably very ancient, and of men that lived at or 

about the same time. Of the first sort is the homily concerning 

Adam and Eve, in which is a passage mentioning infant-baptism ; 

but it is plainly the work of some later author. Of the second is 

the homily on Psalm xiv, in which is a passage of the same subject, 
which is quoted in this controversy by many learned men, Cassander, 
&e., and even by bishop Stillingfleet. 

As for the passages in his genuine works, he has not many on 

this subject: for orators love only such subjects as may be adorned 
with flowers of rhetoric, of which so plain a thing as the baptizing 
of infants 15 not so capable; and for those which he has, I am not 

very confident that I have all that are in so many voluminous 

books: but those which I shall produce do plainly shew his sense, 

and the practice of the churches where he lived, which were Antioch 
and Constantinople. 

Hom. 40. in Genesin, Edit. Savil. tom. i. [Montf. tom. iv. ] 

He had been speaking of circumcision, and observes how much 

more favourable and bountiful God is to the Christians in the bap- 
tism which he has appointed to them in lieu thereof; and says, 

‘There was pain and trouble in practice of that, and no other 
‘ advantage accruing from the circumcision, than this only ; that by 
‘this sign they were known and distinguished from other nations.’ 

Ἢ δὲ ἡμετέρα περιτομὴ, ἣ τοῦ βαπτίσματος λέγω χάρις, ἀνώδυνον ἔχει 

τὴν ἰατρείαν καὶ μυρίων ἀγαθῶν πρόξενος γίνεται ἡμῖν, καὶ τῆς τοῦ Πνεύ- 

ματος ἡμᾶς ἐμπίπλησι χάριτος. Καὶ οὐδὲ ὡρισμένον ἔχει καιρὸν καθά- 

περ ἐκεῖ" ἀλλ᾽ ἔξεστι καὶ ἐν ἀώρῳ ἡλικίᾳ, καὶ ἐν μέσῃ, καὶ ἐν αὐτῷ τῷ 

u (Sir H. Savile published an edition the most complete is that by the Bene- 
of Chrysostom’s works, in the original  dictine father Montfaucon, in 13 volumes 
Greek, in 8 volumes folio, at Eton, in folio, published at Paris in 1718, &c.] 
1612. Another, in Greek and Latin, was x Unreasonableness of Separation, 
published at Paris, by Fronto Duceus, part iii. ch. 36. 
in 12 volumes folio, in 1633-1636. But 
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γήρᾳ γενόμενόν τινα ταύτην δέξασθαι τὴν ἀχειροποίητον περιτομήν᾽ ἐν ἧ 
οὐκ ἐστι πόνον ὑπομεῖναι, ἀλλ᾽ ἁμαρτημάτων φορτία ἀποθέσθαι, καὶ τῶν 

ἐν παντὶ χρόνῳ πλημμελημάτων τὴν συγχώρησιν εὑρέσθαι. “ But our 

‘circumcision, I mean the grace of baptism, gives cure without 
‘ pain, and procures to us a thousand benefits, and fills us with the 

‘ grace of the Spirit: and it has no determinate time, as that had ; 
‘ but one that is in the very beginning: of his age, or one that is in 

‘the middle of it, or one that is in his old age, may receive this 
‘ circumcision made without hands. In which there is no trouble 

“to be undergone, but to throw off the load of sins, and receive 

‘ pardon for all foregoing offences.’ [§ 4.] 

That ἄωρος ἡλικία signifies here, as I have rendered it, ‘the be- 

‘ ginning of age,’ or infancy, appears both by the sense, and also 

by his use of the same word in the homily before’, where giving 
the reasons why circumcision was appointed the eighth day, he 
makes this to be one: 

1. Because the cutting of the flesh is more easily borne ἐν ἀώρῳ 
ἡλικίᾳ ‘in the beginning of the age,’ or infancy. 

2. And his other reason is, ‘that they might understand by the 
‘ thing itself that it signified nothing to the soul, but was given for 
‘a mark of distinction ;? and then he there again uses the same 

word, τὸ yap ἄωρον παιδίον, τὸ μὴ γινῶσκον τὰ γινόμενα, μηδὲ αἴσθησίν 

τινα ἔχον, &e. “ For a new-born child, that knows not what is done 

‘to him, nor has any sense, what profit for his soul can he receive 

‘thereby ?? Χο. The word ἄωρος, which in some authors signifies 
unseasonable, or out of time, signifies with him newly begun, or that 

has had no time pass over it. 

It is a very singular notion in divinity of this father, to say that 

circumcision had no spiritual import, but was only a badge of na- 
tional distinction. The scripture, and the fathers too, generally speak 
of it as the seal of the righteousness of the faith that Abraham had, 
and the covenant, or seal of the covenant*® that God made with him 

and his seed. And that contains something more than that they 
should be known from other nations. It was, that e would be their 

God, and they his people». 

Also to argue, that circumcision could signify nothing to the 

soul, because it was given ἐν ἀώρῳ ἡλικίᾳ, In infancy, at the same 
place where one is to shew that baptism (which, as he himself grants, 
may also be given ἐν ἀώρῳ ἡλικίᾳ, im infancy) does convey so many 

y Hom. xxxix. in Genesin, [§ 5.] a Acts vil. 11. 
z Rom. iv. 11. b Gen. xvii. 7. 
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spiritual benefits, betrays some inadvertency or forgetfulness of what 
he had said before. 

II. But it is more to our present purpose to observe the other 

difference that he makes: ‘Circumcision was to be given on the 
‘eighth day: but baptism has no determinate time, but it is lawful 
‘that one in infancy, or one in middle age, or one in old age, do 

‘receive it.’ Was it not the same in circumcision? If circumcision 
had been omitted in infancy, or if it were a heathen who came over 
to the Jewish religion in middle age, or old age, circumcision was 
given then, rather than not at all. 

Or is his meaning this; that a Jew was obliged to circumcise his 
child in infancy, but a Christian parent may baptize his child in 

infancy, if he please; or he may, if he please, let it alone to be done 

at middle, or at old age? His words, as they stand here, might be 

capable of such a sense; but this is not reconcilable with what he 

says in other places of the necessity of baptism, and the danger in 

case a person die without it, which would often happen to children, 

if it were so deferred. He often speaks to this purpose, as Hom. 1. 
de penitentiac: Πρὸ δὲ βαπτίσματος οὐκ ἐστὶ πατρῷα λαβεῖν, οὐδὲ 

δέξασθαι κληρονομίαν. And again, Οὐδεὶς δὲ υἱὸς βαπτίσματος ἂν κλη- 

θείη χωρίς. ‘There is no receiving or having the bequeathed in- 

‘ heritance before one is baptized ; and, ‘none can be called a son 

‘ till he is baptized” And I have occasion to quote more of his to 
this purpose at another place’. St. Austin quotes a saying of his 

to this purpose in his disputes with Juliane (if he do not mistake 
an oration of St. Basil’s for one of St. Chrysostom’s ; for the words 
are the same which I recited of St. Basil’s). St. Austin is there 
proving that Chrysostom, as well as the other catholic doctors, 
owned original sin; which Julian denied, though he owned infant 

baptism. 
‘The same holy John, even he as well as the martyr Cyprian, 

‘ teaches that the circumcision of the flesh was commanded in way 

‘of a type of baptism.? Then he recites these words, as from 
Chrysostom: ‘A Jew does not delay circumcision because of the 
‘ threatening,’ &c. ‘and dost thou delay the circumcision made with- 
“ out hands, &c.’ as they stand recited abovef. Then St. Austin adds, 
‘ You see how this man established in the ecclesiastical doctrine 

‘ compares circumcision to circumcision, and threat to threat: that 

‘which it 1s not to be circumeised on the eighth day ; that it is not to 

ς [Sect. 4. Op. tom. ii. p. 285.] e Lib. ii. contra Julianum, cap. ix. 
ἃ Part ii. ch. 6. f Ch, xii. § 5. 
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« be baptized in Christ: and what it is to be cut off from. his people ; 

‘that it is not to enter into the kingdom of heaven. And yet you 

‘ [Pelagians] say that in the baptism of infants there is no putting 

« off the flesh, i.e. no circumcision made without hands; when you 
‘ affirm that they have nothing which needs to be put off: for you 
‘do not confess them to be dead in the uncireumcision of the fleshs, 

‘by which is meant s/”, especially that sin which is derived ori- 
‘ oinally : for by reason of this, our body is the ody of sinh, which 

‘ the apostle says 7s destroyed by the cross of Christ. 

III. There is another passage in a homily of St. Chrysostom ad 
Baptizatos, which is not now extant in Greek, but is cited by Julian 

in Latin, and by St. Austin in Greek, which is full to this purpose 
of infant-baptism. The citations are in St. Austin’s lib. 1. contra 

Julianum' ; where Julian says thus: 
‘ Holy John, bishop of Constantinople, denies that there is any 

‘ original sin in infants ; for in that homily which he preached con- 

‘ cerning baptized persons he says, 
« « Blessed be God, who only does wonders, who has created and 

‘ ordered all things: lo! they do enjoy the serenity of freedom, who 
‘ but even now were held in captivity: they are become citizens of 

‘the church, who were in the vagabond state of aliens; and they 

“are entered into the lot of the righteous, who were under the con- 

‘fusion of sin. For they are not only free, but saints; nor saints 

‘ only, but justified ; and not only justified, but sons; and not only 

‘sons, but heirs; not heirs only, but brothers of Christ; not only 

‘his brethren, but coheirs; not coheirs only, but members of him ; 

‘not members only, but his temple; and not his temple only, but 
‘ organs of his Spirit. You see how many are the benefits of bap- 

‘tism. And yet some think that the heavenly grace consists only 
‘in forgiveness of sins: but I have reckoned up ten advantages of 

‘it. For this cause we baptize infants also, though they are not 

‘ defiled with sin; that there may be superadded to them saintship, 

“righteousness, adoption, inheritance, a brotherhood with Christ, 

“and to be made members of him.” Ὁ 

IV. This sentence Julian brought to shew that Chrysostom’s 
sense was, that infants are baptized, not for forgiveness of sins, 

from which they are free, but only that they might have a right to 

Christ’s kingdom; which was exactly what Julian and his party, 
who denied original sin, would have, 

ΕΠ ὉΓ 1 13. h Rom, vi. 6. 
1 [Cap. vi. § 21, apud Augustini Opera, tom.x p 509, edit. Benedictin. | 

WALL, VOL. I. Τ, 
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And indeed it was a shrewd place; and St. Austin has much ado 

to reconcile it to any good and catholic sense: he uses three ways 

to do it. 
1. He shews how improbable it was that John, living in the 

catholic church, and being a renowned bishop in it, should really 
hold a doctrine so contrary to that which he had shewn by instances 

to be the general sense of all catholic doctors. 

2. He produces other passages out of his writings, which do 
plainly own the orthodox doctrine of the guilt of origmal sin, how- 

ever incongruously he may seem to speak in this place. 
3. As to the place itself, he shews that Julian had not translated 

the words exactly true, but had given the expression a turn to his 
own advantage: for whereas the words are in the Greek, ‘ though 

‘they have not any sins,’ Julian had made use of a faulty Latin 
translation, in which some copies read, ‘not defiled with sins,’ 

others, ‘ with sin,’ in the singular number. Of which last copy St. 

Austin says, ‘I doubt some of your party have chosen to express it 

‘in the singular number, that it might be taken for that ove sin, 

‘of which the apostle speaks ; judgment came by one [sin] to con- 

‘ demnation ; but the free gift is of many offences unto justification. 

΄ You choose to word it, “ not defiled with sin,” that that ove 

‘ sin of the first man might come into the reader’s mind. 

‘ But not to go by suspicions, and supposing this to be the mis- 
‘take of the scribe, or the variety of the interpreter, I will set 

‘down the Greek words themselves which John spoke; Διὰ τοῦτο 

kal τὰ παιδία βαπτίζομεν, καίτοι ἁμαρτήματα οὐκ ἔχοντα. Which is, 

«« For this reason we baptize infants also, though they have not 
‘any sins.” You see, he did not say that infants are not defiled 
‘ with sin, or sins; but, that they have not any sins. Understand 
‘it, of their own, and there is no dispute. But you will say, Why 
‘did he not say, of their own ? Why do you think, but for this 

‘reason, because he, discoursing in the catholic church, supposed 

‘that he could be understood in no other sense; nobody was puz- 

‘zled about that matter. You [Pelagians] not having then raised 
‘ any controversy, he spoke with less caution.’ [$ 22. ] 

Perhaps there might have been added to St. Austin’s answer 
this; that the Greek writers, though they own this natural corrup- 

tion, yet do not generally by the property of their language call it 

by the name of siz ; but they express it by the name natural defile- 
ment, pollution, disease, and the like, that which the Latins call 

J Romans v. 16. 
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original sin. The word ἁμαρτία, and especially ἁμάρτημα, do properly 
with them signify an actual sin or transgression. So Theodoret, 

320. | Who lived a little after these times, and consequently 

(4.0. 420.) ought to speak with more caution, and was no favourer of 
Pelagianism, (for that was a time when Pelagius and his opinions 
having been lately condemned by canons and edicts in all parts of 
the world, it was no time for a bishop of the catholie church to own 
them,) yet speaks thus: ‘ Baptism is not, (as the silly Messalians 
‘ say,) a razor only to cut off sins that are past, which it does over 

‘and above. For if it had no other effect but that, what need we 

‘ baptize infants, that have not tasted of sin? The sacrament pro- 
‘mises not this only, but greater and higher things; for it is a 
‘ pledge of future blessings, a type of the resurrection, a communi- 

‘ cation of Christ’s passion',’ &e. 
And this is made more plain by the phrase used by Isidorus 

Pelusiota (who as well as Theodoret was a disciple of St. Chryso- 
stom, and both of them followers of his doctrine, and imitators, as 

far as they could, of his expression). For he, at the same place, 
speaks of infants as not having any sin, and yet being defiled with 
the corruption caused by Adam’s transgression. His words are, 

‘Whereas your excellency wrote to me, desiring to know for 
‘ what reason τὰ βρέφη ἀναμάρτητα ὄντα Banti¢erat, infants that have 

‘no sin are baptized: I have thought it needful to give you my 
‘answer. Some, that speak below the dignity of the subject, say 

‘it is, that they may wash off that pollution, ῥύπον, which is trans- 
‘mitted on human nature by the transgression of Adam. I also 

‘ do believe that that is done; but not that only, (for that were not 

“so great a matter,) but that a great many other graces far tran- 

“scending our nature are thereby given!.? And so he goes on to 

reckon up redemption, regeneration, adoption, &c., much to the 

same purpose as St. Chrysostom does. 

This shews that in their way of speaking, infants, though ac- 

knowledged to have a pollution of nature from Adam which needed 

washing off, yet were said not to have ἁμαρτίας or ἁμαρτήματα, sins. 

And even those commendations of baptism, and the effects of it in 

infants, that it is redemption, regeneration, &c., do suppose an evil 

state from which they are redeemed, regenerated, &c., which state 

is the same that the Latins call original sin. 

But be that how it will; St. Chrysostom speaks plainly of the 
practice of infant-baptism. And our present inquiry is to know the 

k Heret. Fab. lib.v. c. de Baptismo 1 Lib. iii. Epist. 195, ad Herminum 
[cap. 18. tom. iv. p. 292, edit. Paris. 1642.] | Comitem. [p. 333, edit. Paris. 1638. | 

L 2 
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practice of the churches, and not whether he had a right apprehen- 
sion of all the grounds of it. If any in these times used it, and 
did not well apprehend the grounds of it, it is the greater sign that 

they were satisfied that it had ever been done. 
Chrysost. Hom. 23, im Acta Apost. |'Tom. ix. ed. Montf.] 

V. He is there bemoaning that evil inclination, and that aversion 
to a godly life, that is universally found in men; which keeps from 
receiving of baptism those that are not yet baptized, and perverts 
from a godly course of life even those that have received it. And 
on that head says thus; Of μὲν οὖν κατηχούμενοι τοῦτο σπουδάζοντες 

οὐδεμίαν ποιοῦνται ἐπιμέλειαν ὀρθοῦ βίου: Οἱ δὲ ἤδη φωτισθέντες, οἱ 

μὲν ἐπεὶ παῖδες ὄντες τοῦτο ἔλαβον, οἱ δὲ ἐν ἀρρωστίᾳ, καὶ ἀνενεγκόντες, 

ἐπειδὴ μὴ εἶχον προθυμίαν τινὰ ζῆσαι διὰ Θεὸν, οὐδὲ οὗτοι σπουδὴν 

τίθενται: Οἱ δὲ ἐν ὑγιείᾳ λαβόντες, ὀλίγην ταύτην καὶ αὐτοὶ ἐπιδείκνυν- 

Tal, καὶ πρὸς τὸ παρὸν διατεθέντες θερμοὶ. μετὰ ταῦτα καὶ οὗτοι τὸ πῦρ 

ἔσβεσαν. ‘The catechumens being of this mind, [1. 6. having this 

‘ aversion,| take no care of a godly life. And those that are bap- 
‘ tized, some of them, forasmuch as they were children when they 

‘ received it, and some, for that they received it in a fit of sickness, 

‘having put it off to that time, and having no mind to live godly, 
‘shew no good inclination. And they that received it in their 

‘health shew but very little: having been for the present zealously 
‘ affected, afterward even they let this fire of zeal go out.’ [ὁ 3. 

p- 189. ] 
Here it plainly appears, that part of the people he speaks to (viz. 

those that had been born of Christian baptized parents) had been 

baptized in infancy: and part of them (viz. those that had turned 
Christians in their adult age) had been baptized since: and some 

of the last sort were not yet baptized. 

VI. Another passage of St. Chrysostom does not mention baptism 

by name; but yet it plainly refers to the custom of making on the 
infant’s forehead the sign of the cross at his baptism. It 1s this ; 

Hom.12, in 1 Epist. ad Corinthios™. 

He is there blaming the women for several superstitious and 
heathenish rites which they practised upon their new-born infants ; 

one was, a custom that they had of rubbing the forehead of the child 
with a sort of dirt, prepared with some magical tricks, which was 
to preserve it from bemg bewitched. He tells them that such a 
practice, instead of guarding and purifying the infant, makes it 
abominable: the words are, 

Ὃ βορβόρῳ χρίων πῶς οὐχὶ Kal βδελυκτὸν ποιεῖ τὸ παιδίον ; πῶς yap 

m Prope finem. [§ 7. tom. x. p.108.] 
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αὐτὸ προσάγει ταῖς χερσὶ τοῦ ἱερέως, εἶπέ μοι; πῶς ἀξιοῖς ἐπὶ τοῦ μετώ- 

που σφραγῖδα ἐπιτεθῆναι παρὰ τῆς τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου χειρὸς, ἔνθα τὸν 

βόρβορον ἐπέχρισας ; 
‘ He that anoints an infant so with that dirt, how can he think 

“but that he makes it abominable? How can he bring it to the 

“hands of the priest ? Tell me, how can you think it fitting for the 
“minister to make the sign on its forehead, where you have be- 
“ smeared it with the dirt ?’ 

CHAP. XV. 

Quotations out of St. Hierome and St. Austin, before the Rise of the 

Pelagian controversy. 
278—310. (A.D. 378—410.) 

Sect. 1. Out of St. Hierome’s Letter to Leta. 

THERE was never nigh so much occasion given to mention the 
278. baptism of infants in books and writings, before Pelagius 

(4-D. 378.) vented his heresy against the doctrine of original sin, as 
there was after that heresy was started: for as the disputes about 
that matter filled all the world, so the arguments which the catholics 

drew from the baptism of infants for original sin, and the Pelagians’ 

answer to them, made a considerable part of those disputes. 

These two fathers lived to see, and to bear a great part of the 

said disputes; but they had each of them written several books 
before that controversy began. The quotations out of their tracts 
against the Pelagians will be best understood if put in a chapter by 

themselves, together with some others out of Pelagius himself, and 
other managers of the same party, and ranked according to the 

order of time in which they were written; for they were mostly 
written by way of impleading and answering one another. I have 
therefore in this chapter selected some passages out of such writings 

of theirs as were before the said controversy, or did not at all relate 
to it: that the mixing of them may not disturb the order of the 

other. 
Hieronymus, Epist. ad Letam de Institutione fia ; Kpist. 7. 

[Epist. 107. Op. tom. i. p. 671. edit. Vallarsii. ] 
He is there admonishing that lady of the charge that lay on her 

conscience to take care of the education of her child, and that God 

does require of parents an account of the child’s miscarriage, if it 
happen by their fault ; and says, 

‘Eh the priest brought on himself the anger of God for the faults 
‘of his children. He must not be a bishop that has children riot- 
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“ous or unruly. On the other side it is written of a woman, that 
« she shall be saved in [or by] the procreating of children, if they shall 
‘continue in faith, and charity, and holiness with modesty®. If their 

‘adult age, when they are at their own dispose, be imputed to their 
‘parents; how much more the time of their infancy and tender 
‘ years, which, as the scripture says, is not able to distinguish the 
‘right hand from the left, 1.e. knows not the difference of good 
‘and evil?’ Then follows this objection : 

‘Et quomodo, inquies, peccata patrum fils non redduntur, nec 

‘ filiorum parentibus, sed anima que peccaverit, ipsa morietur ? 

‘ Hoe de his dicitur qui possunt sapere, de quibus in Evangelio 
‘ scriptum est; Wtatem habet, loquatur pro se. Qui autem parvulus 

‘est et sapit ut parvulus, donec ad annos sapientiz veniat, et Py- 
‘ thagore litera (Y) eum perducat ad bivium; tam bona ejus quam 
‘mala parentibus imputantur. Nisi forte estimas Christianorum 

‘ filios, si baptisma non acceperint, 1psos tantum reos esse peccati ; 
‘et non etiam scelus referri ad eos qui dare noluerint: maxime eo 
‘ tempore quo contradicere non poterant qui accepturi erant. Sicut 
“e regione [alias, sic in regione vite®] salus infantium majorum 
‘ lucrum est.’ [ὁ 5.] 

‘And how then is it true, you will say, that the sins of the 

‘ fathers are not imputed to the children, nor those of the children 

‘ to the fathers, but the soul that sinneth, it shall die ?? 

‘This is said of those that have understanding; of such as he 

‘was, of whom it is written in the Gospel, He is of age, let him 

“ speak for himself. But he that is a child, and thinks as a child, 
“ (till such time as he comes to years of discretion, and Pythagoras’ 
‘letter (Y) do bring him to the place where the road parts into 
‘ two,) his good deeds, as well as his evil deeds, are imputed to his 
‘parents. Unless you will think that the children of Christians 
‘are themselves only under the guilt of the sin, if they do not 
‘receive baptism: and that the wickedness is not imputed to those 

‘also who would not give it them; especially at that time when 
‘ they that were to receive it could make no opposition against the 

‘receiving it. As also on the other side [or, as also in the king- 
‘dom of life] the salvation of infants is the advantage of their 
‘ parents.’ 

Though St. Hierome calls himself an old man in one part of this 
epistle ; yet it was written a great while (thirty years at least) be- 
fore his death, and consequently twenty years before Pelagius vented 

n 1 Tim. i. 15. 
© [Vallarsius’ edition does not take notice of this various reading. | 
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his new opinion. For he speaks here of Eustochium, who was this 
lady’s husband’s sister, as a young girl; and yet his epistle to the 

said Hustochium, de virginitate servanda?, was written thirty years 
before his epistle to Demetrias on the same subject, as he himself 
observes in the latter. 

His mentioning how great a sin it would be in Christian parents 

to neglect the baptizing of their infants, renders that improbable 
(which yet some learned men of late have supposed to be true) that 
his own parents (who, as it seems, were Christians) had neglected 
the baptizing him in infancy: and that he was not baptized till he 
came to Rome. Of which opinion, and the mistake on which it is 

grounded, I must say something, as also of some other such instances, 
in a chapter on that subject4. 

Sect. 2. Out of St. Austin’s book De Sermone Domini in Monte. 

St. Austin was a man of note in the church, and continued writing 

288. οἵ books for forty years and more. There never was any 

(4-D. 388.) one man whose pains were so successful in healing the 
wounds of the church, caused by schisms and heresies. His mode- 
rate and popular way of arguing had a great effect. Besides his 

writing against the Manichees, of whom he had been one, and some 
Arians that were then yet left; he had a main hand in reducing the 

Donatists, and confuting the Pelagians. These latter began but 

3ro. twenty years before he died, viz. anno Dom. 410. and he 
(4-D.410.) had wrote several books before they appeared. The quo- 
tations that I shall produce at present are out of those former books. 
One is that which I briefly mentioned before’, viz.in his 

Lib. 1. de Sermone Domini in Monte, ὁ. 27. [eap. xvi. § 45. 

tom. m1. p. 185. ed. Benedict. | 
He being there to explain that part of our Saviour’s sermon which 

forbids divorce, takes occasion to cite that advice of St. Paul, 1 Cor. 

vu. 12. that a Christian should not put away his wife, though she as 
yet continued in heathenism or unbelief: and repeats the words that 
follow in the text, and gives his paraphrase upon them thus: 

‘ Sanctificatus est enim, inquit, vir infidelis in uxore [fideli] ; δέ 

“ sanctificata est mulier infidelis in fratre [fidelis]. 

‘Credo jam provenerat ut nonnull feemine per viros fideles, et viri 
‘ per uxores fideles in fidem venirent : et quamvis non dicens nomina, 
“exemplis tamen hortatus est ad confirmandum consilium suum. 

‘ Deinde sequitur : 

P [Epist. xxii. tom.i. p. 87.] Jfideli in both cases, as being wanting in 
4 Part ii. ch. 3. τ Ch. 4, and 11. the manuscripts, and also forming no part 
8 [The Benedictine editors omitthe word οἵ St. Paul’s remark.] 
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« Alioquin filii vestri immundi essent, nune autem sancti sunt. 

‘Jam enim erant parvuli Christiani, qui sive authore uno ex 

‘ parentibus, sive utroque consentiente sanctificati erant: quod non 

‘ fieret si uno credente dissociaretur conjugium, et non toleraretur 
‘ infidelitas conjugis usque ad opportunitatem credendit. 

‘ For, says he, an unbelieving husband has been sanctified by his 

« believing wife, and an unbelieving wife by her believing husband. 

‘IT suppose it had then happened that several wives had been 
‘ brought to the faith by their believing husbands, and husbands by 
‘their believing wives. And though he does not mention their 

‘names, yet he makes use of their example to confirm his advice. 
‘Then it follows, 

‘ Else were your children unclean ; but now are they holy. 

‘ For there were then Christian infants that were sanctified [or 

‘made holy, 1. 6. that were baptized] some by the authority of one 

“ of their parents, some by the consent of both: which would not be, 

‘if as soon as one party believed, the marriage were dissolved, and 

‘ the infidelity of the parties were not borne with till there were an 

‘ opportunity of beheving.’ 

Here we see St. Austin’s sense of that expression of St. Paul, which 

has been of late the subject of so much debate. He judges St. Paul’s 

meaning to be this: it 1s advisable for a Christian husband, whose 

wife will not as yet own the faith of Christ, not to put her away ; 

because it is probable that he may in time gain her to the true 

religion: such examples are by God’s grace very frequent. You 

commonly see the unbelieving party sanctified, or brought to 

faith and baptism, by the believing one. Were it not so, that the 

faith of the one did generally prevail against the infidelity of the 
other; the children of such would be generally left in their unclean 
state, and be brought up to heathenism: whereas we see now on the 

contrary, that those of you that live in a state of marriage with un- 

believers, do generally so far prevail by God’s grace, that your 
children are made holy, or sanctified and dedicated to the true God 
by baptism. 

If this explication do seem remote to us now; it 1s because we do 
not, so frequently as they did, use the word sanctification and sanc- 

tified for baptism and baptized. I believe it is not so little as a 
hundred times, that St. Austin for one, when he is to speak of infants 
or other persons baptized or to be baptized, expresses it sanctified, as 
we see he does here. If the reader pleases, he may turn back to 

ch. xi. § g. where there is more said of that matter. 

£ 1 Cor. vii. 14. 
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And by what I shall produce hereafter’, it will appear that most 
of the ancients understood this text as St. Austin does. 

Sect. 3. Out of St. Austin’s books of Freewill. 
Augustinus de Libero Arbitrio, lib. 11. eap.23. 

I. This treatise St. Austin wrote when he was a young man*, 

against the Manichees, who maintain, that as there is one eternal 

Principle or God that made the soul and all good things, so there is 

another that has created the body, and is the author of all wicked- 
ness, and other evils and calamities; and that one of these comes 

from a necessary principle as well as the other. 
St. Austin shews that God created man with a freewill: and that 

all sin comes from the ill use of that freewill : and that all other evils 

are punishments for sin: and that every one shall be judged ac- 

cording as he has either used that freedom of will to good or abused 
it to evil: and then adds, 

‘ Some ignorant people make a slanderous objection against this 

‘ doctrine, on account of infants dying, and of the bodily pains we 
‘ often see them suffer: for they say, “ΤῸ what purpose was such an 

‘one born, since he died before he merited any thing? Or what 

€ place shall he have in the future judgment, who cannot be among the 

‘righteous because he never did any good, nor among the wicked, 
“since he never sinned?” ‘To which we answer, That in the consti- 

© tution of the universe, and the fit connexion of all the creation in 

‘its places and times, no human person can have been created with- 
“ out reason, where not so much as the leaf of a tree is superfluously 

‘made. But that is a superfluous question which they put of the 
‘ merits of one that never merited any thing: for they need not fear 
‘ that it should so happen, that there can be a life in a middle state 
‘ between good and bad, and not a sentence of the judge in a middle 
‘ way between reward and punishment. 

‘ Quo loco etiam illud perserutari homines solent, sacramentum 
‘ baptismi Christi quid parvulis prosit; cum eo accepto plerumque 
‘ moriuntur priusquam ex eo quidquam cognoscere potuerint. Qua 
‘in re satis pie recteque creditur prodesse parvulo eorum fidem a 
‘ quibus consecrandus offertur. Et hoe ecclesiz commendat saluber- 

‘rima auctoritas, ut ex eo quisque sentiat quid 5101 prosit fides sua, 

“ quando in aliorum quoque beneficium, qui propriam nondum habent, 

‘ potest aliena commodari. Quid enim filio viduez profuit fides sua, 

‘ quam utique mortuus non habebat? Cui tamen profuit matris, ut 
“ resurgeret.’” [§ 67. tom. 1. p. 637. | 

On which head men are wont to ask this question also: ‘ What 

ἃ Chap. rg. ὃ 19. x Aug. Retractat. lib. 1. cap. 9. 
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“ good the sacrament of Christ’s baptism does to infants? Whereas, 
‘ after they have received it, they often die before they are able to 
“ understand any thing of it. As to which matter it is piously and 
‘ truly believed, that the faith of those by whom the child is offered 

“to be consecrated, profits the child. And this the most sound au- 
‘ thority of the church does commend, that hence every one may 

‘ judge how profitable his own faith will be to himself, when even 
“ another person’s faith is useful for the advantage of those that have 
‘as yet none of their own. For how could the widow’s sony be 
‘holpen by his own faith, whereof bemg dead he could have none ? 

“and yet his mother’s faith was useful for his being raised to life again.’ 

II. About forty years after the writing of this book (when Pela- 

328.  gianism had in the mean time arisen and sunk again), 

(4-D-428.) some Semipelagians in France, who held still that opinion 
of Pelagius, that infants, dying unbaptized, shall, though they miss 
of the kingdom of heaven, yet live eternally without punishment, 

made use of these words of St. Austin to uphold their tenet ; as if he 

had therein expressed himself in favour of the opinion of such a 

middle state. 

Of this, and of other their objections, one Hilary gives him notice 

by letter. ‘They plead,’ says he, ‘that the case of infants 1s not to be 
‘made an example for that of grown persons. And even as to the 
‘case of infants; they say your holiness so spoke of it as if you 
‘would have it counted an uncertain thing whether there be any 

‘ punishment for them ; and the negative to be more probable. And 
‘ you may remember that in your third book concerning freewill your 

‘ words are such as might give them this occasion2.’ 
But St. Austin in answeré shews that they mistook what he spoke 

hypothetically, and ad hominem against the Manichees, for a positive 
speech. ‘Suppose,’ says he, ‘that at that time when I began my 

“books of freewill, bemg then but a layman at Rome, or when I 

“made an end of them, being then but a presbyter in Africa, I had 
‘been unresolved of that point, that infants not regenerated are 
‘ under condemnation, and that those that are regenerated are there- 

‘by freed from it :—I hope there is no man so unjust or envious as 
‘to be against my learning better. 

« But whereas the truth is, that I ought not therefore to be thought 
‘to make any question of that matter, because I judged it fit to con- 
‘ fute those against whom I disputed, in such a manner, that whe- 

‘ther there be any punishment for original sin in infants, as the 
y Luke vii. 12. 8. Lib. de Dono Perseverantiz ; cap. 12. 
z Epistola libro de Pradestinatione [8 30. Op. tom. x. p. 836.] 

Sanctorum prefixa, [Op. tom. x. p. 783. | 
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‘truth is; or there be not, as some mistaken people think: yet 
‘still that mixture of the natures of good and evil, which the 
‘ Manichees fondly maintain, would have no reason to be believed. 
‘ God forbid that I should leave the matter of infants so, as to say it 
‘is uncertain whether those that are regenerated in Christ, if they 
‘ die in infancy, do come to eternal salvation ; and those who are not 

‘ regenerated do fall into the second death. Whereas that which is 
‘ written, By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin, and 

« so it passed upon all mankind», can no otherwise be understood.’ 
This answer which he gives to the reflections which the Semipela- 

gians made upon these his first writings may serve now for an answer 
to that which Grotius has reflected on them in like manner : he says, 

‘That St. Austin, before he was heated with the Pelagian disputes, 

‘never wrote any thing of the condemnation of unbaptized infants, 
“not even to those lesser pains in the world to come¢ :᾿ intimating 
that he was not of that opinion before. But supposing that were true, 
that he did not in his former writings mention that matter; yet if 
we may believe him for his own sense, it was not but that he under- 

stood the thing to be so at the time of writing this book: but he had 
not the same occasion to speak of it that he had afterward. 

This he more plainly expresses in a letter’ to St. Hierome, written 
in the heat of the Pelagian controversy ; where, having made mention 
of this book and this place, he says, ‘for im that book I did make 

‘ answer concerning the baptism of infants, on sufficienter, sed quan- 
“tum ill oper satis videbatur ; not handling it fully, but as far as 

‘was needful in that work; that it does profit even those that 

‘ are not sensible of it, and have as yet no faith of their own. But 

“1 thought it not needful at that time to say any thing concerning 
‘ the condemnation of those infants that depart this life without it : 
© Quia non quod nunc agitur agebatur: < Because there was none of 

‘ that dispute raised then, which is now.’ 
But I shall by and bye have occasion to shew that in other pieces 

written before the Pelagian times, he speaks of their condemnation. 
Sect. 4. Out of St. Austin’s books against the Donatists. 
Augustinus de Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. iv. cap. 15. 

I. St.Austin wrote this treatise and many others, against the 

300.  Donatists; a party of Christians in Africa, who had made a 
(4-D. 400) schism from the church sometime before he was born, on 

the account of one Czcilian a bishop ; who, as they said, had in times 

of persecution, under the heathen emperors, denied his religion by 

Ὁ Rom. v. 12. ¢ Annot. in Matth. xix. 14. 
4 Epist. 28, [166 in edit. Benedict. tom. ii. p. 583.] © Sect. 5. § 6. 
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giving up the Bible to be burnt; and yet afterward was suffered to 

continue and do the office of a bishop in the church. 

Cecilian denied the matter of fact, and it could not be plainly 
proved : but these men were so peremptory and so fierce against him, 
as not only to renounce him, but also to renounce the communion of 

the church, which suffered him to continue among them in his office. 

And it came to such a height, that in St. Austin’s time, their party, 

which was very numerous, did so abhor the settled church, that if 

any one who had been baptized in the church came over to them, they 
told him the baptism which he had received in so impure and defiled 
a church, and from the hands of such wicked men, was null and void ; 

and so they baptized him anew. The church did not so with them ; 
but if any that had been baptized by them came over to the church, 

he was received as one whose baptism was valid, though given 

by schismatics. 

St. Austin manages thus: he shews the want of proof of the accu- 

sation, by producing the acts of court and records by which Cvecilian 
had been acquitted. But besides, shews that, suppose it were true, 

one is not to forsake a church because of one or more wicked men 

that are suffered in it. And particularly in this treatise sets forth 

the impiety of their practice in rebaptizing. He shews that baptism 

once given in the right form, viz. in the name of Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit, is valid; how heretical or impure soever the church be 

m which, or how wicked soever the man be from whose hands he re- 

eeives it. [One may here note by the by, that this rule of St. Austin 

does, by the consent of most ancients, hold good, except in the case 

of the Paulianists, who seem to have kept the words of the form, 

(though St. Austin had been informed otherwise,) and yet their 
opinion concerning Christ was so abhorred by the Christians, that 
the council of Nice ordered them to be rebaptized, as I shall shew 
hereafterf.] He shews that the baptism is Christ’s and not the 

minister’s. And the validity thereof depends on God’s authority, 
not on the goodness or sincerity of the person that officiates. And 

consequently that those who had been baptized by Czecilian, or any 
other wicked bishop, were to be accounted to have their baptism 
valid: and the priests ordained by him were capable of giving bap- 

tism to others. 
11. He goes on to shew by the example of Simon Magus, that 

baptism received with a wicked heart and purpose, (which is a worse 
circumstance,) is yet valid: and that such a man is to repent of his 

f Part ii. ch. 5. ὃ 7. 
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wickedness, but not to be baptized again. And if a man that is bap- 
tized in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, have at that 

time some unsound opinion concerning the Trinity or any person 

thereof; he is to reform his opinion, but not. to renew his baptism. 
And he proves this by the example of those who are baptized 

young, when they have but an uncouth sense, or infants, when they 

have no sense at all, of the articles of faith, in these words : 

‘Unde multi post baptismum proficientes, et maxime qui infantes, 

‘ vel pueri baptizati sunt, quanto magis intellectus eorum serenatur 

‘ et iluminatur, dum interior homo renovatur de die in diem, priores 
‘ suas opiniones quas de Deo habebant, cum suis phantasmatibus lu- 
‘ dificarentur, irridentes et detestantes atque confitentes adjiciunt. 
‘ Nec tamen ideo non accepisse baptismum existimantur, aut talem 
‘ baptismum accepisse dicuntur, qualis fuit error ipsorum. Sed in 

‘eis et sacramenti integritas honoratur, et mentis vanitas emen- 
‘datur.’ [§ 22.] 

‘So that many persons increasing in knowledge after their bap- 
‘ tism, and especially those who have been baptized either when they 
‘ were infants, or when they were youths; as their understanding is 
‘cleared and enlightened, and their inward man renewed day by 

“ day, do themselves deride, and with abhorrence and confession re- 

‘ nounce the former opinions which they had of God, when they were 
‘imposed on by their own imaginations. And yet they are not 
‘ therefore accounted either not to have received baptism or to have 

‘received a baptism of that nature that their error was. But in 

‘ their case both the validity of the sacrament is acknowledged, and 

‘the vanity of their understanding rectified.’ 

Ill. And a little after, ch. 23, he having had occasion to speak of 
the penitent thief, who obtained salvation without baptism, shews 

that that is no more an argument against the necessity of baptism, 

where it may be had, than the example of baptized infants obtaming 

salvation without faith is an argument against the necessity of faith, 

where the subject is capable of it. But that it is an argument that 

one of these may be without the other; and so that heretics, who 

neither have nor do teach the right faith, yet may give true baptism, 

(if they give it in the right form,) which ought not to be reiterated 

when the party comes to the true faith. 

- For that was one thing with which the Donatists upbraided the 
catholics, that they received heretics that came over to them, without 

giving them a new baptism. 

He concludes this fourth book with these words : 

“ Sicut autem in latrone, quia per necessitatem corporaliter defuit 
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‘ [baptismus], perfecta salus est; quia per pietatem spiritaliter ad- 

‘fuit: sic et cum ipsa presto est, si per necessitatem desit quod 
‘latroni adfuit, perficitur salus. Quod traditum tenet universitas 

‘ ecclesiz, cum parvuli infantes baptizantur; qui certe nondum pos- 
‘sunt corde credere ad justitiam, et ore confiteri ad salutem, quod 
‘latro potuit: quin etiam flendo et vagiendo cum in eis mysterium 

celebratur, ipsis mysticis vocibus obstrepunt. Et tamen nullus 
Christianorum dixerit eos inaniter baptizari. [cap. xxiii. $ 30.] 
‘ Et si quisquam in hac re auctoritatem divinam querat: quan- 

‘quam quod universa tenet ecclesia, nee concilus institutum, sed 
semper retentum est, non nisi auctoritate apostolica traditum rectis- 
sime creditur: tamen veraciter conjicere possumus, quid valeat in 

‘ parvulis baptismi sacramentum, ex circumcisione carnis, quam prior 

‘ populus accepit. Quam priusquam acciperet, justificatus est Abra- 
‘ham. Sicut Cornelius etiam dono Spiritus Sancti, priusquam 
‘ baptizaretur, ditatus est: dicit tamen apostolus de ipso Abraham ; 

ς signum accepit circumcisionis, signaculum fider justitia, (αἱ jam corde 
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“ crediderat, οὐ deputatum illi erat ad justitiam. Cur ergo ei preceptum 

‘ est, ut omnem deinceps infantem masculum octavo die cireumcideret, 

“ qui nondum poterat corde credere, ut ei deputaretur ad justitiam ; 

‘ nisi quia et ipsum per seipsum sacramentum multum valebat ? 

« Sicut ergo im Abraham precessit fidet justitia, et accessit cireum- 
‘ cisio signaculum justitiz fidei : ita in Cornelio preecessit sanctificatio 
‘ spiritalis in dono Spiritus Sancti, et accessit sacramentum regene- 
n rationis in lavacro baptismi. Et sicut in Isaac, qui octavo sux 

‘ nativitatis die circumcisus est, preecessit signaculum justitie fidei ; 
n et quoniam patris fidem imitatus est, secuta est in crescente ipsa 

« justitia cujus signaculum in infante precesserat : ita et in baptizatis 
‘infantibus precedit regenerationis sacramentum, et si Christianam 

‘ tenuerint pietatem sequetur etiam in corde conversio, cujus myste- 

“rium precessit in corpore. Et sicut in illo latrone, quod ex bap- 
‘ tismi sacramento defuerat, complevit Omnipotentis benignitas, quia 
non superbia vel contemptu, sed necessitate defuerat: sic in infan- 

‘tibus, qui baptizati moriuntur, eadem gratia Omnipotentis implere 
credenda est, quod non ex impia voluntate, sed ex xtatis indigentia 

‘nec corde credere ad justitiam possunt, nec ore confiteri ad salutem. 

‘ Tdeo cum alii pro eis respondent, ut impleatur erga eos celebratio 

‘sacramenti; valet utique ad eorum consecrationem ; quia ipsi re- 

spondere non possunt. At si pro eo, qui respondere potest, alius 
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σ᾿ respondeat, non itidem valet. [cap. xxiv. § 30.] 
‘ Quibus rebus omnibus ostenditur aliud esse sacramentum bap- 

‘ tismi, aliud conversionem cordis ; sed salutem hominis ex utroque 
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“compleri: nee si unum horum defuerit, ideo putare debemus conse- 
« quens esse ut et alterum desit ; quia et illud sine isto potest esse in 
‘ infante, et hoc sine illo potuit esse in latrone: complente Deo, sive 
‘ni illo, sive in isto, quod non ex voluntate defuisset: cum vero ex 

‘ voluntate alterum horum defuerit, reatu hominem involvi. 

‘ Et baptismus quidem potest messe, ubi conversio cordis defuerit : 

‘ conversio autem cordis potest quidem inesse non percepto baptismo ; 
“sed contempto non potest: neque enim ullo modo dicenda est con- 

‘ versio cordis ad Deum, cum Dei sacramentum contemnitur. 

‘ Juste igitur reprehendimus, anathemamus, detestamur, abomina- 

‘mur perversitatem cordis hareticorum: sacramentum tamen evan- 

‘ velicum non ideo non habent, quia per quod utile est non habent. 

‘ Quapropter cum ad fidem et veritatem veniunt, et agentes poeni- 
‘ tentiam remitti sibi peccata deposcunt ; non eos decipimus, neque 
‘ fallimus, cum correctos a nobis ac reformatos in eo quod depravati 
‘ atque perversi sunt, ad regnum eccelorum sic disciplinis ceelestibus 
‘ erudimus, ut quod in eis integrum est nullo modo violemus: nec 

‘ propter hominis vitium, si quid in homine Dei est, vel nullum vel 
“ vitiosum esse dicamus.’ [cap. xxiv. § 32.] 

‘ And as the thief, who by necessity went without baptism, was 
‘saved ; because by his piety he had it spiritually : so where baptism 

‘is had, though the party by necessity go without that [faith] which 

‘ the thief had, yet he is saved. 

‘ Which the whole body of the church holds, as delivered to them, 

‘in the case of little infants baptized: who certainly cannot yet be- 
‘ eve with the heart to righteousness, or confess with the mouth to 
‘ salvation, as the thief could; nay, by their crying and noise while 

‘the sacrament is administering, they disturb the holy mysteries : 

‘and yet no Christian man will say they are baptized to no purpose. 

« And if any one do ask for divine authority in this matter: though 
“ that which the whole church practises, and which has not been in- 

“ stituted by councils, but was ever in use, is very reasonably believed 

‘to be no other than a thing delivered [or ordered] by authority of 

‘the apostles: yet we may besides take a true estimate, how much 

‘the sacrament of baptism does avail infants, by the circumcision 

‘ which God’s former people received. 
‘ For Abraham was justified before he received that ; as Cornelius 

‘ was indued with the Holy Spirit before he was baptized : and yet 

‘ the apostle says of Abraham, ¢hat he received the sign of circumcision, 

“a seal of the righteousness of the faith, by which he had in heart be- 

‘ lieved, and it had been counted to him for righteousness. Why then 

‘ was he commanded thenceforward to circumcise all his male infants 
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on the eighth day, when they could not yet believe with the heart, 
that it might be counted to them for righteousness ; but for this 

reason, because the sacrament itself is of itself of great import ?—— 

Therefore as in Abraham the nghteousness of faith went before, 

and circumcision the seal of the nghteousness of faith came after ; 

so in Cornelius the spiritual sanctification by the gift of the Holy 

Spirit went before, and the sacrament of regeneration by the laver 
of baptism came after. And as in Isaac, who was circumcised the 
eighth day, the seal of the righteousness of faith went before, and 
(as he was a follower of his father’s faith) the nghteousness itself, 

the seal whereof had gone before in his infancy, came after: so in 
infants baptized the sacrament of regeneration goes before, and 

(if they put in practice the Christian religion) conversion of the 

heart, the mystery whereof went before in their body, comes 
after. 

‘ And as in that thief’s case, what was wanting of the sacrament 

of baptism the mercy of the Almighty made up; because it was 

not out of pride or contempt but of necessity that it was wanting : 

so in infants that die after they are baptized, it is to be beheved 
that the same grace of the Almighty does make up that defect, 

that by reason, not of a wicked will, but of want of age, they can 

neither believe with the heart to righteousness, nor confess with 

the mouth unto salvation. So that when others answer for them, 

that they may have this sacrament given them ; it is valid for their 

consecration, because they cannot answer for themselves: but if for 

one that is able to answer himself another should answer, it would 

not be valid. By all which it appears, that the sacrament of bap- 
tism is one thing, and conversion of the heart another: but that 

the salvation of a person is completed by both of them. And if 

one of these be wanting, we are not to think that it follows, that 

the other is wanting; since one may be without the other in 
an infant, and the other was without that in the thief: God Al- 

mighty making up, both in one and the other case, that which was 

not wilfully wanting. 

‘ But when either of these is wilfully wanting, it involves the per- 
son in guilt. And baptism indeed may be had where conversion 
of the heart is wanting ; but conversion of the heart, though it may 
be where baptism is not had, cannot be where it is contemned : for 
that is by no means to be called conversion of the heart to God, 

where the sacrament of God is contemned. 

‘ Well may we therefore reprehend, anathematize, detest and abhor, 

the perversion of heart that is in heretics : but yet we must not say 
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‘that they therefore have not the Gospel sacrament, because they 

‘have not that which should make it useful to them. 
‘ Therefore when they come to the true faith, and being penitent 

‘ do desire that their faults may be pardoned ; we do not deceive or 
‘ cheat them, when correcting and reforming in them that wherein 

‘ they were depraved and perverted, we do instruct them with holy 

‘ discipline for the kingdom of heaven in such a manner, as that we 

‘do by no means violate that in them which is valid: nor for the 
‘ fault of the man say that that which is of God in the man is either 
‘null or faulty.’ 

IV. I have transcribed this passage the larger, because Mr. Dan- 
vers, who had set up a pretence that the Donatists found fault with 

the catholics for baptizing infants, would prove it from this place. 

He had said ‘that Austin’s third and fourth books against the Do- 

‘ natists do demonstrate that they denied infants baptism: wherein 
‘he manageth the argument for infants’ baptism against them with 

‘ great zeal, enforcing it by several arguments, but especially from 

‘ apostolical tradition ; and cursing with great bitterness they that 
‘ should not embrace its.” And when his answerers jogged him, and 
told him, that in the third book there was never a word about it; he 

said, the fourth book did however shew it. And yet in the fourth 
book there is nothing but what I here produce. And any one that 
can give any tolerable guess at the sense of what he reads, sees by 

this and the rest of the book, that St.Austin does not here argue 

against the Donatists, as if they denied infant baptism: but proves 

that baptism received from the hands of heretical or depraved priests 

is valid, though they give the baptized person a wrong account of 

the faith ; by this reason, that infants’ baptism is valid, though they 

have as yet no account of the faith at all. And I have already shewn 
from Optatus, that the catholics and Donatists had no difference 
about the nature of baptism, or way of administering it; but only 

about the purity or orthodoxy of the persons that gave it: and shall 

by and by have occasion to shew particularly that they baptized in- 

fants as well as the catholicsi. 
But what does he mean by saying that St. Austin cursed, &c. ? 

The Donatists reproached the catholics for receiving to their com- 

munion such as had been baptized among heretics, as Arians, 
Apollinarists, &c., without giving them, upon their coming to the 

communion of the church, a new baptism: as if they thereby owned 
communion with such heretics, or approved their doctrine. St. Austin 

® Treatise of Baptism, Part ii. ch. vii. p. h Ch. 9.8 1. 
223, edit. 1674. i Ch. 16.§ 1, 2. 
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answers as we see, ‘ We do [as well as you] reprehend, anathematize, 

‘ &c., the perversion of heart, [or false doctrine] of the heretics : 
‘but we must not therefore say, that they have not the sacrament,’ 
&c. This is what this man, who could find antipedobaptism in 
every Latin book that he looked into, calls ‘ cursing them that would 
‘not embrace infant baptism.’ 

Mr. Baxter says on this occasion, ‘ Either this man had seen and 

‘read these books of Augustine mentioned by him, or he had not. 

‘If not, doth he use God’s church, and the souls of poor ignorant 

‘ people with any tenderness? &c. If he understand not Latin, how 
‘unfit is he to give us the history of these antiquities! &e. But if 

‘he have read them, then I can scarce match him again, among: all 
‘the falsifiers that I know in the world. I dare not be so un- 

‘ charitable to him, as to think that ever he read them*.’? But to 

leave him, and go on: 

Though St. Austin speak of infant baptism in this place but by the 
by, his words are, we see, a full evidence that it was then universally 

practised, and had been so beyond the memory of any man or of any 

record: that they took it to be a thing that had not been ‘ enacted 
“by any council,’ but had ‘ever been in use’ from the beginning of 

Christianity. And they had then but 300 years to look back to the 
times of the apostles, whereas we now have 1600. And the writings 

and records which are now lost, were then extant, and easily known. 

Moreover, for the sorts or sects of Christians that were then; he 

says that xuw//us Christianorum ‘none of all the Christians’ (and then 

certainly not the Donatists with whom he was talking) had any other 
opinion than that it was useful or necessary. 

This is to be understood with a limitation, which I shall shew! 

that he expresses elsewhere, provided they were such as made use of 
any baptism at all: for there were some sects that called themselves 
Christians, (but they were hardly allowed that name by any others,) 
who utterly refused the use of any baptism at all. Of whom I shall 
give some account at a place™ convenient. 

Sect. 5. Out of St.Austin’s Letter to Boniface. 
Augustini Epistola ad Bonifacium Episcopum ; 

Epist. 23. [98 in edit. Benedict. | 

I. Boniface, a bishop of St. Austin’s acquaintance, had wrote to 

308. him to desire his explication of two matters that appeared 
(4-D. 408. to him difficult to resolve. They do both relate to infants’ 
baptism. 

k Confutation of the Strange Forgeries ‘ Membership,’ &c. 8vo. 1675. p.241.] 
of Mr. Henry Danvers, sect. 2. ch. iv. § 7. l Parti. ch. 5: § 1. 
{In his ‘More Proofs of Infants’ Church m Part ii. ch. 6. 81. 
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One was, ‘ Whether such parents do their infants that are baptized 
‘any hurt, who carry them to the heathen temples and sacrifices to 

‘be cured by those impious rites of some infirmity they have. And 
‘if they thereby do them no hurt, then how it comes to pass, that the 
‘ faith of the parents stands them in stead when they are baptized, 
‘and yet the apostasy of their parents does them no hurt.’ 

The other was, how that can be reconciled to truth, which the god- 

father answers in the child’s name at baptism, viz. that ‘he does 
“believe ; does renounce ; will obey,’ &c., when he at present has no 

sense at all, and what he will have hereafter nobody knows. 

A part of what St.Austin answers to the first of these, I have 

already recited in the chapter of St.Cyprian’s sayings": because he 

does in this answer cite and explain one of the passages of Cyprian, 
which I had there cited. And another part of it in ch. ii. $4; 
because it gives a full proof that the ancients took the word regene- 
ration for baptism exclusively of all other senses. 

The substance of the answer is, that original sin is at first derived 

from the parents to the child, because the child is at first a part of 

the parents: that after he is become a separate living person, the 
faith of the parents, or others that bring him to baptism, is available 

to him, because ‘ the regenerating Spirit is one in the grown persons 

‘that bring the child, and in the child that is brought: but when 
‘the same grown persons commit that wickedness on the child, of- 

‘ ferme him, and endeavouring to engage him in the sacrilegious 

“bonds of devils; there is not then one soul in both of them, that 

‘the crime should be communicated. For sin is not so communi- 

“eated by the will of another which is distinct, as grace is commu- 
“ cated by the Holy Spirit which is one and the same. For the same 
‘ Holy Spirit may be in this and in that person; although they 
‘mutually know it not one of another, and so the grace may be 
‘common: but the spirit of a human person cannot be in this and 
‘in that person; so that one sinning and the other not sinning, the 

‘ guilt should be common.’ 
Some remaining parts of the answer relating to some particular 

things that Boniface had said, do here follow. [ὁ 5. tom. 11. p. 265.] 

‘ Nec illud te moveat, quod quidam non ea fide ad baptismum per- 
‘ cipiendum parvulos ferunt, ut gratia spiritali ad vitam regenerentur 

‘ eternam, sed quod eos putant hoc remedio temporalem retinere vel 
‘ recipere sanitatem. Non enim propterea illi non regenerantur, quia 

‘non ab istis hac intentione offeruntur. Celebrantur enim per eos 
© necessaria ministeria, &e. Spiritus autem ille sanctus qui habitat 

a Ch. 6. ὃ 12. 
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‘in sanctis, ex quibus una illa columba deargentata charitatis igne 
‘ conflatur, agit quod agit etiam per servitutem, aliquando non solum 
‘simpliciter ignorantium, verum etiam damnabiliter indignorum. 

‘ Offeruntur quippe parvuli ad percipiendam spiritalem gratiam non 

‘tam ab eis quorum gestantur manibus, (quamvis et ab ipsis si et 
‘ipsi boni fideles sunt,) quam ab universa societate sanctorum atque 

‘ fidelium. Ab omnibus namque offerri recte intelliguntur quibus 

‘ placet quod offeruntur, et quorum sancta atque individua charitate 

“ad communicationem Sancti Spiritus adjuvantur. Tota hoc ergo 

‘mater ecclesia, que in sanctis est, facit; quia tota omnes, tota 

‘ singulos parit. Nam si Christiani baptismi sacramentum, quando 

‘unum atque idipsum est, etiam apud hereticos valet et sufhicit ad 
‘ consecrationem, quamvis ad vite zterne participationem non suffi- 

‘ ciat: que consecratio reum quidem facit hereticum extra Domini 

‘grevem habentem Dominicum characterem; corrigendum tamen 
‘ admonet sana doctrina, non iterum similiter consecrandum : quanto 

“ potius in catholica ecclesia etiam per stipule minister1um frumenta 

‘ purganda portantur, ut ad masse societatem mediante area per- 
“ ducantur ? 

ς Tllud autem nolo te fallat, ut existimes reatus vinculum ex Adam 

‘tractum, aliter non posse dirumpi, nisi parvuli ad percipiendam 

‘ Christi gratiam a parentibus offerantur. Sic enim scribens dicis ; 
‘ut sicut parentes fuerunt auctores ad eorum pcenam, per fidem 
‘ parentum identidem justificentur: cum videas multos non offerri a 
‘ parentibus, sed etiam a quibuslibet extraneis ; sicut a dominis ser- 
‘ vuli aliquando offeruntur. Et nonnunquam, mortuis parentibus suis, 

‘ parvuli baptizantur, ab eis oblati, qui illis hujusmodi misericordiam 

‘ prebere potuerunt. Aliquando etiam, quos crudeliter parentes 
‘ exposuerunt nutriendos a quibuslibet, nonnunquam a sacris virgi- 

‘mibus colliguntur, et ab eis offeruntur ad baptismum, que certe 
‘ proprios filios nec habuerunt ullos, nec habere disponunt.’ [ὁ 6.] 

II. « Let not that disturb you, that some people do not bring their 
‘infants to baptism with that faith [or purpose] that they may by 
‘ spiritual grace be regenerated to eternal life, but because they think 

‘they do procure or preserve their bodily health by this remedy. 
For the children do not therefore fail of beg regenerated, because 

‘they are not brought by the others with this intention. For the 
necessary offices are performed by them, &e. And the Holy 
Spirit that dwells in the saints, out of whom that silver dove that 

‘is but one is by the fire of charity compacted, does what he does 
‘ sometimes by the means of men not only simply ignorant, but also 
damnably unworthy. For infants are offered for the receiving of 
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‘ the spiritual grace, not so much by those in whose hands they are 
‘ brought, (though by those too if they be good faithful Christians,) 
‘as by the whole congregation of saints, and faithful men. For they 

‘are rightly said to be offered by all those whose desire it is that 
‘ they should be offered, and by whose holy and united charity they 
‘are assisted towards the communication of the Holy Spirit. 

‘So that the whole church of the saints does this office as a 
‘mother. For the whole church brings forth all her children, and 

‘the whole brings forth each particular. 
‘ For if the sacrament of Christian baptism, which is one and the 

“same, be available even among heretics for the consecration of a 

‘ person, though it be not sufficient for his obtaining of eternal life 

‘ (which consecration involves the heretic in the guilt of sin for using 
‘the Lord’s mark without the compass of the Lord’s flock: and yet 
‘ the orthodox doctrine teaches that such a person is to be reformed, 
‘ but not to be consecrated anew) :—how much more in the catholic 
‘church may the corn that is to be cleaned be brought in by the 
‘ means of the straw, that by the help of the floor it may be gathered 
‘ to the rest of the heap ? 

II. « But I would not have you mistake so as to think that the 

‘bond of guilt derived from Adam cannot be broken, unless the 
‘children be offered for receiving the grace of Christ by their own 

‘parents. For so you speak in your letter, “That as the parents 

‘ were authors of their punishment, so they may also by the faith of 
‘ their parents be justified ;” whereas you see that a great many are 

‘ offered, not by their parents, but by any other persons; as the 

‘infant slaves are sometimes offered by their masters. And some- 
‘times when the parents are dead, the infants are baptized, being 

‘ offered by any that can afford to shew this compassion on them. 
“ And sometimes infants whom their parents have cruelly exposed, to 
‘be brought up by those that light on them, are now and then taken 

‘up by the holy virgins, and offered to baptism by them who have 
‘no children of their own, nor design to have any. And in all this 

‘ there is nothing else done than what is written in the Gospel, when 
‘our Lord asked who was neighbour to him. that was wounded by 

‘ thieves, and left half dead in the road? and it was answered, He 

“ that shewed mercy on him. 

Here we see (beside the resolution of the main question, both 
Boniface and St. Austin taking it for granted that infants are to be 
baptized) that the ordinary use then was for the parents to answer 

for their children: but yet that this was not counted so necessary as 
that a child could not be baptized without that circumstance. Any 
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one that was on any equitable account owner of the child might bring 

it to baptism. 
Neither did the baptism depend on tke holiness, or right faith, or 

intention of those that brought the child. It was supposed to be 

done by the order and at the desire of the church, and particularly 
of those that assisted with their prayers at the office. 

IV. He next proceeds to speak of the other question put by 

Boniface : 
‘ Difficillimam sane questionem tibi proposuisse visus es in extremo 

‘inquisitionis tue: ea videlicet intentione qua soles vehementer 
‘cavere mendacium. Si constituam, inquis, ante te parvulum, et 
‘interrogem utrum cum creverit, futurus sit castus, vel fur non sit 
‘ futurus: sine dubio respondebis ; Nescio. Et utrum in eadem par- 

‘ vula etate constitutus cogitet aliquid boni vel mali; dices, Nescio. 

‘ Si itaque de moribus ejus futuris nihil audes certi promittere, et de 
« presenti ejus cogitatione: Quid est illud quod quando ad baptismum 
‘ offeruntur, pro eis parentes tanquam fidedictores respondent, et 

‘ dicunt illos facere quod illa etas cogitare non potest, aut si potest, 

‘occultum est? interrogamus enim eos, a quibus offeruntur, et 

‘dicimus; Credit in Deum? de illa etate que, utrum sit Deus, 

‘jenorat: respondent, Credit: et ad cetera sic respondetur singula 
* quee queruntur. Unde miror parentes in istis rebus tam fidenter pro 
‘ parvulo respondere, ut dicant eum tanta bona facere, quee ad horam 
‘qua baptizatur, baptizator interrogat: tamen eadem hora si sub- 

‘jiciam; Erit castus qui baptizatur? Aut, Non erit fur? Nescio 
‘ utrum audet dicere aliquis, Aliquid horum erit, aut, non erit; sicut 

‘ mihi sine dubitatione respondet, quod credat in Deum, et quod se 

‘ convertat ad Deum. 
‘ Deinde scripta tua concludens adjungis et dicis; Ad istas ergo 

‘ queestiones peto breviter respondere digneris, ita ut non mihi de 
‘ consuetudine preescribas, sed rationem reddas. [§ 7.] 

‘ His literis tuis lectis et relectis, et quantum temporis angustiz 
‘ sinebant consideratis, recordatus sum Nebridium amicum meum ; 

‘qui cum esset rerum obscurarum, ad doctrinam pietatis maxime 
‘ pertinentium, diligentissimus et acerrimus inquisitor, valde oderat 

‘ de queestione magna responsionem brevem: et quisquis hoe popo- 
‘ scisset, egerrime ferebat ; eumque, si ejus persona pateretur, vultu 

‘indignabundus et voce cohibebat; indignum deputans qui talia 
‘ quereret, cum de re tanta, quam multa dici possent deberentque, 
‘nesciret. Sed ego tibi non similiter, ut solebat ille, succenseo. Es 
‘enim episcopus multis curis occupatus, ut ego: unde nec tibi facile 
‘ vacat prolixum aliquid legere, nec mihi scribere. Nam ille tune 
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nx adolescens, qui talia breviter nolebat audire, et de multis in nostra 

sermocinatione querebat, ab otioso querebat otiosus. Tu vero 
“ cogitans nune quis et a quo ista flagites, breviter de re tanta re- 

‘ spondere me jubes. Ecce facio quantum possum: Dominus adjuvet, 

“ut quod postulas possim. [§ 8.] 
‘“Nempe sepe ita loquimur, ut pascha propinquante dicamus, 

Aa 

‘crastinam vel perendinam Domini passionem; cum ille ante tam 
‘ multos annos passus sit, nec omnino nisi semel illa passio facta sit. 
« Nempe ipso die Dominico dicimus ; Hodie Dominus resurrexit : cum 
“ex quo resurrexit tot anni transierint. Cur nemo tam ineptus est, 

ut nos ita loquentes arguat esse mentitos, nisi quia istos dies secun- 

dum illorum, quibus hee gesta sunt, similitudinem nuncupamus ? 

« Ut dicatur ipse dies, qui non est ipse, sed revolutione temporis 

‘ similis ejus: et dicatur illo die fieri propter sacramenti celebrationem, 
quod non illo die, sed jam olim factum est. Nonne semel immo- 

‘latus est Christus in seipso? et tamen in sacramento, non solum 
“per omnes paschz solemnitates, sed omni die populis immolatur ; 
nec utique mentitur, qui interrogatus eum responderit immolari. 

Si enim sacramenta quandam similitudinem earum rerum, quarum 

¢ 

¢ 

€ 

sacramenta sunt, non haberent, omnino sacramenta non essent. 

Ex hae autem similitudine plerumque etiam ipsarum rerum nomina 
“ accipiunt. 

‘Sicut ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis 

‘ Christi corpus Christi est, sacramentum sanguinis Christi sanguis 

‘ Christi est ; ita sacramentum fidei fides est. Nihil est autem aliud 

credere, quam fidem habere. Ac per hoe cum respondetur parvulus 

eredere, qui fidei nondum habet affectum ; respondetur fidem habere 
propter fide1 sacramentum, et convertere se ad Deum propter con- 

versionis sacramentum; quia et ipsa responsio ad celebrationem 

pertinet sacramenti. Sicut de ipso baptismo apostolus ; Consepultz, 
inquit, swmus Christo per baptismum in mortem. Non ait, Sepulturam 

significavimus: sed prorsus ait: Consepulti sumus. Sacramentum 

ergo tant rei non nisi eyusdem rei vocabulo nuncupavit. [ᾧ 9. | 

‘ Itaque parvulum, et si nondum fides illa, que in credentium 

voluntate consistit, jam tamen ipsius fidei sacramentum fidelem 

facit. Nam sicut credere respondetur, ita etiam fidelis vocatur, non 
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“rem ipsam mente annuendo, sed ipsius rei sacramentum percipiendo. 

‘Cum autem homo sapere cceperit, non illud sacramentum repetet, 

“sed intelliget : ejusque veritati consona etiam voluntate coaptabitur. 
‘ Hoe quamdiu non potest, valebit sacramentum ad ejus tutelam 
‘ adversus contrarias potestates : et tantum valebit, ut si ante rationis 

‘usum ex hac vita emigraverit, per ipsum sacramentum, commen- 
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“ dante ecclesiz charitate, ab illa condemnatione, que per unum hominem 

‘intravit in mundum, Christiano adjutorio liberetur. Hoe qui non 

‘ credit, et fier! non posse arbitratur, profecto infidelis est, etsi habeat 

‘ fide1 sacramentum: longeque melior est ille parvulus, qui etiamsi 

‘ fidem nondum habeat in cogitatione, non 6] tamen obicem con- 
‘trarie cogitationis opponit; unde sacramentum ejus salubriter 
“ percipit. 

“ Respondi, sicut existimo, questionibus tuis, quantum attinet ad 
‘ minus capaces et contentiosos non satis, quantum autem ad pacatos 

“ et intelligentes plus forte quam sat est. Nec tibi ad excusationem 
‘meam objeci firmissimam consuetudinem, sed saluberrime consue- 
‘ tudinis reddidi quam potui rationem. [§ 10. ] 

‘ You reckon you have proposed a very hard question in the latter 
‘ part of your letter, according to that temper of yours by which you 

‘ are wont to be exceeding cautious of any thing that looks hke a lie. 

‘ You say thus: 

‘ Suppose I set before you an infant, and ask you whether, when 
‘he grows up, he will be a chaste man, or, whether he will be no 

‘ thief? your answer doubtless will be, I cannot tell. And, whether 

‘he in that infant age have any good or evil thought: you will say, 
“1 know not. Since therefore you dare not say any thing either 

* concerning his future behaviour or his present thoughts ; what 15 

‘ the meaning that when they are brought to baptism, their parents, 

“ as sponsors for them, make answer and say, that they do that which 

‘ that age can have no thoughts of; or if they have, nobody knows 
‘ what they are? For we ask those by whom they are brought, and 

‘ say, Does he believe in God? concerning that age which has no 
‘ knowledge whether there be a God or not: they answer, He does 
‘ believe. And so in like manner answer is made to all the rest. So 

‘ that I wonder how the parents do in those matters answer so con- 

‘ fidently for the child that he does this or that good thing, which 
‘ the baptizer demands at the time of his baptism: and yet, if at the 
“same time I ask, Will this baptized person prove chaste, or, not 

‘ prove a thief? I question whether any one dare so answer, he will, 

‘ or will not, be such or such a one; as they answer without any 
‘ hesitation that he does believe in God: he does turn to God. 

‘ And then you conclude your letter with these words : 

“(Ὁ T entreat you to give me a short answer to these questions, 1n 

such a manner as that you do not urge to me the prescription of 

‘the customariness of the thing, but give me the reason of it.’ 
‘ When I had read your letter over and over, and had considered 

‘it as far as my short time would allow; it made me call to mind 
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‘my friend Nebridius, who being a very diligent and sagacious 
‘ inquirer into matters that were obscure, especially such as concern 
‘ religion, could not endure a short answer to a weighty question, 
“ and took it very ill if any one desired such a thing ; and would with 
‘an angry voice and look reprimand him, if he were a person that 
‘might be so used, as counting him unfit to ask such questions ; 

‘ who did not consider how much might and ought to be said on so 

“ great a matter. 

‘ But, I do not pretend to be angry with you in such manner as 
‘he was wont to be; for you are a bishop that have a great many 

‘ cares upon you, as well as I: so that neither have you the leisure 
“to read a long discourse, nor I to write one. For he being then a 
young man that would not be answered in brief to such things, but 
‘spent a great deal of talk with me, inquired as one at leisure from 
‘one that was so too. But you, considering now your own circum- 
“ stances that ask, and mine that am asked, bid me answer briefly 

“about so great a matter. And that I here do as well as I can: I 

‘ pray God to assist me, that I may be able to satisfy your demand. 

‘ You know we often express ourselves so, as that when Good 
‘ Friday is nigh, we say, To-morrow or next day is our Lord’s pas- 
‘sion: though it be a great many years ago that he suffered, and 
‘ his passion was never performed but once. So on the Lord’s day 
‘we say, This day our Lord arose, though since he arose it be so 
‘many years. Why is there nobody so silly as to say we le when 
‘we speak so, but for this reason, because we give names to those 

‘ days, from the representation they make us of those on which the 
‘ things were indeed done: so as that is called the very day, which 
‘is not the very day, but answers to it in the revolution of time: 
‘and that which is not done on that day, but was done a long time 

‘ago, is spoken of as done on that day, because the sacrament of it 

‘is then celebrated. Was not Christ in his own person offered up 
‘ (or sacrificed) once for all? And yet in the sacrament he is offered 
‘in the church (or in, or to, or among the people) not only every 

“ Easter, but every day; nor does he lie, who being asked, says, he 

‘is offered. For sacraments would not be sacraments, if they had 
“ ποῦ a resemblance of those things whereof they are the sacraments : 
‘and from this resemblance they commonly have the names of the 

‘ things themselves. 

‘ As therefore the sacrament of Christ’s body is after a certain 
‘fashion Christ’s body :—and the sacrament of Christ’s blood 
‘is Christ’s blood:—so the sacrament of faith is faith, and to 

‘ believe is nothing else but to have faith. And so, when an infant 



170 Year after the Apostles, 288. (a. vd. 388.) [PART I. 

‘ that has not yet the faculty of faith is said to believe ; he is said to 
‘ have faith, because of the sacrament of faith; and to turn to God, 

‘ because of the sacrament of conversion : because that answer belongs 

‘to the celebration of the sacrament. So the apostle on this same 
“ subject of baptism says, We are buried together with Christ by baptism 
“unto death®: he does not say, We signify a burial, but he uses the 

‘word itself, We are buried. So that he calls the sacrament of so 

‘ great a thing by the name of the thing itself. 
‘ And so an infant, though he be not yet constituted a fidel (a Ὁ 

‘ faithful Christian) by that faith which consists in the will of 

‘ believers; yet he is by the sacrament of that faith: for as he is 
‘said to believe, so he is called a fidel, not from his having the 
‘thing itself in his mind, but from his receiving the sacrament 

“ of it. 
« And when a person begins to have a sense of things, he does not 

‘repeat that sacrament, but understands the force of it, and by con- 
‘sent of will squares himself to the true meaning of it. And till he 

“ean do this, the sacrament will avail to his preservation against all 
‘ contrary powers: and so far it will avail, that if he depart this life 
“before the use of reason, he will by this Christian remedy of the 
“ sacrament itself (the charity of the church recommending him) be 
‘ made free from that condemnation, which by one man entered into the 
« world?. 

‘ He that does not believe this, and thinks it cannot be done, is 

‘ indeed an infidel, though he have the sacrament of faith. And that 
‘ infant is much better, who though he have not faith in his mind, 

‘ yet puts no bar of a contrary mind against it, and so receives the 
“ sacrament to his soul’s health. 

“1 have given such an answer to. your questions as I suppose is, to 

‘ignorant or contentious people-not enough, and to understanding 
“and quiet people perhaps more than enough. Neither have I, to 

‘ spare my pains, urged to you the custom’s being so firmly grounded : 

‘ but I have, as well as I could, explained to you the reason of that 
‘ wholesome custom.’ 

How skilful or judicious the reader will judge this explication of 
the reason of the custom to be, I know not. Nor is it much material : 

since we are not now inquiring how acute St. Austin was, but what 

it was that he and the rest knew to be true in point of fact. And 
hereby we perceive plainly these matters following : 

V. 1. That that was the practice for the godfathers (who were, as 

I said, usually the parents) to make these answers in the child’s name. 

© Romans vi. 4. P Ch. v. 18. 
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The use of godfathers appeared before4 from the words of Tertullian ; 

but here it is set forth more particularly: and St. Austin says that 
these answers do belong to [or area necessary appertenance of] the 
sacrament: and he had said in the former part of the letter, (which 
I omitted because of the length,) that they are verba sacramentorum, 
sine quibus parvulus consecrary non potest ; ‘words of the sacrament, 
‘ without which an infant cannot be baptized.’ Whether he -would 

not have excepted the case of necessity in danger of sudden death (as 
the church of England does) if there had been occasion of speaking 
of that, I know not: but it is plain he would have been against those 
that either decry this practice, or count it a thing of no moment. 
The church of Christ has always taken care that the blessings of 

God promised in this sacrament may be understood as conveyed con- 

ditionally or by way of covenant ; which these questions and answers 

do most lively express. 
VI. 2. We see that they then held as certain, ‘ that children which 

‘ are baptized, dying before they commit actual sin, are undoubtedly 
‘saved’ for St.Austin here says in these last words that ‘he that 

‘ does not believe this is an infidel:? which he would not say, if it 

had been counted at all doubtful. The same thing might have been 
observed from what he says above, sect. 3. § 2. ‘God forbid that I 
‘ should make any question whether infants regenerated and dying 
‘in infancy do come to eternal salvation.’ 

3. If those learned Benedictines, who have managed the last 
edition of this father’s worksr to set his books and epistles in their 
chronological order, have placed this epistle right ; then we see here 
another proof of the mistake of Grotiuss, who maintains, as I saidt, 

that St. Austin, before he was heated with the Pelagian controversy, 
did never assert the condemnation of infants dying unbaptized, no 
not to those lesser or milder sufferings in the world to come. For 
they place this epistle (which is in their edition the ninety-eighth) 

anno. Dom. 408 ; which was before Pelagius vented his heresy: and 

yet here St. Austin, in saying, ‘They will, if they die before the use 

“ of reason, be freed by this Christian remedy of the sacrament from 
‘ that condemnation which by one man entered into the world,’ plainly 

supposes that they would otherwise have been liable to it. 

VII. 4. There are two other things observable from his words here, 
which are well worth the noting, though they do not relate to our 
subject. One is, that he speaks so as that we may be sure he had 

4 Chap. 4. § 9. werp, with an appendix, in 1700-1703.] 
r [In eleven volumes folio, published at s Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. 

Paris, 1679-1700, and reprinted at Ant- τ Sect. 3. ὃ 2. 
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no notion of transubstantiation. For to say, that ‘sacraments have 
‘a likeness [or resemblance] of those things whereof they are the 

‘sacraments; and from this resemblance they commonly have the 

‘names of the things themselves ;’ and to exemplify this by saying, 

‘ The sacrament of Christ’s body is Christ’s body, and the sacrament 
‘ of his blood is his blood after a certain manner’ [or fashion] ; and 

to speak of this as a thing so understood by all, is proof enough that 
he neither believed, nor had conceived or heard of any such doctrine 

as makes the body and blood of Christ to be there in a proper sense. 
VIII. 5. Another is, that it was then the common custom for 

Christians in some churches, and probably in that where he lived, to 

receive the communion of Christ’s body every day. For so he says, 

‘ Christ in himself [or in his own person] was offered [or sacrificed ] 

‘ but once: but yet in the sacrament [or in a sacramental way] he 
‘is offered up every day.’ It is certain this was the custom then of 

the Christians at Rome: and that in many of the eastern churches, 

and some of the western, the custom was not to receive so often. For 

St. Hierome and St. Austin have each of them written letters on this 

subject in answer to some that had desired their opinion in relation 

to this difference; as Aug. Hpist. 118. [ed. Benedict. 54.] ad Janu- 
arium: Wieronym. Epist. 28, [edit. Benedict. 52. Vallars. 71.] ad 
Lucinum Beticum: See also Aug:. de Sermone Domini in Monte, lib. 11. 

cap. 7. § 26, 27. and Gennad. de. Eccl. Dogm. cap. 63%. Their opinion 
is, that in that and all such like ‘ matters that are not determined by 

‘ scripture, nor by the authority of the universal church, one should 

‘ follow the usage of that church in which one lives.” And St. Austin 

there says, that he had by long experience found this rule (which 

had been given him by St. Ambrose) to be of unspeakable use for the 
quieting men’s minds, and for the peace of the church. 

This they say of receiving every day: but no person then would 
have spoken with such indifferency of the custom of any people (if 
there had then been any such) that used to receive so seldom as many 
among the protestants nowadays do. For Gennadius, /oc. c7tat., says, 

‘ Those that communicate every day I do neither commend nor blame: 
‘ but I would advise and persuade people to communicate every Lord’s 
‘ day ; provided they have a purpose of forsaking sin.—But this I 
* speak of those who have not any capital or mortal crimes lying on 
‘ their consciences,’ &c. Those he advises to do penance first. 

IX. 6. He does both in this letter, and also in the passage last 

before rehearsed, and in many other places, so speak as plainly to 
shew that he did not think nor pretend that infants that are baptized 

« [Gennadius Massiliensis : Liber de Ecclesiasticis Dogmatibus, 4°. Hamburgi,1614.] 
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have in any proper sense faith or repentance, or conversion of the 
heart, &e. How much soever he is here pressed with the difficulty 
of explaining the reason why the godfather answers in the child’s 
name, ‘he does believe :’ he does not for all that fly to the justifying 
of so great a paradox, as to say that the child does indeed in a 
proper sense understand, believe, or disbelieve any thing. He shews 

the words are true in a sacramental sense, but does not maintain 

they are so in a proper one. Nay, he plainly yields they are not: he 
grants that infants ‘cannot as yet either believe with the heart, or 
‘confess with the mouth.’ 

And when at other places* he argues that infants, after they are 

baptized, are no longer to be counted either among the infidels or 

catechument, but among the fideles or credentes ; yet still he means 

and explains himself, as he does here, ‘That they are constituted jide/es, 

‘not by that faith which consists in the will of believers, but by the 

‘ sacrament of that faith.’ 

He does indeed hold that the Holy Spirit does do offices for the 

infant, and is in the infant: you see here his words, ‘the regene- 
‘rating spirit is one in those that bring the child, and in the child 
‘that is brought.’ And in that part of the epistle which I left out 

because of the length, he says, ‘Aqua exhibens forinsecus sacra- 

‘mentum gratiz, et spinitus operans intrinsecus beneficium gratie, 

‘ solvens vinculum culpe,’ &c. [ᾧ 2.] ‘The water affording outwardly 

‘the sacrament of the grace, and the spirit operating inwardly the 

‘benefit of the grace, loosing the bond of guilt,’ &e., do regenerate. 

But he supposes the infants to be merely passive, and not to know, 
understand, or cooperate any thing themselves. 

In his epistle to Dardanus, he says, ‘It is a wonderful thing to 
‘ consider how God dwells in some that know him not, and in some 

‘that do know him he does not dwell. For they who, when they 

“ know God, glorify him not as God, nor are thankful, do not belong 
‘to his temple; and infants sanctified by the sacrament of Christ, 

‘regenerated by the Holy Spirit, do belong to his temple; who, 
‘though they be regenerated, cannot yet by reason of their age 

‘know God.’ And afterward, ‘we affirm therefore that the Holy 

‘ Spirit dwells in baptized infants though they know it not ; for after 

‘the same manner they know him not, though he be in them, as 

‘ they know not their own soul: the reason whereof which they can- 

‘not yet make use of, is in them as a spark raked up, which will 

‘ kindle as they grow in yearsy.’ [ᾧ 17.] 

x De Peccatorum Meritis, lib. i. cap. 25, 33, &c. [Tom. x. p. 1. ed. Bened.] 
y Epist. 57.([ed. Benedict. 187 ] 
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Some modern divines, especially of the Lutherans, have gone 
further, and doz maintain that infants have faith, and do believe 

after a certain manner; but not in the same way or manner that 
adult people do, whose faith comes by hearing, thought, meditation, 
understanding, &c., for they grant that infants have none of these: 
and what sort of faith is it that they have cannot, as they confess, 
be explained. 

But a late philosophical divine of the church of Rome has outdone 
all. He has@ acquainted us with the mechanism by which original 
sin is formed in the brain of an infant before he is born, and also 

how at baptism it is rectified ; it is worth knowing. 
It is thus: the mother has a sinful inclination and love to the 

world, pleasure, &e. There are tracks or traces in her brain running 
all this way. The child in her womb has by sympathy the same 
traces bred in his brain; so he has, before he his born, corrupt incli- 

nations, and is a sinner. The difficulty is, how this is rectified at 

baptism. 

For this, he supposes the child to have at the time of baptism one 
strong actual motion of love to God; and says, ‘ One single instant 
“is sufficient for the exercise of that act of love. And coneupiscence 

‘is as it were mortified that moment.’ And the strangest thing that 

he says is, ‘It should not be thought strange, that I suppose it pos- 

‘ sible for children to love God with a love of choice at the time of 
‘their baptism. For since,’ &c. 

I think this learned author does somewhere? observe in his book, 

that ‘men of learning are most subject to error: and, ‘ that those 
‘ who are most hot in the search of truth are the men that lead us 

‘into infinite errors.’ He gives several reasons for this, why such 

men do sometimes fall into greater mistakes than vulgar people. 

One more may perhaps be added to them ; vulgar people, having no 

assistance from learning or philosophy, have nothing but common 

sense to trust to; so they generally keep close to that: they seldom 
allow themselves to maintain any opinion that is very remote from 
it. It was not these men that adventured first to teach the world, 
that that is in a proper sense the body of a man, which we see, when 
we have it in our hands, to be a piece of bread. On the contrary, 

they can hardly believe it, though the learned have taught them so. 

z Chemnitii Examen ConciliiTridentini, ch. vii. of the 1st part of the second book. 
pt. ii. de baptismo, § x. canon. 13. p. 334. [Vol. i. p. 56. ii. p.126, &e. The original 
edit. Francof. 1707. : French appeared in the year 1674. and a 

a Malbranch, Treatise concerning the Latin version in 1685.] 
Search after Truth, translated by T. Tay- b Book ii, pt. 2. ch. 4. 
lor, fol. London,1700. Illustrations on 
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Neither was it for one of them to have found with all their search 
this truth, that an infant at the time of baptism loves God with a 
love of choice. They will hardly believe it of any infant at any time : 
much less when they see the child fast asleep at the time of baptism, 
or (as St. Austin observes¢ they often are) in a fit of crying and fret- 
fulness all the while; which, as he remarks, would be very sinful, if 

they had any understanding. 
The aforesaid author says indeed, ‘We ought not positively to 

‘ affirm this, that children are justified by formal acts of their will.’ 

And he had reason ; for the Council of Trent suppose the contrary, 

when they say, ‘If any one shall say that baptized infants, because 
‘they have not the act of believing, are not to be accounted jideles, 
‘ &c., let him be anathema‘.’ I suppose that church have at last 
learned not to hang any more millstones on the neck of their 
religion. 

He says also, ‘They that have treated of the effect of baptism im 

‘ the ages past, have omitted the explaining the regeneration of in- 
‘fants by the actual motions of their heart; not that they were 
‘induced by strong reasons to judge it impossible ; for their works 
‘do not shew they have ever so much as examined it.’ But St. 
Austin thought the evidence of sense to be a strong reason, when he 

says in the foresaid epistle to Dardanus; ‘If we should go about to 
‘ prove by discourse, that infants, which as yet have no knowledge 
‘ of human things, have knowledge of divine things, I am afraid we 
‘ should seem to offer an affront to our senses ; when, let us say what 
‘ we will, the evidence of the truth overpowers all the force of our 
‘talke. He was not so hardy as either in this or the other sacra- 
ment, or in any other point to tack any thing to our faith that 15 con- 
trary to our sense. And he goes on there to observe that infants, even 
then when they begin to talk, have so little sense or understanding, 

that if they should always keep to that pitch, they would be idiots. 

Most of the pdobaptists go no further than St-Austin does ; they 
hold that God, by his Spirit, does at the time of baptism seal and 

apply to the infant that is there dedicated to him the promises of 

the covenant of which he is capable, viz. adoption, pardon of sin, 

translation from the state of nature to that of grace, &e. On which 

account the infant is said to be regenerated of [or by] the Spirit. 
Not that God does by any miracle at that time illuminate or convert 
the mind of the child. And for original sin, or the corruption of 

nature, they hold that God by his covenant does abolish the guilt 

ς Epist. 57. [ed. Benedict. 187.] 4 Sess. 7. Can. de baptismo, 13. 
e Epist. 57. [187.] 
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of it, receives the child to his mercy in Christ, and consigns to him 

by promise such grace as shall afterward, by the use of means, if he 

live, be sufficient to keep it under, but not wholly to extirpate it in 
this life. It is left as the subject of trial and of a continual Christian 
warfare. And this is the opinion of St. Austin‘ and of the ancients 
in general. 

The Pelagians, on the other side, set their brains to work to find 

some actual sin in an infant. It was to their purpose: for since they 
took on them to deny original sin, and were pressed with that ar- 
gument most of all, that the reason why infants are baptized, is for 

forgiveness of sin, they, for an evasion, would sometimes say, that 
their peevishness and fretful crying as soon as they are born, is a sing, 

and they may be baptized for the forgiveness of that or such like sins. 
St. Austin explodes that rather more than the other ; as being a thing 
that nobody would ever say but to serve an hypothesis: that ‘if they 

‘ would calmly think of it, they would change their opinion ; and if 

‘they will not, says he, ‘we shall not have so ill an opinion of 
‘ human sense, as to fear that any body will be persuaded by them.’ 
He takes nothing to be plainer than this, that a child before the use 

of reason can have neither actual sin nor actual faith. 

Sect.6. Out of St. Austin’s books De Genes: ad literam. 
De Genesi ad literam, \ib. 10. 

I. St. Austin began and made a good progress in these books on 
Genesis long before Pelagius began to stir: but other work inter- 
vening, he did not finish and publish them till some time after. I 

do not observe any thing in them that seems to have any respect: to 

the dispute with him. In this tenth book he handles the poimt of 
the origin of the human soul; whether every person’s soul be by 

immediate creation, or whether, as the body of a man is derived from 

the body of his parents, so his soul also be derived from their soul. 

He recites the arguments on both sides. 
He observes» that the derivation of original sin from our first 

parents upon all their posterity is made by many an argument for 
the propagation of souls as well as bodies. They instanced in infants, 
concerning whom they argued thus: If we say they be derived from 

Adam, in respect of their bodies only, and not in respect of their souls, 
we must have a care that we do not either make God to be the 
author of sin, (if he put the soul into a body in which it must needs 
sin,) or else suffer it to be believed that there may be some soul, 

f Contra Julianum, lib. vi. c. 5, 6, 7. h Cap.11. [Op. tom. iii. p. 262. ed. Bene- 
5. August. de Peccatorum Meritis, lib. i.  dict.] 

[cap. 35. § 65.] 
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beside our Saviour Christ’s, which has no need of the Christian grace 

to free it from sin. Which last is, say they, ‘so contrary to the 

‘belief of the church, that parents run with their infants and little 

“ ones, to procure the grace of holy baptism. In whom if that bond 

‘ of sin be loosed, which is of the body only, and not that which is 
‘ of the soul too, it may well be asked what hurt it would do them, 

‘if at that age they should die without baptism; for if this sacra- 

‘ment be for the good of their body, and not of their soul too, they 

‘ might be baptized after they were dead. But when as we see that 
‘ the church universally observes this, to run with them while they 

‘are alive, and to help them while they are alive, lest when they are 

‘dead there be nothing to be done that can do them any good; we 

“see not what else can be made of it, but that every infant is of 

« Adam both as to his body and as to his soul.’ [ᾧ 19.] 
And afterward', this argument is carried on thus: ‘ What has the 

“soul of an infant deserved, that it should be ruined in ease it go 
“out of the body without the sacrament of Christian baptism, if it 
‘has neither committed any sin of its own, nor be from that soul 

‘ which first sinned in Adam?’ [§ 22.] 
The answer to that is‘ attempted to this purpose. 
God puts the soul into an ill disposed body, that by ruling and 

keeping under the concupiscence thereof by the help of God’s grace, 

it may procure the advantage of being, together with the body, 
changed into a better state at the resurrection than ever it could have 
had otherwise, viz. of living for ever with Christ. And to comply 
with the steps which the body makes by its gradual growth, the soul 
is at first possessed with a torpor, or incapacity of acting rationally ; 
which does not do it much hurt, because it wears off by degrees as 

the body grows to perfection and the soul recovers from it, and 
arrives by God’s help at a good degree of spiritual life. « Now before 

‘ the time that it can live according to the spirit, it has need of the 
“ sacrament of the Mediator, &e. For the punishment of original sin 
‘is taken away even in infancy by his sacrament; and without his 
‘help even a grown man will not keep under the concupiscence of 
‘ the flesh, &c. And the infant must be baptized while he is 

‘alive: otherwise it will prove a prejudice to his soul that it was 
“ linked with sinful flesh ; for the soul of an infant having: partici- 

‘ pated with that, cannot be addicted to the things of the spirit: for 

‘that affection does weigh it down even after it is parted from the 

‘body, unless while it is in the body it be expiated by the one 
‘ sacrifice of the true priest.’ [ὁ 24, 25.| 

i Cap. 13. k Cap. 14. 

WALL, VOL. I. N 
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Reply. “ But how,’ says one, ‘if the parents take no care to have 

‘ this done, either through infidelity or negligence! ?’ 
Answer. ‘ That may be said as well of grown persons; for they 

‘may die suddenly, or they may fall sick in a place where nobody 
‘ will help them to baptism.’ 

Reply. “ But they have sins of their own that need forgiveness ; 
‘and if they be not forgiven, a man cannot truly say they are pun- 
‘ished undeservedly for the things they have by their own will 

“ committed in their lifetime. But why shall that soul be deprived 
‘ of eternal life (in case nobody help the infant to baptism) to which 

‘ the contagion it has received from sinful flesh cannot be imputed, 
‘if it be not propagated from the first sinful soul? For it was placed 
‘in the body, not by any sin, but by nature that ordered it so, and 
‘ by God that placed it there. And if we say that the want of bap- 
‘ tism will do it no hurt, then what good does it do to one that is 

‘ helped to it, if there be no hurt to one that is not helped?’ [§ 26.] 
‘ Here,’ says St. Austin, ‘I confess that I never heard or read what 

‘they can answer for their side, who endeavour to maintain by 
‘ scripture (as being for their opinion, or as not being against it) 
‘that new souls, and not such as are derived from the parents, are 
‘ put into bodies.’ [ᾧ 27.] 

Yet he attempts in the following chapters another answer or two 

for those that held that opinion of the new creation of souls, (for 
himself, it is plain that he inclined most to the opinion of the propa- 
gation of them; only he was so modest as not to determine any 
thing ;) but they are long, and, as he shews, insufficient. 

‘ One is, that God does not, in his providence, suffer any infant to 

‘die unbaptized, but such as he foresaw would have been wicked 
‘and impenitent, if they had lived. He shews how absurd it is to 
‘ think that God condemns persons for sins which they never did or 
‘thought of; only he foresees they would have done them if they 
‘ had lived.’ 

II. At last he comes to this end of his discourse on that subject. 
Having recited many arguments and answers on each side, he says™, 
‘ Having treated of this as largely as I could for the time, I should 
‘ judge the force of the reasons and of the authorities to be equal, or 
‘ almost equal on both sides; were it not that the opinion of those 
‘ that think the souls to be derived from the parents has the ad- 

‘ vantage on the account of the baptism of infants ; on which point 
‘ what answer can be given them, I do not at present conceive. If 

‘ God shall hereafter teach me any thing, and shall grant me an 

1 Cap.15. m Cap. 23. 

ib εἰ: 
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‘ opportunity to write it, I shall not grudge it to those that are 

“ studious of such things. But I now declare beforehand that the 
‘ proof concerning infants must not be disregarded, so as that if the 
‘ truth be on the other side, that should be passed over without an- 
‘swering. “ Aut enim de hac re nihil querendum est, ut sufficiat 

‘ fidei nostra scire nos quo pie vivendo venturi sumus, etsi nesciamus 
‘unde venerimus: Aut si non impudenter zstuat anima rationalis 
‘ etiam hoc nosse de seipsa; absit pervicacia contendendi, assit dili- 
‘ gentia requirendi, humilitas petendi, perseverantia pulsandi: Ut si 

‘nobis hoc expedire novit qui melius quam nos quid nobis expediat 
‘ utique novit, det etiam hoe qui dat bona data filiis suis : Consuetudo 
‘ tamen matris ecclesiz in baptizandis parvulis nequaquam spernenda 

“ est, neque ullo modo superflua deputanda, nec omnino credenda nisi 

‘ apostolica esset® traditio.” [ὃ 39.] For either nothing at all is to 
‘be inquired of this matter [the origin of the soul], and it must 
‘ suffice our faith that we know whither we shall go, if we live well, 

‘ without knowing: whence we are sprung’: or if it be no immodest 

‘ ambition for a reasonable soul to desire to know this also concern- 

‘ing herself; putting away all obstinacy of contending, we must use 

‘ diligence in inquiring, humility in asking, perseverance in knocking; 
‘ that if he, who knows better than we what is fit for us, do judge 

‘ this expedient, he would grant this also, as he grants good gifts to 

‘ his children. But the custom of our mother the church in baptizing 
‘infants must not be disregarded, nor be accounted needless, nor 

‘ believed to be other than a tradition [or order] of the apostles.’ 
The late bishop of Worcester® has restored the true reading of 

this place out of three ancient manuscripts at Oxford: for in those 
last words, ‘ apostolica esse traditio,’ the word esse was in the printed 
editions esset, which addition of one letter had wonderfully perverted 

the sense: for as it stood so, it was to be translated ‘is not to be 

* disregarded; nor to be accounted needless, nor to be believed at all, 

‘if it were not a tradition of the apostles.’ Which makes St. Austin 

go forward and backward, and forward again in the same breath. 

But this amendment makes it a coherent sentence, agreeable to the 

scope of the place, and conformable to what St. Austin says in several 
other places: for example, it is the same phrase with that which I 

recited, sect. 4. § 3. of this chapter, ‘Non nisi auctoritate apostolica 

“ traditum rectissime creditur,’ ‘is most reasonably believed to be no 

. (The Benedictine Editors read esset; Account of the Grounds of Protestant 
but see, below, Dr. Wall’sremarkson the _ Religion, being a vindication of archbishop 
point.] Laud’s Conference, pt. i. ch. iv. § το. fol, 

© Bishop Stillingfleet; in a Rational London, 1665. 
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‘ other than a thing delivered [or ordered] by the authority of the 
‘apostles.’ So that though it was not fitting to alter the reading 

without the authority of some manuscripts, yet as soon as the alter- 

ation is proposed, it presently appears to be the true reading. 

The papists made great use of this place as it stood so printed, to 
shew that some points of faith (for they make this difference about 
the time of baptism to concern a point of faith) can be proved only 

by tradition, and not by scripture, and consequently that the scrip- 
ture is no complete rule of faith. Archbishop Laud managing the 

defence of the protestant doctrine to the contrary, says?, ‘It is true 

‘ Bellarmine presses a main place out of St. Austin, and he urges it 

‘hard ;? meaning this place. But it might have been observed, even 

before the true reading was discovered, that the words so put together 

are nonsense. For if St.Austin had said, the doctrine of infant 

baptism were not to be believed if it were not a tradition of the 

apostles, it had been sense indeed, and something to their purpose, 

though not true. But to say ‘the custom of the church in baptizing 

‘infants were not to be believed unless it were a tradition of the 

‘ apostles,’ is not sense; because the custom was seen and not be- 

lieved. Which is another proof that the print was erroneous, and 

that the foresaid amendment is the true reading. 

The antipedobaptists on the contrary served themselves of this 
place to prove, as by St. Austin’s confession, that the practice of 

infant-baptism depended only on tradition: from whence they con- 

cluded that it was not to be received at all. But whosoever reads 
these two passages of St. Austin that I have been comparing, will 

see, that he does not by the words ¢raditum and traditio, mean a 
doctrine that had been taught by word of mouth only, and had no 

foundation in the written word. He plainly expresses the contrary 

in the former place: for he speaks to this purpose; if any one, be- 

side the practice of the universal church, do require divine authority 

in this matter: first, that practice having not been ordered by any 

council, but having been ever in use in the church, it is most rea- 

sonable to believe that it must have been ordered by the apostles 
themselves. And, secondly, it may be proved from scripture also, 

by the analogy that baptism bears to circumcision, &e. 
And whereas the Latin phrase runs, Non nisi auctoritate apostolica 

traditum ; that does not signify that it was established no other 

way than by a verbal order; but that it came not in by any lesser 

or later authority than that of the apostles; not by any general 
council, &e. 

P Conference with Fisher the Jesuit, § 15. no. 5. 
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It is true, ms arguing in that place does suppose, that though it 

could not have been proved from scripture, yet if it could be proved 
to have been ordered by the apostles by word in their lifetime, that 
ought to have satisfied any one. And so no doubt it ought, pro- 
vided the proof were clear. But this does not help the argument 
of the papists, who would have the consent of the church at present 

to be a sufficient proof of a doctrine. For how hard or how easy 

soever it was at that time for the church to know certainly the 

practice of the apostles, by a tradition which needed to be traced 

back but for three hundred years ; it 15 utterly impossible now to trace 

back a tradition for 1600 years, unless it be recorded in scripture, 

or in those ancient writings nigh the time of the apostles: which, 

I am sure, the pope’s supremacy and worship of images, &c. are 

not; whatever this that I am writing of be. 

Sect. 7. Out of St. Austin’s letter to St. Hierome. Augustini 
Hpist. 28. [in edit. Benedict. 166. | 

§ I. This letter was written after the Pelagian opinions began to 

be talked of. He mentions them there: ‘ For you are,’ says he, 

“none of those who now begin to prate new things, and say, there 

‘is no guilt derived from Adam, which is by baptism forgiven in an 
‘infant.’ Therefore the quotations out of it ought not to be placed 

in this chapter, were τὸ not that here they may be despatched more 

briefly ; as being exactly to the same purpose as those I last quoted. 
St. Austin, having, as we see, in his books on Genesis so treated 

of the origin of the soul, as to leave it in suspense how it is that we 

eame by our souls; and being still thoughtful of that matter, and 

coming to know that St. Hierome had wrote something on this sub- 

ject in his Epistle to Marcellinus, and in a piece of his against 

Rufinus’ Apology ; wherein he had spoke in favour of that opinion 
which makes new souls to be created every day by God for every new 

infant, calling that ‘the opinion of the church;’ and of the other 
opinion which supposes the soul to be propagated from the parent, 

had said, ‘That it was the opinion of Tertullian and Apollinaris, 
‘and many of the western Christians, that as the body is generated 

‘ of the body, so the soul is of the soul, and subsists in a way much 

‘like to that of brute creatures... He had a mind to see how St. 

Hierome could free that opinion (which he seemed to embrace) of 

the new creation of souls, from the objection that lay against it 
from the propagation of original sin from father to son. And there- 
fore he writes to him, though he lived above a thousand miles off, 
to desire him to explain that difficulty. 

And for fear of provoking him, (for he was a hasty man, and 
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St. Austin had felt the sharpness of his style in an angry fit before,) 

he writes in a most humble strain, and with great deference to his 
learning and judgment, condescending in his letter to such a de- 

gree, even of submission, as never was usual, and may seem indecent 
in a bishop writing to a presbyter, entreating him to instruct and 

satisfy him in such things as he was ignorant of, that he might be 
able to instruct others. 

He first sets down some things which he knew of himself, that 

St. Hierome might have the less trouble in satisfying him of the 
other in which he was to seek. The things that he took for certain 
concerning the nature of man’s soul were, 

1. That the soul is immortal, and does not die when it goes out 

of the body. This he speaks of as a thing universally known, and 

agreed. 

2. That it is not a part of God. Some philosophers had taught 
that. But it was rejected by all Christians, except some Priscilli- 
anists, Manichees, and I know not who. 

3. That the soul is immaterial, he says, is a thing not easily to 

be proved to some people; but for his part he is satisfied that it is. 
This, I suppose, he says, that he may not seem to come too near 
Tertullian, whom St. Hierome had mentioned, and who had held 

that not the soul only, but God also has a body. 
4. That the soul is fallen mto sin, not by any fault of God, not 

by any necessity either from God or from its own primitive nature, 
but by its own will; and that it cannot recover itself but by the 
grace of Jesus Christ. That there is in all mankind no soul but 
wants his redemption. 

5. ‘That every soul that departs the body, at what age soever, 

‘without the grace of the Mediator, and the sacrament thereof, 

‘will be in punishment, and will at the last judgment receive its 
‘ body to punishment: but if after the human generation, which is 
‘from Adam, it be regenerated in Christ, and belong to his com- 
‘ munion; it will have, after the death of the body, rest, and also 

‘ will receive its body again to glory. 
‘These are,’ says he, ‘things that I steadfastly believe concerning 

‘the soul. Now I entreat you, hear the things that I want to 

‘know; and do not despise me, lest He despise you, who for our 
‘ sakes vouchsafed to be despised.’ 

‘ Quero, ubi contraxerit anima reatum, quo trahitur in condem- 
‘nationem, etiam infantis morte preventi, si el per sacramentum, 
‘quo etiam parvuli baptizantur, Christi gratia non subvenerit.’ 
[Cap. 111. § 6.] “1 ask where the soul contracted that guilt, by 
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‘ which it is brought to condemnation, (even the soul of an infant 

« surprised with death,) if the grace of Christ do not relieve it by the 
“ sacrament whereby infants are baptized.’ 

In the process of the letter he takes for granted that St. Hierome’s 
opinion is, that a soul is new created for every infant; and says, “1 

“am very willing to be of that opinion too, but I am not as yet of 

Siti Therefore I entreat you, teach me what I shall teach, and 

‘hold, and tell me; if particular souls be made for every particular 

‘ infant born, when it is that they do sin in the infant so as to need 
‘ forgiveness, &e. Since we must neither say of God, that he 
‘ either forces the souls to become sinful, or punishes them being 

‘innocent ; nor can deny that those souls even of infants which 
“depart the body, without Christ’s sacrament, do go to any other 

‘than condemnation: I beseech you how can that opinion be de- 

‘ fended, which holds that the souls do not come all of them from 

“that one soul of the first man; but that as he had one made for 

‘him, so there is a particular one made for each infant.’ [Cap. iv. 

§ το.] 
He then recites some other objections that some people made 

against this opmion; as, that God rested the seventh day from 
making any new thing. And, that God, when he saw an infant 

begotten in whoredom, would never create a soul for that, &e. And 

he says, that he himself could easily answer all those objections ; 

and adds, 

‘ But when I come to the pains suffered by infants, I am, I assure 

‘ you, brought to great straits, and cannot find any thing at all to an- 

‘swer: I mean not only those pains which after this hfe do attend 
‘that condemnation to which they must go, if they die without 
‘ the sacrament of the Christian grace, but those which in this life 
‘we see with our eyes, and it grieves us to see; which if I should 
‘go to count, I should sooner want time than instances. They 
‘languish with sickness, they are tortured with pains, they are 

‘ afflicted with hunger and thirst, maimed in their limbs, deprived 
‘of their senses, tormented with unclean spirits.’ He afterwards 
asks, ‘ Whether we are to think that as the herd of swine was given 

‘to the devils to do their pleasure with them, so God hath left 

‘infants to their will without a just cause.” [Cap. vi. § 16.] 

Afterward, in trying every side of this argument, to see if there 
be any escaping the force of it, he speaks of the necessity there was 

to believe that infants cannot be saved without Christ, and that 
they have not the benefits of Christ consigned to them, but by 

baptism: and having mentioned that saying of the apostle, ds im 
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Adam all die—so in Christ shall all be quickened, and some other 

texts, he says: ἥ 

‘ And therefore whosoever shall tell us that any one can be 
‘ quickened in the resurrection of the dead except by Christ, is to 
“be abhorred as the bane of our common faith. And whosoever 

shall say that infants shall be quickened in Christ, which die 

without partaking of his sacrament, does both contradict the 

apostle’s preaching, and also totam condemnat ecclesiam, condemns 

the whole church, in which men do hasten and run with their 

infants to be baptized, doubtless for that reason, because they be- 

lieve that otherwise they cannot be quickened in Christ. And he 

that is not quickened in Christ must remain in that condemnation 

of which the apostle speaks, By one man’s offence gudgment came on 
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n all to condemnation. To which condemnation that infants are 

born liable, e¢ omnis credit ecclesia, both all the church believes, 

and you, in your books against Jovinian, and in your Exposition 
on the Prophet Jonah, have most orthodoxly proved, as I said be- 
fore ; and I suppose in other places of your works, which I have not 

read, or do not at present remember.’ 
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‘Now I would know what is the cause of this condemnation. 

For if new souls be made for every infant, I cannot see any sin of 

the souls at that age, and I do not believe that God will condemn 

any which he sees to have no sin.” [Cap. vii. ὃ 21.] 

After another paragraph, in which he quotes a passage out of the 

letter of St. Cyprian, which I produced above4d, he says, ‘There 

‘must be a reason given why souls that are new created in all that 

‘are born are condemned; for that they are condemned if they so 

‘ die, both the holy scripture and the holy church is witness. There- 

‘ fore this opinion of the creation of new souls, if it do not oppose 

‘this most established faith, shall be mine; and if it do, do not let 

‘it be yours.” [$ 25.] 

Then he shews the absurdity of those who answer all this by 

saying, that the soul sinned in some former state before it came 

into the body. 

He concludes with protesting that he could wish that that opin- 
ion of St. Hierome might be shewn to be true: he liked it so well 
in other respects, were it not for this objection. He mentions his 

prayers to God that the doubt in which he was of this matter 
might, if it were God’s will, be cleared to him by St. Hierome’s 
means: but owns he must have patience if God refuse him this 

request. And of the several ways of clearing it, says, 
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« Antequam sciam, queenam earum potius eligenda sit, hoe me non 

‘temere sentire profiteor, eam qui vera est non adversari robus- 

‘ tissime ac fundatissime fidei, qua Christi ecclesia nec parvulos 

‘ homines recentissime natos a damnatione credit, nisi per gratiam 

‘nominis Christi, quam in suis sacramentis commendavit, posse 

‘ liberari.’” [§ 28.] © 

‘ Before | know which of them is to be chosen, this I know ; that 

‘ that of them which is the true, does not oppose that most firm and 

‘ established faith, by which the church of Christ believes that even 

‘the new born little ones of mankind cannot be freed from con- 

‘demnation, but by the grace of the name of Christ, which he has 
‘ commended to us in his sacraments.’ 

St. Hierome in his answert to this letter did not think fit to enter 
upon a discussion of this question of the origin of the soul; but an- 

swered in short, that it was ‘better for each to abound in his own 

‘sense,’ than by their disputes of this matter to give advantage to 
their common enemies the Pelagians, who said there was no original 

sim at all. ‘We,’ says he, ‘do indeed argue this matter for in- 

‘ struction’s sake; but our adversaries, and especially the heretics, 

‘ when they see us of different opmions, will slander us as if we did 

‘it out of envy.—Let us rather do our endeavour that that 

‘ most pernicious heresy may be extinguished, which always pretends 
‘ repentance, that it may have opportunity of teaching in the church, 

‘lest if it should declare itself openly, it should be expelled from 
‘ thence, and so die.’ 

And St. Austin, though he reckoned that in the other way of ex- 
plaining the origin of the soul, which was embraced in the western 
church, viz. that it, as well as the body, is begotten by the parents, 
it was much more easy to account for the guilt of original sin, yet 

never was positive. Neither did he publish this letter, as he says 
himselfs, so long as St. Hierome lived: ‘because if he had written 

‘any answer, they might be better published together. But when 
‘he was dead, I published it,’ says he, ‘that he that reads it may 

‘ take advice, either not to make any inquiry at all how the soul is 

‘ etven to those that are born; or else in so very obscure a matter to 

‘admit of such a solution of the question as is not contrary to those 
‘ plain points which the catholic faith owns concerning infants, that 

‘they will doubtless be condemned if they be not regenerated in 

‘ Christ.’ 

The opinion of St. Hierome, that the soul is by immediate creation, 

r Epist. 94. 5 Retractat., lib. 11. cap. 45. [tom.i. p. 57. edit. Bened. ] 
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has since prevailed to be almost the universal opinion in the west, 
as well as the east. 

II. But the mechanic philosophy that is lately come in vogue has 

set some men upon an attempt to frame an hypothesis about the 

nature of the soul, which I cannot say is of St. Austin’s side, because 

it carries the matter a great deal further than he would have it. It 

makes the soul not to be any thing really distinct from the body : 

but only such a disposition of the parts of the body as makes it fit 

to live, move, remember, think, &c., all which they think may be 

done by a system of matter, provided there be skill enough im the 
contriver ; and they refer us to the infinite art of God. So the old 

definition of Aristotle is come in request again, that it is nothing 

but actus corporis organict. 

One may explain their meaning best by a thing that is more ob- 
viously apprehended. The disposition of the wheels in a clock, such 

as will make it go, may, for explication sake, be called the soul of 

the clock. And when the wheels are so rusty or broken that it will 

no longer go, the soul of it is gone; and a skilful artificer that can 

mend it, and make it go better than before, gives it a resurrection. 

But there is in this sense no notion of a soul existing in a separate 

condition ; and accordingly these men believe no such thing. 
The antipdobaptists have been much inclined to an opinion of 

man’s soul, that it either dies with the body, and has no existence ; 

or falls asleep, as some term it, and has no sense till the resurrection. 

It is an opinion that took footing early among them in Germany. 
For Calvin, in his work called Psychopannychia, written 1534, sayst, 

‘ Some people in Arabia were the first authors of this opinion ; who 

‘said the soul died with the body, and rose again at the day of 
‘judgment: and afterward John bishop of Rome held it ; whom the 
‘ school [or academy] of Paris forced to recant. And after it had 
‘ been laid to sleep for some ages, it was lately revived by some of 
‘ the anabaptist sort.” And in his Lustructio adversus Anabaptistas™, 
written 1544, he says, ‘They all commonly hold that souls separate 
‘ from the body do sleep without any sense or understanding till the 
‘ day of judgment: or, that the soul of a man is his hfe, which 

< ceases when he dies, till he be raised again.’ 
Some of the antipedobaptists do still hold the same opinion, but 

not all. 
It is a wonder how they, of all people, came to fall into this 

Ὁ In prefatione. [Calvini Opera, tom. vill. p. 325.] 
u Art. 7. [Opera, tom. vill. p. 355.] 
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opinion. For since they do many of them deny original sin; the 
other opinion, which the generality of Christians do now embrace, 
(viz. that the soul of each infant is a spiritual substance, anew created 
by God, capable of existing without a body, but put by him into the 

body,) is much fitter for their purpose. For, as St.Austin here 

shews, the opinion of original sin derived to us all in our infancy 
from Adam our first parent, is much more easy to conceive on a 

supposal that we have nothing in us but what is propagated from 
the seed of Adam, than it is upon a supposal that God creates a soul 

out of nothing, which can subsist of itself, and puts it into the body 

for atime. For how comes that soul to have a guilt, derived to it 
from the sin of Adam, which has no succession at all from Adam, 

but is now lately created by God? It is indeed put into a body 
derived from Adam. But sin is of the soul rather than of the body. 

And besides, it was not its own fault or choice that it was put into 

a sinful body. 
So that the pedobaptists and antipedobaptists, holding these 

opinions thus cross-wise, do make a controversy which in this par- 
ticular looks something like a dispute* mentioned by St.Chrysostom, 
that was managed in his time between a Christian and a Greek ; 
but so unskilfully, that he says, ‘the Greek said what the Christian 
‘ should have said; and the Christian said what the Greek should 

‘ have said.’ 
It is however a requisite property of sincerity, to declare and 

profess in any point what we think truest, though the other side do 
seem to suit better with our other tenets. The contrary is to serve, 

not the truth, but our hypothesis. 
I am afraid we must all sit down in our disquisition concerning 

the origin of our souls, content with the comfort with which St. 
Austin here supports himself; that we know, if we live well, whither 

we shall go after this state, without knowing how we came into it. 
For the explication that the schools have since added to this matter, 

with their creando infunditur et infundendo creatur, has put some new 

words into our mouths, but no new sense into our heads. 

I shall here so far trespass upon the proposed method of quoting 

the passages, wherein the Pelagians were concerned by themselves, as 

to rehearse here what St. Austin said a great while after on this sub- 

ject. The Pelagians, in a letter which eighteen bishops of their 

party wrote and published by common consent, picked out several 

things that seemed absurd in the doctrine of the catholics; and 

among the rest, this: that they proved the propagation of sin by 

x In 1. ad Corinth. Hom. 3. [ὃ 4. p. 20. Op. tom. x.] 
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the propagation of souls, or held them as points that would stand or 

- fall together. St.Austin, in his answer to that part of their letter 
says: 

‘ They add here, to cloud or confound the matter, an unnecessary 

‘ question of the origin of souls: to the end that by disturbing things 

‘ that are plain by the obscurity of other matters, they may seek an 

‘ opportunity of lying hid. For they say that we maintain the 
‘ propagation of sin together with the propagation of souls; which 

‘where or when they have heard in the speeches, or read in the 

‘ books, of those that defend the catholic faith, I know not. For 

‘though I do meet with some things written by catholics on this 

‘ subject; yet that was before the defence of the truth was under- 

‘ taken against these men, and not in answer to any thing of theirs. 

‘ But this I say, that original sin is so plain by the scriptures, and 
‘that it is forgiven to infants in the laver of regeneration, is so 

‘ confirmed by the antiquity and authority of the catholic faith, so 

‘notorious by the practice of the church; that whatsoever is dis- 

‘ puted, inquired, or affirmed of the origin of the soul, if it be 

‘ contrary to this, cannot be true.’ 

This was his constant tenet, that though he inclined to one side 

of the question, concerning the origin of the soul, yet he would not 

have the doctrine of original sin to depend upon that. 
III. There is one thing more observable from these two last pas- 

sages of St. Austin, viz. that there was no such thing then used as 

private baptism of children in houses, except in cases of the greatest 

extremity ; and that even sick children were carried to the church, 

if it were possible. For it is of such that he says, ‘men do hasten 

‘and run with them to be baptized while they are alive, lest when 

‘they are dead there be nothing to be done,’ ἕο. It was to the 

church that they ran, where there were large fonts or baptisteries, in 

which infants or grown persons might be put into the water. And 

it has since been decreed in a general council in Trullo, Can. 59, 

that baptisms shall not be in private chapels, but in the public 

church. 

This was so generally observed from the time that churches were 
built, till of late days, that we read of many kings’ sons, and kings 

themselves, converted to the Christian faith, that received their bap- 

tism in the church. Whereas nowadays persons of much lower rank 

take the state upon them to expect it to be brought home to their 

children, though they are well. And there they put a great contempt 

upon it, by making it a formal ceremony, subservient to their belly- 

y Lib. iii. contra duas Epist. Pelagian. cap. x. § 26. 
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cheer, and a drinking feast ; little regard bemg given to the holy 
sacrament, or the prayers used thereat. 

In cases of urgent extremity the ancients did indeed baptize any 

where ; in the house, in the bed, &c., rather than the party should 

die without it. I mean to give by and by2 several proofs of that. 

But they never did so but in such cases. 

The church of England allows of baptism by a minister in private 

houses in cases of necessity ; but gives positive order, that it be not 

used except in case of danger of the child’s death ; and that such a 

child, if it live, be brought to the church, and his baptism declared 

there. And some bishops and curates of the said church do shew a 

zeal to have this order, which has of late been much neglected, put 

again in due execution. But others of them seem more indifferent 

about it. And in most places it is found a difficult thing to over- 

come that lazy and irreverent custom, which took such deep footing 
among: the people in the late disorderly times. 

There never was a more capricious change made by any sort of 

people in any matter of religion than the English presbyterians have 

made in this point. No longer ago than queen Elizabeth’s time, 

they made it one of their objections against the English Common 

Prayer Book, that 1t gave any allowance for this private baptism at 
all. 'They pleaded, ‘ that it is not lawful either to preach the word, 

‘ nor to minister the sacraments in private corners: that they ought 

‘ not to be but where the church is; and that the church ought not 

‘ to assemble (if it be not letted by persecution) but in open places : 

‘that John baptized openly: that Austin, although he were of that 
‘ mind, that children could not be saved without baptism, yet in the 

‘time of necessity (as it is called) he does not allow either of bap- 

‘ tism in private houses or by women; but when there was danger, 
“ the women hasted to carry the children unto the church.’ 

These and more such like pleas, Cartwright used in his disputation 

with archbishop Whitgift. ‘And so you see,’ says he, ‘those whom 
‘ you charge slanderously with conventicles, are fain to glaze up the 

‘ windows that you open to secret and private conventicles*.” And 

having mentioned ‘the orders that God hath set, that it should be 
‘ done in the congregation, and by the minister of the Gospel,’ he 

adds this rigid and presbyterian expression ; ‘ And I will further say, 

‘That although the infants which die without baptism should be 

‘assuredly damned, (which is most false,) yet ought not the orders 

‘which God hath set in his church to be broken after this sort. 

Ζ Part ii. ch. 9. § 2. to the Admonition, {fol. Lond. 1574.] 
a See Whitgift’s Defence of the Answer ‘Tract. ii. ch.1. div. 8. 
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‘ For as the salvation of men ought to be dear unto us; so the glory 

‘ of God, which consisteth in that his orders be kept, ought to be 
‘ much more dear?.’ 

Whitgift, on the other side, shews that the book did not say any 
thing of baptism by women or by laymen; he pleads for no more 

than this, ‘That upon extreme necessity of sickness, peril of death, 
‘and such like, the curate may be sent for, or some other minister 

‘ that may sooner be come by,’ to do it in the house. But he is not 
allowed that. 

And yet how strangely have these men since ran into the other 
extreme! When they came to have the ordering of matters in the 
church, they (though contrary to the rules of their own Directory*) 
gratified the humour of the people in this matter far more than ever 

the church of England had done. If their religion had been parlia- 

mentary, as the papists slander all our religion to be ; they could not 
have taken a more violent swing from one side to the other. 

At present they and their people make this house-baptism the 

most ordinary way of administering that sacrament, be the child sick 
or well: and in London and other places, where any of them are, a 

clergyman of the church of England cannot, if he would, bring his 
people to the observation of the foresaid order of the church ; because 
if any humoursome man or woman of his parish have a mind to have 
their child, though in never so good health, baptized in the house, 

and he deny them, the next thing is, they in a pet send for one of 
these men, who are always ready to do it. 

There are no orders of the church that do come in process of time 
to be more grossly and universally abused, than those that begin 
first to be dispensed with for the state and character of the persons 
concerned in them. ‘This was first granted as a privilege of kings, 

or kings’ sons, as appears by the Decretals¢ of Clement the Fifth ; 
and by the council of Cologne, where it is ordained that none but 

they should be baptized at home. Afterward it came, I suppose, 
1310. to be allowed to noblemen, and so to other rich men. 

Ὁ [Whitgift’s Defence of the Answer, 
Se. e Dractuc chi, esl 

¢ |The ‘ Directory for the publique wor- 
‘ ship of God throughout the three king- 
‘ doms of England, Scotland, and Ireland, 
‘ together with an ordinance of parliament, 
‘ for the taking away of the book of Com- 
“mon Prayer,’ a work published by au- 
thority, in the year 1644, gives the fol- 
lowing orders respecting baptism: ‘Nor 
“1510 to be administered in private places, 
‘or privately, but in the place of public 

‘ worship, and in the face of the congre- 
‘ gation, where the people may most con- 
‘ veniently see and hear.’ p. 39, edit. 4to. 
1644. | 

4 {See Decretal. Clementin. lib. iii. tit. 
15.de Baptismo. The words of the text 
are, ‘nisi regum vel principum liberi ex- 
‘ titerint,’ where follows a long and most 
puerile gloss upon the word princeps, 
shewing that it might mean God, an an- 
gel, the pope, a lord mayor, a bee, a bird, 
or the devil. 
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And as everybody affects the name and state of gentility, they think 
themselves hardly dealt with, if they be accounted in this matter 
inferior to such or such of their neighbours. 

This, and many other instances of like nature that might be given, 

should teach the clergy to take care how they make any beginning 
of breaking that rule of scripture given by St.James® against any 
respect of persons to be shewn in church matters; for if you once 
begin, there is no stop to be made afterward. Therefore the synod 

1485. οἵ Aix determined, ‘ That no curate or other priest should, 

‘under pain of excommunication, go to any house, not even of a 
‘nobleman, to administer baptism, except in case of necessity ; and 

‘ that no case should be taken to be of necessity, but when the child’s 
‘life is in danger.’ 

CHAE, “vi: 

Quotations out of some Councils of Carthage, before the 

Pelagian Controversy. 

§ I. THE most ancient councils of Carthage, as well as of other 

207. churches, are not recorded in the volumes of councils. 

(4-D. 397) The custom of registering the acts of councils, and 
bringing them into volumes, began later. One of the first of all the 
councils of Carthage, and (except one or two) of the most ancient in 

all Christendom, since the times of the apostles, of which we have 

any remains, was that of sixty-six bishops under St.Cyprian in the 

year after the apostles 150; which resolved the question whether in- 

fant-baptism might be administered on the first or second day after 
the birth, or must be deferred till the eighth. But the account of 

that is given before at large in chap. vi. Those that I mean to recite 

here are of such as are set down in the common volumes, and were 

about the latter end of the fourth century. 
And of these Dr.Caves and others have observed, that there is 

great obscurity and difficulty in assigning the very year on which 

they were held; and some confusion by reason of the carelessness or 

mistakes of the collectors, who have sometimes inserted into one 

council some of the canons that have been made in another. I shall 

not in these nice matters pretend to be wiser than other men. But 
the first canon that I shall quote carries in itself a plain and un- 
doubted indication of the year in which it was enacted. 

© Chap. ii.1, 2, 3 1621. Lib. ii. tit. 3. de Baptismo, cap. 77.] 
f Laurentii Bochelli Decreta Ecclesiz & Historia Literaria, part. ii. p. 132. 

Gallicane. [fol. Paris, 1609: again, ibid. [Tom. i. p. 369, edit. Oxon, 1740.] 
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It is the forty-eighth canon of that council of Carthage which is 
generally called the third. About the time when this council was 

held, the schism of the Donatists began to break apace ; and those 

who had been brought up in it came over in great numbers to 

the communion of the church. This party of men, as I shewed 

before, differed nothing from the catholics in any point either of 
doctrine or of ceremonies or of sacraments ; but only they accounted 

that party in Africa which was called the catholic church, impure by 

reason of some ill men that were among them, or by reason that 

some of the ministers thereof derived their ordination from bishops 
that had, as was said, been guilty of apostasy in the former times 

of persecution: and all that came over to them from the catholics 

they had been wont to baptize anew, as coming out of an impure 

church. 

Now the bishops of this council debated among themselves how 
far it was expedient to admit any that returned from this schism to 

the church into holy orders. And as for those who having been 

once baptized in the catholic church, did, after they came to years, 

revolt to the Donatists, and were baptized by them; they agreed 
that such, upon their return to the church, might be admitted to 

lay-communion, but never to bear any office in the church. But 
the case of those that had been born among the Donatists, and had 
been in their infancy baptized by them, and after they came to years 
of discretion disliked the schism and came over to the church, 

seemed very different. 

Concerning these they could not come to any resolution at the 
present: and therefore they agreed that the ‘advice of two of the 

most noted neighbouring churches should be asked in that matter ; 
and they made a canon in these words : 

Concilu Carthag. tertii Can. 48. [tom. 11. p. 1072, 1177, 

edit. Labbe, tom. 11. p. 892. edit. Mansi. | 
‘De Donatistis, placuit ut consulamus fratres et consacerdotes 

‘nostros Siricium et Simplicianum, de solis infantibus qui bapti- 
“ zantur penes eosdem, ne [leg.an] quod suo non fecerunt judicio, 
“cum ad ecclesiam Dei salubri proposito fuerint conversi, parentum 
‘jllos error impediat, ne provehantur sacri altaris ministri.’ 

‘In reference to the Donatists, it is resolved that we do ask the 

‘ advice of our brethren and fellow bishops Siricius and Simplicianus, 

‘ concerning those only who are in infancy baptized among them ; 
‘ whether in that which they have not done by their own judgment, 

‘ the error of their parents shall hinder them, that when they by a 

h Ch, ix. 
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‘ wholesome purpose shall be converted to the church of God, they 
‘may not be promoted to be ministers of the holy altar.’ 

The collection that is called Concilium Africanum has this same 

canon, capitulo14. Siricius was at this time bishop of Rome, and 
Simplicianus of Milan. So that, as I said, this canon gives us from 

207. itself a clear proof of the year when it was made, viz. anno 

(4.P.397-) Dom. 397 ; for Simplicianus was not made bishop of Milan 
till the beginning of this year, when he came into the room of St. 
Ambrose, who died then: and in the beginning of the next year 
Siricius bishop of Rome died. 

II. The answer of these two bishops seems to have been in favour 
zor. Οὗ those concerning whom their opinion was asked; for 

(4-D.401-) four years after, the council of Carthage determines the 
point absolutely, that such persons may, if there be occasion, be pro- 

moted to the ministry. The canon, leaving out the digressions, is 
this : 

Codex Canonum Ecclesia Africana, Can. 57. [see Concil. edit. Bini, 

tom. 1. p. 636.—edit. Reg. Paris. tom. iv. p. 528. et iterum, p. 598. 

—tom. 11. p.1084. ed. Labb.] 

Aurelius bishop of Carthage speaks in the council, and says, 

‘ Superior concilio statutum esse mecum recognoscit unanimitas 

“ vestra, ut hi qui apud Donatistas parvuli baptizati sunt, nondum 
‘ scire valentes erroris eorum interitum, et posteaquam ad etatem 

‘rationis capacem pervenerunt, agnita veritate, &e.— recepti 
“ sunt ;————sine dubio ad officium clericatus tales esse applicandos, 

‘et maxime in tanta rerum necessitate, nullus est qui non concedat. 

‘ Quanquam nonnulli ejusdem sectz clerici, cum plebibus atque 
honoribus suis ad nos transire desiderent, &c. Sed hoe majori 

‘fratrum supradictorum considerationi dimittendum censeo.—— 
Tantum de his qui infantes baptizati sunt satagimus, ut nostre, si 

‘ placet, in tisdem ordinandis consentiant voluntati,’ &e. 

‘ You remember that in a former council it was resolved, that 

‘ they who were, in their infancy, before they were able to under- 

stand the mischief of that error, baptized among the Donatists, and 
when they came to age of understanding, acknowledging the truth, 

¢ &e. they were received by us. All will grant that such may 
‘undoubtedly be promoted to church offices, especially in times of 

so great need. 

‘ Some that have been teachers in that sect would come over with 
‘ their congregations, if they might have the same places among us, 
o&e: But this I leave to a further consideration of our bre- 

‘ thren, &e. Only that they will consent to our determination, 
WALL, VOL. I. O 
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‘that such as were baptized by them in infancy may be admitted 
‘ to orders.’ 

This shews plainly that the Donatists as well as Catholics bap- 

tized in infancy: only those that had been baptized by the church 
party, whether in infancy or at full age, they would not receive into 

their sect without giving them a new baptism ; because they judged 

baptism given in an impure church was void, though it were given 

in the right form, and to a subject never so capable: for which the 

church charged them with the crime of anabaptism, or rebaptization. 

And they were about this time reduced, and came over to the 

church. 

III. There are added in the old copies of the said third council 

of Carthage, anno Dom. 397, some canons, of which it is said, ‘it is 
‘ not certain whether they belong properly to the first, or second, or 

‘ third council.’ One of themi is for abating to poor people the fees 
that were usually paid to the minister at the baptizing of a child. 
But it being accounted by the most learned critics to be of a later 
date, and to have been crowded in here by Mercator, I shall omit 

the recital of it. ; 

IV. The next of the councils of Carthage, in which we find any 

mention of infant-baptism, is that which is vulgarly called the fifth, 

and was celebrated three years after, viz. anno Dom. 400. In which 

there is a canon that makes provision for the case of such as had 

been carried away captive in their infancy into the country of the 
barbarians, and when they were ransomed, there was none of their 
friends left alive that could certainly tell whether they had been bap- 
tized before their carrying away or not. Such persons, or their 
surviving friends for them, were in great perplexity and doubt 
whether it were fit that they should be baptized after their ransom. 
For if they were baptized before their captivity, then this would be 
to baptize them twice ; which was looked on by all Christians, except 
the Marcionites, to be a great profanation of the sacrament. And 

if they were not baptized before, then not to do it now were to let 
them die without any baptism at all. The words of the canon are 
these : 

Concilii Carthaginiensis Quinti, Canon 6." 

« Placuit de infantibus, quoties non inveniuntur certissimi testes, 

“qui eos baptizatos esse sine dubitatione testentur, neque ipsi sunt 
‘ per ztatem idonei de traditis sibi sacramentis respondere ; absque 

i Labbei Concil. [see this canon in tom.  Gratian.q. 1. 
iii. p.511. Collect. Reg. Paris.—tom. iii. p. k [See Binii edit. tom. i. p. 637. Collect. 
8092. edit. Mansi.] Item, Carranza summa ___ reg. Paris. tom. iv. p. 536 et 609.—edit. 
Concil. Concil. Carthag. Tertium ; Item Mansi, tom. iii. pp. 926 et 969.] 
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‘ullo scrupulo hos esse baptizandos: ne ἰδία trepidatio eos faciat 
“sacramentorum purgatione privari. Hine enim legati Maurorum 

‘ fratres nostri consuluerunt,’ &e. 

‘ It is resolved concerning infants of whose having been baptized 
‘ there are no positive witnesses that can give certain evidence, and 

‘ they themselves are not capable to give any account of that sacra- 
‘ment having been administered to them, by reason of their age ; 
‘that such be without any scruple baptized: lest that scruple do 

‘ cause them to go without the cleansing of the sacrament. For our 
‘brethren that come from the Mauritanians have asked our advice 

‘on this question, who do ransom many such from the barba- 

‘ rians,’ &e. 

I set this council at anno 400, that is, the year after the apostles 

300. And so do all late writers that speak of it set it then, or 

within a year or two of that time. Which I note, because Binius 

and some other old copies give it a date that may seem at first sight 

very absurd and inconsistent, worded thus, ‘ Cirea tempora Anastasii 

‘Pape post consulatum Cesarii et Attici, sexto kalendas Junu 

‘ habitum, era 438.’ ‘ Held about the time of pope Anastasius, after 
‘the consulship of Cesarius and Atticus, six days before the kalends 

‘of June, in the year 438.’ But the consulship of Cesartus and 

Atticus was in the year 397. And Anastasius came into the see 
anno 398, and lived but four years. And Aurelius, whose name is 

among the bishops that subscribed this council, could not live to 

438. But all this is reconciled by taking that wra 438 not for the 
year of Christ, but for the year of that era which the Spaniards call 
@ra Augusti, reckoned from the time of the senate’s confirming the 

acts of the triumvirate, which was (as Petavius, Rat. Temp. pt. 11. 

cap. 3. shews) just thirty-eight years before the Christian era. So 
that this, instead of disturbing, does confirm the date of anno 

Dom. 400. 

So that Baronius, Spondanus, Dr.Cave, &c., place it anno 398. 
Justellus and cardinal Perron, anno 401. Schelstratius, this year 

400. All in the time of Anastasius. And another thing which 

confirms its being on one of these years, is the matter of the last 
canon of it: and yet the different understanding of some words of 

that canon causes the difference in placing: it of a year or two. The 

canon is this; ‘ Resolved, that a petition be made to the most re- 

“nowned emperors, that all relics of idolatry, not only in images, 
‘ but in all places, whether groves or trees, be altogether destroyed.’ 

Now all agree, that on the year 399 was the most general over- 

throw of the heathen temples, in all the empire, but especially at 

O 2 
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Carthage, and in all Africa. St.Austin gives! the account of it, 
which is very remarkable. 

The heathens had had a tradition very rife among them, that the 
Christian religion should last but 365 years, to be reckoned from the 
beginning of it. They depended upon an oracle for this. The oracle 
had said, that Peter the apostle bemg a skilful magician, had, by 

killing and cutting m pieces a child of a year old, and burying the 
limbs of it with certain magical rites, raised so strong a charm for 

the success of the Christian religion, that it must now last for so 

many years as the child was days old: but when that time was ex- 

pired they should see it presently come to an end. And one may 

perceive by St. Austin’s words, that the heathens at that time ex- 

pected the extirpation of Christianity as confidently as the papists 

do now the extirpation of the northern heresy. 

St. Austin allows them the latest time they could suppose for the 

beginning of Christian religion, viz. the Pentecost that was next 

after Christ’s death. He shews that 365 years, reckoned from that 
Pentecost, do end in the consulship of Honorius and Eutychianus, 

which is in our way of reckoning, the year 398. ‘ Now,’ says he, 

‘ the next year to that being the consulship of Honorius and Manlius 

‘ Theodorus, when, according to that oracle of devils, or figment of 
‘ men, there should have been no such thing as Christian religion in 

‘ the world, what was done in other countries I had not occasion to 

‘inquire; but this I know, that in Carthage, the most noted and 

‘eminent city of all Africa, Gaudentius and Jovius, the emperor 
‘ Honorius’ lieutenants, did, on the 19th of March, pull down the 

‘temples of the false gods, and break in pieces their idols. From 

‘ which time to this present, being almost thirty years, who does not 
‘see how much the worship of Christ’s name has increased? Espe- 
‘ cially since many of those are become Christians who were before 
‘kept back from the faith by that prophecy, which, now the time 

‘is past, they perceive to have been a foolish and idle one.’ 
Baronius thinks that this order of Honorius, for razing the hea- 

then temples, was given by him in compliance with that petition 

made by this council of Carthage; and if so, the razing being anno 
399, the council must have been the year before. But others think 

that the style of the petition supposes the temples and such public 
places of idolatry at Carthage to be destroyed already ; and that the 

bishops desire the emperor to complete that good work, by extir- 
pating all the remains of idolatry practised with images placed in 
groves, trees, &e. 

1 De Civitate Dei, lib. xviii. cap. 53, 54. 
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This latter seems the more probable by the words of the petition. 

So the council may be supposed to be the year after the emperor’s 
first order, viz. anno Christi 400; but however it appears to have 

been about this time. 
V. There had been, as it seems in some council at Hippo before 
290. _ that time, a resolution to the same purpose, viz. that those 

(4-D- 39°) who had no certain proof of their baptism in infancy, 

should be, for certanity, baptized now. For there is in Labbe’s Col- 

lection", and in the Magdeburgenses® at the year 397, set down a 
copy of a synodical letter dated Cesario et Attico Coss. wherein they 
complain, ‘that those things which had been long ago enacted in 

‘ the council of Hippo had not been so duly put in execution as they 
‘ought. They enjoin better execution of them for the future, and 

to that purpose give a breviate of them, being forty-one in number : 

the fortieth of which is given thus: ‘De his qui in nullo testimonio 

“se baptizatos noverunt, ut baptizentur.’ ‘ For those that are not 

“sure by any evidence that they have been baptized, that they be 

‘ now baptized.’ 
VI. It was not lone after these times that Leo the first, bishop 
340. of Rome, had occasion to consider of the same case in a 

(4-D. 440.) synod at Rome; and he has left an epistle on that subject : 
which, though it be something later than the period of time which 
I have proposed to search, Leo being made bishop of that see in the 
year of Christ 440, yet it being so particularly relating to: this 

matter, I shall here transcribe so much of it as is to this purpose. 

It is directed to Neon, bishop of Ravenna, and is the 37th? among 

his epistles. 
‘We have been given to understand by the relation of some 

‘ brethren, that several captives, who were carried into captivity at 
‘ that age which has no firm knowledge of any thing, do, now they 

‘are restored to their liberty and their home, desire the remedy of 

‘baptism. But by reason of the ignorance of their infancy, they 

“ cannot remember whether or no they have received the sacrament 

‘ of that mystery before. And that by reason of this uncertain state 

“of remembrance, their souls are brought into danger; for that 
‘ under pretence of caution the grace is denied them, Que@ ideo non 

“impenditur quia putatur impensa, being therefore not given them, 

“ because it is supposed that they have had it already. 

.[Collect. Reg. Paris. tom. iii. p.513. tions: the 135th in Quesnel’s edition of 
Labb. ii. p. 1179. Mansi, iii. p. 893.] Leo’s works, 1675 ; or the 166th in Man- 

© Cent. iv. cap. 9. de Synodis, p. 866. sis edition of the Councils, tom. vi. p. 
p [Viz.in Labbe and the older collec- 387.] 
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‘ When therefore the scrupulousness of some brethren did, not 

without cause, make a doubt of administering to such persons the 

sacrament of our Lord’s mystery ; we did, as I said, at a synodical 

‘meeting take this sort of case into our consideration, and set our- 

« selves to discuss the point with a careful diligence, according to the 

‘ opinion of every one: that by the judgment of many considering 

the matter together, we might more certainly fix on the truth. 

And that which by God’s guidance came into my mind, the 

‘numerous consent of the brethren confirmed. 

« We ought then, above all things, to beware, that while we shew 

a sort of caution we do not fall into a failure of regenerating their 

souls. For who would be so addicted to his suspicions, as to define 

a thing to be true, which without any full proof, he by an uncertain 

‘opinion surmises to be so? therefore when as neither he that 

desires the regeneration does remember that he was ever baptized, 
nor any one else can testify of his consecration [or, sanctification], 

there is no reason to think there is any sin in doing this, when 

neither he that is consecrated, nor he that consecrates him, acts 

any thing against his knowledge [or, conscience]. 
“1 know indeed that it is an inexcusable fault, when, according 

to the fashion of the heretics, which is condemned by the holy 

fathers, any one is compelled to reiterate his baptism, which is once 

for all given to those that are to be regenerated: the apostolic 
doctrine being against such a practice, and teaching us that there 

is but one Godhead in the Trinity, one confession in the faith, and 

one sacrament of baptism. But there is nothing like that to be 
feared in this case; for that cannot be brought within compass of 

the crime of reiteration, of which we are not sure that it has been 

done once. 
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« And therefore when any such case comes before you, first ex- 

amine the matter narrowly ; and continue your search for a great 
while (unless the party seems to be nigh his end), whether there 

‘be nobody at all to be found that can help out the ignorance of such 

a person that knows not his own condition. And if it appear, that 

he that wants the sacrament is kept off only by a vain surmise, let 
him come without fear to the obtaining of the grace, of which he 

‘does not find any evidence that he has had it before. And let us 

not be afraid to open the gate of salvation to him who cannot be 

proved as yet to have entered into it. 

‘ But if it can be proved that any such person has been baptized, 

though by the heretics ; let the sacrament of regeneration be by no 

means reiterated on him: but let that only which was wanting 

n 
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‘ there, be now added; that he have the imposition of hands by the 

‘ bishop, for the obtaining the grace of the Holy Spirit. 
‘These things, dear brother, I was willing should come to the 

‘knowledge of you all; lest, while you allow too much to your 
‘ scruples, the mercy of God be denied to those that desire to be 

“ saved. 
‘ Dated the ninth before the kalends of November, 

‘in the consulship of Marcian4 the emperor.’ 

The same question being put to him by Rusticus, bishop of 

490. Narbon, he resolves it to the same effect"; and so does 

ae Gregory the Great, in the next ages; and so does the 

(4.D. 691.) council in Trullo, Can. 84. anno 691. 

The heretics that Leo talks of, as reiterating baptism, were either 
the Marcionites, who gave to some people a second or third baptism, 

though they owned the first to have been true baptism; or else the 

Donatists, who thinking no baptism to be true that was not given 

by such holy and pure men as themselves, gave a new baptism to all 

that came from any other party to theirs. 
The church of England is very careful, as not to let any one go 

without baptism, so also not to baptize again those that have been 

baptized already. And therefore when any person is brought to 

baptism, concerning whom they cannot be sure whether he is already 

baptized or not, they order him to be baptized with these conditional 

words preceding the form of baptism, ‘If thou art not already bap- 

‘ tized, NV. I baptize thee in the name,’ &e. 
It had been usual to do so for many hundred years beforet. But 

1os9. Luther found great fault with this custom ; and Vossius dis- 

(4-D.1159-) likes it, but gives no other reason against it than that there 
is no example of such conditional baptism in scripture, nor in the re- 

cords of the first ages. Which in a case that so seldom happens, is no 

wonder ; for in the church of England, where it is appointed in a 

certain case, yet that case being rare, very few have ever had occasion 

to practise it. But it is certain that all that do baptize in such a 
case do understand that condition, though they do not express it ; 

for they do it on a supposal that the party is not baptized already. 
The next council of Carthage that I know of, that had any occasion 

411. to mention infant-baptism, was that anno 411, or the 

(4-D-411.) beginning of 412, where Czlestius was challenged for 

denying original sin, and thought to escape the brand of heresy by 

4[Or Majorianus: see the notes of 8 Lib. xii. Ep. 31. 
Quesnel and of Mansi on the place. |] t Vide Vossium de Baptismo, Disp. 15, 

r Ep. 92. cap. 16. [Ep. 2. edit.Quesnel: Art. τι. et lib. vi. capit. Caroli Magni. 
167. edit. Concil. Mansi. | 
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declaring, that whatever he thought of sin in infants, yet he owned 

their baptism. This council is not in the volumes, but St. Austin 
has preserved some of the acts of it, by quoting them in his 
writingst; and I had occasion to recite out of him what is material 
to this purpose in a chapter" before. 

316. And the next to that was that anno 416. A synodical 

(4.D. 410.) Jetter whereof I shall recite hereafter®. 

CHAP. XVII. 

Out of the Decretal Epistles of Siricius and Innocentius, 

Bishops of Rome. 

§ I. THERE never was a greater cheat and abuse put upon the 
284. church and the learned world, than that piece of forgery 

(4D. 384.) of the most ancient Decretal Epistles. The papists them- 
selves are now ashamed to hear them mentioned, except some few, 

whose want of all shame makes amends for their want of learning. 

The history of them in short is this: the ancient bishops of Rome 

were frequently consulted by the country bishops, and the bishops of 
the neighbouring churches, in cases of conscience, faith, or discipline. 
They wrote letters in answer to such questions as were put to them. 

Toward the latter end of the fourth century there began a custom 

of registering and preserving these letters in the archives of that 
church. This was in the following times found to be of great use ; 

for these letters served the succeeding bishops for precedents, when 

their judgment was desired in the like cases, 
After many ages, it came into the mind of some of that church, to 

think how great pity it was that that custom of registering those 

letters had not begun sooner, for there were none extant in the 

registers that were earlier than about the time I mentioned. 

The way that they took to make up that deficiency was such, as 

that the mention thereof must make a Christian blush, whenever the 

credit of his religion is attacked by a heathen. Some among them,’ 
that had no regard to true or false, put in practice that foul artifice 
that is used by faithless and fabulous historians ; who, when they 

would set forth the antiquities of their nation, and find no records 

nor race of kings so ancient as they could wish, do make out of their 
own brain histories of times, names of kings, accounts of wars and 
successions, as far back as they please to feign. Of which we see 

Ὁ [See all which is remaining, in Mansi’s edition of the councils, tom. iv. p. 290. ] 
u Ch. ν. § 8. X Ch. xix. § 28. 
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instances in the fabulous histories of the Romans, Britons, Scots, 

Egyptians, Chinese, &c. This is scandalous and hateful enough in 
secular histories; but in the concerns of religion, is the highest 
pitch of impiety and mischief. 

Finding that their bishops of the first ages had none of these de- 

cretal epistles upon record, as many of the following ones had, they 
made some for them, and put them out under their names. And as 

there was a very corrupt state of that church at the time when these 
acts were forged, the authors of them failed not to make the ancient 
popes say all that they had a mind they should have said. So that 
you shall there frequently find some bishop of Rome of the primitive 
times, who was in reality an humble, poor, and persecuted bishop, 

strutting and vapouring about the supremacy of his see, and en- 

acting many things that were really never heard in his time. 
When any thing is discovered and made plain, we are apt to 

wonder that it was not discovered sooner. It was a time of great 

ignorance and barbarity when these forged epistles were put upon 
the world. And in the beginning: of the reformation, the protestants 
were much puzzled with them. They saw plain enough that the 
corrupt doctrines and practices then received had no foundation in 

the scripture, nor in the writings of the ancient Christians for 

several ages ; but they knew not what to say to these epistles, many 

of which were dated in and nigh the times of the apostles, and yet 
had in them rank popery. Those first bishops of all, Clement, 
Anaclet, Evarest, Alexander, Xystus, and the holy martyr Tele- 

sphorus, &e., did there all speak the language of Gregory the 
VIIth. 

It is true that here and there one of the best learned and most 
free men among the papists themselves had before that time declared 
their objections against some of these epistles. For example, cardinal 

1334.  Cusanus, after he had shewn by plain proofs that the charter 
(4D. 1434.) of Constantine’s donation was a forgery, adds, ‘ As perhaps 

‘ are some other of the large writings attributed to St.Clement and 
« Anaclet. For the letters themselves, examined by the circumstances 

‘ of the times of those men, do bewray themselvesy.’ But these ex- 
ceptions of one or two men availed nothing against the general vote ; 

they were universally received, the canonists made constant use of 

them, and the canon law of that time was in great measure made 

out of them. Wickliffe ventured to say that they were apocryphal, 

[or spurious,] and that the clergy were fools to study them. Which 

y Nicolaus de Cusa Cardinalis, de Concordantia Catholica, lib. iii. c. 2. [p. 782. edit. 
Basil. 1565. ] 
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is reckoned for the thirty-eighth of the forty-five heresies, for which 
he was condemned by the council of Constance. 

1417. Luther exclaimed against them after his way, and caused 

(4-D.1517-) them andthewhole body of the decretalsto be publicly burnt; 

but he had not learning enough to trace and descry the forgery of 
1456. them. But bishop Jewel, being to answer his adversary Har- 

(40.1556) ding, who had pressed him with authorities out of them,made 

use of his skill in ecclesiastical history to disclose plain proofs of forgery 
in several of them. And the critics since, both those of the Romish 

and reformed church, have, by a particular examination, put it out 
of doubt that all of them, beyond the times I spoke of, are spurious. 

They are never mentioned by any writer of any antiquity ; they 
are written, not in the style that was in use in the time of the 

Roman empire, but in that of the barbarous age. The dates of 

almost all of them are inconsistent with history. The ignorant 

forger has made most of them speak of men and things, customs 

and forms, that were not in being at that time. Beside, that each 

epistle has in itself some particular proof of its beng forged. 
II. Now that which the critics and learned men are agreed on is, 

that the epistles of pope Siricius, who was made bishop anno 384, 

are the first of all the decretal epistles that are genuine, 1. 6. that 
were really written by the men whose names they bear. It is true 
that there are epistles extant, one of Clement, out of which I gave 

a quotation, ch. 1. § 1, and some of Cornelius, and one or two more, 

which are undoubted, and are mentioned and valued by all the 

ancients: but the forger of the decretals took no notice of them ; 

either because they were nothing for his turn, or perhaps he was so 

ignorant as not to know of them. Those which he has made, are of 

more use to the design of the court of Rome, but otherwise of no 

worth. 
But indeed the church of Rome affords in all but a very few 

writers of any antiquity. And if she be the mother, she was m 
those times outdone by many of her daughters for number of 

learned men. Since Clement and Hermas, who lived in the apostles’ 
time, and St. Hierome, who had his education in that church, there 

has been none that I have had occasion to mention in this tract till 

this Siricius: 

III. He has several epistles extant that are genuine, and are 
mentioned by writers so ancient and so learned as not to be imposed 

on by the forementioned forgery. And the marks of popish worship, 

that are so frequent in the elder forged epistles, are all vanished 

again in those of Siricius and Innocent, and of several popes that 
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succeeded them. That which I have occasion to quote is the first of 
them, which is written to Himerius, bishop of Arragon in Spain. 

He gives him several directions about ecclesiastical matters, and 
finds fault with many things that by his information he understood 

to be managed disorderly in that church. It is divided into fifteen 
chapters, or paragraphs ; whereof the second is this : 

Stricii Episcopi Decretalis Epistola prima. Capitulo secundoz. 

“ Sequitur de diversis baptizandorum temporibus, prout unicui- 

‘que hbitum fuerit, improbabilis et emendanda confusio; que a 
‘nostris consacerdotibus (quod commoti dicimus) non ratione auc- 
‘ toritatis alicujus, sed sola temeritate presumitur: ut passim ac 
‘ libere natalitis Christi, seu apparitionis nec non et apostolorum seu 
martyrum festivitatibus, innumer (ut asseris) plebes baptismi my- 

sterium consequantur. Cum hoe sibi privilegium et apud nos et apud 
omnes ecclesias dominicum specialiter cum Pentecoste sua pascha 
defendat: quibus solis per annum diebus ad fidem confluentibus 

generalia baptismatis tradi convenit sacramenta. His duntaxat 

electis, qui ante quadraginta vel eo amplius dies nomen dederint, 

et exorcismis quotidianisque orationibus atque jejuniis fuerint ex- 

‘piati, quatenus apostolica illa impleatur praceptio, wt expurgato 

‘ fermento vetert nova incipiat esse conspersio. 
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‘ Sicut sacram ergo Paschalem reverentiam in nullo dicimus esse 

‘ minuendam, ita infantibus qui needum loqui poterunt per etatem, 

‘ vel his quibus in qualibet necessitate opus fuerit sacri unda baptis- 
matis, omni volumus celeritate succurri : ne ad nostrarum perniciem 

tendat animarum si negato desiderantibus fonte salutari, exiens 

unusquisque de seculo et regnum perdat et vitam. 

‘ Quicunque etiam discrimen naufragii, hostilitatis incursum, ob- 
sidionis ambiguum, vel cujuslibet corporalis egritudinis despera- 
tionem inciderint, et sibi unico credulitatis auxilio poposcerint 
subveniri, eodem quo poscunt momento temporis expetite regene- 

rationis premia consequantur.’ 

‘There is also a blamable disorder which ought to be amended, 

in baptizing at various times as every one fancies; which our 

fellow bishops among you do venture to practise, as I am some- 

what vexed to hear, not by the rule of any authority, but by mere 

rashness. So that great numbers of people do, as you say, receive 

their baptism, some at Christmas, some at the Epiphany, and some 
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on the holy days of the apostles and martyrs. Whereas not only 

in our church, but in all churches, our Lord’s passover, [viz. 

Easter,] together with its Pentecost, does peculiarly challenge this s 

2{Apud Labbei Concilia, tom. ii. p. 1017.—edit. Mansi, tom, 11] Ῥ. 656.] 
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« privilege to itself. On which days of the year alone, it is fitting 

‘ that the common sacraments of baptism should be given to those 

‘that come to the faith. And that those only should be admitted 

who had given in their names forty days or more before, and have 

been cleansed by exorcisms, [or renunciations of the devil and 

wickedness,| and daily prayers and fastings, to the end that that 

precept of the apostle may be fulfilled, of purging out the old leaven, 

that there may be a new lump. 

« As therefore I affirm that the respect due to the feast of Easter 

ought by no means to be diminished; so my meaning 15, that as 

for infants, who by reason of their age, are not yet able to speak, 
and others that are in any case of necessity, they ought to be 

relieved with all speed possible; lest it turn to the perdition of 

our own souls, if we deny the water of salvation to any one that 

stands in need, and they departing this life, do lose their kingdom 

and their life. 
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« Whoever also shall be in danger of shipwreck, or of the assaults 

of enemies, or of a siege, or shall be likely to die of any bodily 

sickness, and shall desire to be assisted with that which is the only 

ns 

΄ι 

΄ι armour of our faith, [or religion,] that they have the gift of 

regeneration which they desire, the same moment that they 

« desire it.’ 
I have set down this the more at large, because we see by it, that 

at the same time when they insist upon those preparations, and per- 

΄ι 

sonal qualifications of the adult, they do except the case of infants. 

It is common for some antipedobaptist writers to quote such pas- 

sages as the forepart of this, taken by itself, would be, as testimonies 

that such authors allowed no baptism of infants, because they 
require those preparatory exercises of all that are to be baptized. 

This I have seen done a hundred times, when the same author that 

is quoted does sometimes in the same treatise, (as here,) and some- 

times in other parts of his works, shew that infants are to be bap- 

tized, as being in a case that is exempt from the general rule that 

requires faith, prayer, repentance, and other personal preparation. 

It is no wonder that they do thus with other books, when they 

can hardly forbear doing it with the Catechism of the church of 

England, which requires repentance and faith of persons to be bap- 

tized ; but shews by the next words, that the case of infants is an 

exempt case. This practice, though not always so palpable, yet is in 

effect always as unfair, as that with which Wills charges Danvers, 

viz. for quoting the canon of a certain council, as enacting, that 

‘none should receive baptism, without rehearsing the Creed, or 
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‘ Lord’s Prayer,’ and stopping there; when the next words are 
« Except those, who by reason of age, cannot yet speaka.’ 

That which Siricius here says, that it was the custom of the church 

of Rome, and of all other churches, to give baptism only at Easter 

and Whitsuntide, excepting infants, sick people, and other such 

extraordinary cases, may be proved from a great many other authors. 

I shall mention no more but Tertullian, for his antiquity. He says, 

‘The most solemn time for baptism is Easter, at which time the 

‘passion of our Lord, into which we are baptized, was performed : 
΄ After that, the Pentecost affords a large time for ordering the 

« lavers. 
‘ whatever is capable to be made use of for baptism. Though there 
‘be some difference as to the solemnity, there is none as to the 

But yet every day is the Lord’s. Any hour, any time 

‘ grace given>,’ 
IV. I said that this epistle appears to be genuine, and not forged, 

among the others of the foregoing popes, by the mention that is 
made of it, by authors so ancient and so learned, as not to be im- 

posed on by that forgery. This very passage of it is quoted by 

Hinemarus Rhemensis¢ anno 835, and by the council of Tribur‘, anno 

895. And, I suppose, other parts of it may have been quoted by 

v3s. earlier writers, which I have not had occasion to observe. 
(a-D. 835.) The pretended Isidore, out of whose shop the forged col- 

lection of epistles is supposed first to have come, lived about these 

times, and seems to have been contemporary with Hincmarus, but 

something the elder: but as all forged works do require some time 
after their first hatching, to be known, or at least to gain any 

authority : there is no likelihood that so learned men (as Hincmarus 

especially was) should quote any thing upon a dependance on so 
fresh an imposture. Especially when neither he nor the council do 
quote it as from Isidore, but as an epistle generally known in the 
world. And besides, the learned critics, Quesnellus, Du Pin, &c., 

that do question one of Siricius’ epistles, as being to be suspected of 

forgery for reasons they give, do make no question of this. 
By the said quotations of Hinemarus and Concilium Triburiense, 

79s. it also appears, that the custom of limiting the baptism of 
(4-D.895-) adult persons to Easter, and the times aforesaid, continued 

a Appeal to Baptists against H. D. ch.i. b De Baptismo, cap. 19. 
{at p. τότ of ‘ Vindicize Vindiciarum, or ¢ Opusculo 55. Capitulorum, cap. 31. 
© a vindication of a late treatise entitled, | [Opuscula et Epistole Hincmari Remensis 
‘«<Tnfant Baptism asserted,” in answer to Archiepiscopi, 4°. Lutetize, 1615, reprinted 
‘Mr. Danvers’ Reply: also an appeal to ἴπ the Bibliotheca Patrum, 1618. tom ix. 
‘ the Baptists (so called) against Mr. Dan- _ and in the Nova Bibliotheca, sive Supple- 
‘vers,’ ὅσο. by Obed. Wills, M. A. r2mo. mentum, fol. 1639. tom. ii.] 
London, 1675. | ἃ Can. 12. 



206 Year after the Apostles, 284. (A.D. 384.) [PART I. 

in the church till their time: and it did continue something longer. 

But of later times we hear no more of it. I suppose because the 
baptisms of adult persons grew to be very few; the heathen nations 

being now become Christian; and hardly any but infants being 
baptized, which were not contained in that rule. For it was but 

about 300 years after this time 890, that Petrus Cluniacensis writing 
1030. against some that at that time, anno Dom. 1130, set up a 

(4.D. 1130.) doctrine that baptism given to an infant is no baptism, 

opposed to them this among other things; that ‘if it were so, then, 

‘ whereas all Europe has had never a person now for 300, or hardly 
‘ any for 500 years, baptized otherwise than in infancy, it has had 
‘never a Christian in 10. The place I quote more largely here- 
after. 

V. This order of the ancient church, that no adult person, except 
in case of necessity, should be baptized but at these set and ap- 
pointed times, was made for a very good and weighty reason, viz. 

because there was not so much care likely to be taken of his in- 
struction and examination if he were baptized at some other time of 
the year alone by himself, as there was if he were baptized at Easter, 
when the other catechumeni were baptized. Because for some weeks 

before Easter, the ministers of the church made it their business to 

catechise, examine, and prepare the candidates for baptism. They 
were to give in their names forty days before; and they were to be 
able to repeat the Creed, &c., and to give account of their faith 

twenty days before, (something more or less, according to the canons 
of the several churches,) and the people came together to hear these 
examinations and professions; and care was taken that they did 
spend the time in prayers, fasting, and such other holy exercises as 

would fit them for so great a change of their state. And, because 

there were at Easter a great number of them, and the spiritual good 

of the church did in great measure depend upon their doing well ; 
it was counted an occasion weighty enough to require that the 
whole church should at that time pray and fast with them and for 
them, as I quoted out of Justin Martyr. ‘They are directed to pray, 
‘and ask of God with fasting, the forgiveness of their former sins, 
‘ and we also pray and fast together with themf.’ 

And this, I believe, was none of the least occasions of keeping the 
fast of Lent before Easter. 

And we see also to this day some remains of the catechising used 
then ; for though the church of England do now appoint catechising 

6 Part ii. ch. vii. § 5. f Chap. ii. § 2. 
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all the year long, yet most of the curates therein omit it all the year, 

except the time of Lent; but at that time that office is by old 
custom kept on foot. It was to prepare the candidates for baptism 
at Easter, that the Lent catechising was used. 

Also in the Liturgy of the same church, and in that of the church 
of Rome, the collect for the third Sunday after Easter remains in 
that form which seems to have been composed at first with a par- 

ticular respect to the new baptized persons. ‘ Almighty God, who 
‘ shewest to them that be in error the light of thy truth, to the 
‘intent that they may return into the way of righteousness; grant 

‘unto all them that are admitted into the fellowship of Christ’s 

‘ religion, that they may eschew those things that are contrary to 

‘ their profession, and follow all such things as are agreeable to the 
‘same, through our Lord Jesus Christ.” This is a good prayer at all 
times, and for all persons; but I believe the first composing it for 
that Sunday was in regard to the neophytes. The collects for Easter, 
and the two Sundays following, referring to the resurrection, the 
next was for them. 

VI. The ninth chapter or canon of the same epistle of Siricius, is, 

to blame the people of Spain for choosing into the ministry some 

such as had been but lately converted to the Christian religion ; and 

he gives them this direction : 
‘ Quicunque igitur se ecclesie vovit []. vovet] obsequtis, a sua in- 

‘ fantia ante pubertatis annos baptizari et lectorum debet ministerio 
« sociari.’ 
“δ that devotes himself to the service of the church ought to 

‘ be baptized [1. e. ought to be one that was baptized] in his infaney, 
‘ before ripeness of age, and employed in the office of the readers.’ 

This rule was a little after repeated to the people of Spain, by 
Innocentius, in words just to the same purpose, only a little plainer, 

which I shall recite presently. 
VII. After Siricius, Anastasius sat but about three or four years, 

300. and was succeeded by Innocentius the first. He must 

(4.D.400-) have been a man of note in the church before the year 

400, for it was in the year 402 that he was made bishop of Rome. 

He also has some decretal epistles (besides those to the council of 
Carthage, which I shall cite hereafter) that mention infant-baptism, 
and are by all acknowledged to be genuine. 

His first is written to Decentius, bishop of Eugubium, giving him 
his resolution in several things wherein he had demanded it; 

whereof the third is, that though the presbyters might baptize 

infants, yet only bishops might give them the chrism, or anointing 
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on the forehead, which was in those times given after baptism : it is 
as follows : 

Epistole Decretalis [Innocenti ad Decentium, Canon 3.8 

‘ De consignandis vero infantibus, manifestum est non ab alio 

‘ quam ab episcopo fieri licere. Nam presbyteri, licet sint sacerdotes, 
‘ pontificatus tamen apicem non habent. Hee autem pontificibus 

‘solis deberi, ut vel consignent, vel Paracletum Spiritum tradant, 

“non solum consuetudo ecclesiastica demonstrat, verum et illa lectio 

‘ Actuum Apostolorum que asserit Petrum et Joannem esse directos, 
‘ qui jam baptizatis traderent Spiritum Sanctum. Nam presbyteris, 

‘seu extra episcopum, seu presente episcopo cum baptizant, chri- 
‘smate baptizatos ungere licet, sed quod ab episcopo fuerit conse- 

‘cratum; non tamen frontem ex eodem oleo signare, quod solis 
‘ debetur episcopis,’ &e. 

‘ As for the anointing of infants on the forehead with the chrism, 

‘it is plain that that ought to be done by none but the bishop. 
‘ For presbyters, though they be as priests, yet they have not the 

‘ preeminence of the chief priests. And that it is lawful for the chief 

‘ priests only, either to anoint on the forehead, or give the Holy 

‘ Spirit, appears not only by the custom of the church, but also by 

‘that place in the Acts of the Apostles, which tells us", that Peter 

‘ and John were sent to give the Holy Spirit to such as were already 

‘ baptized. For when presbyters do give baptism, either in the 

‘ presence of the bishop or out of his presence, they may anoint the 
‘ baptized person with chrism, provided it be such as has been con- 

‘secrated by the bishop; but they must not anoimt the forehead 
‘ with the same ; for that is peculiar to the bishops,’ &e. 

Though this place do not mention the baptism of these infants, 
yet it plainly supposes it. The chrism was never given to any till 
they were baptized. 

The rule that he sets here, that none but the bishop must give 
the chrism on the forehead, was the ordinary and general rule of 
that church ; but yet dispensed with in the case of want of bishops, 

or their default of doing their office, as I shew hereafteri. 
VIII. The other passage of Innocentius, which is to the same 

effect with that which I recited from Siricius, is in his twenty-fourth 

epistle, which was written to a synod then met at Toledo; whereof 

the fifth chapter is a rule given for the qualifications of such as were 
to be admitted to the ministry. He had determined in the foregoing 

canons, that no lawyer, soldier, or officer of the temporal court, 

8 [Apud Concilia, edit. Labb. tom. ii. p.1246.—edit. Mansi, tom. iii. p. 1029.] 
h Acts viii. 14. i Part ii. ch. ix. § 8. 
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should be received to holy orders; and then gives the qualifications 
following. 

Epistola Innocenti primi ad Synodum Toletanam, Can. quintusk. 

‘ Quales vero eligendi sunt in ordine clericorum, evidens forma 
‘ declarat, i.e. qui ab ineunte etate baptizati fuerint, et lectorum 

‘ officio sociati, vel si majores sunt, cum fuerint Dei gratiam con- 
‘ secuti, statim se ecclesiasticis ordinibus mancipaverint.’ 

‘ And as to the qualifications of such as are to be chosen ‘into the 

‘ ministry, there is a certain rule, viz. that they be such as have been 
‘ baptized from their infancy, and have been educated in the office 
‘ of readers: or, if they were older before they obtained the grace of 
‘ God, then that they be such as did presently upon it addict them- 
‘ selves to offices of the church.’ 

It has been often enough said already, that there were in those 
times, besides those that were baptized in infancy, several that 

turned from heathenism to Christianity at their ripe age. Such the 
canon would not have to be put into holy orders; but only such as 

were baptized in infancy : unless those so converted have, from their 
first coming to the faith, addicted themselves to the service of the 

church, in the lower offices: to prevent the inconvenience mentioned 

‘by St.Paul, in preferring novices!, or neophytes, i.e. persons but 

lately baptized or made Christians. 

CHAP: XVIII; 

Out of Paulinus bishop of Nola, and another Paulinus, 

deacon of the church of Milan. 

§ I. PAULINUS, bishop of Nola, had been a heathen man: 
293. | during which time he had addicted his mind to poetry and 

(4-D.393-) oratory. After he became a Christian, he made use of 

those faculties on religious subjects™. And Sulpitius Severus, who 
had built a church, desired him to compose some proper godly sen- 
tences to be written in several places of the church, and particularly 
at the font, or place of baptizing. Paulinus sends him a letter in 
answer, containing’ several such sentences: it is, 

Epist. 32. Que est duodecima ex us que sunt ad Severum. 

And in one of them, composed in verse for the font, there is this 

distich : 

k [Apud Concilia, edit. Labb. tom. ii. p. δα separately, in 1622, 1662, and 1688, &c., 
1278.—edit. Mansi, iii. p. 1065. ] and are reprinted in the ‘ Bibliotheca Pa- 

1; Tim. iii. 6. * trum Maxima,’ edit. Lugdun. 1677. tom. 
m [The works of Paulinus were publish- _ vi.] 

WALL, VOL. I. P 
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‘ Inde parens sacro ducit de fonte sacerdos 

‘ Infantes niveos corpore, corde, habitu.® 

210 ear after the Apostles, 293. 

‘The priest from the holy font does infants bring, 

‘In body, in soul, in garments white and clean.’ 

As he refers to the cleanness of the body, by washing in the font, 

and of the soul, on account of the forgiveness of sins granted in that 

holy sacrament; so what he speaks of the whiteness of their gar- 

ments, is according to the custom then used all over the church, of 

clothing the new baptized persons, whether infants or grown people, 

in albes, or white garments. 

II. If there were not testimonies enough of the custom of bap- 

tizing infants in this age, this alone would not be sufficient to prove 

it. For there being nothing but the word infants singly mentioned, 

without any other circumstances setting forth their age; and there 

being a custom about these times of calling, by a metaphorical 

speech, all the new baptized persons, infants, whether they were 

young or old; it is a question whether Paulinus did by that word 

intend to restrain the sense to infants in age, or whether he meant 

only to describe the procession of the priest leading from the font a 

number of new baptized persons in general, in their albes. 

That there was such a custom of calling new baptized persons by 

the name of infants, about this time, appears by several instances. 

Gaudentius, who was bishop of Brescia about this time, has an 

oration, or sermon, in which he thus bespeaks the novices, or new 

baptized persons: ‘You are put in mind by the name of infants, by 

‘which you are called, that you are by your baptism regenerated 

‘ and born anew; and therefore if any of you that are marnied°,’ &c. 

Also St. AustinP has a sermon or discourse entitled, 4d infantes, ‘to 

‘ the infants,’ i. 6. to a congregation of persons then newly baptized. 

And I confess it seems to me that that passage of St. Ambrose4, De 

mysterio Pasche, ¢. 5, which Mr. Bingham, vol. iv. p. 24", takes to be 

spoken of proper infants, is rather to be referred hither. He is there 

speaking of the holy Christian rites used at the feast of Easter, par- 

ticularly the baptismal solemnities ; and says, ‘ Hine vitalis lavacri 

ἢ (Bibl. Patr. tom. vi. p. 192.] 
© Orat. 8. ad Neophytos, [de Lectione 

Evangelii ; apud Bibl. Patr.tom. v. p. 954. 

edit. Lugd.] 
P [Not only one, but five sermons of 

this father, preached on Easter-day, occur 
in his works, addressed either ‘ad infan- 
‘ tes,’ or ‘ad populum et ad infantes, seu 
‘eo die baptizatos:’ viz. sermons 124 to 
128; vol. v. p. 968, &c. edit. Benedict. | 

4 [This treatise, under the title of ‘Ser- 
‘mo xxxv. de Mysterio Pasche II.’ is 
placed among the pieces falsely attributed 
to St. Ambrose, in the Appendix to the 
Benedictine edition of his works, p. 438. | 

r Bingham, Origines Ecclesiastice, or 
Antiquities of the Christian Church : 8vo. 
1708, &c. fol. 1726. 8vo.1821-7. The pas- 
sage referred to occurs in book xi, ch. 4. 
sect. 14.] 
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‘sacre ecclesiz editi puerperio infantes, parvulorum simplicitate 
‘ renati, balatu innocentis perstrepunt conscientiae. Hine casti patres, 

“ pudice etiam matres, novellam per fidem stirpem prosequuntur in- 

‘numeram.’ ‘ Here the infants brought forth of the womb of the 

‘ vital laver of the holy church, being regenerated in the simplicity 
‘ of babes, do sing from the bottom of a sinless conscience. Here 
‘chaste fathers and mothers do follow great numbers of their 

‘children new born by faith.’ He means, I think, the godfathers 
following the new baptized persons, whom they had brought to bap- 

tism ; and who walked from the font in procession in their albes. 

This does not at all imvalidate the testimonies which have been 

given for infant-baptism. For in all that I have quoted, except this 
and one or two more, there is, beside the word infant, some circum- 

stance that does shew the speech to be about infants in age. It 

rather confirms the thing, and is itself a testimony: for one reason 

of the name was, that the number of Christians being now much 
increased, and the baptism of Christian infants being more frequent 
than of elder persons new converted, these latter had the name of 
infants in allusion to the former. 

111. Paulinus de obitu Celsi puert. On the death of 

Celsus a child. 

This Celsus was a child very dear to his parents, that died at 

seven years old, or when he was newly entered into his eighth, as 
appears by some passages of the discourse. 

His parents were so overmuch concerned at his death, that Pau- 

linus found it necessary to write to them a consolatory advice. It 
is written in verse, and after the first distich follow these two: 

‘(Quem Dominus tanto cumulavit munere Christus, 

‘ Ut rudis ille annis, et novus iret aquis : 

Atque bis infantem, spatio zevi, et fonte lavacri, 

‘ Congeminata Deo gratia perveherets.’ 

‘So great a favour Christ did to him show, ) 

‘ That he escaping all the snares below, 

‘ Should hence so young, and fresh from baptism go : j 

‘ Two graces do his infant soul commend, 

‘ So little sullied, and so lately clean’d.’ 

This quotation is not fully to the purpose either of the padobap- 
tists or antipedobaptists: for the one will inquire why this child’s 
baptism was delayed so long as till he was almost seven years old ; 
and the other, why he was baptized so soon. And there is not any 

s [Apud Bibl. Patr. vi. p. 267.] 

Pe 2 
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such account of the condition of his parents as to satisfy either of 

them. They might perhaps be, as Paulinus himself was, lately 

converted; or it might be deferred by negligence and procrasti- 

nation. St.Austin somewhere, but I have forgot where, speaks of 

fourteen years as the soonest that people were ordinarily baptized on 

their own profession: yet at another place, where his adversary 

would prove that unbaptized children might go to heaven, by the 

instance of Dinocrates, a boy born of heathen parents, and dying at 

seven years old, whose soul was said in a certain story-book to have 

been seen in heaven in a vision by his sister in her prayers; he 

says, ‘It is not impossible but that at that age he might have been 

‘baptized at his own choice,’ which place I have occasion to recite 

hereafter. 

It is plain enough by what has been said, that the ordinary time 

of baptizing infants was within a little time after their birth. And 

the antipedobaptists, I suppose, do not think a child of seven years 

old any fitter than a mere infant. 

The custom that I mentioned, of calling new baptized persons by 

the name of infants, is alluded to here: for Paulinus calls this child, 

bis infantem, in two respects an infant, viz. spatio evi et fonte lavacri, 

an infant in age, and an infant, as newly baptized. 

Paulinus has some letters and tracts attributed to him that are 

395. Spurious: but this is recited among his works, by Gen- 

(A-D.495:) nadius, in these words: ‘Paulinus bishop of Nola in 

‘ Campania wrote many things in way of short poems; and a con- 

‘ solatory tract to Celsus, in form of an epitaph, on the death of his 

‘ Christian and baptized infant, full of Christian hope,’ &c. 

Paulini Epistola ad Hieronymum de duabus Questionibus, 

apud Mieronym. Ep.1 53°. 

TV. Paulinus in this letter desired St. Hierome’s opinion of the 

meaning of two sayings which the Scripture uses. 

One was, what is said, Exod. ix. 12. He asks ‘ Why [or in what 

« sense] Pharaoh’s heart was hardened by God? And also, how that 

which the apostle says, is to be understood, /¢ 7s not of him that 

willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that sheweth mercy¥ ; which 

seems to take away freewill. 

The other was concerning that text, 1 Cor. vn. 14. Hse were your 

children unclean, but now are they holy. On which Paulinus asks 

this question : 

t Ch. xx. 8 3. x [In edit. Vallarsii, ep. 85. Op. tom. i. 
ἃ Catalog. Virorum illustrium. [cap. 48. p. 529.] 

p-165, edit. Colon. 1580. | y Rom. ix. τό. 
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‘ Quomodo sancti sint qui de fidelibus, id est, de baptizatis nas- 

‘ceuntur; cum sine dono gratiz postea accepte et custodite salvi 
“ esse non possint ?” 

‘ How those children that are born of j/ide/, that is, of baptized 
‘ parents, are holy ; whereas, without the gift of the grace [of bap- 
‘tism], afterward [viz. after their birth] received and preserved, 
‘ they cannot be saved ?’ 

He seems at this place to have taken the obvious sense of St. Paul’s 

words to be, that the infants of Christian parents are holy from their 

birth ; and desires to know what holiness this is that St.Paul as- 

cribes to them from their birth ; since though the parents be baptized 
Christians, yet unless the children also be themselves baptized, they 

cannot be saved. 

This is the most material of the evidences we have from him on 
this subject: for if it be concluded, as he does here conclude, that 

infants cannot be saved without baptism ; it will undoubtedly follow 
in any one’s sense, that they ought to be baptized without delay. 

V. This letter of Paulinus is not extant, that I know of, and per- 

haps was never published. But St. Hierome, in his answer to it, 

which is his Epist. 153. [85.] ad Paulinum, recites out of it what I 

have here set down. 

He makes his answer very short, and that for two reasons which 

he gives: One was, that by every ship that sailed for the west, he 
had so many letters of this nature to send, that he could not bestow 

pains on any one, but was forced to write whatever came extempore 

into his mind. The other was, that to so great a critic as Paulinus, 

he did not dare write a long letter, in which the more faults would 

be found. 
It shews us by the way, how diligent people were at that time in 

seeking to have the true sense of scripture ; and of how great repute 

St. Hierome’s learning was; when Paulinus, and so many others, 

sent letters a thousand miles to him to desire his opinion. 

St.Hierome refers him, for an answer to his first question, to 

Origen’s book περὶ ἀρχῶν, which he had then newly translated mto 

Latin, and whereof he might have a copy in Pammachius’ hands, 

to whom he had dedicated and sent it. And for the second, his 

answer 15 this: 
‘Of your second question Tertullian has discoursed in his books 

“de Monogamia, [leg. de Anima,| holding that the children of 

‘ Christians are styled holy, as being candidates [or, expectants] of 
‘the faith, and not polluted with any idolatrous filth or trumpery. 

* Also you may mind that we read of the vessels of the tabernacle 



214 Year after the Apostles, 293. (A. Ὁ. 292.) [PART I. 

‘ being called holy, and many other utensils of the ceremonies ; 

‘ whereas nothing can be properly holy, but what has sense, and 

‘fears God. It is therefore a phrase of scripture sometimes to call 
‘ those holy that are clean and purified, or expiated from uncleanness, 

‘as Bathsheba is said to be sanctified [or, made holy] from her un- 

* cleanness. 

‘Tentreat you not to impute to me either trifling, or wrong in- 

‘ terpretation: for God is witness to my conscience, that the hurry 

“1 have mentioned to you has hindered me from so much as setting 
‘on or attempting the interpretation of the place. And you know 
‘ nothing is done to any purpose in a hurry.’ 

St. Hierome had some reason to make an apology for so slight and 
perfunctory an explication. Yet as it is, it shews that he, as well as 

Paulinus, thought that such children could not be called holy in any 
such sense as should entitle them to salvation, unless they were 
baptized. If he had thought they could, the ready way to take off 
Paulinus’ doubt had been to answer so: the doubt being this ; how 
they are holy from their birth, since without baptism they cannot be 
saved? But he answers, 

1. By referring him to Tertullian’s account of this place in his 
book de Anima, which I recited beforez, where he paraphrases the 
text in this sense, ‘They are holy, that is, they are designed for 
‘ holiness ; for as for any other meaning, our Lord has determined, 

‘ that without baptism none shall enter into the kingdom of Goda, 
‘ which is as much as to say, none shall be holy.’ 

2. By giving some instances where the word oly is applied to 
some things that are not capable of salvation, or of moral good 
or evil. 

Calvin, and many that have followed him, have boldly ventured 

on that explication which Paulinus durst not embrace, nor St. Hie- 

rome advise, and which Tertullian disapproves. They have deter- 

mined, that a believer’s child is holy, i. e. is born to salvation, (or as 

a certain late commentator?, supposed to be Mr. Locke, has absurdly 
paraphrased that place, ‘born a member of the Christian church,’) 
whether it be baptized or not: that baptism is to be given it indeed, 

but only as a seal of that holiness which it has by covenant before 
it be baptized. And to this purpose they expound that text, John 
in. 5, of any thing rather than of baptism. And many of them 

2 Ch. iv. § 6. ‘yinthians, Romans, and Ephesians, with 
a John iii. 5. ‘an essay for the understanding of St. 
Ὁ [In ‘A paraphrase and notes on the “ Paul’s Epistles, &¢.—London, 1 705,1707, 
Epistles of St. Paul to the Galatians, Co- 1709, 1742, &c.] 



CH. XvIU. ᾧ 6.] Paulinus. 215 

have determined that the authority of baptizing infants is grounded 
only on that birth-privilege which they have before; and that no 

other infants than such as are so holy by their birth, may, or ought 
to be baptized. Which doctrine involves the baptizer in endless 

scruples, which infants he may baptize, and which not: as bishop 
Stillingfleet has largely shewn in the book to which I referred 

before®. 
He that has read the foregoing chapters is by this time satisfied, 

that all the ancients understood our Saviour’s words, John i. 5, of 
baptism: or will be, by what I shall produce¢. And that they never 

refused to baptize a child on account of the parents’ wickedness, or 
even heathenism or infidelity, if the child were offered to baptism by 
such as were the then owners of the child®. 

Much less do the explications given by the ancients, of the holi- 
ness here spoken of, fit or square to that jejune one given by some 

antipdobaptists, that St.Paul should mean no more but that the 
children of believers, though one of the parents do continue in un- 
belief, are legitimate, and not bastards ; which looks as made merely 

to serve a turn. 

On the contrary, the general vein of ancient interpretation is, to 

understand by this holiness, baptismal holiness, either as given, or 

designed to be given: as has appeared partly by this quotation, and 
by some others given before‘, and will more fully hereafter, where I 
mean to confer together all the ancient expositions of this text that 

I know οἵδ. 
Paulinus in vita Ambrosii. [§ 48. edit. Benedict. 

Append. tom. 11. p. xi. | 
VI. The other Paulinus was a deacon of the church of Milan, 

297. that ministered to St. Ambrose in his lifetime”, and after 

(4-D. 397:) he was dead wrote the history of his life, which is com- 

monly printed with his works. Erasmus takes this piece for a 

forgery’ of later years, because many of the passages he relates look 

so like the fabulous stories of the monks: and I am almost of his 

opinion, partly for his reason, and partly for another which I mention 

hereafter’. It must either be so, or else this Paulinus must have 

been a very vain and credulous man. Neither would I set down the 

passage here following, which seems as fabulous and idle as any of 

them, were it not that most of the critics and learned men have 

ς Ch. xi. § Ir. h (The Benedictine editors observe, 

ἃ See part ii. ch. vi. § 1. that in many manuscripts he is styled 

€ See part ii. ch. vi. ὃ 10. Sti. Ambrosii notarius. | 

f Ch. iv. § 12. Ch. xi. § 11. Ch. xii. § 2. i Gensura operibus Ambrosii prefixa. 

5. Ch. xix. § 19. k Part ii. ch. 111. ὃ 9. 
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an opinion of the authenticalness of the tract, and do commonly 
quote it. 

He relates a great many different occasions, on which St. Am- 

brose’s ghost or shape appeared to several persons, after he was 
dead: and, among the rest, how he having departed this life on 

2907. Laster eve, his body was carried and laid in the great 
(4-D-397-) church. 

‘Thique eadem fuit nocte qua vigilavimus in pascha. Quem 

‘ plurimi infantes baptizati, quum a fonte venirent, viderunt: ita ut 
‘aliqui sedentem in cathedra tribunali dicerent; alii vero ambu- 
‘ lantem suis parentibus digito ostenderent. Sed ill videntes videre 
‘non poterant, quia mundatos oculos non habebant.’ 

‘And there it was that night which we spend in watching at 
‘ Easter [this was the night before Haster-day, on which in the pri- 
‘mitive times the whole body of the people did always sit up all 
‘night in the church at their prayers]. And a great many of the 
‘infants that were then baptized saw him as they came back from 
‘the font: some of them saying, there he sits in the bishop’s chair : 

‘others of them shewed him to their parents, pointing with their 
‘ hands, that he was going there up the steps [walking]: but the 
‘ parents looking could not see him, because they had not their eyes 
‘ cleansed [or enlightened]. 

There you have the story, such as it is; grounded probably on 
the superstitious conceits of women and boys: but yet it shews that 
there were children among those that were baptized on that day. 
He calls them infants, but some of them could not be absolute 
infants, for he mentions their speaking: they seem to have been 
little boys carried in their parents’ arms, or lead in their hands. 

These infants, according to this story, being by their baptism just 
then received, clear from all sin, had their eyes enlightened to see 
this miracle: but their parents, having been since their’ baptism 
stained with many sins, were not capable of it. They called baptism, 
both in the scripture-times, as appears from Heb. vi. 4, and also in 
these times, φωτισμὸς, the illumination, or enlightening of a person. 

CHAP. XIX. 

Out of St. Hierome and St. Austin, after the rise of the Pelagian Con- 
troversy ; as also out of Pelagius, Calestius, Innocent the First, 

Zosimus, Julianus, Theodorus Mopsuestensis, ge. And out of the 

Councils of Carthage, Diospolis, Milevis, Se. 

§ I. A NEW heresy, happening in the church at this time, gave 
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310. more occasion to speak of infant-baptism than ever had 

(4.D.410-) heen before. Not that any of the parties disapproved it ; 
but one of them held that there is no original sin in infants, and 
that brought in much discourse about their baptism. 

Pelagius, a monk, living at Rome, was the author of this heresy ; 

at least, the first promoter of it in the west. And one Celestius 
another monk, was his chief abetter; and afterward, Julianus a 

bishop, and Anianus a deacon. It was not started till the year of 

Christ 410. But most of the managers on each side were men of 
note before the year 400. 

The men that I named were the only writers of the Pelagian side : 
but a considerable number of the people was brought over to incline 
to their opinions. They argued, that the doctrine of original sin 

and natural corruption, by which persons are supposed to be born 

under a necessity of sinning, did cast a reflection on the honour and 

justice of God, who gives us our being: and this argument was 
plausible among the vulgar. 

Consequently to this, they said that baptism of infants was not 

for any sin they had, but to gain them admittance into the kingdom 

of heaven. For they said that children, though they were not bap- 
tized, should have an eternal and happy life; not in the kingdom of 

heaven indeed, because our Saviour, John 111. 5, had determined the 

contrary : but somewhere, they knew not where. 
This, with the rest of their opinions, is briefly set forth by St. 

Austin, lib. de Heresibus, cap. 88, [Op. tom. vii. p. 25.] 

II. For better apprehending the sense of the quotations which we 

shall produce, a short history of the steps and progress of this sect 
would be useful: which is also the more necessary, because a late 

author has wrote the history of it very partially for those heretics. 
Pretending to give! an abstract of what bishop Ussher™ had collected 

of this history, he has picked out of it for the most part only such 
circumstances and such sayings of Pelagius, as taken by themselves, 

sound most favourably for him; and such of St. Austin and St. Hie- 
rome as are most liable to exception. 

It is great pity that among all the learned and true histories of 

Pelagianism, only that should have the luck to be translated into 
English. But the world knows now by whose means that, and the 

Lives of some Fathers", written by the same author, and in the 

ΕΜ. Le Clerc, in Bibliothtque Univer-  gratiam a Pelagio Britanno inducte he- 
selle, tom. viii. p. 174-237-129. Amst. _reseos Historia. [First printed at Dublin, 
1688. 4°. 1639; and, enlarged and corrected by 

™ Britannic. Ecclesiarum Antiquitates ; the author, fol. London, 1687.] 
quibus inserta est pestiferee adversus Dei «(The work alluded to in the text is, 
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same vein, have been tacked together, and put into the hands of our 
vulgar readers. 

It seems that, though it be a great fault to write the lives of the 

catholic Fathers encomiastically, yet it 1s none to write the lives of 

the old heretics so. And one that in reading the books of the 
ancient Christians, passes by the best, and picks out for a specimen 
of their works, what may be censured in them, is a good author ; 

though he that passes by their μευ, and takes most notice of what 

is most material, does so great a mischief®. Or else it is, that the 

booksellers of Amsterdam will give more money for the copy of a 
book of the first than of the latter sort, not regarding which does 
most good or hurt to the cause of Christianity ; but which men will 

have the most curiosity to see and to buy. As it 15 said of Bleau, 
that he procured a Socinian book which he had printed, to be burnt 

by the hangman, that the edition might sell the betterp. 

This author notes‘, that we have no account of Ceelestius’ doctrine 

but from his adversaries: though St. Austin quotes largely the acts 

of the council where he spoke, and his own books. And, that pos- 

sibly the sayings objected to him in the council were but conse- 
quences drawn from what he had said: though his book and the 

chapters of it be quoted in the council. And concludes that St. 
Austin and Pelagius did not understand one another’s terms and 

meaning: and that in many parts of this dispute, they were like two 
men of different languages, that should scold as loud as they could, 

without understanding what each other said: and reciting the em- 
peror’s edict against the Pelagians, says, ‘suspicious persons will 

‘think this edict, expressed in so pathetic terms, comes from the 

« pen of some ecclesiastical zealot.’ One may know whom he means. 

‘ The lives of Clemens Alexandrinus, Eu- 
‘ sebius, Gregory Nazianzen, and Pruden- 
“ tius ; containing an impartial account of 
‘their lives and writings, together with 
* several curious observations upon both. 
‘ Also, a short history of Pelagianism. 
‘ Written originally in French by M. Le 
‘ Clerc, and now translated into English.’ 
London, 1696. 8°.—In the advertisement 
the translator repeats Le Clere’s com- 
plaint, that hitherto panegyrics alone had 
been written on the Fathers, and that im- 
partial accounts of them and their doc- 
trines were still wanting and very neces- 
sary: he adds, ‘it was also thought fit to 
‘ print the history of Pelagianism, though 
‘very short, together with these lives: 
‘ because several gentlemen may be de- 
‘sirous to have in their own tongue an 
‘impartial account of that controversy 

‘ which formerly made so great a noise in 
‘the Christian world.’ 

The originals, from which this version 
is made, occur in Le Clere’s ‘ Bibliotheque 
‘ Universelle,’ tom. x. &c. in the shape 
of dissertations and reviews of editions of 
the works of those Fathers. ] 

© [These observations are levelled 
against M. Le Clere’s assertions, in the 
preface to his life of Clemens Alexandri- 
nus. | 

P See ‘La Religion des Hollandois, 
‘{representée en plusieurs lettres écrites 
‘par un Officier de larmée du Roy, ἃ un 
‘ pasteur et professeur de théologie de 
‘Berne.’ 16°. A Cologne, 1673, p. 83. 

William Bleau was a celebrated and 
excellent printer, established at Amster- 
dam. | 

q P. 182. ed. 1688. 
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And endeavouring to shew that St. Austin and St. Hierome, the 

chief opposers of the Pelagian doctrine, do contradict one another 

about a main point of it, viz. the possibility of keepig the com- 
mandments ; he, by a gross mistake, quotes’ Pelagius’ words against 

Hierome, as if they were St. Austin’s, (as I shall by and by shew, 

having occasion to recites those words,) at which rate he may well 
prove that St. Austin contradicts St. Hierome. 

I call this mistake gross, because bishop Ussher, in the treatise 

which the man is here epitomizing, shews that the tgist Sermon de 

Tempore, among the works of St. Austint, (from whence these words 

are taken,) is not his, but is long ago known to be Pelagius’ con- 

fession of faith to pope Innocent. And, which makes it the more 
unpardonable, he himself had a little beforee followed Ussher in 

observing that that piece, which among the works of St. Hierome* 

is called Symboli Explanatio ad Damasum, is really Pelagius’ said 

confession : and if he had looked into this rgtst Sermon de Tempore, 

which he here quotes, he would have seen that and the said Symboli 
Fxplanatio to be both one. And bishop Ussher, where he observes 

the one, observes the other. The man that is capable of such pal- 

pable mistakes in the main matters which he is arguing, ought, for 

shame, give over criticising with so censorious a contempt as he does, 

on the works of men of known and solid learning ; where the matter 

that he remarks is for the most part only some trifling nicety. 
III. Pelagius was a Briton born: the only man of that ancient 

church that ever made a figure in the Roman world. He is sup- 

posed to have been called here in his own country, Morgan: because 
that name in the British language signifies the same that Pelagius 
does in Latin and Greek, viz. belonging to the sea. He lived a good 

while at Rome, in great credit and esteem for piety, parts, and 

learning ; respected and loved by the most accomplished men of that 
time, such as St. Austin, Paulinus, Rufinus, ἕο. Even they that 

condemned his opinion owned his ingenuity. Most nations that 

have had any very learned or ingenious man in the most ancient 

times, keep his works as a monument of remembrance. Pelagius’ 

works were most of them, not all, tinctured with his heresy ; and 
the chief of them are lost. Those that remain, though they are by 

nigh two hundred years the ancientest of any extant written by a 
native of this land, yet have not had the favour to be done into 

English. I have occasion to give by and by his confession of faith 

r Page 219. Appendix of tom. v. p. 388. Serm. 236. | 
S § 29. Notes on Pelagius’ Creed, note®. u Page 180. 
t (In the Benedictine edition it is trans- x [It is printed in tom. xi. p. 146. of the 

ferred, among other spurious pieces, to the edition published by Vallarsius.] 



220 Year after the Apostles, 310. (A.D. 410.) [PART 1. 

at large, which is so handsomely drawn up, that it has passed, as 

was observed before, sometimes for St. Austin’s, sometimes for St. 

Hierome’s. 

Some late writers do think he was a Scotsman. And Garnier 
the Jesuit has lately set up that opinion, by running into a mistakey 

of the sense of a place in St. Hierome?, which mistake bishop Ussher 

had rectified long before®. ΑἹ] that is in it is this. Czlestius was 

an Irishman: and they at that time were called Scofi, and their 

country Scotia. And therefore of him indeed St. Hierome says”, ‘he 

‘is by origin of the Scotch nation ’ and again, ‘ Scotorum pultibus 
‘ pregravatus,’ ‘having his belly filled, and his head bedulled, with 

‘ Scotch porridge. And Dempster the Scot took on him to main- 

tain, that not only he, but a great many others that in old writings 
are called Scoti, were of that Scotland which now goes by that name: 

whom bishop Ussher does handsomely expose for that mistake. 

And yet it is followed by Mr. Le Clere, as to Cexlestius. But if that 

were true, it would not concern Pelagius, whom St. Hierome does at 

that place distinguish from Celestius, as Pluto from Cerberus. 
All ancient writers style him a Briton: and Dempster himself 

(using the word improperly) calls him English. And we understand 

by St. Austin [Ep. 106. ad Paulinum], that he was commonly called 
Pelagius Brito, to distinguish him from another Pelagius of Taren- 
tum. As for the present Scotland, Garnier, and they that take this 

from him, ought, if they compare the time in which Pelagius lived, 
to remember that at that time that country was as fruitful of authors 

as Lapland or Greenland 4s now. 

IV. Pelagius had written some learned works, as Three Books of 

the Trinity, &c., before’ he fell into those new opinions against 

original sin, and against the necessity of God’s grace for our doing 

good works ; which were the two chief of the heterodox tenets held 

by him. And when he had in his own breast entertained them, he 

at first expressed them shily in discourse among the people, or wrote 

y [in a tract subjoined to his edition of _ vid. lib. xv.—In the preface to the valu- 
the theological works of Marius Mercator, 
fol. Paris, 1673, reprinted in vol. xii. or the 
Appendix to the Benedictine edition of 
St. Austin, Dissert. I. cap. iv. p. 66.] 

z[{Epist. ad Ctesiphontem, 133.—Op. 
tom. i. p. 1032.] 

a Brit. Eccles, Antigq. cap. 8. p.209, ed. 
1639. [p. 113, ed. 1687.] 

b Procem. in lib. i. et procem. in lib. iii. 
Comment. in Jeremiam. [Op. tom. iv. p. 

835,923.] 
¢ [Thome Demsteri Historia Ecclesia- 

stica Gentis Scotorum, 4°. Bononiz 1627. 

able reprint of this work by the Banna- 
tyne Club, 2 vols. 40. Edinburgh 1829, Dr. 
Irving the editor pleasantly but truly re- 
marks, ‘ Scotorum complures, si fides 
‘ Demstero habenda, multa literis manda- 
‘runt sexcentis ferme annis ante literas 
‘in Scotiam invectas. —And again, ‘Tam 
‘portentosam sibi bibliothecam adorna- 
“ verat Thomas ille noster :——quocunque 
‘ferunt pedes, scriptores invenit ille Sco- 
‘ tos.’ 

d ἜΝ de Scriptoribus, cap. 42. 
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them as the objections of other men®, (much after the rate as bishop 

Taylor of late days wrote his Arguments for Antipedobaptism,) as 

if it were only for disputation sake. These his discourses were re- 
membered and more minded, afterwards. 

So for example, before he declared himself, he wrote a short 

exposition on St. Paul’s Epistles; and in that to the Romans on 

ch. v. 12 he wrote thus, as St. Austin quotes his words : 
‘ They that are against the derivation of sin [or original sin], en- 

‘deavour to disprove it thus; “If Adam’s sin,” say they, “hurts 

‘ those that do not sin themselves, then Christ’s righteousness may 
‘ profit those that do not believe: for,” he says, “they are as much, 
‘nay more, saved by one, than they were before dead by one.” 

‘ And then say they, “If baptism does cleanse that old offence, 

‘ [or, take away original sin,] then they that are born of parents 
‘ both baptized, must be without this sin, for the parents could not 

‘ transmit that which they had not.” 

‘ «This also,” say they, “may be addded; if the soul be not by 
‘ propagation, but the flesh only, then that only has original sin, 

‘and that only deserves punishment. For it is unjust,” say they, 

‘ “that a soul created but to-day, and that not out of the mass of 

‘ Adam, should bear the burden of another person’s sin committed 

“so long ago.” 

‘ They say also, “That it ought by no means to be granted, that 
‘ God, who forgives us our own sins, should impute to us other 
‘ people’s.” ” 

Then St. Austin adds; ‘You see Pelagius put all this into his 

‘ writings, not in his own name, but in the name of others; being 

‘ so satisfied that this was a novelty, which but now began to make 

‘a noise against the old and settled opinion of the church, that he 
‘was ashamed or afraid to own it himself. And perhaps he is not 
‘ of that opinion himself, that a person is born without sin, to whom 
‘he confesses baptism (in which remission of sins is granted) to be 

“necessary.” And a little after, having shewn how contrary this 
opinion is to scripture, he says, ‘I believe, a man that is so excellent 
‘a Christian, does not at all hold these and the other absurdities 

‘ that are so perverse and contrary to Christian truth.’ 

This St. Austin says in a book written anno Domini 412, several 

312. years after Pelagius had wrote his Exposition on the 

(4-D.412.) Epistles. So that he had not even then absolutely de- 
clared himself, at least St. Austin did not know that he had. But 

e August. de Peccato orig. cap. 21. [§ 23. f De Peccator. Meritis, lib. iii. cap. 2, 3. 
Op. tom. x. p. 262.] [Op. tom. x. p. 71, 72.] 
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afterward, as St. Austin says in a later book, “being become a 

‘ heretic, he maintained these same things with a most resolute 
‘ obstinacy.’ 

V. Anno Dom. 410, Rome was taken and sacked by the Goths. 

Then, or quickly after, Pelagius and Cexlestius, who during their 

hving there had privately sowed the seeds of this heresy, departed 

from thence. They are found to have been both in Africa in the year 

411. Pelagius went quickly from thence into the east countries). 
Celestius stayed there, and attempted to take priest’s orders in the 
church of Carthage. But some of the clergy of that church, having 
heard something of his tenets, insisted that he should be first 

212. examined about them. So at an assembly or council held 

(4-412) there, anno 412, he was challenged by Paulinus, a deacon 
of that church, as having maintained several false doctrines, and 
among the rest these four : 

1. ‘ That Adam was created mortal, and that whether he had 

“sinned or not, he would have died. 

2. “ That the sin of Adam hurt himself only, and not mankind. 
3. “ That infants new born are in the same state that Adam was 

‘ before his fall. 

4. © That a man may be without sin, and keep the commandments 

‘ of God easily, if he will.’ 

I had occasion to set down the acts of the council, which contain 

the accusations and his answers to them, above in ch. v. § 8. If the 

reader turn back thither, he will see the substance of them to be, 

that he would not own original sin, though he did not then abso- 

lutely deny it: but infant-baptism he confessed to be necessary, and 
that he had never held otherwise. 

He also then put in his plea in writing, (a libellus St. Austin calls 

it, or confession of his belief,) in which he confessed, ‘That infants 

‘have redemption by the baptism of Christ,’ (as the bishops in a 

316. council, that was held there five years after, do mention in 

(4.D.416) their letter to Innocenti.) From which concession St. 

Austin (who was not at that council) afterward argued, ‘ By that word 

‘ redemption, he has stopped up his way [for any farther denial of 
‘ original sin]; for, from what are they redeemed, but from the 

‘ power of Satan?’ &e. 

8 Retractat. lib. 2. c. 33. [Op.tom.i. 175. Op. tom. ii. p. 617. and in the Ap- 
Pp: 53-] pendix to tom. xX. p. 91, among various 

h Augustin. de Gestis Pelagii, c. 22. documents relating to the Pelagian his- 
[Op. tom. x. p. 216.] tory.] 

1 Epist. Synodic. Concilii Carthag. ad κ Ep. 89. ad Hilarium. [ep. 157. tom. ii. 
Innocent. apud Augustin. Ep. go. [epist. pp. 542.] 



CH. ΧΙΧ. ᾧ 5-7.} Pelagius. 223 

The issue of the council was, Celestius was refused, and all that 

held such opinions condemned. And he went from Carthage, saying, 

that he would refer himself to Innocent, bishop of Rome; which he 

never found it for his purpose to do. 
VI. About this time, anno 412, St. Austin wrote his first treatise 

312. against those that held these opinions (who were after- 

(4-P. 412.) ward called Pelagians ; as yet Pelagius himself, though he 

had set them on foot, did not declare himself: and when St. Austin 

mentions him in this book, it is with respect, and hoping he would 

not maintain them). They were much talked of at Carthage, where 

Pelagius and Cvlestius had been: and Marcellinus, a nobleman 

living at that city, sent to St. Austin to desire his resolution of the 
difficulties raised about them. It was in answer to that desire that 

he wrote two books, and, a little after, a third book, (or epistle,) en- 

titled, ‘Of the guilt and forgiveness of sins, and of the baptism of 
‘infants!’ The scope of them is to prove the doctrine of original 
sin to be true, and that chiefly from the baptism of infants; and to 

assert the necessity of God’s grace, and to answer the objections. 

In the first, he discourses of the state of Adam before and after 

his fall, shews that his seed do derive sin from him, not by imitation 

only, (as these men explained the Scripture sayings,) but by propa- 

gation: that this propagated corruption is in all persons, even in 
infants that have no actual sin. 

He proves this, first by texts of Scripture, then by other argu- 

ments; and, among the rest, by this, that infants are by all 

Christians acknowledged to stand in need of baptism, which must 

be in them for original sin, since they have no other. He mentions 
and replies to some answers which the deniers of original sin gave 
to this last argument, which pressed them very hard. 

1. Some said, that infants have actual sin: meaning their pee- 

vishness, &c., and that they may have need to be baptized for that”. 

These men he judges unworthy of any answer here, as arguing 

against plain sense: yet at the end of the book he spends some time 
in answering them. 

VII. 2. Some said, they are baptized, not for ‘ forgiveness of sin,’ 

but that they may be made £ heirs of the kingdom of heaven.’ It 
is to be noted, the Pelagians held a middle state between heaven 

and hell. ‘These men,’ says St. Austin, ‘if they be asked whether 

‘ infants not baptized, and not made heirs of the kingdom, have yet 

‘the benefit of eternal salvation at the resurrection of the dead, 

« laborant vehementer, nec exitum inveniunt, are at a great plunge, and 

1 (Op. tom. x. p. 1, &e.] m Cap. 17. n Cap. 18. 
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“can find no way out of it. Quis enim Christianorum ferat, cum 

‘ dicitur ad zternam salutem posse quenquam pervenire, si non re- 

‘ nascatur in Christo, quod per baptismum fieri voluit?” &c. ‘ For 

‘what Christian man can endure to hear it said, that any person 

‘may come to eternal salvation, that is not regenerated in Christ, 

‘ which he has ordered to be done by baptism?’ &e. 

And whereas these men distinguish between salvation and the 
kingdom of heaven, and said, children might be saved without bap- 

tism, though not come to the kingdom of heaven ; he brings in that 

text, Tit. m1. 5, He saved us by the washing of regeneration, &e. As he 

does in a following chapter that of St. Peter, 1 Epist. i. 21, Baptism 

doth save us. He proceeds, ‘ Who dares to affirm that infants may 

“be saved without that regeneration, as if Christ had not died for 

‘them? For Christ died for sinners; and if these, who, it 1s plain, 

‘ have committed no sin in their own life, are not held captive under 

‘the original bond of sin neither; how did Christ, who died for 
‘sinners, die for them? If they are not diseased with any sickness 
“ of original sin, why are they carried to Christ the Physician, to re- 
‘ ceive the sacrament of their eternal salvation, by the godly fear of 
‘ their friends that ran with them to it? Why is it not said to them 
‘in the church, “ Carry back from hence these innocent creatures : 
‘the whole have no need of a physician, but they that are sick: 
‘ Christ came not to call the nghteous, but sinners?” Nunquam 
“dictum est, nunguam dicitur, nunquam omnino dicetur im ecclesia 

« Christi tale commentum. So odd a thing never was said, never 15 
“ said, nor ever will be said, in the church of Christ.’ 

Concerning what was then said, or what had ever been said, St. 
Austin was a proper judge: but we find now, that for what would 

be said in aftertimes he did not guess altogether right, if he meant 
that no Christians would ever say so. 

Then he answers the objections of those who said, if infants were 
sinners, it were needful for them to repent ; which since they cannot 
do, it is a sign that baptism is not in their case used for forgiveness 

of sin. His answer is, ‘That in like manner as they profess faith by 
‘ the words of those that bring them, they do also go for penitents, 
‘ when by the words of the same bearers they do renounce the devil 

‘and the world®.’ 
Whereas they objected, if all infants are sinful, what justice is it 

that some should happen to have baptism, and so be forgiven; and 
others, no more sinful than they, should miss it, and so be con- 

demned? he desires them to answer first, if all mfants are sinless, 

© Cap. 19. P Cap. 21. 
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what justice is it that some should happen to have baptism, and so 
be admitted into the kingdom of heaven: and others, as sinless as 

they, should miss it, and so be excluded? He teaches that all such 

things are to be referred to the unsearchable wisdom of God. 
VIII. He refutesa those that, knowing not what else to say, 

ventured upon the exploded opinion of Plato and Origen; that the 

souls of infants have lived before in another state or world, and have 

sinned there: and so pleaded that possibly it is for those sins that 

they are here baptized. He stops their mouths with that scripture, 
Rom. ix. 11, Zhe children being not yet born, having done neither good 

nor evil, &e., and with several other arguments: but that one is 

enough. 

Having occasionally said" that infants, till they are baptized, do 

abide in darkness ; he recites an objection of some, that all that are 

born are enlightened, from that texts, That was the true light that 

highteth every man [or person] that cometh into the world. Whereupon 

he says, ‘If that be so: it is a strange thing that they being en- 
‘lightened by the only Son, who was in the beginning with God, 

‘ God the Word, should not be admitted into the kingdom of God, 

‘nor be heirs of God, nor joint-heirs with Christ. For that this 

‘is not granted them but by baptism, even they that are of this 
‘ opinion do confess.’ 

IX. He cites abundance of placest of scripture to shew that all 
that Christ came to save, as Mediator, are by the scripture supposed 

to have been in a lost condition: he came, he took flesh, he sub- 

mitted himself to the form of a servant, died, &c., that he might 

quicken those that were dead, save those that were lost, free those 

that were in slavery, redeem those that were in captivity, enlighten 
those that were in darkness, rescue those that were under the power 

of Satan, &e. From whence he says it follows, ‘that they do not 

‘ belong to this dispensation of Christ, fulfilled by his humiliation, 
‘ who have no need of life, salvation, deliverance, redemption, &e. 

« And consequently baptism is not necessary for those who have no 
“need of the benefit of forgiveness and reconciliation by the Me- 

‘diator. “ Porro quia parvulos baptizandos esse concedunt, qui 

‘ contra auctoritatem universe ecclesiz, proculdubio per dominum et 

“ apostolos traditam, venire non possunt,” &c. Now then, since they 

‘ grant that infants must be baptized, as not being able to oppose 
‘ the authority of the whole church, which was doubtless delivered by 

‘our Lord and his apostles; they must consequently grant, that 
‘they stand in need of the benefits of the Mediator: that being 

4 Cap. 22. τ Cap. 25. 8 John i. 9. t Cap. 26, 27. 

WALL, VOL. I. Q 
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« offered by the sacrament and by the charity of the faithful, and so 
‘being incorporated into Christ’s body, they may be reconciled to 
‘God: that in him they may be quickened, saved, delivered, re- 
‘deemed, enlightened. From what, but from death, wickedness, 

‘ guilt, slavery, and darkness of sins? Which since they have com- 
‘ mitted none in their own life at that age, there remains [nothing 

‘ that they can be guilty of but] original sin’ 
X. He disputes largely" against their opinion of a middle state, 

proving, ‘That there is no salvation but in the kingdom of God ;— 

‘nor any middle place where any one can be, except with the Devil, 
‘who is not with Christ. Hence our Lord himself, that he might 

‘ rase out of the minds of mistaken men any opinion of I know not 

‘ what middle state, which some men go about to attribute to unbap- 

‘tized infants; as, that they shall, being sinless, be in eternal life, 

‘but not being baptized, shall not be with Christ in his kingdom ; 
‘ gave this definitive sentence to stop their mouths, He that 15 not 
< with me is against me. Give us therefore an infant: if he be with 

‘ Christ already, what is he baptized for? But if, as the truth is, he 

‘ be therefore baptized, that he may be with Christ, then it is sure 

‘ that before he is baptized he is not with Christ.’ 
Though St. Austin here in the heat of this dispute do once use 

this expression, of unbaptized infants being with the Devil, simce by 
the Pelagians’ confession they are not with Christ; yet he means 

but a very moderate degree of condemnation or misery: not like 
that of wicked men; but such as may be preferable to no bemg at 

all. As I shall shew hereafter*. 
He goes ony to prove his point from the name or title given by 

our Saviour to baptism, John ii. 5, Hacept one be born again (or re- 

generated], &c., he says; ‘These men, if they were not moved [or 

‘ convinced] by this sentence, would determine that infants are not 

‘to be baptized at all’ And he argues, ‘Why born again, but to be 
‘renewed? Renewed from what, but from the old nature, a vetus- 

‘ tate? From what old nature, but that wherein our old nature is 

‘ crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed? ? 

He confirms the same sense by the following parts of our 
Saviour’s discourse with Nicodemus®, That which is born of the flesh 
is flesh, i.e. as St. Austin takes it, is corrupt or sinful; and that 

which is born of the Spirit is spirit, i. e. is renewed or sanctified. 
XI. He takes notice>, that those particular men at Carthage, of 

whom Marcellinus had wrote to him, did grant, ‘that in baptism 

« Cap. 28. x Part ii. ch. 6.§ 5. Y Cap. 30, 31, ὅσ. z Rom. vi. 6. 
a John iii. 6. b Cap. 34. 
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‘there is forgiveness of sins given to infants; not that they have 
‘ any original sin, but they have sinned since they were born.’ He 
takes notice how much these differ from the others, whom he had 
been hitherto refuting, and one of whose books he had seen. ‘The 

‘one,’ says he, ‘minding the scriptures, and the authority of the 

‘ whole church, and the form of the sacrament itself, see well that 

‘ baptism in infants is for remission of sins: but cannot see, or will 

“not own, that it is original sin. The other, considering human 

‘ nature, see well, as it is easy to do, that that age cannot in its 

‘ own life have contracted any sin; but rather than confess original 
‘ sin, say there is no sin at all in infants.” He bids these two parties 
first agree among themselves: for if each grant to the other that 

which they urge of truth, they will both hold the whole truth. 
However, he does condescend¢, for the sake of these latter, to shew 

at large how impossible it is for a new-born infant, that has no 

knowledge of good or evil, to be guilty of actual sin. But it seems 
a flat and needless discourse: because, as he there observes, ‘a man 

‘is never more troubled to find what to say, than when the thing he 
‘ would prove is of itself plainer than any thing he can say.’ 

What we can observe out of these passages of the first book 

(besides what has been observed before) is the tenet of Pelagius and 
his followers. They denied original sin. The catholics, among 
other arguments against them, urged this; that infants have sin, is 

proved from the need they have of baptism : and other than original 
sin they cannot have. he Pelagians did not pretend to deny the 
necessity of infant-baptism : which had been highly for their purpose 
to do, if they had thought they could have justified such a denial. 
And when St. Austin mentions it as a practice of the whole church 

from the apostles’ time ; they do not deny it, but own it, as we shall 

see hereafter: only they said, baptism, in the case of an infant, is 
not for ‘ forgiveness of sin,’ (though they were driven from this hold 

too afterward, as we shall see,) but to procure the child an ‘ entrance 
‘into the kingdom of heaven.’ For they held that an infant dying 
unbaptized shall be raised again, and live eternally in a certain 
middle state, without punishment, as having no sin; but not en- 

joying the kingdom of heaven, as being not baptized into Christ. 
But that a baptized infant shall go into the kingdom of heaven. 

XII. As for that plea, that infants have actual sin, and are bap- 
tized for that; it was the tenet only of some ignorant persons 
among them, whom Marcellinus had mentioned. Pelagius and 

© Cap. 35. 
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Celestius did not stand to that; but they held for a while stiff in 
their refusal to own baptism of infants to be for forgiveness. 

Celestius had, as I said before, used the word redemption as ap- 
plied to infants by their baptism. And the same thing St. Austin 

observes here4, ‘they grant redemption to be necessary for them, as 

‘is contained in a very short book of one of them, who yet would 
‘ not plainly express there the forgiveness of any sin.” And againe, 

‘ though they have not been willing in their writings plainly to own 
‘ forgiveness of sins to be necessary for infants, yet they have owned 

‘ redemption to be needful for them.’ 
XIII. The second book of this work is on another subject, viz. 

St. Austin’s resolution of this question, put to him by Marcellinus, 

‘ whether there is, or ever was, or ever will be, any man without sin, 

‘ beside our Saviour Christ.’ 
As the Pelagians denied the original corruption of our nature, so 

accordingly they magnified the present freedom and goodness of it : 

and some at this time went so far, or, as St. Austin here expresses it, 

‘ presumed so much on the freedom of man’s will, as to be of 
‘ opinion, that we have no need to be assisted by God to avoid sin, 
‘ after he has once granted to our nature the power of freewill’ In 
confuting this opinion of theirs, he has not much occasion to speak of 
infant-baptism. So I should pass it by ; but the indignation to see 

the ancient fathers so misrepresented as they are by some modern 

writerss, (with what intent they do this, God knows,) forces me to 

give in short the substance of his answer to this question: that it 

may appear how falsely he and St. Hierome are charged to contra- 
dict one another in the substantial part of their answer. 

St. Austin divides this question into four? : 

1. Whether the thing be possible, viz. for a man to live without 

sin ? 
To this he answers, ‘I shall confess it to be possible by the grace 

‘of God, and the freewill of man: explaining himself so, as that 
God can, if he please, give such a measure of grace, as that a man 

should ever choose and do what is best. 

2. Whether this do ever come to pass ? 

Answ. “1 do not believe there is any such thing ; I rather believe 
‘ the seripture, which says, Enter not into judgment with thy servant ; 

‘ for in thy sight shall no man living be justifiedi’? Here he produces 

many texts proving all men to be sinners. 

ἃ Cap. 34. © Lib. ii. cap. 36. f Lib. ii. cap. 2. & [See above, p. 217.] 
h Cap. 6. i Cap. 7.. 
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3. If it be possible so to be, and yet never be so; what is the 
reason ? 

Answ. “1 might answer easily and truly thus; Because men will 
‘not. But if I am asked why they will not? there is a great deal 

“to be said. Yet leaving room for a more diligent inquiry, I shall 

‘ answer to this also in short. Men will not do what is good, either 

‘ because they are not convinced that it 1s good, or because it does 
“not please themJ.’ 

4. Whether there be, or ever can be, a man that has never had 

any sin? 

He answers, No; because, suppose any man should by God’s grace 

arrive to that perfection as not to sin any more; yet having been 

conceived in sin, it will be true of him that he had sins before he was 

converted to that newness of life’. ' 

He proves these his answers largely, and answers the objections 

raised from 1 John v.18. He that is boru of God sinneth not ; and 

from what is said of Job, and of Zacharias and Elizabeth being 

blameless, upright, &c. 
And whereas this sort of men did use to catch and baffle the 

people with such logical quirks as these, ‘Si nolumus, non pecca- 

‘mus: ‘We do not sin whether we will or no: and, ‘ possibilia 

‘ Deus mandata dedit, aut impossibilial, &e. ‘The things that God 
“has set us to do are either possible things or impossible. If pos- 
« sible, we may perform them if we will; if impossible, then we are 

‘in no fault for not doing impossible things,” From whence they 
concluded that it was certainly true, which they maintained, ‘That 

‘aman may be without sin, and keep God’s commandments easily, 

‘if he will’ ) 
St. Austin answers thus, ‘They seem to themselves witty when 

‘they say (as if any of us did not know that) that we do not sin 

« whether we will or no; and that God would never command a man 

“ that which is impossible to human will. But they do not see, that 

“ to overcome some things, which are either corruptly desired or cor- 

‘ ruptly feared, there is occasion for the strong, and sometimes the 

« utmost effort of the will [or resolution], which he foresaw we should 

«ποῦ perfectly exert in all cases, who would have it truly foretold by 

‘the prophet, In thy sight shall no man living be justified? 

XIV. I recite this, to shew that the grounds on which δύ, Austin 

opposed this presumptuous doctrine are not different from those on 

which St.Hierome did; as the author I spake of before would make 

ji Cap. 17. k Cap. 20. 
1 Hieron, Dialog. contra Pelagianos, lib. i. [sect. 10. et 21; Op. tom. 11. p. 688. | 
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us believe™. For the answer given by St. Hierome to the same 
cavils is this: he had recited the objection about possible and im- 
possible: he had shewed that some men that are commendable for 

one quality are faulty for another; and that none is perfect in all. 
Then to the dilemma he answers, ‘They are possible things which 

‘ God has commanded, I own it; but even for these possible things 
‘we cannot every one of us have all of them; and this, not by 

reason of the weakness [or inability] of nature, that you may not 

rail; but because of the weariness of the mind, which cannot have 

all virtues together, and keep them always. And if you will re- 
proach the Creator for that because he has made you such a 
creature as does flag or grow weary, I will tell you again, it will 

be a smarter reprehension of him, if you find fault with him that 

he has not made you a god. But you will say, “ IfI cannot do it, 

Iam inno sin.” You are inasin. Why could not you do that 

which another could do? And again, he, in comparison of whom 

oN 

ns 

n 

n 

΄ι 

σ΄ 

΄ι 

΄ι 

““ 

« you are worse, will be a sinner himself in comparison of some other, 

‘ or of you in some other quality®.’ 

This is the saying of St. Hierome, which that writer instances in° 

as contrary to St. Austin’s doctrine, but proves it no other way than 

by shewing that Pelagius (whom he takes to be St. Austin) rails 
against it. The answers of the one and of the other of these 

fathers are for substance the same, viz. That though it be, logi- 
cally speaking, true, which the Pelagians urged, ‘that we may 

‘do all that we can do, (the denial of it being a contradiction,) 

yet there is no man hving but at some times he is slothful or 

weary, or not so watchful against sin and passion, as he himself 

will confess afterward he might have been. And this comes 

upon aman in spite of the firmest resolution he can have settled 
beforehand. 

The same author in the same treatise represents the tenets of Pe- 

lagius and St. Austin very partially ; and after such a manner as if 

St.Austin had produced no other proof against Pelagius of the need 

we all stand in of God’s assisting grace in order to live well, than 

what was fetched from the doctrine of absolute and particular 
predestination. ‘The difference then,’ says heP, ‘between St. Austin 

‘and Pelagius in this matter was this, that the first believed that 

“since the sin of Adam his posterity are so corrupted, that they are 

‘ born with such dispositions to evil, as do necessarily carry them to 
‘sin; that if God will brmg any one to good, he must for every 

m ὃ 2. p. 352. n Dial. τ. [sect. 23. tom. ii. p. 706. ] 
© Bibliotheque Univ. tom. viii. p. 279. P Thid. tom. viii. p. 195. 
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‘ good action give him a grace, which shall inevitably make him 
‘ will that which is good. And for the rest, those to whom he does 

‘not give such a grace are damned. God, by a wisdom which we 
‘ understand not, having a mind that mankind should be born under 

‘an inevitable necessity of sinning, and of being accordingly tor- 
-€mented with eternal punishments, without delivering from this 

‘ doleful necessity any more than a very small number of persons to 
‘whom he gives an invincible grace.’ 
Now besides that the opinion of St.Austin concerning predesti- 

nation is here very invidiously and disadvantageously represented, 

and that of Pelagius is as much smoothed over; what an unfair 

account is it of the, controversy between them, to make it turn upon 

that point? St. Austin brought many other proofs and reasons in 

this dispute, such as are owned to be valid, not only by those that 

approve the opinion he held about predestination, but by those that 

dislike it. God forbid all should be Pelagians that have not the 
same conceptions that St. Austin had about that other matter; Pe- 

lagianism has been accounted an heretical doctrine in all ages of 
the church, and in all particular churches; even in those in which 

the doctrine of predestination has been variously explained. It is 
one thing thankfully to own the assistance of God’s Spirit im_ all 

the good purposes and spiritual strength we have ; and another to 

determine that God limits this grace and assistance to a certain 

number of particular persons, or gives it in an irresistible degree. Or, 

to speak plainly, there is a great difference between the Arminian 

and the Pelagian tenets. Concerning the first, most men are now 

agreed to bear with one another in any difference about them: but 
they that would obliterate the doctrine of original sin, and of the 

necessity of God’s grace, we know not whither they would lead us, 

nor what part of our religion they will leave us. 
The Arminians or Remonstrants did, at the synod of Dort, exhibit 

an account of their tenets in this matter, wherein they frankly con- 

fess God’s grace to be necessary, not only as it illuminates our 

understanding, but also ‘ voluntati vires conferat ad non peccandum,’ 

‘it gives strength to the will to avoid sin? and not only to teach 
us what we ought to do, but also, “αὖ quod factu opus est, facere 

« diligamus et valeamus,’ ‘ that we may be able to do, and may love 

‘to do, that which we ought: which was the thing required of Pe- 

lagius to confess, and on the owning whereof he would have been 

acquitted. They do also shew how far they differ from the Pela- 

gians (and even from the Semi-pelagians) in all those other things 

for which either of the said parties were condemned by the church 



232 Year after the Apostles, 310. (A.D. 410.) [PART 1. 

of that time. This they do in the declaration of their tenet on the 
third and fourth of the five articles?. What then makes this man 
(who professes that way) to talk of Pelagianism as if it were so 

tacked to Arminianism that St. Austin could not confute the one 

without confuting the other? And to represent St. Hierome, who 

confuted Pelagius without having recourse to St. Austin’s opinion of 
predestination, as a Semi-pelagiant ? 

XV. Whereas the chief pomt on which Pelagius was condemned, 

was his denial of any such thing as an internal grace of God’s Spirit 
moving and inclining the heart to faith, love, obedience, &c., which 

we ought to pray to God for: this historian, citing Petaviuss for it, 
reckons up six sorts of grace which Pelagius owned: 1. God’s grace 

in giving us a freewill: and, 2. In giving a sinner pardon for sins 

past, to encourage him: and, 3. In giving his law: and, 4, The 

grace of baptism, wherein an adult person that has sinned obtains 
remission of sins and the inheritance of God’s kingdom: an infant 

has no remission of sins as having no sin in his opinion, but yet 15 
put into a better state, beg made an heir of God’s kingdom: and, 
5. In giving the kingdom of heaven as a reward to encourage us. 
These five nobody accused him of denying. But heret he is said to 
have owned another sort of grace, viz. ‘The internal illumination of 

‘ our spirit,’ which Pelagius expresses in this wise : 

“1 confess that grace consists not only in the law, but in God’s 
‘ assistance: for God assists us by his doctrine and his revelation, in 
‘ opening the eyes of our hearts; in declaring to us the things that 

‘ shall be hereafter, that we may not be fixed to the present things ; 

‘in discovering to us the snares of the Devil; in enlightening us by 

‘ the manifold and unspeakable gift of his heavenly grace. Does he 

‘ that speaks thus, think you, deny the grace of God? Does he not 
‘ confess at once both God’s grace and man’s freewill® Ὁ’ 

It is true, St. Austin does quote these and such other words out 

of Pelagius’ third book of Freewill. But he shews at the same place, 
that they are used by him only for a blind, and that his other 

sayings in the same book are such as will not suffer these to be 
understood in a catholic sense. Both St. Hierome and St. Austin 

give this account of him, (which they prove by several instances,) 

that though he held those singular opinions, and propagated them 

4 Acta et Scripta Synodalia Dordra- See Petavii Dogmata theologica, fol. Ant- 
cena Ministrorum Remonstrantium, &c. werpi, 1700, tom. ill. Ὁ. 305.] 
Herderwici; 1620. pt. ii. p. 22, &c. t Biblioth. Univ. tom. viii. p. 198. 

τ. Biblioth. Univ. tom. viil. p. 194. u De Gratia Christi, lib.i. ο, 7. [Op. tom. 
S [De Pelagianorum et Semi-Pelagian- x. p. 233.] 

orum dogmatum historia, cap. 2. sect. 4. 
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privately in the minds of his followers, yet he was very unwilling to 
be convicted of so domg ; and therefore used in his writings a great 

deal of equivocation. He would say such things as looked like an 
owning of internal grace; but still would take care to place his 
words so as that he could, when occasion required, explain them to 

mean only that grace or mercy of God by which he gives us good 

rules, doctrines, revelations, promises, ὅσο. And so here he limits 

(as St. Austin observes) all that he speaks of, to doctrine and reve- 

lation ; and he does not name it zvterna/, as Mr. Le Clere does. 

St. Austin shews him to have used the same artifice through all 
his four books of Freewill; which he wrote on purpose to vindi- 

cate his reputation: and yet even there he never spoke home to the 

owning of God’s grace in the catholic sense, but often to the 

denying of it. He says there, in the same book out of which the 
foresaid specious words are quoted*, ‘ We distinguish between these 
‘ three things, and place them each in their due order; in the first 
‘ place we rank posse, the power of doing any thing ; in the second, 
‘ velle, the will to do it; im the third, esse, the being of the thing. 
‘ We say the power is in our nature; the will, 7 arbitrio, in our 

‘ choice ; the being, in the effect. The first, 1. e. the power, properly 
‘ belongs to God, who has given it to his creature; but the other 

‘ two, 1. 6. the will and the being, are to be referred to the man, be- 

“ cause they come from the fountain of freewill.’ 
And in another placey, he says by way of objection to his own 

assertion : 
Οὐ). “ But how then shall that of the apostle stand good, /¢ is 

© God that worketh in you both to will and to doz ? 
Answ. “ He worketh in us to will that which is good, to will that 

‘ which is holy ; inasmuch as, by the greatness of the future glory, 
‘and his promise of reward, he encourages us, who are given to 

‘ earthly desires, and do love only things before our eyes as brute 

‘ beasts; inasmuch as he raises our drowsy will by the revelation of 
‘ his wisdom ; inasmuch as he advises us to every good thing,’ &c. 

All this St. Austin shews to be far short of what was necessary for 

him to say, if he would clear himself, because it makes God to work 

upon our wills only outwardly by proposals: and says, ‘ Let him 

‘ once at last own that grace, by which the greatness of the future 
‘ glory is not only promised to us, but believed and hoped for by us ; 

“and by which his wisdom is not only revealed to us, but loved by 
‘us; and by which non suadetur solum omne quod bonum est, verum 

X Pelagius pro libero Arbitrio, lib, iii. apud August. de Gratia Christi, lib. i. cap. 4. 
y Ibid. cap. ro. 2 Phil. iii. 12. 
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‘ et persuadetur, we are not only advised to every good thing, but 
‘ prevailed on to follow 10. Then, having commented upon that 

texta, No man can come to me, except the Father who hath sent me 

draw him ; he adds, ‘ This sort of grace Pelagius ought to own, if he 

‘have a mind, not only to be called, but to be, a Christian.’ 
But the event proved, that he would never own that sort of grace ; 

and that the latent meaning of all his coloured speeches was no other 

than what St. Austin and his other opponents took it to be. For when 

so much offence was taken at him, that nothing was to be expected 
but excommunication ; Celestius and he being then in the East, ap- 

plied themselves to the church of Rome, to see if the apology they 

made for themselves would pass there. Czlestius came in person, 

and delivered in a confession of his faith: Pelagius came not, but 

sent one, (of which I shall by and by give a copy,) and a letter with 

it. There happened to be then a weak bishop of that church, Zo- 

simus, who was for the present so far imposed on by their pretences, 
and was so incompetent a judge of this question, and of the other 

about original sin, (as I shew more particularly» hereafter,) that he 

took what they said for orthodox, and blamed their accusers as 

having slandered them; though his predecessor Innocent had de- 

317. elared an ill opinion of them. But the African bishops, 

(-D-417-) being then in council at Carthage, sent their synodical 

epistle to Zosimus, advertising him of the craft and equivocation 

used by those men; and shewing by instances, wherein his exami- 

nation of them was short of what it ought to have been: and that 

Czelestius ought particularly to recant the erroneous positions in his 

confession. Upon the coming of this letter, when Celestius was 

summoned to appear‘, ‘That by his direct and plain answer either 

‘his hypocrisy or else his amendment might be made manifest, and 

‘be no longer ambiguous; he withdrew himself, and would not 

< come to the hearing.’ So far St. Austin’s words are: but Mercator 

gives this further circumstance‘, that he ran away from Rome. 

This passage of the history Mr. Le Clerc leaves out, which none 

that pretended to write this history ever left out before; for it 1s a 

plain proof that the opinion against the grace of God, which the 

catholies charged the Pelagians with, was their real opinion ; and not 

wrongfully affixed on them by taking their words in a worse sense 

than they meant them, as he would have it believed. 

The issue was, the bishops of Africa continued in their resolution, 

a John vi. 44. Ὁ § 33. super nomine Pelagii, Celestii, et Juliani, 

¢ August. contra duas Epistolas Pela- | eorumque heresi, cap. i. This work is 

gianorum, lib. ii. c.3. [Op. tom. x. p.433-] printed in_ the collection of Councils, 

4 [Marii Mercatoris Commonitorium θα, Labbe, ii. p. 1512. ed. Mansi, iv. p. 291.} 
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318. and the next year sent a peremptory letter to Zosimus, 

(4-P. 418.) (who had done all he could to have these men acquitted,) 
that they did determine, Constituimuse, &e. ‘That the sentence pro- 
‘nounced against Pelagius and Czlestius, by the reverend bishop 
‘ Innocent, from the see of the blessed apostle Peter, do stand firm, 

“so long till they do by a plain confession own that we are in every 
“ action assisted by the grace of God through our Lord Jesus Christ, 

‘ not only to understand, but also to practise righteousness ; in such 

‘ wise as that without it we are not able to do, to speak, to think, or 

‘to have any thing of true and sincere piety.’ And Zosimus at last 
complied with them, and joined in giving the same sentence: and 

so, as Prosper tells usf, did all the world. 

They were, as appears by St. Austin’s words’, ‘ either to do 

‘penance,’ [viz. recant their heretical opimions, whereof this of 
denying God’s grace, and the other of original sin, were the chief, | 

‘ or, if they refused that, to stand condemned’ [or excommunicated ]. 

There were also imperial edicts against them. 

XVI. All that we hear of afterwards, that tended towards recan- 

319. tation, was this: Pinianus, and Albina, and Melania, being 

(4D.419-) then in the East, where Pelagius was, wrote to St. Austin, 

that they ‘had dealt with him} to condemn [or recant] under his 
‘hand all the things that were objected to him; and that [as to 

‘ God’s grace] he hath said in their hearing, thus, “I do anathe- 

‘ matize [or renounce] any one that says or thinks that the grace of 

‘ God, by which Christ came into the world to save sinners, is not 

‘necessary both every hour and moment, and also in every action ; 

‘ and they that take away [or deny] this grace, are to have [or may 

‘ they have] eternal punishment.” ’ 
But St. Austin in answer! shews them, that these words are 

capable of the same equivocation he was wont to use: that probably 
by ‘the grace of God by which Christ came to save sinners,’ he 
meant nothing but the ‘ pardon of sins,’ or, the ‘example of Christ,’ 

the consideration of which was always necessary : that he had before 

315. in the synod of Diospolis said as much as this comes to: _ 

(4D. 415-) for that being there accused of holding, ‘ that the grace of 

‘ God is not given in every action, but does consist in our freewill, 
‘or in the law and doctrine,’ and, ‘that the grace of God is given 

‘according to our deserts;? and the proof brought against him 

being this, that Celestius, who was his disciple, had written such 

€ Prosper contra Cassianum Collatorem, & De Peccato originali, cap. 22. 
cap. 10. [p. 103, ed. Paris, 1671.] h Augustin. de Gratia Christi, cap. 2. 

f Chronic. ad ann. 418. i [bid. cap. 3. 
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things: he answered, ‘ Whether these are Cvlestius’ sayings or not, 
‘let them look to it that say they are his. I never held so, and I 

‘ do anathematize any one that holds so.’ And yet that after that, 

he had in his books of Freewill shewn that he had really no other 
sentiments than such as he seemed then to condemn. 

So this did not avail him. He knew well enough what words to 
have expressed himself in, so as to satisfy the church ; but he would 
not use them. St. Austin told him‘ that ‘inasmuch as the question 
‘ about reconciling man’s freewill and God’s grace is so intricate ; 
‘ that while one is asserted, the other may seem to be denied; if he 
‘ would grant that God does not only give us a power of doing well, 
‘ but does also assist us in the willing and doing of it, (which by 
‘ the way, is what I shewed before that the Remonstrants do, or at_ 

‘least did freely own,) the controversy would be at an end! 

But he would never say so. He continued excommunicate, and 
seems to have lived obscurely all the rest of his time. 

After all, it is not material to us, whether he was guilty, or 

whether his accusers were mistaken in his sense; (it were to be 
wished he could have been shewn to have been guiltless,) were it 

not that some nowadays, that have a mind to set up the same 

opinions to a much worse purpose than ever Pelagius did, do go 

about to retrieve the credit of them by discrediting the catholic 
church of that time. 

That which St. Austin says to Pelagius, on this account of denying 

God’s grace, may be applied to some of them on account (not only 

of that, but also) of an article of a higher nature, which they are 

supposed likewise not to believe. ‘He has not thought fit any where 
‘to own that we, when we pray, are assisted by God’s grace that 

‘we may not sin; and if he does notwithstanding in his own mind 
‘ believe this, he must pardon those that suspect otherwise: for he 
‘himself causes this suspicion, who, when he lies under so much 

‘ obloquy on that account, will believe this, and yet will not confess 

‘it. What great matter were it for him to say this, especially where 

‘ he undertakes to handle and explain that point, &e. ? Why should 
‘ he there defend nature only!, ἧς. ? 

XVII. I have recited what I mean to do of the dispute concerning 

God’s grace altogether, that it may give no interruption to what 

remains to be said of the other, concerning original sin, and the 
occasions thence taken to speak of infant-baptism. 

In the third of those books, Of the Guilt and Forgiveness of Sins, 

k Augustin. de Gratia Christi, cap. 47. 
1 Augustin. de Natura et Gratia, cap. 59. [Op. x. p.157.| 
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and Baptism of Infants, St. Austin having in the foregoing chapters 
recited several interpretations, of which those texts, Rom. v. 12, 13, 

14, &e., are capable, concludes in the fifth chapter, that whichsoever 

of them be taken, the words ‘can have no other sense but such an 

“one by which it has come to pass that the whole church has from 
© of old constantly held that fide/ (or baptized) infants do obtain re- 
‘ mission of original sin by the baptism of Christ.’ 

Then he recites a large piece of the epistle of St.Cyprian to Fidus, 

which I gave a copy of in ch. vi. and observes how he there takes 

the doctrine of original sin in infants for a known and undoubted 
thing; and by it proves (what was then by Fidus questioned) that 

an infant may and must be baptized before the eighth day, if need 

require. Then he adds™: 
« And now some people, by the boldness of I know not what dis- 

‘ puting humour, go about to represent that as uncertain which our 

‘ ancestors made use of as a most certain thing whereby to resolve 
‘some things that seemed uncertain. For, when this began first to 
“be disputed, I know not: but this I know, that holy Hierome, 

‘whose pains and fame for excellent learning in ecclesiastical 
‘matters is at this day so great, does also make use of this as a 
‘thing most certain, to resolve some questions in his books,’ &c. 

Then having quoted some passages out of St. Hierome on Jonah, he 

proceeds, ‘If we could with convenience come to ask that most 
‘learned man, how many writers of Christian dissertations and in- 

‘terpreters of holy scripture in both languages could he recount, 

‘who from the time that Christ’s church has been founded, have 

‘held no otherwise, have received no other doctrine from their pre- 
‘ decessors, nor left any other to their successors? For my part 
‘ (though my reading is much less than his) I do not remember that 

‘ Tever heard any other thing from any Christians that received the 
‘Old and New Testament, Non solum in catholica ecclesia, verum 

“ etiam in qualibet heresi vel schismate constitutis: neither from such 

‘as were of the catholic church, nor from such as belonged to any 

‘sect or schism. Non memini me aliud legisse, &e. I do not re- 

‘ member that I ever read otherwise in any writer that I could ever 

‘ find treating of these matters, that followed the canonical scrip- 
‘ tures or did mean or did pretend to do so. From whence it 15 that 
‘ this trouble is started up upon us, I know not; but a little while 

‘ago, when I was there at Carthage, I just cursorily heard some 
‘ transient discourse of some people that were talking that infants 
‘are not baptized for that reason that they may receive remission of 

m Cap. 6. [sect. 12. Op. tom. x. 77.] 
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‘sins, but that they may be sanctified in Christ. Though I was 
‘ something startled at the novelty, yet because it was not seasonable 

‘ then to enter into any discourse against it, and because they were 
“not persons of any such rank as to be much taken notice of; it 

‘ passed over with me as a thing forgotten, or not minded. And lo, 
‘now it is a thing maintained against the church with ardent en- 
‘ deavours ; it is even by writing transmitted to memory ; it is come 
‘to that difficulty that the brethren are fain to ask our opinions of 
‘the matter; and we find a necessity of disputing and writing 
‘against it.’ 

This testimony of St. Austin must needs be looked on as a very 
considerable evidence. He declares, he never met with any Christian, 
either churchman or sectary ; nor with any writer that owned the 

scripture, who taught any other doctrine, but that infants are bap- 
tized for pardon of sin. Much less then had he known or heard of 

any that denied that they are to be baptized at all. And they had 
then, as I observed before, but 300 years to look back to the times 

of the apostles. And St. Austin, though he speak modestly of him- 

self as to learning, had studied the church history so well, that in a 

few years after this, he published that his History of all the Sects 
or Opinions that were, or had been in Christendom ; out of which I 

quote some thing's in another chapter®. 

XVIII. To that objection of Pelagius, ‘If baptism do take away 
‘ original sin, then such children as are born of parents both bap-~ 
‘tized, must be without that sin; St. Austin answers to this 

purpose®, That an error is often strengthened by putting alien and 

intricate questions about the matter, which is an easy thing in most 
matters to do. ‘Yet,’ says he, ‘if I had this cause to manage 

‘ against such men as did either deny that infants are to be baptized, 
‘ or did say that it is needless to baptize them, for that they being 
‘born of fidel [or baptized] persons were necessarily partakers of 
‘ their parents’ privilege ; then I ought to take more pains in con- 
‘ futing this opimion.’ Such persons (as he shews at large) would 

have need to be put in mind, that as a circumcised parent begets an 
uncircumcised son ; and wheat that has been cleansed from the chaff, 

does, if it be sowed, produce wheat with chaff on it: so a parent 

that has been spiritually cleansed begets a son that resembles him, 
not according to that state that he is in by spiritual regeneration, 
but according to the state he was in by carnal generation. 

‘ But now,’ says heP, ‘since we have to do with such as do confess 
‘ that the children of baptized persons are to be baptized ; how much 

n Ch. 21. ° Augustin. de Gratia Christi, cap. 8. P Cap. 9. 
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‘ better is it to say thus to them, You that do affirm that of parents 

‘ cleansed from the stain of sin, such children should be born as are 

‘ without sin, how is it that you do not mind that at the same rate 

‘you might say that of Christian parents there should be born 

‘ Christian children? And then, why do you determine that they are 
‘ to be baptized Ὁ 

XIX. And having afterward4 on this occasion mentioned that 

text, 1 Cor. vi. 14, Now are your children holy, &e., he refers to the 

exposition of τὸ which Pelagius had given, and the like to which he 
himself had given in a former treatise’ which I recited before, and 
says, that it must be understood so, or else in another sense which he 

there gives, (relating to the forbearance of the use of the marriage- 
bed during the woman’s uncleanness,) or else in some other sense of 
which we may not be certain. And then adds, 

‘Tllud tamen sine dubitatione tenendum est, quecunque illa 
‘sanctificatio sit, non valere ad Christianos faciendos, atque ad 
‘dimittenda peccata, nisi Christiana et ecclesiastica institutione 
‘ sacramentis efficiantur fideles. Nam nec,’ &e. 

‘ But that is to be held without any doubt, that whatever that 
‘holiness [or sanctification] be; it is not available to the making 

‘ of them Christians, or to the pardon of sins, unless they be made 
‘ fidels by the institution [or order] of Christ and the church, and 
‘ by the sacraments. For neither are unbelieving husbands or wives, 
‘how holy and just partners soever they have, cleansed from the 
‘iniquity which keeps them from the kingdom of God, and brings 
‘them to damnation ; nor are infants, of how holy and just parents 

‘ soever they come, pardoned the ‘guilt of original sin; unless they 
‘ (i.e. the one and the other) be baptized in Christ.’ 

One may here in short confer together the several comments of 
the ancients on this text; Zhe unbelieving husband is sanctified [or, 

an unbelieving husband has been sanctified] dy his wife, &e., else 

were your children unclean ; but now they are holy. They do, most 

of them, and those the most ancient, make that holiness of the 

children relate to their baptism, as given, or to be given, before 
they are actually holy. 

1. St. Austin in a former bookt, interprets, ‘has been sanctified, 
296. i.e. has been brought to the faith’ And, ‘ Now are your 

(A.D. 396) « children holy, i. e. Now are they baptized.’ And he there 
gives the grounds of that interpretation, as may be seen by turning 

4 Cap. 12. 5. Ch. xv. sect. 2. 
¥ De Sermone Domini in Monte, [lib. i. Ὁ De Sermone Domini in Monte, lib. i. 

cap. 16. sect. 45. Op. tom. 111. part. 2. p. cap. 27. 
185.] 
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back to the place where I recited it". And here he says again, it 
must be interpreted so, or else certainly im some such sense as does 

not make them holy so as to mherit the kingdom, unless they be 
baptized. 

2. He also here recites the explication that Pelagius had given of 
299. this text, and says, ‘ Pelagius when he wrote on this 

(4-D.399-) « epistle, expounded it thus: “ Exempla jam precesserant, 

‘et virorum quos uxores, et feeminarum quas mariti, lucrifecerant 

‘ Christo, et parvulorum ad quos faciendos Christianos voluntas 
‘ Christiana etiam unius parentis evicerat’.” There were by this 
‘ time examples, both of men whom their wives, and of women whom 

‘their husbands, had gained over to Christ; and of infants, con- 

‘ cerning whom the Christian desire even of one of their parents had 
‘ prevailed that they should be made Christians.’ 

He manifestly paraphrases these words [‘now are they holy’] 
thus, ‘now are they made Christians.’ And, the unbelieving party 

has been sanctified, 1. 6. has been gained over to Christ. 

The very same explication is, as they say, still extant at this text, 

in those Commentaries on St. Paul’s Epistles, that go under the 

name of St. Hierome, but are Pelagius’, only interpolated*. 
3. Tertullian, speaking of the privilege that infants have by being 
100. οἵ Christian parents, or of one parent such, says, ‘now are 

(A.D. 200.) « they holy, i.e. designed for holiness; for otherwise, the 

‘ apostle knew what our Lord had determined, Lecept one be born of 

‘ water and the Spirit, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God, that 

‘is, he shall not be holy.’ See the place at large, chap. iv. § 6. 

4. Origen also having an eye to this text in his Comment. in 

110.  Matth. p. 332, ed. Rothom. 1668y, shews how he under- 

(4D. 210.) stood ἡγίασται here. ᾿Ανδρὸς καὶ γυναικὸς ἀμφοτέρων ἀπί- 
στων, ὅτε μὲν ὁ ἀνὴρ, πρότερον πιστεύσας τῷ χρόνῳ, σώζει τὴν γυναίκα" 

ὅτε δὲ ἡ γυνὴ ἀρξαμένη, ὕστερόν ποτε πείθει τὸν ἄνδρα. ‘When ἃ man 

‘and his wife are both unbelievers; sometimes the man believing 

‘ first in time, saves his wife: and sometimes the wife believing first, 

‘ does a while after persuade her husband.’ 
He that so paraphrases the man sanctified, 1. 6. converted to the 

Christian religion, could not well understand the sanctity [or 

holiness} of the children otherwise than their being baptized 
into it. 

5. Paulinus writes to St. Hierome this question, ‘ How are they 

u Ch. xv. sect. 2. Jerome’s works, by Vallarsius. | 
V [De Peccat. Meritis, &c. lib. iii. cap.12.] y [Comment. tom. xiii. § 28. edit. Bene- 
x [See these in vol. xi, p. 810, &e. of St. dict. ] 
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293.  * holy, whenas without the gift of the grace [viz. baptism] 
(4-D.393-) « oiven them afterward [after their birth] and preserved, 
‘ they cannot be saved? ?” 

6. St. Hierome for answer refers him to the forementioned re- 
solution of Tertullian, but withal mentions some other interpretations 

about legal cleanness or uncleanness. 
And the same father, in his epistle to Leeta?, a Christian woman, 

daughter of Albinus a heathen, priest of Jupiter, having mentioned 
this text, says, 1t had been verified in her family ; for that she who 

had been born ‘de impari matrimonio,’ ‘of an unequal marriage,’ 1. e. 

her father a heathen, but her mother being a Christian, ‘ the sweet- 

“ness of the fruit had recompensed for the bitterness of the root ; 

‘and an ill shrub had sweat forth precious balsam, ἕο. We have 
‘borne [or waited] to good purpose. A holy and Christian family 

‘ does sanctify one unbeliever. He [Albinus himself] is now a can- 
‘ didate of the faith, since he is encompassed with a multitude of his 
‘children and grandchildren that believe. I fancy that Jupiter 
‘himself might have believed, if he had had such kindred.’ Since 

he makes this to be a fulfilling of this text, and the sanctifying of 
an unbeliever to be the converting, or probability of converting him; 
it is plain he understood it as those foregoing. All these bring the 

baptism of infants into the explication of their holiness. 
St. Chrysostom says>a great deal of clean and unclean, without 
298. coming’ to any particular explication of what he means by 

(40.398) it. He says, ‘that the woman might not fear being made 
‘unclean by the copulation, the apostle tells her, the wubelieving hus- 

‘band is sanctified by the wife, &e. And then having shewn why, 
though adultery is a reasonable cause of separation, yet idolatry or 
heathenism is not, he adds, ‘then there is given a proof of this: 
‘ for on supposition that thou being unclean didst bring forth a 

‘ child, and that child being not from thee alone, the child would be 
‘unclean, or but half clean; and therefore he adds, e/se were your 

‘ children unclean, but now they are holy, i.e. not unclean. But he 

“uses the word holy, by an overreaching expression, that he might 
‘ further dispel all fear of any such suspicion, viz. of uncleanness.’ 

This is something obscure: but he seems to make no more out of 
this text than the antipxdobaptists do. Yet it is plain that he could 
not mean that by this cleanness the children would obtain salvation 
without baptism ; because he so often and so plainly affirms the 
contrary, as I have shewed in chap. xiv. ᾧ 2. 

2 See chap. xviii. a Kpist. 7. [57. in ed. Benedict.— 107. ed. Vallars. | 
Ὁ In loc. [Homil. xix. in1 Cor. § 2.—Op. tom. x. p. 262.] 

WALL, VOL. I. R 



242 Year after the Apostles, 310. (A.D. 410.) [PART I. 

8. He that made the Commentaries ascribed to St. Ambrose talks 

yet more slightly: he says’, ‘if the beheving party stay with the 
‘ other, the sign of the cross will be used in the house; and that is 
‘a sanctification of it: and that, if the believing party go away, 
‘and lie with others, 1t would be adultery ; and the children so be- 

‘ gotten would be unclean, because they would be bastards.’ He 

makes St. Paul’s arguing to come to no more than this; let the 

believing woman stay and sanctify the house and her unbelieving 

husband with the sign of the cross ; for if she go from him, and lie 
with others, the children so begotten would be bastards. Who 

doubts it ? , 

I know not at what year to place this author ; for these Commen- 

taries are pieced out of several authors, some elder, some later. 

This I believe was a later one. 

g. Theodoret explains‘, ‘the unbelieving’ party is sanctified, that 
323. “is, there is hope of their salvation. _ But, suppose either 

(4-D.423.) ¢ the man or the woman do persist in unbelief; yet the seed 

“shall be saved.? These last words he explains as Calvin has since 
done. 

το. He that wrote the Questiones ad Antiochum, that are among 

the works of Athanasius, explains /o/y by ‘shall be saved. But he 
limits it expressly to such as are baptized. I give his words among 
the spurious pieces, chap. xxin. ᾧ 3. 

These are all the interpretations of this text, that I know of, given 
by the ancients. 

St. Austin in this booke answers one more objection of Pela- 
gius, which is this; if the soul be not derived from the parents, but 
the body only ; how comes the soul to be involved in the guilt of 
original sin ? 

He answers, 1. that Pelagius had spoke like a circumspect man, 

when he put that with an //: for that it is an obscure matter, and 
not to be resolved from scripture, whether the soul be derived, or be 
immediately created. And, 2. he bids him answer this question first, 
‘If the soul be not derived, what justice is it that a soul newly 

‘ created, and void of all guilt, wholly free from all contagion of sin, 
‘should in infants suffer several passions and torturings of the 

‘body, and, which is more dreadful, the outrage of evil spirits?” 

He advises, that since we see this by experience to be so, and yet 

cannot answer for the reason or justice of it, we should in all such 

questions remember that we are but men. 

¢ In loc. [Append. ad Op. Ambrosii, tom. ii. p. 134.] 
4 Tn loc. [Op. tom. iii. p.151.ed. Paris.1642. © De Peccatorum Meritis, lib. iii. cap. ro. 
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Having made so large an abstract of what St. Austin says of this 

matter in these three books, which were his first work against the 

Pelagians ; I may have liberty to pass by a great many sayings in 
his following books against them. For it were endless to recite all 

the passages which we meet with in them speaking of infant-bap- 

tism, and proving from it original sin. I shall therefore mention 

only here and there one, and that only in English, for brevity. 

XX. The next year, anno 413, St. Hierome wrote his epistle to 

313.  Ctesiphonf, against that opmion of the Pelagians, which 

(A-D.413-) denies the need we have of God’s grace ; wherein he men- 

tions not Pelagius by name, but means him when he says, ‘ speak 
‘ out that which you hold: declare publicly what you talk in private 

This is the only heresy that is ashamed to “to your disciples. 
“speak openly what it teaches privately. The forwardness of the 

‘ disciples publishes that which the masters keep in. What they 
‘ hear in the chambers they proclaim on the housetop.’ He instances 
in some passages of a book published by one of the disciples : which 

was probably Celestius; for Pelagius being of more refined politics, 

generally forbore to appear himself, and put this Irishman foremost. 

They called the book Sylogisms; but St. Hierome says it ought to 

be called Sol/wcisms. It had in it such sayings as these : 
‘Tt is in vain that God has given me the power of freewill, if I 

“ cannot put it in practice without his continual help.’ 
41 do either use the power once given me, so as that freewill is 

« preserved : or else, if I stand in need of another’s help, the freedom 

‘ of will is destroyed in me.’ 
‘Tf I have a mind to bend my finger, stir my hand, sit, stand, 

‘walk, run, spit, blow my nose, ease myself, make water: what! 

“ shall the help of God be always necessary for me Ὁ 
This St. Hierome calls blasphemy and sacrilege ; and says, 
‘ What venom of heretics does not this surpass? They maintain 

‘that by reason of the freedom of their will they have no further 
“need of God.’ 

He has nothing here of original sin, and so not of infants. He 
314. promised a larger work, in which he would refute all their 

(4-P.414-) errors; which he performed two years after. 
The next year St. Austin wrote a large and elaborate letter in 

answer to one he had received out of Sicily from Hilarius. It is to 
be noted that Czlestius, after his being condemned in Africa, or else 
in going from Rome to Africa, had made his abode for some time in 

f Epist.120. [133. edit. Vallars. | 

R 2 
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Sicily ; and had, as it seems, sowed the seeds of his heresy there. 

For Hilarius desired St. Austin’s judgment concerning some new 
doctrine, ‘which,’ says he, ‘some Christians at Syracuse do 
« publishs.’ 

1. “ That a man may be without sin, and keep God’s command- 

‘ ments easily, if he will. 

2. ‘That an unbaptized infant surprised with death cannot perish 

‘ deservedly, because he is born without sin. 
3. © That a rich man, if he keep his wealth, and do not sell all 

‘ that he has, cannot enter into the kingdom of God. And that it 
‘ will not avail him that he uses his riches well [or according to the 

“ commandments]. 
4. § That one must not swear at all. 

5. “ Whether the church, of which it is written, not having spot 

‘ or wrinkle, be that in which we now live, or that which we hope 

‘for. For some think it is this church which consists of present 

“ persons,’ &e. 
To the second of these St. Austin answers}, 

‘ Whereas they say, “ An unbaptized infant cannot perish because 
‘he is born without sin.” The apostle does not say so: and I sup- 
‘ pose it is better to believe the apostle than them. For that teacher 

‘ of the Gentiles, in whom Christ speaks, says, By one man sin en- 

‘ tered into the world, &e. For judgment was by one (offence) to 

‘ condemnation ; but the free gift is of many offences unto justifications. 

‘ Therefore if they can find any infant that is not sprung from the 
‘ concupiscence of that one man; of such an one let them say, that 

‘he is not hable to that condemnation, nor needs by the grace of 
‘ Christ to be delivered from it.’ 

“ What means, By one offence to condemnation, but, by that one of- 

‘ fence in which Adam offended ? And what means, Of many offences 
‘ to justification ; but that the grace of Christ does take off, not only 

‘ that offence with which infants, sprung from that one man, are 
‘held bound; but also the many offences which, when they are 

‘ grown men, they add to it by wicked practices ? But still that one, 

‘to which the carnal offsprmg that derives from that first man is 
‘ liable, is, he says, enough for their condemnation. Therefore the 

‘baptism of infants is no more than what is necessary: that 
‘they, who by their generation are subject to that condemnation, 
‘may by regeneration be freed from it. And as there is not 

& Inter Epistolas Augustini, Ep. 88. [156, ed. Benedict. tom. ii. p. 542.] 
h Epist. 89. [157.ed. Benedict. } i Rom. v.12, &c. 
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‘a person in the world who is carnally generated but from Adam ; 

“ so neither is any spiritually regenerated but by Christ. The carnal 
‘ generation is liable to that one offence, and the condemnation 
‘ thereof: but the spiritual regeneration takes away not only that 
‘one for which infants are baptized; but also those many which 
‘men by wicked living have added to that in which they are gene- 
‘ rated. 

‘ And therefore he goes on, and says, 77) by one man’s offence death 

“ reigned by one ; much more they which receive the abundance of grace 

“ &e. shalt reign &e. Therefore as by the offence of one judgment came 

“upon all men to condemnation ; even so by the righteousness of one the 

‘ free gift came upon all men unto justification of life. For as by one 

“ man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one 

“ shall many be made righteous. [Cap. 11. § 11.] 

‘ What will they say to this? Or what is possible for them to say, 
‘unless they will plead that the apostle is mistaken? that chosen 
‘ vessel, the teacher of the Gentiles, that trumpet of Christ, pro- 

‘ claims, Judgment came by one to condemnatiom: and these proclaim 
‘ on the contrary ; and say, that infants, who, as they confess, derive 
‘from that one man of whom he speaks, do not go into con- 

‘ demnation, though they be not baptized.’ 
“ Judgment, says he, came by one to condemnation. By one, what 

‘ does he mean, but by one offence? Since it follows, But the grace 

“as of many offences to justification.’ 

Then he answers to that plea of theirs, by which they said that 
St. Paul by one offence meant both the sin of Adam, and also all the 
sins which men by imitating that do commit. 

He shews, that if St. Paul had meant so, he would have said in 

like manner of the grace of Christ, that that was of one offence to 

justification : but he distinguishes, and says, condemnation came by 
one offence; but the grace of Christ justifies from many offences. 

[$ 20.] 
Afterwards he says, ‘If as they pretend, the apostle had said these 

‘ things on this account, that we should understand sinners to be- 
‘ long to that first man, not that we derive sin by being born of him, 
‘ but by imitating him: he would rather have named the Devil; 
‘for he sinned first, and from him mankind do not derive their 

‘ pedigree, but only they imitate him. And if it were on account 
‘ of imitation that the apostle named the first man, because he was 
‘ the first simmer among men, and for that reason all sinful men were 
‘said to belong to him: why did he not name Abel as the second 

‘man, who was the first righteous among men ? But he names 
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« Adam, and on the other part names none but Christ. Because as 
‘the one, a man, did by his sin defile his posterity ; so the other, 
‘ God and man, did by his righteousness save his inheritance: the 
‘one by transferring [or conveying] the defilement of the flesh, 
‘ which the Devil, though wicked, could not; the other by giving 

‘the grace of his Spirit, which Abel, though righteous, could not.’ 

[§ 21.] 
He at last observes to Hilarius, that Celestius had been con- 

demned for this doctrine at Carthage two years before: and tells 
him that he himself had published some books, and had preached 

oftentimes against it, and had recovered several. That there were 

still some at Carthage that held that opinion; but privately: that 

in many places there were more of them than one would expect. 
‘ And where they are not refuted, they seduce others to their sect ; 

‘ and are grown so numerous, that I know not what it will come to. 

‘ But we wish rather that they should be healed in the unity of the 
‘ church, than that they should be cut off from the body of it as in- 

‘ curable members; provided necessity do not compel it. For there 

‘is some fear lest more limbs do putrify, whilst the putrified ones 

‘ are spared,’ &c. [ὃ 22.] 
XXI. The third and fourth positions of the Pelagians, about a 

rich man, and about swearing, are such as may possibly raise the 
reader’s curiosity to know what was said to those questions in these 

times. 
To the third St. Austin observes, that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 

were rich, and continued so; and yet have a place in the kingdom. 

That the rich man in the parable did not go into torment because 

he died rich; but because he was luxurious, and unmerciful to La- 

zarus: that Lazarus, when he died, was carried into the bosom of a 

rich man, &e. [§ 23.] 
And whereas the Pelagians pretended that the selling of all 1s ne- 

cessary under the New Testament, though not under the Old; he 

observes that our Saviour, who set the rich young man this con- 
dition of being perfect ; sed/ that thou hast, &c., yet did not set this 
as the condition of entering into life: but that other, seep the com- 

mandments*, That the apostle, teaching rich men how fo lay hold 

on eternal lifel, bids them do good, distribute, communicate, &e., but 

does not require them to sell all. [ᾧ 24-26. ] 
But to the argument which they raised from these words of our 

Saviour, 4 rich man shall hardly enter into the kingdom of heaven™, 

&c., St. Austin makes no answer but what seems defective. ‘How 

k Matt. xix.17, 21. τ Tim. vi. 17, 18,19. m Matt. xix. 23, &c. 
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‘is it then,’ says he; ‘does the apostle speak contrary to the Lord ? 
‘or do these men not understand what they talk of?’ He refers 
them to Christ’s following words, With men this is impossible ; but with 
God all things are possible. Those they explained thus, as he tells 

us; ‘Christ knew that several rich men, upon hearing the gospel, 

‘ would sell their estates and give them to the poor, &c., and so that 
‘would be done which seemed so difficult: not that any of them 
‘ continuing in their wealth, would, by keeping those rules of the 

‘ apostle, lay hold on eternal life: but that selling all that they had, 

‘ they would so fulfil those rules of the apostle.’ [§ 28.] 
Here St. Austin observes, that according to this their own inter- 

pretation, ‘our Lord does, contrary to their tenet, set forth his own 

‘ orace ; for he does not say, “that which seems to you impossible, 
‘is easy for men to do, if they will.” But he says, that which is 

“ impossible with men, is easy with God? And following on that point, 

he forgets to return and give any answer how he himself would have 

those words of our Saviour to be understood. Only he observes 

that the apostle’s words could not be so meant as they explained 
them, viz. of selling all they had: because he gives several rules 

how they should provide for their servants, children, &c., which 15 

not consistent with selling all they had: ‘ For,’ as he observes, ‘ how 

‘can this be done without a house, and something to keep it?” 

[ὃ 29. et seqq.] 
Our Saviour seems in that saying, a rich man shall hardly enter 

into the kingdom of God, to have meant, as he does in many other 

places, by the kingdom of heaven, and the kingdom of God, not the 

kingdom of glory, but the state of the profession of the gospel, and 

of faith in him, as it was at that time, when both himself and all 

that would be his disciples, were so persecuted, that they could not 

think of keeping any estate if they had it. And as things so stood, 

it was very hard to persuade any rich man to enter into it; so hard, 

that humanly speaking, it was impossible. Only God by the power 
of his grace might overcome that love of their wealth, which hin- 
dered them from owning Christ. Now that difficulty is not at all 
times ; but only in times of persecution. 

If this be the sense; the translation would be more intelligible if 

it were said, not ‘shall hardly,’ but ‘will hardly enter,’ ἕο. 

And if this be the sense; then what St. Austin answers is perti- 

nent and full: viz. that there are many rich men, who, though they 

do not actually sell all, and give to the poor, yet are ready to part 

with all, if occasion should be, for the sake of Christ and his truth ; 

and who in the meantime do keep their families in Christian disci- 
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pline, use hospitality and beneficence to the poor, receive a righteous 
man in the name of a righteous man, ὅσο. And he takes notice that 
Pelagius himself was relieved in his necessities by such rich men, 
and entertained by them; (and others speak of him as a great 
haunter of such men’s houses :) he says, 

‘ These men, if they expect to be such as the apostle speaks of, 
‘ that shall judge angelsY, ought to resolve beforehand fo receive into 

‘ everlasting habitations those that have made them their friends with 

Those servants of God, who 

‘having sold all, do afterwards live upon the honest labour of their 
“own hands, may with much less impudence condemn men from 
‘whom they receive nothing; than those that not being able by 

‘reason of some infirmity to work with their hands, do condemn the 

‘men that maintain them.’ [§ 37, 38.] 
41 that write this, was greatly in love with that perfection of 

‘ which our Lord spoke, when he said to the rich man, Go and sell 

‘ all, &e., and I did so; not by my own strength, but by his as- 
‘sisting grace. And though I was not rich; there will never the 

‘less be imputed to me for that: for the apostles themselves, that 
‘ did this first, were no rich men. But he parts with all the world 

‘that parts with all that he has or hopes to have. And I do 
‘my utmost endeavour to persuade others to this purpose; and I 

“have in the name of God several partners, who have by my min- 
‘istry been brought to it. But still so, as that the sound doctrine 

‘is preserved among us; and that we do not in way of vainglory 

‘censure those that do not take the same course; and tell them 

“ that it will not avail them to live chastely in matrimony, to order 
‘ their houses and families Christian like,’ &e. [ᾧ 39.] 

I think this to be a modest and handsome rebuke of the pride of 

those two monks; who valued themselves so much upon their 

sellmg their temporal possessions, that they censured all that did 

not do the like, as incapable of God’s kingdom. St. Austin shews 
that he and several others had done the same, with less noise and 

less spiritual pride and censure. 
To the fourth, about swearing, he says thus: ‘ Avoid swearing as 

“ much as is possible: for it is better not to swear even to the truth, 
‘ than by a custom of swearing to fall often mto perjury, and always 
‘to come in danger of it. But these men, as far as appears by what 

‘T have heard some of them talk, do not know what is swearing ; 

‘ for they think they do not swear when they say, “God knows,” 
‘or “ God is witness,” or, “I call God to witness upon my soul ;” 

‘ the mammon of unrighteousness’. 

y 1 Cor. vi. 3. z Luke xvi. 9. 
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‘ because it is not said “ By God” and because such phrases as the 
‘ forementioned are found in the apostle Paul. But even that phrase 
‘ which they confess to be swearing is found in him, when he says, 
« by your rejoicing which I have in Christ Jesus our Lord*, For in the 

‘ Greek this plainly appears to be swearing: so that one cannot 

‘take those words in the Latin, per vestram gloriam, “by your re- 

‘joicing,” as those, per meum adventum iterum ad vos, “ by my 
‘coming to you again,” and many such like, where it is said, “ by 
‘any thing,” and yet there is no swearing, are to be taken.’ 

ς But because the apostle, a man most strong in the truth, swore 

‘in his epistles, we must not therefore make a sport of swearing. 
« As for us, it is much safer, as I said, never to swear; but to make 

‘use of Yes, yes; and No, no; as our Lord advises: not that it is 

‘a sin to swear truly ; but it is a most dreadful sin to swear falsely : 
‘into which he naturally falls that accustoms himself to swear.’ 

[Ὁ 40.] 
This is St. Austin’s sense: and whereas some of the ancienter 

Fathers are against all swearing; there was a particular reason in 

their time: because all the oaths then administered in courts were 

by the heathen gods, or the genu of the emperors. 
The instance that he gives of St. Paul’s swearing is the plainest 

in the scripture: for whereas the Latin language uses the word per, 

as the English the word é4y, to many other purposes, as well as 
swearing ; the Greek, as St. Austin observes, has a peculiar word v7 

for dy, in the case of swearing by any thing, and which is never used 
but in swearing: as νὴ Δία, and νὴ τοὺς Θεούς. And so νὴ τὴν ὑμε- 

τέραν καύχησιν, is, without any more addition, ‘I swear [for which 

‘our English have put I protest] by your glory, [or rejoicing, | 
‘ which I have in Christ Jesus our Lord,’ 1. e. by that which is our 

common Christian hope and joy. 
XXII. There came the same year some more questions out of 

Sicily for St. Austin to resolve, from Eutropius and Paulus. They 

sent him a paper, entitled, Definitiones, ut dicitur, Celestii, “ Argu- 

‘ ments given out, as is said, by Celestius.’ 

It contained fourteen arguments, or rather one argument diversi- 

fied in words fourteen times; to prove that a man may be without 

sin if he will. That argument is no other than this dilemma, 

‘ God’s commands are either possible or impossible,’ &c. 
It might be worth the while of a young sophister to read them 

for a pattern to see how many ways that fallacy may be varied ; as, 

‘Sin is either a thing that may be avoided, or that cannot be 

a 1 Cor. v. 31. > Philipp. i. 26. 
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‘ avoided,’ &c., ‘Sin is either a thing of will or of necessity,’ &e. but 

they are not worth reciting here. St.Austin recites them, and gives 
particular answers to each of theme: that a man may by God’s 

grace have in general a will, desire, and aim to avoid all sin: but 

by reason of our frailty, no man finds that purpose to hold out so 

steady in all particulars but that he often slips, and sometimes falls. 

Neither does it do us any good to prove how unblamable we should 
be on supposition that our will were faultless: since our greatest 

blemish is the corrupt inclination of our will itself, which complies 

with the tentations, in all men at some times and to some degree ; 

but in men destitute of God’s grace, so far as to yield the dominion 
to sin. And since this is too plain by experience, what do sophisms 
to the contrary avail us? Our business is to get cure by God’s grace 
for this distemper, not to dispute ourselves out of the sense of it. 

About this time Pelagius wrote one of his most elaborate pieces, 

314. entitled, ‘Of the Abilities of Nature. To which St. Au- 

ee att 40) stin, next year, wrote an answer, entitled, ‘Of Nature and 

(a.p. 415.) “ Grace’? He owns that Pelagius had shewn an example 

of a most strong and nimble wit, and had well reproved those that 

excuse their wickedness by laying all the fault of it on the nature of 

man: but that he had carried this zeal too far, in saying that men 

that are wicked might have been sinless if they would ; and, that ‘if 
‘ they were sinners because they could not be otherwise, they are 
“not to be blamed. On which St. Austin makes this remark, 

‘ Mind what he says: Now I say that an infant born and surprised 

‘ with death in such a place where he cannot be relieved by the 

‘ baptism of Christ, is as he is, (viz. dies without the washing of re- 

“ generation,) because he could be no otherwise. Let him then 

‘absolve such an one, and set open the kingdom of heaven to him, 
“in spite of our Lord’s declaration, &e. 

Among several arguments as good as the case would bear, Pela- 

gius there uses one very silly logical quirk. In opposition to what 

the church held of our nature in the state in which it now is, viz. 

that it is depraved and weakened by sin, he said, ‘ What is sin? 

‘Ts it any substantial thing; or a name without any substance, by 
‘which is meant not any real thing, not any existence, not any 

‘ bodily thing ; but the act of something done amiss? And how can 
‘ that which has no substance weaken or change human nature ?’ 

St. Austin produces the instance of some godly man, crying out, 

© Lib. de Perfectione Justitize Hominis, 6 Cap. 6. f Cap. 7. d 
ad Eutropium. [Op. tom. x. p.167, &c.] ΞΕ Apud Augustin. de Natura et Gratia, 

ἃ [Op. tom. x. p.127, &c.] cap. 19. 
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as it is, Ps. xli. 4, Lord, be merciful to me, heal my soul, for I have 

sinned against thee, &e. He bids Pelagius ask such a man, ‘ What 

‘he ails? What is sin, is it a substance, &c.? How can a thing 

‘that has no substance defile thy soul, &c.? And then adds, 
¢ Would not the man, in the bitterness of his soul, bid him begone,’ 

&e.? “You see whither this argument tends, and to what it would 

‘lead us; to think those words spoken to no purpose; Thou shalt 

« call his name Jesus, for he shall save his people from their sins. For 

‘ how shall he save them if they have no ailing? Sins, from which 

‘the gospel says Christ’s people are to be saved, are no substances, 

‘and so cannot defile. Oh, brother, it were a good thing if you 

“would remember that you are a Christian} !’ 
XXIII. Pelagius proved that men may be without sin, by in- 

stancing' in a great many persons who had been so, as he pretended: 

Abel, Enoch, Melchizedek, and twenty more: and im some women ; 

Deborah, Anna, Judith, &c., and also the mother of our Lord and 

Saviour; concerning whom he said, ‘That it is necessary for our 

‘ religion that we do confess her to be without sin.’ 
St. Austin answers, ‘ Excepting the holy Virgin Mary, concerning 

‘whom I am not willing, for the honour of our Lord, to hold any 
‘ dispute at all when we are talking about sin, (Unde enim scimus 
‘quid ei plus gratie collatum fuerit ad vincendum omni ex parte 
‘ peccatum, que concipere ac parere meruit [eum], quem constat 

‘ nullum habuisse peccatum? Hac ergo virgine excepta ὅθ.) For 

“how do we know what more grace was bestowed on her to over- 

“ come all sin, who had the honour to conceive and bring forth him 

‘ who certainly had no sin? But (this Virgin excepted) if we could 
‘have called together all those holy men and women when they 

‘ were alive, and have asked them whether they were without sin ; 
‘ what do you think they would have said? As this man says, or as 
‘ the apostle John says? They would all have cried out with 

‘ one voice, If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves,’ &e. 

From what the papists nowadays say and practise in reference to 
the blessed Virgin, one would think that all antiquity had believed 
her to be sinless: but by examining we shall find that Pelagius here 

is the first that ever said that she was without sm. St. Austin 

indeed makes a very modest answer; as thinking it decent for us, 

in regard to the honour of our Saviour, not to hold any talk about 
the sins of his mother: but as one may guess by this place, and 

more plainly by some other, he was far from affirming her to be sin- 
less. He often speaks positively of all mankind as sinful, excepting 

h [Cap. 20.] i Apud Augustin. de Natura et Gratia, cap. 36. 
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only our Saviour Christ. And for other Fathers, they make no 

scruple, when it comes in their way, to speak particularly of her 
failings: as Chrysostom on John 11. 3. And St. Hierome having 
repeated her Canticum, bids Pelagius mark, that ‘she does not call 

‘herself blessed for any merit or virtue of her own; but by the 
‘mercy of God, who vouchsafed to inhabit in herj.’ 

Aquinas having produced, by way of objection against himself, 
several reasons and some authorities, that she had sink, answers 

them all with that text, Cant.iv.7, Zhou art all fair, my love, there 

is no spot im thee ; and with this passage of St. Austin. Now this is 
not to his purpose as it stands here: but in Aquinas’ citation the 

words are altered. He reads.them thus, ‘ Inde enim scimus quod ei 
‘ plus gratize collatum fuerit ad vincendum ex omni parte peccatum, 

‘ quod concipere, το. ‘ For we know that more grace was bestowed 
‘on her to overcome all sin, by this; that she had the honour to 

‘ conceive [or, deserved to conceive,’] ἕο. But the Jesuit Vasquez 
had something more of honesty: for though he would have the 
words read as Aquinas reads them; yet he confesses that he found 
them in the book as I have transcribed them. He quotes ‘ Unde 

‘enim,’ but adds as of his own, ‘ or rather inde enim: and he quotes 

‘ quid ei plus gratie ;’ but says, as of his own head, ‘ or rather, quod 
‘ei plus gratia’? And the word que he does not pretend to alter 

into quod at all. 
The edition that Vasquez had was more unexceptionable, and 

gives even less occasion to the popish alterations, than that out of 

which I transcribe, which is Erasmus’, printed at Venice, 1551, 

(and his editions are commonly the least tainted with their cor- 
ruptions of the text) ; for Vasquez reads guid, which, together with 
the sense of the discourse there, justifies my alteration. If there 
were not some eye kept over these men, they would, both m the 

Fathers, and in the scripture too, alter the words, as some of them 

have done here, to serve their turn. 

They had better take Pelagius’ words, which serve their purpose 
without any alteration: it would not be the first time they have 
borrowed from some heretic a doctrine which was never owned in 

the ancient catholic church. Pelagius does not only say she was 
sinless, but makes it a necessary point of religion to believe so; 

which fits them to a hair. 
XXIV. Pelagius lived all this while at Jerusalem: but what he 

j Dialog. 1. [contra Pelagianos, § 16. pars tertia, questio 27. art. 3, 4. 
Op. ii. p. 698.] 1 Comment. in tertiam partem Summ 

k Thome Aquinatis SummaTheologica; Thome: tom, ii. Disp. 117-cap. 3. 
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wrote was in Latin; so that his opinions were more talked of in the 

west, where he had lived, and where that language was understood 
and spoken, than in the east, where he now was; because little but 

Greek was read or spoken there. 
He could not have found a more convenient retreat than at Jeru- 

salem: for John the bishop there, with whom he lived, was himself 

addicted to new opinions. Both Epiphanius and St. Hierome had a 

good while before wrote against him for holding several of the con- 
demned opinions of Origen; to which some of Pelagius’ tenets were 
pretty near akin. 

About this time there happened a meeting of bishops at Jeru- 

salem: and Orosius, a young man, who had been with St. Austin, 
and was now at Bethlehem with St. Hierome, came to this meeting ; 
and declared to them what a noise there was in the west, about 

some doctrines published by Czlestius, and countenanced by some 
writings of Pelagius, and that St. Austin had wrote against them. 
And he caused to be read™ to them (as well as could be done by an 

315. interpreter) St. Austin’s letter to Hilarius, mentioned be- 
(4-D-415) fore in § 20,21. Pelagius being asked whether he had 

taught those doctines, against which St. Austin there writes; an- 

swered, ‘Who is that Austin?’ [or, What is Austin to me°?] Some 
in the council answered, ‘ He that speaks against that bishop by 
‘ whose means God has restored unity to all Africa, deserves to be 
‘turned out, not only from this assembly, but from the whole 
“charchy 

They referred to the service St. Austin had done in reducing the 
Donatists. 

But bishop John, who presided, interposed for him: and all that 
was urged against him at that time being this, that he had main- 

tained that a man might live without sin; John said, ‘If he had 
‘ maintained this to be possible without God’s help, it were a thing 
‘to be condemned ; but since he adds that, what have you to say ὃ 

‘Do you deny God’s help?’ So a squabble arising, and Orosius, 

who could speak no Greek, as they no Latin, not being able to make 
them understand the fallacy which Pelagius concealed under that 
word, ‘ God’s help ;? the issue was, that the matter should be referred 

to Innocent, bishop of Rome, and that in the mean time Pelagius 

should keep silence: and so nothing at this meeting was said about 
original sin. And John the bishop took occasion quickly after to 

m Pauli Orosii Apologetic. [contra Pe- n [See above, p. 243.] 
lagium, de Arbitrii libertate ; sub init. ° (The words, as quoted by Orosius, are, 
p- 590. edit. Haverkamp, Lugd. Bat. “οὖ quis est mihi Augustinus 3 
1738.] 



254 Year after the Apostles, 310. (A.D. 410.) [PART I. 

fall out with Orosius: upon which he wrote his Apologetic, which 
is still extant, and out of which some quotations to our purpose 

about infant-baptism might be taken; but they have nothing dif- 

ferent from what St. Austin, and St. Hierome, and Pelagius himself, 

have: and therefore I shall for brevity omit them. 
But about the latter end of this year 415, there was another 

315. assembly of fourteen bishops in this country, at the town 

(4-D.415-) which in scripture is called Lydda, but was then called 

Diospolis, to which Pelagius was summoned. And there he could 
come off no other way but by denying several of his opinions, which 
he had promoted before ; and which (as St. Austin makes appear) he 

for all this denial continued to promote afterward. 
The articles objected to him were taken, partly out of some books 

of his own; partly out of some books of Cxlestius, who was looked 

on as his scholar; and partly out of the acts of a council at Car- 
thage, where Czlestius had been condemned ; and partly out of that 

catalogue of new opinions which Hilarius had sent to St. Austin out 
of Sicily, and which St. Austin refuted in the forementioned letter. 

Of what was cited from his own books, he denied part; and said 

the book was not writ by him, though it went under his name. 

The rest he defended, and put as fair a colour on as he could ; which 
was easy to do, because what he had wrote in Latin, (which these 

bishops did not understand,) he explained to them in GreekP: (for 

he did not speak to them by an interpreter, as Mr. Le Clerc mistakes 

the matter:) and because his accusers were not there, being sick ; 

but only their libel was read. 

But he himself had been wary in his expressions, for what 
Celestius had. Of the articles taken from the books or words of 

Celestius he defended some; as, ‘ The possibility of avoiding all sin, 

‘by God’s help,’ &c., but renounced the rest, in these words ; ‘The 

‘ other things, as they confess themselves, were not spoken by me ; 
‘and so I have no reason to answer for them. Yet, for the satis- 

‘faction of the holy synod, I do renounce [anathematize] all that 

‘do hold soa So he got off with a whole skin; but left several of 
his beloved opinions behind him condemned, as appears by minding 
which those were that he renounced. 

The account of the whole is long; especially of those articles 
which bore a dispute in what sense he had spoke or understood 
them. What is most material to give us the sense of the church at 
that time, is, to recite those which the council condemned, and he 

was forced to condemn: which you have in the words of St. Austin, 

p Aug. de Gestis Pelagii Palest.cap.i. §2. 4 August. eodem libro, [cap. ii. § 24.] 
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in his letter to Paulinus’, expressed much shorter than in the book 

De Gestis Palest., (where the acts of this council are at large re- 

cited,) but to the same effect. He writes thus: 

« For beside those articles which he ventured to defend as well as 

‘he could; some things were objected to him, which unless he had 
“ renounced [anathematized] he would have been renounced himself. 

‘ For it was objected, that he said [or held, ] 

1. © That Adam, whether he had sinned or not, would have died. 

2. ‘ That his sin hurt himself only, and not mankind. 

3. “ That infants new born are in the same state that Adam was 

‘ before his fall. 
4. © That neither by the death or fall of Adam does all mankind 

‘die, nor by the resurrection of Christ does all mankind arise.’ 
These, you see, are the same that had been objected to Celestiuss 

four years before. 
5. “ That infants, though they be not baptized, have eternal life. 

6. « That rich men, unless they part with all, &c., cannot have the 

‘kingdom of God.’ 

These two were taken out of the heads of new doctrine broached 

at Syracuset. 
7. «That the grace of God is not given in every action ; but 15 in 

‘ freewill; or, in the law and doctrine.’ 

And several other articles about grace and merit. 
« Alt these Pelagius did so renounce [anathematizavit] as the 

‘acts of the council do shew, that he did not produce any thing in 

ς defence of them. From whence it follows, that whosoever will own 

‘the authority of that episcopal judgment, and the confession of 

‘ Pelagius himself, must hold these things, (which the catholic 

‘ church has ever held,) viz. 
‘That Adam, if he had not sinned, would not have died. 

‘That his sin hurt, not himself only, but mankind. 

‘That infants new born are not in the state that Adam was 

‘ before his fall, &e. 

‘That unbaptized infants will miss, not only of the kingdom of 

‘ heaven, but also of eternal life,’ ὅζο. 

Though this must needs have cost Pelagius a sore pang; yet so 

it happened, that the news of his being acquitted in this council 

made more noise among the vulgar people to his advantage, than 

his being compelled to renounce those opinions did against his 
cause: especially in the west, where they heard he was acquitted 

r Epist. 106. [186. cap. 9. § 32, 33. ed. Benedict. } 
5. See above, ὃ 5. t See above, § 20. 
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and approved ; but did not hear upon what terms. He himself also 
published accounts of the matter to his own advantage", and 

triumphed of his success. So that the Pelagians were never more 
uppish, than they were for a while after this synod. 

And yet, upon the whole matter, though St. Austin does often 

speak of these bishops, as having been imposed on by Pelagius in 
matter of fact; and do shew how he disguised and concealed his 
true meaning from them; and though he do, m a letter, which he a 

little while after this wrote to John bishop of Jerusalem, desirmg 
him to send a copy of the acts of the council, say thus, ‘ As for Pe- 

‘ lagius, our brother and your son, whom I hear you love very well ; 
“1 advise you so to manage your love to him, that they that know 
‘ him, and have attentively heard him, may not judge your holiness 
‘ to be imposed on by him, ὅθ. For when you hear him confess the 
* grace and help of God, you think he means the same that you do, 

‘ who have a catholic sense of it, because you do not know what he 

‘has wrote in his book; and for that reason I have sent you his 
‘ book, and mine written in answer to 105.) And though St. Hierome 
do on this account call this synod, ‘the pitiful synod of Diospolisy ;? 

yet, I say, upon the whole matter, it appears by the acts of this 
council, that these bishops, though, as St. Austin says, ‘ they could 
‘ not thoroughly examine the man; yet for the heresy itself, they 
“ gave it a deadly wound.’ For by forcing Pelagius to declare what 
he did, about the sin of Adam, the natural state of infants, and the 

necessity of God’s grace, and the renouncing of merit, they shewed 
that they were far enough from Pelagianism: so that St. Austin 

says, that when he read the acts of this council, and before he saw 

Pelagius’ books of freewill, wherein he returned to his vomit again ; 

he thought ‘that this question had been at an end; and that Pela- 
“ eius had plainly owned original sin in infants?.’ 

XXV. This I note the rather, because some among us nowadays, 
that shew a good-will to Pelagianism, and do strangely shuffle with 
that ninth Article of the church of England, which is of original sin, 
expounding it all away, do shelter themselves under the pretended 
authority of the Greek church, as if the Greek Fathers had not 
owned that doctrine. Whereas not only this council that acquitted 
Pelagius, yet condemned the opinions laid to his charge ; but also 
the other councils of the eastern nations agreed with the Latins in 

u Aug. de Gestis Pelagii Palestin. cap. y Hieronym. Epist. 79. [143. ed. Val- 
30. lars. | 

x Epist. 252.[179. § 1—5. ed. Bene- z De Gestis Pal. cap. 21. 
dict. |] a Lib. ii. de Peccato Origin. cap. 14. 
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condemning’ the said doctrines; and the men too, when it appeared 
that they really held such doctrines. 

For three years after this, Theodotus bishop of Antioch held a 
318. synod at Jerusalem, to which Pelagius was cited, and there 

(Δ. 418.) condemned; as is recorded by Marius Mercator Commo- 
nitor. cap. 3. 

And sometime after, Julian the Pelagian, with seventeen more of 
his party, wrote to the bishop of Thessalonica, representing their 

own doctrine in the fairest colours, and that of the catholics in the 

west in the blackest ; hoping to make a party in the Greek church : 
but found none, or hardly any, that they could bring over. 

Ceelestius, before his condemnation at Rome, went to Constanti- 

nople, to try if any interest could be made there. But Atticus, the 

bishop there, would neither receive him nor his doctrine®. St. Austin 

mentions this in short, lib. ii, Contra Julian. cap. 1. But Mercator 

more at large, Commonitor. cap.t. ‘Some years after he went to 

“ Constantinople, in the time of Atticus of holy memory; where 
‘ being discovered to-hold such opinions, he was by the great care 
“ of that holy man driven from that city: and letters were sent con- 
* cerning him into Asia, to Thessalonica and Carthage, to the bishops 

‘there; of which I have copies ready to be produced. But the said 
‘ Celestius being driven from hence also went to Rome,’ &e. 

At Ephesus also they were rejected and disowned, ‘ not suffered to 
‘ abide there which is the word of Prosper, who relates this, (7. 

de Ingratis, cap. 2. But Mr. Le Clere expresses it, ‘ill treated.’ 

The only hopeful attempt they ever made in the Greek church 

331. was about fifteen years after this time: when a general 

(4-D-431-) council being called to Ephesus on account of Nestorius, 
(who had innovated in the doctrine of the incarnation,) they joined 
their party with his, as is usual for discontented parties to do; and 
made in all at first forty-three, but quickly dwindled to thirty, as 

appears by the address of the council to the emperor; where they 
say, ‘It is an absurd thing that thirty men only (some of whom had 
‘been a good while ago deposed, some are of the false opinion of 

‘ Celestius, &c.) should set themselves against a synod of 210 

-©pishops, with whom all the western bishops (and so the whole 

‘ world) do consent.” They made also canons4, ‘ that if any clergy- 
‘man did publicly or privately promote the opinions of Nestorius 
‘ or Celestius, they should be deprived.’ 

b August. ad Bonifac. contra duas epi- — [Labb. iii. p. 353. Mansi, iv. p. 1025. ] 
stolas Pelagianorum, cap.i. § 3. 4 Can. 4.{apud Labb. iii. p. 805. Mansi, 

© Acta concilii Ephesini, part. i.cap.18. iv. 14.73.] 

WALL, VOL. I. S 
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These things, and more to the same purpose, are largely and par- 
ticularly quoted out of the acts of that council, by bishop Ussher, 

in the forementioned treatise®. So that it is hard to guess what 

these men get by appealing to the Greek church. 
And for the Greek Fathers before this time; Vossius has largely 

shewn in his Pelagian history!, that they commonly teach the doe- 
trine of original sin. Only he thinks Clemens Alexandrinus must 

be excepted: but Dr. Hammond shews3 that there is no reason for 
that exception. Vossius is of opinion that there is no difference 
between St. Austin and the ancient Greek Fathers about that other 

point, of predestination; but that what the ancienter Fathers 

omitted concerning’ predestination, he adds. But, allowing that to 

be a matter in which men will always pass various judgments, and 

will find each their own sentiments both in the scripture and the 

Fathers ; it cannot with any modesty at all be pretended that they 
do not own and complain of original sin, or natural corruption. It 

is true, that most of them were of opinion that this corruption or sin 

should in unbaptized infants be punished no otherwise than by the 

loss of the kingdom of heaven. And in this indeed they differed 
from most of the Latins. 

Mr. Le Clere saysi, ‘they that have so ill an opinion of Pelagius, 
as St. Austin had, do say, that if St. Austin had been able to read 
the Greek doctors, he would have found that they speak no other- 

wise than Pelagius does; as may,’ says he, ‘be seen in a great 

A 

nN 
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n many places in St. Chrysostom, and in Isidore of Pelustum, whom 
some moderns have openly accused of Pelagianism.’ 

By singling out St. Chrysostom, he follows the steps of the old 

Pelagians ; for it appears out of St. Austin’s books against Julian 

n 

the Pelagian, lib.i, and hb. im, that he and Anianus do make their 

chief boast of St. Chrysostom, and do fetch more for their purpose 

out of him than out of any other Greek writer. They translated 

some of his orations that were most for their turn: and St. Austin, 

though not very conversant indeed in the Greek language, yet 

shewed that he could read and tolerably understand it, by giving 
instances wherein they had made them more for their purpose than 
they were, by their translation, as I recited before in chap. xiv. 

And besides, he answered them by producing other places of his, 

where he plainly owns original sin. 

© See above, cap. 11. lected works, fol. Amst. 17or. | 
![‘ Historie de controversiis quas Pe- & Annot. on Psalm 51. 

‘lagius ejusque reliquiz moverunt libri h De Historicis Latinis, lib. ii. cap. 1. 
‘vii. published separately more than i Bibl. Univers. tom. viii. p.192. 
once, and in the sixth volume of his col- 
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And for other Greek doctors, who were more to be regarded, (ior 

St. Chrysostom was no ancienter than St. Austin himself,) he shews 

the doctrine of Irenzeus, St. Basil, St.Gregory, &c., to have been 

elear and full in this-matter: and says‘, though he had a translation 
of the sermon of St. Basil, which he quoted, yet ‘he chose rather to 
‘ translate it himself word for word out of the Greek, that it might 

‘be more exact!” The like he does in the same book with two pas- 
sages of St.Chrysostom, setting down the Greek words. So that the 

foresaid censure, passed on him, has more in it of the assuming 
humour of a critic, than it has of truth or good manners. 

And to expect of St. Austin that he should have read Isidore, to 
know the sense of the Greek church, is (if one consider the age of 

each) a jest indeed. 
I gave some instances above, in chap. xiv, where both St. Chrys- 

ostom, and this Isidore, and also Theodoret, (for they all run in one 

vein, and the two latter shew a great ambition to imitate the 
former,) have expressions something like those of Pelagius about 

infant-baptism, viz. ‘that infants are baptized though they have no 

315. ‘Sins: where yet it appears by circumstances that their 
(4-415) meaning was only that they had no actual ones. 

XXVI. About the same time that the synod of Diospolis was 
held, St. Hierome published his three books against the opinions of 

Pelagius™, (not naming him, but sufficently decyphering him,) in 

form of dialogues between a Pelagian and a Catholic, under the 

feigned names of Atticus and Critobulus; Atticus representing the 
Catholic, and Critobulus the Pelagian. The far greatest part of 

them, (which I must omit,) is taken up in setting forth the pride 

and presumption of that tenet of Pelagius, that a man may in this 
life be without sin; which had been so smartly done by Atticus, 

that toward the end of the third dialogue, Critobulus, reckoning 

that he could maintain this to be true in the case of infants at least, 

if not of grown persons, says thus; [§ 17.] 

Crit. “1 can hold no longer ; all my patience is overcome by your 

‘ provoking way of talk. I pray tell me wherein have infants 

‘ sinned? Neither can the conscience of any fault, nor can their igno- 
‘ rance be imputed to them; who, according to that of the prophet 
‘ Jonah, know not their right hand from their left. They are in no 

‘case to commit sin, and yet they are in a case to perish: their 

‘knees double under them; their tender age can utter no words; 

k Lib. i. Contra Julian. [cap. 5. ὃ 18. ] m [* Dialogus contra Pelagianos, libris 
1 Sermo i. de Jejunio [apud Basilii Ope- ‘iii.’ This is printed in vol. ii. p. 683, &c. 

ra, tom. ii. p.1, &c. edit. Benedict. | of Vallarsius’ edition | 

5. 2 
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‘with a mouth that would speak if it could, they give a smile; 
‘and the torment of eternal misery is prepared for the poor 
« babes.’ 

Att. “Oh! you are grown mighty eloquent,’ &.————‘ But do 
‘not run upon me with your flowers of rhetoric, (which are none of 
‘ your own neither,) with which the ears of boys and shallow men 
‘are wont to be caught; but tell me plainly what you would say 
‘ of them.’ 

Crit. © This I say; grant me but this, that they at least who can- 
‘ not sin are without sin_’ 

Att. “I shall grant it, provided they be baptized in Christ; and 
‘yet you shall not bring me to yield to your proposition, “that a 

‘ person may be without sin if he will.” These have neither power 
‘nor will, but they are free from all sin by the grace of God, which 

* they receive in baptism.’ 
Crit. « You will force me to come to that invidious question, and 

‘to say, what sm had they? That you may make the people 

*‘ presently throw stones at me; and that when you cannot murder 

“me by strength, you may by a device.’ 

Att. ©“ He murders a heretic that suffers him to continue such,’ &e. 

Crit. “Tell me, I beseech you, and free me from all doubt; for 

‘ what reason are infants baptized ? 

Att. ‘ That in baptism their sins may be forgiven.’ 
Crit. « What sin have they incurred? Is any one loosed that 

‘ never was bound Ὁ 

Att. “ Do you ask me? That trumpet of the gospel, that teacher 
‘ of the gentiles, that golden vessel shining through all the world, 
‘shall answer you: Death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over 

‘ them that had not sinned after the similitude af Adam’s transgression, 

‘who is the figure of him that was to come, &c. [he goes on to recite 

the fifth chapter to the Romans]. ‘And if you object that it is 
‘said, that there were some that had not sinned; understand it, 

‘ that they smned not that sim which Adam committed in paradise, 
‘by breaking God’s command. But all persons are held obnoxious, 

‘ either by their own or by their forefather Adam’s sin. He that 
‘is an infant is in baptism loosed from the bond of his forefather ; 
“he that is of age to understand is by the blood of Christ freed, 
‘ both from his own bond, and also from that which is derived from 

‘ another.’ 

‘And that you may not think that I understand this in an 
‘ heretical [or heterodox] sense; the blessed martyr Cyprian, (whom 
‘you pretend to have imitated in collecting into order some places 
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“ of seripture,) in the epistle which he writes to bishop Fidus, about 
‘ the baptizing of infants, says thus : 

««<Tf then the greatest offenders, and they that have grievously 

‘ sinned against God before, have, when they afterwards come to 

‘ believe, forgiveness of their sins; and no person is kept off from 
‘ baptism and the grace τ how much less reason is there to refuse an 

‘infant, who being newly born has no sin, save that being descended 
‘ from Adam, according to the flesh, he has from his very birth con- 

‘ tracted the contagion of the death anciently threatened,’ &e. 

[ξ 181 
He goes on to recite verbatim all the rest of the epistle to the 

end; which I recited before in chap. vi. ὃ 1, and then proceeds : 

‘ That holy and accomplished person, bishop Austin, wrote some 
« time ago to Marcellinus (who was afterward, though innocent, put 

‘to death by the heretics, on pretence that he had a hand in Hera- 

‘ clus’ usurpation) two books concerning the baptism of infants, 
‘ against your heresy, by which you would maintain that infants are 
‘ baptized, not for forgiveness of sins, but for the kingdom of heaven, 

“ according to that which is written in the Gospel, Lxcept a person 

“ be born again of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom 

“ of heaven. And a third book to the said Marcellinus, against those 

‘that say (what you say), that a man may, without the grace of 

‘ God, be without sin if he will. And a fourth to Hilarius, against 

“ your doctrine that brings up so many odd things. And, they say, 

‘he is setting out some more books particularly relating to you; 

‘which are not yet come to my hands. So that I think it proper 

‘for me to spare my pains on this subject; lest that of Horace be 

“said to me, “ Never carry timber into the woods.” For either I 

must superfiuously say the same that he has said: or else, if I would 

say any new things, his excellent wit has forestalled all the best. 
‘ This one thing I will say, that this discourse may at last have 

‘an end; either you must set forth a new creed, and after the 

Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, baptize infants unto the 

kingdom of heaven: or else, if you acknowledge one baptism for 

‘ infants, and for grown persons; you must own that infants are to 

x 

n 

n 

‘be baptized for forgiveness of sins; sins after the similitude of 

« Adam’s transgression. 
‘ And if the forgiveness of sins, which are the sins of another, do 

seem to you unjust, or such as he that could commit no sin himself ns 

~ has no need οἵ; then march over to your beloved", who holds that 
΄ι in baptism are forgiven those old sins which have been committed 

0 Origen. 
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‘in a former state in the ccelestial regions: and so as you are influ- 
‘enced by his authority in your other points, partake with his error 
‘in this too.’ [ᾧ 19.] 

Though St. Hierome, after having in these dialogues largely con- 

futed the other errors of Pelagius, do insist but briefly on this proof 
of original sin from the baptism of infants, as beg a matter which 

had been fully handled by St. Austin in the books he here mentions, 

and of which I gave some account before®, yet this little seems to 

have nettled and puzzled Pelagius more than all that was said by 
St. Austin. The Pelagians confessed that adult persons were bap- 

tized for ‘forgiveness of sins;’ but infants, having no sins, were 

baptized only for the ‘kingdom of heaven.? This was to establish 
two sorts of baptism: which was contrary to that article of the Con- 

stantinopolitan creed, then received in all the world ; “1 acknowledge 
‘one baptism for the remission of sins.? Pelagius could never get 

clear from this argument. And it appears by his answer, which we 

shall see presently, that he yielded more to the force of it than of 
any other. 

XXVIT. But in the mean time, and quickly after the synod of 

Diospolis, he published four books Pro Libero Arbitrio, “Τὰ Defence 

‘of Freewill’? in which, beside what he has about the point of 

God’s grace, he does, as St. Austin expresses it, ‘not by any sly in- 
‘ timation, [as formerly,] but in a most open manner, maintain by 

‘all the force of argument he can, that human nature in infants is 
‘in no manner polluted by derivation? [or birth].’ St. Austin gives 

there an instance of one of his sayings, in the first of the said four 

books4. 

‘ All the good or evil for which we are to be praised or blamed, 
“ does not come into the world with us, but is acted by us. For we 

are born capable of either of these; not full [or possessed] of 

either of them. And as we are at first formed without any virtue ; 

so likewise without any vice. And there is in a person, before the 
actings of his own will, nothing but what God has created [or, put 
into him].’ 

΄ι 

σι 
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΄ι 

s 

When people wondered how he could reconcile this with what he 

had said im the said synod; where he had, as was shewed before’, 

anathematized all that held any of these opimions: 1. ‘that Adam’s 
‘sin hurt himself only, and not mankind ? 2. ‘that infants new-born 

‘are in the same state that Adam was before his fall: 3. ‘that in- 

‘fants, though not baptized, have eternal life’ he invented these 

ο Sect. 6, 7, ὅσ. ad 22. P De Peceato originali, lib. ii. cap. 21. 
q Cap. 13. r Sect. 24. 
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salvoes; which St. Austin mentions in a book written some time 

afters, and which shew that he had a faculty of juggling and equi- 
vocation enough for a Jesuit. 

1. That it might be said truly enough, that Adam’s sin did hurt 
mankind as well as himself. But how? “ Not by derivation, but by 

‘the ill example it gave.’ The Socinians may thank him for this 
explication: for it helps them to much such another about Christ’s 

death doing good to mankind. 

2. That infants new-born are not in the same state that Adam 

was before his fall, is true enough. But for a reason very different 
from what those bishops, whom he bantered, could imagine ; viz. 

“ because he was a man, and they are but children.’ 

3. All the reason he could give for his condemning those that 

said, ‘Unbaptized infants shall have eternal life, was a saying which 

he often had in his mouth, ‘ As for infants that die without baptism, 

“1 know whither they do not go; but whither they do go, I know 

‘ not, 1. 6. I know they do not go to the kingdom of heaven; but 

“what becomes of them I know nott.’ 

It is plain enough from many places in St. Austin, that his fol- 
lowers held, that they should have a certain ‘ eternal life,’ but not 

in the kingdom of heaven. But he himself, it seems, at least at this 

time, to salve what he had said in the synod, renounced those that 

determined so; and kept himself in reserve concerning their future 

state. f 
St. Austin’s note on all this is, ‘Does he think that when these 

“ propositions were set him to condemn in one sense; he does, by 

‘ expounding them in another sense, make it out, that he did not 
‘ deceive his judges? So far from that; that he deceived them so 
‘much the more slily, as he now explains himself the more 
“ eraftily ¥.’ 

XXVIII. The next year two councils were held in Africa, both 

316. about the same time: one at Carthage of sixty-eight 

(4.0. 416.) bishops, the other at Milevis, for the province of Numidia, 

of sixty-one bishops. They had not then seen Pelagius’ last four 

books, and had but an imperfect account of what had passed at Dio- 

spolis. But they found it necessary to condemn the Pelagian 

opinions; which had taken some footing in those countries, but 

much more at Rome. And therefore they both of them did, by 

synodical epistles written to Innocent bishop of Rome, desire the 

concurrence of that church ; not that they thought their own decrees 

invalid without a confirmation from Rome, but because Rome was 

S De Peccato origin. 11. cap.15. ὕ August.ibid.cap.2t. Ibid. cap. τό, 
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most infected. With which desire Innocent did very cordially com- 

ply in his answers ; which answers, though written the year after, I 
shall recite here, leaving out both in the epistles and answers the 
greatest part, which is about grace; but mserting what they say 

about infants. 
316. The Synodical Epistle of the Counail of 

Gop Axe,) Carthage to Innocent*. 
They take notice of the report that Pelagius had been acquitted 

at the council of Diospolis, by denying most of the tenets objected 

to him; and then say, 

‘If Pelagius do seem to your reverence also justly acquitted by 
‘ those episcopal acts which are said to have passed in the east ; yet 

‘the error itself, and the impiety which has so many abettors in 
‘ several places, ought to be condemned by the authority of the 

‘apostolic see. Let your holiness then consider, and have a fellow- 

‘feeling with us in your pastoral bowels, how mischievous and de- 

‘ structive a thing that is to the sheep of Christ, which follows from 

‘ their sacrilegious disputations ; that we need not pray that we enter 

‘ not into temptation, &e. [ὁ 4.] 

They proceed to shew the necessity of praying for God’s assisting 

grace, from Luke xxii. 32, Eph. in.14,&e. And then conclude their 

letter thus ; 

« They say also, “That infants are not to be baptized for that sal- 

‘ yation which is given by Christ as a Saviour ;” and so they kill 
‘them eternally by their pernicious doctrine. They maintain that, 

«Though they should not be baptized, yet they would have an 

eternal life: and that they are not of those of whom. our Lord says, 

The Son of man came to seek and to save that which was lost. For 

these, say they, were not lost, neither is there any thing in them 

‘that needs saving or redeeming at so great a price. For there is 

nothing in them that is corrupted, nothing that is held captive 

under the power of the Devil; nor was the blood which was shed 

for forgiveness of sins, shed for them.” Though Czlestius has by 

his book, formerlyy given in to the church of Carthage, owned that 

infants have redemption by the baptism of Christ. But a great 

many who are said to be, or to have been, their disciples, do not 

“ 
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n cease with all their might to uphold these evils ; by which they en- 
n deavour to overthrow the Christian faith. 

‘So that suppose Pelagius and Cwlestius be reformed, or do say 

that they never held these things, and do deny that any of the ΄-- 

x Apud Augustinum, Epist. 90. [175. | Mansi, tom. iv. p. 321.] 
ed. Bened. Also in the Concilia, edit, y Five years before. 
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‘ writings produced against them are theirs, and the contrary cannot 
‘be proved; yet in the general, whoever maintains these tenets, and 

ς does affirm, “That human nature can be sufficient of itself to over- 

‘ come sin, and keep God’s commandments,” and so is an adversary 

‘to the grace of God which is plainly proved from the prayers of 

‘holy men: and, “ Quicunque negat parvulos per baptismum Christi 

‘a perditione liberari, et salutem percipere sempiternam ;” whoever 
‘denies that infants are by Christian baptism delivered from per- 

‘ dition, and brought to eternal salvation ; let him be anathema.’ 
‘ And for the other things that are objected to them, we doubt 

‘not but your reverence will, when you shall have seen the episcopal 
“acts which are said to have passed in the east, judge so as to give 
‘ occasion to us all to rejoice in the mercy of God.’ [ὁ 6.1 

316. The Synodical Epistle of the Milevitan 

Beka) council to Innocent?. 

They represent to him that there was ‘a new heresy sprung up of 
‘men that were enemies to the grace of Christ, who went about to 

‘ deprive people of the benefit of the Lord’s prayer, &e. And after 
many things said on that subject, they add, 

‘ Also they do by a wicked presumption contend that little infants 

‘shall have an eternal life, though they be not renewed by the sa- 

“ craments of the Christian grace; making that of no effect, which 

‘ the apostle says, By one man sin entered into the world, &e. [ὃ 2.] 

‘Therefore to omit many other things which they discourse 
‘against the holy scriptures; these two things, which do support 
‘the hearts of the faithful, and in which they go about to subvert 
‘ all our Christianity, viz. “That God is not to be prayed to, to be 
“ our helper against the evil of sin, and for working righteousness ;” 
‘and, “that the sacrament of the Christian grace is not helpful to 

‘ infants for obtaining eternal life ;’” these when we have signified to 
‘ your apostolical breast, we have not need to say much,’ &e. [§ 3.] 

There was another letter® written to Innocent at the same time, 

and on the same subject, in a more familiar style, by five bishops, 

who, I suppose, had some personal acquaintance with him, viz. Aure- 

lus, who had made one at the council of Carthage; Alypius, St. 

Austin, and Possidius, who had been in the other council; and 

Euodius, whose name is to neither of them. They give him to 

understand that they hear there are several at Rome, who do favour 

Pelagius ; some who are brought over to his opinion; others that 

will not believe he is of that opinion. That in all probability Pela- 

z Apud Augustinum, Hpist. 92. [176. ed. Bened.] 
ἃ Inter Epistolas Augustini, Epist. 95. [177. ed. Bened. ] 
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gius had imposed upon the bishops at Diospolis; who, when they 

heard him own the ‘ grace of God,’ could think no other but that he 

meant that grace by which we are made good Christians, and not 

that only by which we are made rational men: whereas he, in his 

books (which the bishops of Diospolis had not seen), says to God in 
effect, ‘Thou hast made us men, but we have made ourselves good 

‘men.’ Therefore they advise him to send for Pelagius to Rome, or 

to deal with him by letters; that if he will explain himseif im a 

catholic sense he may be acquitted indeed. [ὁ 1—3.] 
To that purpose St. Austin sends to Innocent a letter that he had 

written to Pelagius, desiring him to send it to him; ‘ For then,’ 

says he, ‘he will the rather vouchsafe to read it, regarding more 

‘him that sent it than him that wrote it.’ [ὁ 6 and 15.] 
They sent him withal a book of Pelagius; I suppose, that de 

Viribus Nature, spoken of in § 22. 
317. Innocent returned three letters in answer to these three. 

(4D.417-) They are the gist, 93rd, and g6th>, that are printed 

among the letters of St. Austin. He agrees perfectly with them in 

the points of doctrine, and in the proofs that they had brought for 

them. And for the case of infants particularly, he says‘, that which 

Pelagius and Cvlestius do teach, viz. that they may have eternal life 

without baptism, is ‘ perfatuum, very absurd.’ He says, they would 

by this means ‘make their baptism of no use.” That ‘if it did them 
‘no hurt that they are not regenerated, then the same men must 

‘hold that the waters of regeneration do them no good.’ [ὃ 5.] [Ὁ 

seems probable by these words, that this pope did not understand 

how Pelagius distinguished between eternal life and the kingdom of 

heaven. Jn fine, he gives his sentence, that they are to be accounted 

excommunicate, till they do repent and recant. 

And to what St. Austin and the other four had desired, that he 

would send for Pelagius, or write to him, he answers ; 
‘ He ought rather to come himself, that he may be absolved: tor 

“if he be still of the same opinion, when will he ever commit him- 

‘self to our judgment, how many letters soever be sent him, when 

“he knows he must be condemned? And if he were to be sent for, 

‘it might be better done by them that are nearer him, and not 

‘ separated by so great a space of land. But yet, if he will give any 

“room for medicine, our care shall not be wanting: for he may con- 

‘demn the opinions he has been of, and send his letters, and ask 

‘ pardon for his error, as becomes one that returns to us.’ [ὁ 4.] 

b [In the Benedictine edition, NS. 181, 182, 183.] 
ς Kpist. 93. [182.] 
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‘ For his book which you sent, I have read it: in which I find a 

‘ great many blasphemous things¢,’ &e. [§ 5.] 
XXIX. These letters of Innocent are dated in January, 417, and 

317. he died the March following. And whether he had before 

(A.D. 417.) his death wrote to Pelagius, or whether Pelagius had heard 

of what passed, he did write to Innocent an apologetic letter, and 

sent withal Libel/um fidei, ‘a written account of his faithe’” In which 

he endeavours both to shew his own faith to be blameless, and also 

to be even with St. Hierome for his Dialogue: so that Julian ealls 

it an answer to themf. But Innocent being dead before they came, 

they were delivered to Zosimus, who had been chosen bishop in his 
stead. Czlestius also came thither himself, and published and gave 

into the hands of Zosimus his ‘ Libellus,’ or ‘ Draught of Faith,’ 

likewise. 
Some learned meng make Celestius to have published two treatises 

at Rome at this time; one called Confessio fider Zosimo Pape oblata : 
and the other, Ad Zosimum Papam libellus. And that the Confessio 

fidei was in a manner the same with Pelagius’ Lite//us in sentences 

and words. And that Pelagius’ [7be//us is that which goes under 

the name of St. Hierome’s Evplanatio Symboli ad Damasum: and 

Celestius’ Confessio fidei is for the greatest part the same with that 

which goes for St. Austin’s Sermo 191. [Append. 236.] de Tempore. 

But Celestius published but one: which may be called, Confessio 
fidei, ov Inbellus fidei. St. Austin always calls it by the latter name. 

And that did considerably differ from Pelagius’ Lide//us ; being (as 
St. Austin observes, and we shall see) ‘much more frank and open 

‘in the denial of original sin.’ 
And whereas they make one to be like the Leplanatio Symboli in 

St. Hierome; and the other to be in a manner the same with the 

Sermo τοι. [236, App.] in St. Austin’s works ; these two are not only 

in a manner the same, but are the very same, (being Pelagius’ /v- 

bellus aforesaid,) saving a few various lections, and saving that that 
in St. Austin’s works has an impertinent preface affixed to the 
beginning, and a bit cut off from the end by some idle monk, to 

make it serve for a sermon. 
I shall recite it here at largei, (though a small part of it only do 

4 Epist. 96. [183.] to Marius Mercator, referred to above, at 
8 [August. de Gratia, &c. I. ὁ. 30. 832. p. 219.] and Dr. Cave, Hist. literar. in Pe- 

De Peccato orig. ii. c. 18. § 19.] lagio et Celestio. [tom. i. p. 293, 295-] 
f Apud Augustin. Operis imperfecti, h De Peceato orig. c. 2 

contra Julianum, lib. iv. ὁ. 88. [tom. x. p. [From Hieronymi Opera, tam. de [Oe 
872.] 146 ed. Vall. or Augustin. Serm. 236: Op. 

5 F.Garnier [in the treatise subjoined tom. v. Append. p. 274. ed. Benedict.] 
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relate to our purpose,) and add a few short notes on it. And this I 
do for two reasons : 

1. For the credit of Pelagius, and of our country. St. Austin 
always speaks of him as a man of extraordinary capacity and accom- 
plishments ; and one whom he should much admire and love, were 
it not for his heterodox opinions. And the works of his that are 

left, do shew him a man of very good parts. There are none left 

entire but this, and a letter of his to Demetrias. Both that letter is 

as polite and (as Orosius expresses it) elaborate a piece as any that 
age afforded ; and also this confession of his faith is as handsomely 
and learnedly penned as any of the creeds drawn up by private men 
of that time, whereof there were many ; save that he does not speak 

317. home to the clearing of that poimt on which he was 
(4-D-417-) questioned. And yet, though these are by much the most 
ancient pieces extant that ever were written by one born in our 

country, they have never yet been published in our language. 
Secondly, I do it that I may put our Socinians out of love with 

him. They do much hug some notions of his, which being first 

dressed up and represented plausible for their turn in French, they 

have translated and published in English’. But they shall see that 

how well soever he please them in some of their lesser errors ; yet 

as to their main article he is their mortal enemy, and counts them 

worthy of an anathema: being as decretory against them as Atha- 
nasius, or Austin, or any of the ancient catholic Christians were, 

whose names they hate. 

His creed! is this, sent with a letter to pope Innocent, but finding 
him dead, as I said. 

k [See above, p. 218 n. | 

1 This creed for so ancient a one (for it is much ancienter than that which goes 

under the name of Athanasius, and within thirty-six years of the Constantinopolitan) 

is very express and particular in reference to the holy Trinity: and St. Austin finds 

no fault with it as to that matter ; he only says, ‘After he has ended a discourse as 

‘long as he pleased, from the unity of the Trinity to the resurrection of the flesh, 

“ which nobody demanded of him, he says,’ &c.* 

It is to be noted that he had, before he fell into any heresy, written ‘three Books 

* concerning the Faith of the Trinity ; which Gennadius, in the catalogue he gives* 

of Pelagius’ books, commends as useful ones. And since they are lost, this Creed may 

serve for an abridgment of them. 

And here I will make a remark on the title of another book of his, which Gennadius 

there mentions, which is lost, except a few fragments. For why should not I, as well 

as others, take a little pride in the mending the writing of an ancient book ? Pelagius 

gathered together, and published some select places of scripture relating to moral 

duties and the practical part of religion. Gennadius recites the title of this book, It 

* De Gratia Christi, cap. 32. + De Script. Eccl. cap. 42. 
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‘ We believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of all things 
‘ visible and invisible. We believe also in our Lord Jesus Christ, 

‘ by whom all things were created ; very God, the only begotten, the 
‘true Son of God, not a made or adopted one, but begotten: of one 
‘ substance with the Father, which the Greeks express by ὁμοούσιον : 

‘and in such a manner equal in all things with the Father, that he 
cannot be [accounted] inferior either in time, or degree, or power. 

‘ And we acknowledge him that is begotten to be of the same great- 
‘ness as he is that begot him. 

« And whereas we say, the Son is degotten of the Father ; we do 
‘ not ascribe any time to that divine and ineffable generation ; but 
‘do mean, that neither the Father nor the Son had any beginning. 
‘ For we cannot otherwise confess the Father to be eternal ; unless 

‘we do also confess the Son to be co-eternal: for he is called the 
‘ Father, as having a Son; and he who ever was a Father, ever had 

“a Son. 

‘ We believe also in the Holy Spirit, very God, proceeding from 
‘the Father™, equal in all things with the Father and the Son, in 

power, in will, in eternity, in substance. Neither is there any 

‘ degree [or graduation] in the Trinity ; nothing that can be called 
‘ superior or inferior, but the whole Deity is equal in its perfection : 

so that except the words that signify the propriety of the persons, 
whatsoever. is said of one person may very well be understood of 
all three.’ 

n 

n 

is in the ordinary editions, ‘Pro actuali conversatione EKulogiarum ex Divinis Scrip- 

‘turis liber unus, capitulorum indiciis in modum Cypriani Martyris presignatus.’ 

Eulogiarum there is no sense. So some have put instead of it the Greek εὐλογιῶν ; 

and others have made other guesses. But I have a very old edition of some of St- 

Hierome’s Works, Ven. 1476, in which this passage of Gennadius is recited at two 

several places ; in one it is Hulogarum, in the other it is Mglogarwm : so that 1 make 

no doubt but the true writing was Hclogarum. And so the title of the book was plainly 

this, ‘Collections of the Texts of holy scripture concerning a man’s actual conver- 

‘sation.’ This is that book of his, to which St. Hierome refers, when he in the 

passage even now recited, speaking to Pelagius, says, ‘The blessed martyr Cyprian, 

‘whom you pretend to have imitated in collecting into order some places of holy 

‘ scripture*,’ &c. 

The same edition + that I mentioned would help to correct several places in the text 

of St. Hierome himself, which are depraved, and some of them, I doubt, on purpose. 

τὰ Holy Spirit proceeding from the Father] No creed at this time had any more. 

His procession from the Son also, has been since put into the Constantinopolitan by 

the Latins. So also afterward, he says nothing of Christ’s descent into hades, or hell : 

which was not as yet put into any creed of the catholics, except that of Aquileia. 

* [Sect. 26. p. 327.] his own, the last and best collection of 
+ [This edition of 1476 is expressly St. Jerome’s works. | 

noticed by Vallarsius, in the preface to 
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« And as, in confutation of Arius, we say that the substance of the 

ς Trinity is one and the same, and do own one God in three persons ; 
‘so avoiding the impiety of Sabellius, we distinguish three persons 

‘ expressed by their property : not saying that the Father is a Father 
‘to himself, nor the Son a Son to himself, nor the Holy Spint the 

Spirit of himself; but that there is one person of the Father, 

another of the Son, and another of the Holy Spirit. For we ac- 

knowledge not only [several] names, but also properties of the 

‘ names, that is, persons; or, as the Greeks express them, hypostases. 

‘ Nor does the Father at any time exclude the person of the Son®, 

or of the Holy Spirit; nor again does the Son, or Holy Spirit, re- 
‘ ceive the name or person of the Father; but the Father is always 
Father, the Son always Son, and the Holy Spirit always Holy 

‘Spirit: so that they are in substance one thing, but are distin- 

guished by persons and by names.’ 
« And we say that this Son of God, who, with the Father and the 

Holy Spirit, inherited eternity without any beginning, did, m the 

‘ end of the world, take upon him, of Mary, who was always a virgin, 

‘perfect man of our nature; and the Word was made flesh, by 

nN 
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‘ taking manhood to him, not by altering his Deity.’ 
‘ And we do not say that the °Holy Spirit was instead of seed, 

as a certain person does most impiously hold; [or as some very 

impious persons hold ;] but that he operated by the power and th- 

fluence of the Creator.’ 

nN 

n 

‘ And we do in such a manner hold that there is in Christ one 

‘ person of the Son, as that we say there are in him two perfect and 

n Exclude the person of the Son.| In all the editions both of St. Hierome’s and St. 

Austin’s works, which I could see, it is excludit. But I guess it is false printed for 

includit, indwit, accipit, or some such word. [Hzcludit stands as before, both in the 

Benedictine edition of Augustine, and in Vallarsius’ St. Jerome, without the least 

notice of any variety of reading. | 

© Holy Spirit instead of seed.| Ido not remember any sect that held this. Tertul- 

lian had, in an allusive way of speaking, said, ‘ Being the Son of God from the seed, 

‘ that is, the Spirit of God his Father ; flesh without the seed of man was to be taken 

‘ by him, that he might be the Son of Man. For the seed of any man was not proper 

‘ for him who had the seed of God*.’ And St. Hilary, in the same way of speaking, 

had called it, ‘The seminative power of the Spirit coming on her+.’ But Pelagius 

seems to aim at some person or persons then living. In one of my copies it is, ‘Ut 

‘ quidam sceleratissimi opinantur.’ But in that elder one that I mentioned, it is, ‘Ut 

‘quidam sceleratissime opinatur.’ Iam afraid St. Hierome might have somewhere 

said some such thing by way of allusion: for Pelagius’ chief spite was at him. ButI 

do not remember it. [Both Vallarsius and the Benedictine editors of St. Augustine 

read opinantur. | 

* De Carne Christi, cap. 18. 
+ Lib. ii. de Trinitate, [sect. 24, 26. p.800. edit. Benedict. ] 

ed 
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‘entire substances, [for natures,] viz. of the Godhead, and of the 

‘ manhood which consists of soul and body.’ 

ς And as we do condemn Photinus, who confesses in Christ only a 

‘ mere man; so we do anathematize Apollinaris, and all of that sort, 

«who say that the Son of God did take on him any thing less than 

‘the whole human nature; and that the man [or manhood] which 

‘ was assumed, was either in body, or in soul, or in mindP, unlike to 

‘ those for whose sake it was assumed; whom we do hold to have 

‘been like unto us, saving only the stain of sin, which is not natural 
“ to us4. ‘ 

‘ We do also abhor in like manner the blasphemy of those who go 

‘about by a new interpretation to maintain, that since the time of 

« his taking flesh, ‘all things pertaining to the Divine nature did pass 

P Or in soul, or in mind.| The words are, ‘Vel in anima, vel in sensu.’ But they 

must be intended for the translation of ψυχὴ and νοῦς: for Apollinaris said, that 

Christ’s human nature had ψυχὴν, but not νοῦν. 

4 Sin which is not natural to us.| He takes some advantage of this for his opinion 

against original sin. But that which was not natural to man, as God made him, is 

become, in some sense, natural since his depravation. 

τ All things pertaining to the Divine nature did pass into the man, and e contra.| He 

islarge against this impiety, which was held by the Arians and the Apollinarists. The 

Arians had this aim in teaching it, that by owning the Divine nature of Christ to have 

suffered, the Christians might fall into their opinion, that this Divine nature was not 

259. the same with that of God the Father. Phcebadius had a little before this 

(A.D. 359.) written a tract against the form of faith drawn up at Sirmium ; wherein 

he mentions* an epistle of Potamius the Arian, that had disseminated this doctrine, 

that the Divinity of Christ had suffered. ‘This you do,’ says he, ‘that people should 

«ποῦ believe him born of him who is undoubtedly incapable of suffering.” And Epi- 

phanius says the same thing of the Arians, Heer. 69. 

The Eutychians also ran far into this notion of the communication of properties : 

but that was a good while after Pelagius’ time. 

248. As it is hard for eager spirits to keep the mean, it was but ten years 

(A.D. 448.) after this, that Nestorius made a very ill use of this same notion of the 

properties of each nature being incommunicable, to establish an impiety in the other 

extreme, viz. that the λόγος and the man Christ are two persons. Under pretence of 

inveighing against one error, he runs into the other. For speaking of his adversaries, 

he says, ‘They make use of the union of God and man to establish a confused mix- 

‘turet, &e. They speak of God the Word, who is consubstantial with the Father, as 

‘if he had taken the beginning of his origin from the virgin mother of Christ ; as if 

“he had been built together with his temple, and buried with his flesh. They say 

‘that the same flesh did not remain after his resurrection, but did pass into the nature 

« of the Godhead,’ &c. But then he adds, ‘the virgin, whom many have ventured to 

« call the mother of Christ, they are not afraid to call the mother of God.’ 

There wanted only the accuracy of speaking, which Pelagius had here used, to clear 

* [Pheebadii Aginnensis episcopi liber + Ad Celestinum Papam, Hpist. 1. 

adversus Arianos, sect. 5.—Apud Bibl. [apud Concilia, edit. Labb. tom. ili. p. 349. 

Patrum, ed. Lugd. tom. iv. p. 301.ed. Gal- ed. Mansi, iv. 102 I. 
landii, tom. v. p. 251.] 
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‘into the man [or manhood], and so also that all things belonging 
‘to the human nature were transferred into God [or the Divine 
‘nature]. From whence would follow (a thing that no heresy ever 
‘ offered to affirm) that both substances, [or natures,] viz. of the 

‘ divinity and the humanity, would by this confusion seem to be ex- 
‘ tinguished, and to lose their proper state, and be changed into 

‘another thing. So that they who own in the Son an imperfect 
‘ God and an imperfect man, are to be accounted not to hold truly 

‘ either God or man.’ 
‘ But we do hold that our nature capable of suffermg was so 

“assumed by the Son of God, as that the Divinity did remain in- 
‘ capable of suffering. For the Son of God suffered (not im appear- 
‘ance only, but really) all those things which the scripture speaks 
‘ of, i.e. hunger, thirst, weariness, pain, death, and the like: but he 

‘ suffered in that nature which was capable of suffering, 1. 6. not in 
‘that nature which did assume, but in that which was assumed. 

‘ For the Son of God is in respect of his Godhead incapable of suf- 
‘ fering, as the Father; incomprehensible, as the Father; invisible, 

‘as the Father. And though the proper person of the Son, that 
‘is, the Worp of God, did take on him humanity capable of suf- 

‘ fering ; yet the Godhead of the Worp in its own nature did not 
‘ suffer any thing by the inhabiting of the humanity ; as did not the 
‘ whole Trinity, which we must of necessity confess to be incapable 
‘ of suffering. The Son of God therefore died according to the 
‘ Scriptures, in respect of that which was capable of dying. ‘The 
‘third day he rose again. He ascended into heaven. He sits on 
‘the right hand of God the Father; the same nature of flesh still 
‘remaining in which he was born and suffered, in which also he 

‘rose again. For the nature of his humanity is not extinguished, 
‘but is glorified, being to continue for ever with the Divinity. 

‘ Having therefore received of the Father the power of all things in 
‘ heaven and earth, he will come to judge the living and the dead ; 

‘ that he may reward the just, and punish the sinners.’ 

© We do also believes the resurrection of the flesh, in such a manner 

‘as to say that we shall be restored again in the same truth of our 

and settle that dispute between the Nestorians and Eutychians. He grants here that 

the Son of God was born, suffered, died, &c., 1. 6. the same person who is the Son of 

God ; but not in that nature by which he is God, or the Son of God. However, when 

that feud broke out, the Pelagian party joined their interest with the Nestorian, as I 

shewed before*. 

s [Augustine here reads, ‘ita credimus ut.’ but Jerome, as edited by Vallarsius, 

“ confitemur et credimus ut,’ &c. } 

* § 25. 
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‘limbst, in which we are now; and that we shall for ever remain 

‘ such as we shall be once made after the resurrection.’ 
‘ That there is one life for the saints, but rewards different ac- 

‘cording to their labour: as on the other side the punishments 
‘ of wicked men shall be according to the measure of their sins.’ 

‘ Baptisma unum tenemus, quod lisdem sacramenti verbis in in- 
‘ fantibus quibus etiam in majoribus asserimus® esse celebrandum.’ 

‘ We hold one baptism, which we say ought to be administered 
‘with the same sacramental words to infants* as it is to elder 

‘ persons.’ 

‘Tf after baptism a man do fall, we believe he may be recovered 
“ by repentancey [or penance ].’ ι 

“We receive the Old and New Testament in the same number of 

‘ books2 as the authority of the holy catholic church doth deliver.’ 

t In the same truth of our limbs.| ‘In eadem veritate membrorum in qua nunc 

“sumus.’ St. Hierome had inveighed against Rufinus and the Origenists for denying 

this, and saying that it would be an ethereal body, not of such limbs as we now have : 

and he had reflected upon the Pelagians, as leaning toward them in many things. 

But Rufinus had renounced any such opinion ; and so does Pelagius here. 

In the last clause of this article [for ever remain such] he reflects not only on Origen, 

who believed a great many changes in the future state ; but on St. Hierome, who had 

spoke of hell torments, as if there were hope that they would not be eternal. 

u [Augustine reads dicimus : ed. Benedict. ] 

X With the same sacramental words to infants.| St. Hierome had said, as I repeated 

before*, that they must either own that infants are baptized for ‘forgiveness of sins,’ 

or else make two baptisms. Pelagius was therefore forced to say as he does here. 

And Celestius in his Draught of his Faith, which I shall recite presently +, gives this 

reason why he grants that infants are baptized for forgiveness of sins, ‘That we may 

“not seem to make two sorts of baptism.’ 

St. Austin quotes this saying of Pelagius, and some others verbatim} as out of his 

Libellus fidei, and makes some animadversions on them. Which makes it so plain that 

it is Pelagius’, that no critic, great or small, has of late years taken it to be St. Austin’s 

own, except the great master of that art, mentioned at § 2. [M. Le Clerc. } 

y recovered by repentance.| This is against the Novatians. In the copy that is in 

St. Austin’s works it is said, ‘Primo per reconciliationem, deinde per pcenitentiam,’ 

‘ first by reconciliation [or absolution], and then by repentance [or penance].’ That 

insertion looks like a monk’s hand. But the old edition is as I have translated it, 

{and Vallarsius retains the same text. ] 

z same number of books.| Rufinus had then lately published an Exposition on the 

Apostles’ Creed, in which he had given a catalogue of the books of the Old and New 

Testament, which the catholics owned in opposition to the heretics, exactly agreeing 

with that of the Protestants; and said, ‘These are those which the Fathers have 

‘ranked within the canon ; and on which they would have our doctrines of faith to 

‘depend. But it is to be known that there are some other books which have been 

‘ called by the ancients not canonical, but ecclesiastical.’ Where he reckons ‘ Wisdom, 

« Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, Judith, Maccabees, Hermas, and Judicium Petri. Which,’ he 

* Sect. 26. + Sect. 31. + De Gratia Christi, cap. 32. 

WALL, VOL. I. At 
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‘ We believe that our souls are given by God, and we hold that, 
‘they are made by him4; anathematizing those who say that souls 
‘ are, as 1t were, a part of the substance of God». We do also con- 
‘ demn the error of those who say, that the souls have sinned in a 
‘ former state‘, or that they have lived in the celestial regions, 

‘ before they were sent into bodies.’ 
‘ We do also abhor the blasphemy of those who say that any im- 

‘possible thing is commanded to man by God; or, that the 
‘commandments of God cannot be performed by any one man, but 
‘ that by all men taken together’ they may. Or, that do condemn 
‘ first marriages in compliance with Manicheus, or second marriages 
‘in compliance with the Montanists.’ 

« Also we do anathematize those who say, that the Son of God 
‘did tell lies by necessity of the flesh; and that because of the 
“human nature which he had taken on him, he could not do all 

‘ things that he would¢.’ 

says, ‘the ancient Christians would have to be read in the churches ; and for other 

‘ books, they would not have them read in churches at all.’ 

a souls made by God.| This is aimed against St. Austin; who inclined to the other 

opinion, that the soul is by propagation, but never positively asserted either side. 

b The soul not a part of the substance of God.| Against the Manichees and Pris- 

cillianists. 

© Souls sinned in a former state.| He clears himself from the suspicion of Origenism 

as to that particular: but yet some of his party embraced it, that they might the 

better account for the baptism of infants without owning original sin. 

ἃ Commands of God not performed by one man, but by all taken together.| This is 

the sentence which Mr. Le Clere cites as if it were St. Austin’s; to shew that he con- 

tradicts St. Hierome ; as I mentioned, §2. And indeed it does not only contradict 

him, but is levelled at him as a blasphemer: for St. Hierome writing* against 

that opinion of Pelagius, that a man may live without sin, had used a long discourse, 

to shew that those men that are free from some sort of faults are subject to other sorts, 

and that no man can have all virtues. Pelagius is here in hopes to make heresy and 

blasphemy out of that. 

Also, the other clause of this paragraph about condemning marriage is meant 

against St. Hierome ; who, in many of his works, and particularly in those against 

Jovinian+t, had so excessively commended virginity, that some of his expressions were 

reproachful to the state of marriage, especially of second marriages ; and he had been 

forced to write an apology to explain his meaning. 

e Did tell lies by necessity of the flesh, and that because of the human nature which he 

had assumed, he could not do ali things that he would.] This is a severe animadversion 

on St. Hierome ; who, in the second of the dialogues which he wrote against Pelagius, 

being eager in shewing the presumption of that tenet of his, ‘That it is possible for a 

‘man to avoid all sin if he will,’ had argued thus ; ‘I cannot,’ says Christ, ‘do any thing 

‘ of myself,’ &c. The Arians here raise a cavil ; but the church answer, ‘that this is 

‘spoken in respect of the human nature which he had assumed. You, on the contrary 

* Dial. 1. [contra Pelagianos: Op. tom. ii.] 
+ [Adversus Jovinianum libri duo. Op. tom. ii.] 

— 
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‘We do also condemn the heresy of Jovinian, who says, that in 
‘ the life to come there will be no difference of merits, [or rewards; | 

‘say, “1 can be without sin, if I will.” He can do nothing of himself, that he may 

‘shew the truth of human nature. You can avoid all sin; that you may, even while 

‘ you are in the body, set yourself forth as a God. 

‘ He told his brethren and kindred that he would not go to the feast of tabernacles ; 

‘and yet it is written afterward, “ But when his brethren were gone up, then he also 

‘ went up to the feast.” He said he would not go; and yet afterwards did what he 

‘denied he would do. Porphyry snarls at this, and accuses him of inconstancy and 

* change: not considering that all things that give offence are to be referred to the 

‘ flesh (or imputed to the human nature].’ 

St. Hierome does not however call this a lie, as Pelagius would represent his words ; 

but an alteration of purpose incident to human nature. 

And at another place in the same dialogue, having quoted that saying of our 

Saviour, Father, if it be possible, remove this cup from me: he adds, ‘Why, I pray you, 

‘ does he use the words of one that were in doubt? He had said in another place, The 

© things that are impossible with men are possible with God. But being a man, and to 

‘ suffer, he speaks in the language of a man. He says, If it be possible, let ore hour 

‘ pass from me. You say it is possible to avoid sin all one’s life.” Not only Pelagius 

was of opinion that these sayings were irreverent, and did impute sin to our Saviour 

as a man; but Theodorus also, bishop of Mopsuestia, who was a Pelagian likewise, 

wrote a treatise, ‘Against those that say Men sin by Nature, and not by their Will.’ 

He calls the adversary, whom he there expresses by a feigned name, Aram; but he 

means St. Hierome. Photius gives an abstract of the book*. And therein Theodorus 

imputes to his adversary this saying: ‘ That even Christ, having assumed the human 

‘nature which is infected with sin, was not free from wickedness.’ But this is to put 

a very malicious interpretation upon St. Hierome’s words, which were indeed not very 

warily spoken. 

The writer of the first of those two letters of the Pelagians against which St. Austin 

wrote his four books to pope Boniface, made afterward the same spiteful reflection, 

saying of his adversaries (i. e. the Catholics) in general, that they held (among a great 

many horrid things which he there heaps up) ‘That Christ was not clear from sin ; 

‘but that he told lies by the necessity of the flesh, and was stained with other sins.’ 

To which St. Austin there + answers, ‘Let them look to it whom he has heard say such 

‘ things, or in whose books he has read something perhaps which he did not understand, 

‘and has turned to this slanderous sense by a deceitful malice.’ St. Austin speaks so, 

as that one may guess he knew where they had this, but was not willing to enter into 

a dispute to vindicate St. Hierome’s words. 

The eighteen Pelagian bishops had this over again in their letter to the bishop of 

Thessalonica, as we may see by St. Austin’s second book to Boniface, cap. vi. And 

Julian again, as appears by St. Austin’s answer to him, lib. iii. cap. 6. [tom. x. p. 368.] 

St. Hierome at many other places owns in plain words, that our Saviour had no sin: 

and therefore this spiteful advantage ought not to be taken of his words in this one 

place. Even in these very dialogues, Dial. 2. having shewed that all that are mere 

men have some failings, he adds, ‘To have all things, and to be wanting in nothing, is 

* Bibliotheca cod. 177. [p. 396. edit. St.Jerome’s dialogues against the Pela- 
Heeschelii, 1653. Some fragments of this  gians, in the second volume of his collec- 
work were published by Noris in his His- _ tion of that Father’s works. ] 
toria Pelagiana ; again by Garnier, in his + Contra duas epistolas Pelagianorum 
edition of Marius Mercator ; and theyare lib. i. ad Bonifac. cap. 12. 
very properly appended by Vallarsius to 

TZ 
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‘ and that we shall have there virtues [or graces] which we took no 

‘ care to have heref. 

« Freewill we do so own as to say, that we always stand in need 
of God’s helps: and that as well they are in an error, who say 
with Manicheus, that a man cannot avoid sin; as they who affirm 

with Jovinian, that a man cannot sin. For both of these take 

away the freedom of the will. But we say, that a man always is 

in a state that he may sin or may not sin: so as to own ourselves 

always to be of a freewill.’ 
‘ This is, most blessed pope, our faith, which we have learned in 

the catholic church, and have always held. In which if there be 

any thing that is perhaps unwarily or unskilfully expressed ; we 
desire it may be amended by you, who do hold both the faith and 

‘the see of Peter. And if this our confession be approved by the 
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‘peculiar to the virtue of him who did no sin, neither was any guile found in his 

‘ mouth. 

St. Hierome had moreover in the third of these dialogues cited a place in the ‘ Gospel 

‘ of the Nazarenes,’ where Christ is brought in speaking thus, ‘What sin have I com- 

‘ mitted that I should go and be baptized of John, unless this that 1 have spoken be 

“asin of ignorance?’ But he does not pretend there that this book is authentical, or 

to be credited. And yet the Pelagians afterward objected this to him, as if he had by 

this quotation gone about to establish ‘a fifth Gospel, which taught that Christ did 

sin.’ ἢ 

f And that we shall have there virtues which we took no care to have here.| St. Hierome 

had not said so, but he had said something which Pelagius would draw to that sense. 

He had said, ‘ So long as we have this treasure in earthen vessels, and are encompassed 

‘ with frail and mortal and contemptible flesh, we think ourselves happy, if in some 

‘single virtues, or parts of virtue, we do service to God. But when this corruptible 

‘ shall be clothed on with incorruption, and death shall be swallowed up in the victory 

‘ of Christ, then God will be all things in all men : so that Solomon will have not only 

‘ the grace of wisdom, David of meekness, &c., and each two or three virtues ; but all 

‘ will be in each, and the whole number of saints shall triuntph in the whole chorus of 

‘ virtues*.’ Though these words give no sufficient ground for this calumny, yet the 

Pelagians ceased not to inculcate their accusation of the doctrine of the catholics upon 

occasion taken from them. Julian and the seventeen bishops harped upon the same 

string. For we find St. Austin answering them thus; ‘ Who can bear it, when they 

‘ object to us as if we did say that after the resurrection there will be such a proficiency, 

‘that men shall there begin to keep those commands of God which they refused to 

‘ keep here ; and all this because we say that there will be there no sin at all, nor any 

‘ conflict with the concupiscence of sin? As if they themselves did dare to deny 

‘this.’ 

& We do always stand in need of God’s help.| St. Austin quotes this sentence, and 

then says, ‘ Here again we would know what sort of help he owns us to stand in need 

‘ of, and again we find him ambiguous: for he may say that he means the law, and 

‘ Christian doctrine, by which our natural power is helped,’ ὅσ. 1 

ζ 

* Dial. i. [sect. 18. p. 699. ed. Vallars.] + Lib.3. ad Bonifac. cap. 7. 
1 De Gratia Christi, cap. 33. 
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«judgment of your apostleship ; then whoever shall have a mind to 

‘ find fault with me, will shew, not me to be a heretic, but himself 

‘ unskilful or spiteful, or even no catholic.’ 
XXX. Together with this confession of his faith, Pelagius sent a 

letter to Innocent, apologizing for himself, and endeavouring to shew 

that he did not in all points hold as his adversaries gave out, and to 

justify what he did hold. He was very desirous to continue in the 

catholic church, and not be separated from it. He used great art 
in reciting the articles objected against him, so as that he could 
easily answer them or deny them ; and in wording his own opinion, 
so as he could easily defend them. The letter is lost, except such 
parts of it as St. Austin has preserved, by quoting them as he had 

occasion to write animadversions on them. I shall recite only that 

passage of St. Austin where he quotes that part of the letter which 

speaks of the baptism of infants, which is this: 
Augustin. de Peccato originali, cap. 17, 18, &e. 

‘ Observe how Pelagius attempted slily to deceive even the epi- 
‘scopal judgment of the apostolic see in this very question of the 
‘baptism of infants. For in the letter which he sent to Rome to 

“holy pope Innocent of blessed memory, which finding him not in 

‘the body, was delivered to holy pope Zosimus, and by him trans- 

mitted to us: he says, 

‘Se ab hominibus infamari, quod neget parvulis baptismi sacra- 

mentum, et absque redemptione Christi aliquibus ccelorum regna 

« promittat.’? ‘That men do slander him, as if he denied the sacra- 

ment of baptism to infants, and did promise the kingdom of heaven 

to any persons without the redemption of Christ.’ 
‘ But these things are not so objected to them as he has set them 

down. For they do not deny the sacrament of baptism to infants ; 

neither do they promise the kingdom of heaven to any without the 

‘redemption of Christ. So that the thing he complains he 15 slan- 

dered in, he has set down so as that he might easily answer to the 

crime objected, and yet keep his opinion. But the thing that 

is objected to them is this, that they will not own that unbaptized 

infants are liable to the condemnation of the first man, and that 

there has passed upon them original sin, which is to be cleansed by 

regeneration ; but do contend that they are to be baptized only for 

‘their receiving the kingdom of heaven, &c. And then mark 

“how he answers, and mind his lurking-holes of ambiguity, &c. 

‘ For, having said, 
‘ Nunquam se vel impium aliquem hereticum audisse, qui hoe 

‘ quod proposuit de parvulis, diceret :’ ‘That he never heard, no not 

nn 

ns 

σ΄ι 

n 

΄ι 

nn 

΄. 

΄- 

n 

n 

΄. 

΄ι 



278 Year after the Apostles, 317. (A.D. 417.) [PART I. 

“even any impious heretic, or sectary, who would say that (which 

‘he had mentioned) of infants :ἢ 
He then goes on, and says, 
‘Quis enim ita evangelice lectionis ignarus est, qui hoe non 
modo affirmare conetur, sed qui vel leviter dicere aut etiam sentire 

possit ὃ Deinde quis tam impius, qui parvulos exortes regni ccelo- 
rum esse velit, dum eos baptizari et in Christo renasci vetat ?” ‘ For 
who is there so ignorant of that which is read in the gospel, as (I 
need not say to affirm this, but) in any heedless way to say such 

a thing, or even to have such a thought? In a word, who can be 

so impious as to hinder infants from being baptized and born again 
in Christ, and so make them miss of the kingdom of heaven ?’ 

‘ All this talk is nothing to his purpose. He does not clear him- 

self by this. That infants without baptism cannot enter into the 

kingdom of heaven, is a thing which they themselves never denied. 
But that is not the question. The question is about the cleansing 

of original sin in infants: let him clear himself on that pomt. He 
will not own that the laver of regeneration has any thing which it 

need wash off in infants. And let us see what he says next. After 
reciting that testimony of the gospel, that, Nis: renatus ex aqua et 

Spiritu Sancto, regnum celorum nullus possit intrare: None can enter 

into the kingdom of heaven that is not born again of water and the 

Holy Spirit: about which there is, as I said, no question; he goes 

on, and says, “Quis ille tam impius est, qui cujuslibet wtatis 
parvulo interdicat communem humani generis redemptionem ?” 

«Who is there so impious as to refuse to an infant, of what age 

soever, the common redemption of mankind ?” 

‘This too is ambiguous, what redemption he means: whether 
from a bad estate to a good one; or from a good one to a better. 

For Celestius did own, in his book at Carthage, the redemption of 
infants; and yet would not own that sin did pass from Adam on 

them. But mind his next words, “ Et in perpetuam certamque 

vitam renasci vetet eum qui natus sit ad incertam?”’ “ And to 

‘ hinder him that is born to an uncertain life, from being born again 

‘ to an everlasting and certain one?” [§ 20. ] 
St. Austin is something long in conjecturimg what he means by 

these last words: but he pitches on this; that as Pelagius would 

not own children to be by nature in a state of condemnation, and on 

the other side granted that they were not born in a state to go to 
heaven; so he would not determine so positively as some of his 
abettors did, that they should have an eternal life out of the kingdom 

of heaven; but left it as an uncertain thing what should become of 
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them: and therefore said, that they were ‘ born to an uncertain life »» 
but that if they were baptized they would have an ἡ everlasting life,’ 
and that certainly in heaven. And he quotes on this oceasion that 
saying of his which I mentioned before, ‘ For unbaptized infants, I 

‘know whither they do not go; but whither they do go, I know 

‘not.’ And this phrase of his, vitam incertam, is much the same 

with that which I recited of St. Ambrose", ‘ Opertam illam pceenarum 
‘immunitatem,’ ‘ That state of freedom from punishment, which is 

« not clear.’ 

The ghief thing I observe in this letter is the confession of Pela- 
gius, that he had never heard, no not even any sectary, deny the 

sacrament of baptism to infants. For the words of the letter, if we 
put together the paragraphs which stand disjoined in this animad- 
version of St. Austin on them, were thus: 

‘ Men slander me as if I denied the sacrament of baptism to in- 
‘fants, or did promise the kingdom of heaven to some persons 

‘ without the redemption of Christ: which is a thing that I never 

‘heard, no not even any wicked heretic, say. For who is there so 
‘ignorant of that which is read in the gospel, as (I need not say to 
‘ affirm this, but) mm any heedless way to say such a thing, or even 

‘have such a thought? In a word, who can be so impious as to 
‘hinder infants from being baptized and born again in Christ, 

‘and so make them miss of the kingdom of heaven; since our 

‘ Saviour has said, that none can enter into the kingdom of heaven 
‘that is not born again of water and the Holy Spirit? Who is 

‘ there so impious asto refuse to an infant of what age soever the 
‘common redemption of mankind, and to hinder him that is born 

‘to an uncertain life from being born again to an everlasting and 
“ certain one ?” 

XXXI. The creed, or book of faith, which Celestius presented, is 

nowhere extant. St. Austin has recited some parts of it, which shew 
plain enough that it differed from that of Pelagius. I will mention 
one passage which he recitesi, which is to our purpose. 

‘ Infantes autem debere baptizari in remissionem peccatorum, se- 
‘cundum regulam universalis ecclesia, et secundum evangeli sen- 
‘ tentiam, confitemur; quia Dominus statuit regnum ccelorum non 

‘ nisi baptizatis posse conferri: quod quia vires nature non habent, 
“ conferri necess est per gratiz libertatem. In remissionem autem 
“ peecatorum baptizandos infantes non idcireo diximus, ut peccatum 
‘ ex traduce firmare videamur ; quod longe a catholico sensu alienum 

h Ch, xiii. § 2. i De Peceato originali, cap. 5 et 6. 
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“est. Quia peccatum non cum homine nascitur, quod postmodum | 
exercetur ab homine: quia non nature delictum, sed voluntatis 
esse demonstratur. Et illud ergo confiter1 congruum ; ne diversa 
baptismatis genera facere videamur: et hoe premunire necessa- 
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ns rium est, ne per mysterii occasionem, ad creatoris injuriam, malum, 

antequam fiat ab homine, tradi dicatur homini per naturam.’ 
‘ We own that infants ought, according to the rule of the uni- 

versal church, and according to the sentence of the gospel, to be 
baptized for forgiveness of sins, because our Lord has determined 
that the kingdom of heaven cannot be conferred upon any but 
baptized persons: which because it is a thing that nature cannot 
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΄. give, it is needful to give it by the liberty of grace. But when we 
say that infants are to be baptized for forgiveness of sins, we do 
not say it with such intent as that we would seem to confirm the 
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n opinion of sin being by derivation [or propagation], which is a 
n thing far from the catholic sense. For sin is not born with a man, 

which is afterward acted by man; because it is demonstrable that 
sin is a thing not of nature but of choice. Therefore it is both 

proper to own the former, that we may not seem to make two sorts 

of baptism; and also necessary to give a caution about the latter, 
lest on occasion of the sacrament it be, to the reproach of the 
Creator, said, that evil is by nature conveyed to a man before it be 
acted by him.’ 
XXXII. Pelagius expressed himself more slily in his creed: he 

said that infants are to be baptized with the same words as elder 
persons are. St. Austin excepts against that‘, and says, ‘It is things 
‘ that we regard, and not words only.’ But beside, Pelagius did not 

nigh so plainly or openly in his creed to Innocent deny original sin, 
though he had in other books. 

But at last Pelagius swallowed this morsel too. For Pinianus, 

310. Albina, and Melania! do certify St. Austin that upon their 

(4.D-449-) importunity used with Pelagius to renounce the opinions 
for which he was censured, he had in their hearing said, /nfantes in 

remissionem peccatorum percipere baptismum: that infants do receive 

« baptism for remission of 51η5. St. Austin answers™, that ‘ that is 

‘indeed more than he had said in his Libellus: for now he does not 
‘ say, “with the words of forgiveness,” but confesses that they are 
« baptized for forgiveness itself. And yet if you should ask him 
‘ what sin he thinks is forgiven them, he would maintain that they 
‘had none at all. Who could think that under so plain a confession 
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‘a contrary sense could lie hid, if Celestius had not bolted it 

‘out Ὁ’ &e. 
They that would maintain a dispute, or theological wrestle, and 

would not take this for a fair fall or baffle, it could be no longer 
worth the while to contend with them. Pelagius had had at the 
council of Diospolis some silly sayings objected to him out of a book: 
and when he denied the book to be his, they asked him, ‘ whether 
‘ since he disowned those saying's, he would anathematize. those that 
‘ said such things?’ He answered®, ‘I anathematize them for fools, 

‘ not for heretics ; for there is no article of faith spoken of in them.’ 
But now he himself, when he is driven to this plunge as to grant 
that infants are baptized for pardon of sins, and yet have no sin, 

shews himself as absurd as they could be. 
But the way by which his partners went about to make sense of 

this odd saying, we have in a letter of St. Austin to Sixtus®, written 
a good while after these times. There St. Austin having said of the 
Pelagians, that they are so Circumstipati et divinarum auctoritate 
lectionum, et antiquitus tradito et retento firmo ecclesia ritu in baptis- 
mate parvulorum, «beset both with the authority of God’s word, and 

‘with the usage of the church that was of old delivered to it, and 

‘has been since kept by it, in the baptizing of children ;’ that they 
dare not deny that infants are baptized for forgiveness of sin; and, 
that it must not be supposed that the church does this /a//aciter, 

‘in any trickish or deceitful meaning;’ but μέ fide agatur quod agitur, 
utique fit quod dicitur ; ‘since what is acted is acted seriously, that 

‘ which is spoken must be supposed to be really done.’ He adds, 
‘ That therefore which they have devised to say, when this mani- 

‘fest force of truth weighed them down, what Christian is there 

‘that will not laugh to hear, though he must own it to be very 
‘ crafty ? For they say that “infants do indeed answer truly by the 
‘ mouths of those that bring them, that they believe in the forgive- 

‘ness of sins; not that any sins are forgiven to them; but that 

‘ they believe that in the church, or in baptism, sins are forgiven to 
‘ those that have any, not to those that have none.” And so they 
‘do not yield that infants are baptized for forgiveness of sins in 

“such a sense as that any sins are forgiven to them who, they say, 

‘have none; but that they, though they be without sin, yet are 
‘ baptized with that baptism by which is granted forgiveness of sins 

‘ to all that have any.’ 
There will ever be this difference between a man of sense and a 

n [August, de Gestis Pelagii Palst. cap. vi. § 16. 
ο Epist.105. [194. tom. ii. p. 544. ed. Benedict. cap.'10. § 43. 45-] 
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thick-skulled man; that the former, if he find himself gravelled, 

will at least have the modesty to give over talking. Pelagius, after 
he was brought to this contradiction, kept silence; and we hear no 

more of him. 

But Celestius blundered through all this, and a great deal more: 
when he was excommunicated at one place, going to another. And 

he, after all this, continued to make such a noise in the eastern parts, 

that the heresy which was called Pelagian in the west, was there 

called the Celestine heresy. After several excommunications in par- 
421. ticular churches, he was at last pronounced a heretic in 

(4-D-431-) the general council or meeting of all the eastern and 

western bishops at Ephesus. 
F. Garnier? reckons up twenty-four synods, in several parts of the 

_ world, held against this error: whereof this of Ephesus was the last, 

and the twenty-second was at St. Alban’s in Britain, (the year of 

320. Christ 429, as bishop Ussherd and Garnier out of him do 

(Δ... 429-) shew) : so that, if Pelagius lived to this time, he lived to 

see himself condemned by his own countrymen. 
I shall take notice only of two more artifices that these men used 

to stave off excommunication, and so dismiss them. 

XXXIII. τ. They spoke with words of seeming submission to the 

bishops to whom they appealed. You see with what a compliment 

Pelagius concludes the confession of his faith to pope Innocent : and 
Celestius began his to Zosimus with one of the ike nature. For in 

the preface of it there were these words’, ‘that if any mistake have 
‘ by chance happened to me through ignorance, as being a man; it 

‘may by your skill be corrected’ and when Zosimus asked him if 

he woulds ‘ renounce all those tenets which had been objected to him 

“ formerly by the deacon Paulinus, and would give his assent to the 

‘letters of the apostolic see, which had been written by his prede- 

‘ cessor of holy memory, he refused to renounce the articles objected 

“by the deacon, but he did not dare to oppose the letters of holy 

‘pope Innocent. Nay, he promised to renounce all things which 

‘ that see did renounce.” This St. Austin repeats from the acts of 

his examination. 
But what do these general words avail, when he, reciting the par- 

ticulars of his faith, did, as we see, plainly renounce the doctrine of 

original sin; in an absolute contrariety to the letters of Innocent, to 

which he pretended to submit. 

P [In his edition of Marius Mercator, r August. de Peccato orig. cap. 6. 
referred to above. | 5. Ibid. cap. 7. 

q [Brit. Eccles. Antiq. p.176. ed. 1687. 
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Yet, as all men have a weak side on which they receive flatterers ; 
this verbal compliance took so far with Zosimus, that he undertook 

the patronage of these men against the African bishops ; and wrote 
- 318, several letters on their behalf, and continued so long to 

(4-D. 418.) hold on their side, till at last he found it too hot to hold 

any longer; and then, when he saw they were condemned by the 

council of Carthage, and by the emperor, and would be condemned 

by the Christian world, whether he would or no; he himself wrote 

an encyclical epistle, as zealous in their condemnation as he had been 
before in their defence ; a part of which I shall presently recite. 

This made Julian and the other following Pelagians sayt, ‘that 

‘ pope Zosimus and the rest of the clergy of Rome were turncoats.’ 

Indeed he acted so as to make it plainly appear, that the infallibility 

of that see is a gift that has been bestowed upon them since that 
time: for mind the particulars ; 

1. Pope Innocent had by his letters dated in January 417, which 
317. 1 mentioned before, fully and plainly condemned the 

(4D. 417-) doctrine that denies original sin; and had condemned 

Pelagius and Cvlestius unless they did recant. 

2. Pope Zosimus sometime in the summer of the same year, upon 

Czlestius’ application to him, ‘sat on a day of hearing in St. Cle- 

“ ment’s church,’ &e. ‘and caused Celestius’ Lbel/us which he 

‘had given in [this is the same Lise//us fidei, or Creed, of which I 

‘ just now cited a part, denying original sin] to be read over.’ And 

he writes a letter to the African bishops, that he had done so, (which 
is his third epistle extant, tom. 1. Conciliorum*,) wherein he blames 

them as having been too hasty in censuring Pelagius and Czlestius, 

and sends a copy of Celestius’ Zse//us to them, and orders thus ; 

‘ Either within two months let somebody come that may convict him 

‘ to his face, of holding other opinions than he has set down in his 
‘ books and confession ; or else, after such plain and manifest decla- 

‘ rations made by him, let your holiness know that there is no doubt 

‘ remaining, viz. but that he is to be acquitted.’ 

3. A little while after, viz. September 21st, he writes another ee 

to themy, that he now had received Pelagius’ letter and Libellus 

likewise; and a letter from Praylius bishop of Jerusalem, in his 

behalf. That ‘these had been publicly read over; and that the 
‘contents of them were all to the same purpose, sense, and tenor 

‘with what Czlestius had produced before. Oh, brethren! that 

t August. contra duas Epist. Pelag. ad __p. 350. edit. Mansi. ] 
Boniface. lib. ii. cap. 3. y Zosimi Epist. quarta, tom. i. Concili- 

u § 28. orum. [tom. ii. p. 1561. ed. Labb. tom. iy. 
x [Tom. ii. p. 1558. edit. Labb.—tom. iv. _ p. 353. edit. Mansi. } 
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“any of you had been present at the reading of them. What joy 
‘there was of the holy men that were present ! Some could 
“ searce forbear weeping, ¢ales etiam [{. tam] absolute fidei infamari 
« potuisse, that it should be possible for such men of so unrebukable 
‘a faith to be slandered.’ Then he inveighs against their 
accusers, and at last says, ‘If the father rejoice at the return of his 
“son that had been dead, and was alive again, had been lost, and 

‘was found, &c., how much greater rejoicing of our faith is this, 

‘that these men, of whom false stories were reported, never were 
‘ dead nor lost! I have sent therefore to your charity copies of the 
‘ writings which Pelagius sent,’ &e. 

4. Zosimus declared that Lide//us of Celestius (in which he says, 
317. as I rehearsed before, that ‘the opinion of sin being ex 

(4-P.417-) © ¢raduce, by derivation or propagation, is far from the ca- 
‘ tholic sense’) to be catholic, or orthodox. This will appear by the 
next quotation. 

5. The African bishops wrote? answer to Zosimus the latter end 

3417. οἵἩ this year, wherein they plead, ‘That Czlestius ought 
(4.D-417-) ¢ to clear himself at another rate than that of saymg in 

‘ general, that he would assent to the letters of pope Innocent. 
‘That he ought to be compelled to recite and condemn those ill 
‘ things which he had put in his Lide//us: lest, if he did not do that, 

‘a great many persons of weak judgments might be more ready to 

‘think that those doctrines, poisonous to our faith, which were in 

‘his Lzbellus, were approved by the apostolic see, because that see 

“had said that that Lde//us was catholic; than they would be to 

‘ think them corrected by it, because he said he would assent to pope 
“ Innocent’s letter.’ And the next year the same bishops in a fuller 

meeting send him another letter to the same purpose, but more per- 

emptory ; where, without any more staying for his consent, or 

joining with them, they determine that Pelagius and Celestius are 

to be accounted excommunicate till they do recant, το. 

6. Then at last, when the emperor also had declared to the same 
318. purpose, Zosimus himself likewise condemned these men, 

(4-P.418.) and the opinions they held against original sin, as well as 
the rest of the world did, and his own predecessor had done; and 
sent, as I said, an encyclical or circular letter about to the churches, 

declaring his excommunication of them. A part of it is recited by 
St. Austin, in these words®; ‘Our Lord is faithful in his words ; 

‘and his baptism has the same plenitude [or force] in deed that it 

z August. ad Boniface. lib. ii. cap. 3, 4. 
a Kpist. 157. ad Optatum. [1go, ed. Benedict. cap. vi. δ. 23.] 
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‘has in words; I mean, in its operation, in the owning the true for- 

‘ giveness of sins, in all sexes, ages, and conditions of mankind. 

‘ For none is made free, but who was a servant of sin; nor can any 

“be said to be redeemed, but who was before truly a captive by sin ; 

‘as it is written, [f the Son do make you free, ye shall be free indeed : 

‘ for by him we are spiritually regenerated, by him we are crucified 

‘to the world; by his death that bond, contracted by propagation, 
‘of death brought upon us all by Adam, and transmitted to every 
‘ soul, is cancelled; and there is not any one of all that are born, 

‘ but what is bound and liable to that bond, until he be by baptism 

‘ freed from it.’ Here he sings the same tune with his predecessors ; 

thanks to the African bishops. 
And the church of Rome from that time has been very zealous in 

the same doctrine, till now in this last age they are grown great 
latitudinarians in this matter. The Jesuits have of late set them- 

selves strongly to overthrow St. Austin’s doctrine of predestination : 
and, not content with that, have pushed their arguments so far as to 

undermine the doctrine of original sin. And the court of Rome 

shews so much favour to their endeavours, that it is probable they 

would (if they could avoid the slur that would thereby be brought 

on their infallibility) once more declare for Pelagius. 

It seems that a book of cardinal Sfondrata”, which denies the 

b{Entitled, ‘Nodus Predestinationis 
‘ex sacris Litteris Doctrinaque Sancto- 
‘rum Augustini et Thome, quantum 
‘homini licet dissolutus, a Celestino S. 
«R. E. Card. Sfondrato.’ 49. Rome 1696. 

On the appearance of this work, the 
prelates of France took alarm, and their 
sentiments not only came before the pub- 
lic, but were communicated officially to 
the pope. Le Tellier, archbishop of 
Rheims, their primate, wrote a letter on 
the subject, which was published under 
the title of ‘Sentiment de M. Le Tellier, 
‘ Archevéque de Rheims, sur le livre du 
‘Cardinal Sfondrate, qui a pour titre, 
‘ Nodus Predestinationis, &c., contenu 
‘dans une lettre de ce prelat, ἀπ 14 Jan- 
‘ vier 1697. —12°. 

This was soon followed by a letter 
addressed (on Feb. 21, 1697) to Innocent, 
by the archbishop and other French pre- 
lates, (among them were De Noailles and 
Bossuet,) against the work. Innocent re- 
turned an answer on the 6th of May ; 
and both letter and answer were trans- 
lated into Latin, and published at Paris 
in the same year, 1697. 

In 1698 appeared a burlesque piece, 
entitled, ‘ Appendix ad Nodum Sfondra- 
‘tianum; sive Litteree Parvulorum sine 

‘ Baptismo mortuorum, script e limbis 
‘ad sux quietis perturbatores.’ 8°. Colo- 
nize 1698. 

In the next year, ‘ Dispunctio notarum 
‘quadraginta, quas scriptor anonymus 
* Card. Celestini Sfondrati libro, cui ti- 
‘tulus, Nodus Predestinationis, inussit,’ 
was published in his vindication, 8°. Colo- 
nize. And in 1700 came forth the piece 
named by Dr. Wall, bearing this title: 
‘ Collectio variorum Scriptorum adversus 
‘librum cui titulus, Nodus Predestina- 
‘ tionis; sive Augustiniana ecclesize Koma- 
‘ne doctrina a Card. Sfondrati Nodo ex- 
“ tricata, per varios sancti Augustini dis- 
‘cipulos.” Coloniz 12°. 1700. 

The cardinal’s book was reprinted in 
1705 ; and two years afterwards Louis P. 
de Vaucel, the translator and editor of the 
letters to and from pope Innocent, pub- 
lished a volume of Animadversions upon 
it, by himself, the archbishop of Rheims 
and others, 49. Cologne 1707. Whether 
Sfondrati published any thing more upon 
this subject does not quite appear: but 
the editor of his Vodus names in the pre- 
face, among other pieces left by the car- 
dinal at his death, ‘ Dissertationes erudi- 
‘ tissime duz contra hzreticos de Baptis- 
‘mo Infantium.’| 
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propagation of original sin, and any punishment of unbaptized in- 
fants, finds so much favour, that though several French bishops 
demanded judgment of the pope against it, they could obtain none. 

On the contrary, Innocent XII recommended the printing of it. 

And there was lately printed an address to the assembly of French 

bishops, anno 1700, that they would censure it; but without any 

success that. I have heard of: the title whereof is, Augustiniana Ee- 

clesia Romane doctrina, &e. The book 1 have not seen, but an 

abstract of it in the common prints from Holland. It shews, it seems, 

that such a book as the aforesaid gives occasion to the heretics to 
say, That Rome is turning Pelagian. 

Zosimus might have been fallible in the case of Pelagius himself, 

and might have been excused; because he in great measure con- 
cealed his opinion in his letter and Libellus: so the mistake might 
be only in matter of fact. But Czlestius’ Libellus spoke open 

enough; and yet he declared it catholic: and that not as a private 
man, but sitting in judicature on a day of hearing in St. Clement’s 

church. And F. Garnier grants, and even proves by good reasons, 
that this was done in a synod. 

XXXIV. St. Austin endeavours to throw a cloak over the naked- 

ness of this pope. For when the Pelagians afterward claimed him 
as theirs ; and said, he must be so, or else he must be owned to have 

declared contrary to himself; and urged the letters aforesaid ; St. 
Austin pleads¢ : 

1. That Zosimus did not in any of his letters deny original sin. 
True, but he declared that Libellus of Czlestius to be catholic, which 

did openly deny it to his face. 
2. That Zosimus urged Celestius to assent to the letters of pope 

Innocent ; which letters maintained the true doctrine. This indeed 

shews that Zosimus did not perceive a plain contradiction when it 

came in this way. 
3. He takes a charitable advantage of those words in the preface 

of Czlestius, ‘That if any mistake have happened to me, &c., it may 
‘by your skill be corrected.’ And says‘, ‘whereas Celestius put 
‘this [denial of original sin] into his Libellus, only among those 
‘things of which he owned himself as yet to doubt, and to desire 
‘ to be instructed ; it was the desire of instruction (in a man of good 
‘ wit, who, if he had been reformed, might have done a great deal 

‘of good) that was approved; and not his false doctrine. And in 
‘ that sense his Libellus was pronounced catholic ; because this is the 

ς Dissert. de Synodis in causa Pelagiana. 
4 Ad Boniface. lib. ii. cap. 3. € Ibid. cap. 4. f Cap. 3. 
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‘ part of a catholic mind, if it has any opinions contrary to the truth, 
‘ not to define them positively, but renounce them when they appear 

“ to be such.’ 
We must commend St. Austin’s charity both to Zosimus and 

Celestius. But, as Vossius and bishop Ussher observe, he that reads 
Zosimus’ letters will see that for a long time he defended Cvlestius, 

not as one that was in an error, and was willing to be taught better ; 

but as one that was in no error, but had approved himself to have 

absolutam fidem, (as he in his third and fourth epistle calls it,) a faith 

absolved from all blame. So that, how favourable an aecount soever 

4go.  St.Austin gives of this matter; Facundus tells it thuss: 

(a-D.540.) © Zosimus, contrary to the sentence of Innocent his prede- 
‘ cessor, commended the faith of Pelagius and of his partner Cele- 
‘ stius, and blamed the bishops of Africa for counting them heretics.’ 

One thing indeed St. Austin there says, which is a good answer to 
the Pelagians, who accused the church of Rome of changing sides, 

and prevaricating in their doctrine when Zosimus turned against 

them ; viz. that if Zosimus did ever declare for them and their doc- 

trine, that rather ought to be accounted the prevarication. “ For,’ 

says heb, ‘when in reverend Innocent’s letters which say that in- 

‘fants, if they be not baptized in Christ, will remain im eternal 
‘death, the ancient catholic faith is set forth; he certainly ought 
“to be accounted the turncoat of the Roman church, that should 

‘have deviated from that sentence; which by God’s mercy was 
‘ not done.’ 

XXXV. Another thing that Pelagius and Czlestius pleaded was, 
that supposing they were mistaken in their opinion that there is no 

original sin; yet this ought not to be accounted heresy, nor to de- 
serve excommunication. It was no article of our faith to hold one 

way or the other; it was but one of the questions of lesser moment. 
For Celestius, says St. Austini, ‘spoke in the ecclesiastical acts at 

‘ Carthage after this manner; “I told you before concerning the 
‘ derivation of sin, that I have heard several in the catholic church 

‘ deny it, and some I have heard affirm it. It is a matter of contro- 

‘ versy, not of heresy. As for infants, I always said that they stand 
‘in need of baptism, and that they are to be baptized. What would 

“he have more?” He spoke this with an intent to signify, that if 
“he had denied that infants ought to be baptized, then indeed it 
‘might have been judged heresy: but now that he confesses that 

8 [Defensio Concilii Chalcedonensis, lib. h Ad Boniface. lib. ii. cap. 4. § 8. 
vii. cap. 3.—edit. Lutet. Par. (una cum i De Peccato originali, cap. 22, 23, 24. 
Optato) 1676.] 
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‘ they are to be baptized, though he give not the true reason of their 

‘ baptism ; yet he supposes he does not err in a matter of faith, and 

‘ therefore is not to be accounted a heretic. 
‘ Also in the Libellus which he gave in at Rome, when he had 

‘ spoke as much as he pleased in declaring his faith from the Trinity 
‘of one Deity down to the resurrection of the dead, concerning 

‘which matters nobody ever demanded or objected any thing to 
‘him; when he comes to the matter in hand, he says, “and if any 

“ questions have arisen which many people dispute about; I have 

‘ not determined any thing by definitive authority, as if I would be 
‘the author of any dogma [or article of faith]; but I offer those 

‘ things which I have collected from the fountain of the prophets 

‘and apostles to be tried by the judgment of your apostleship, &c. 

« « You see his purpose of this prefacing is, that if he be found in a 
‘mistake, he may seem not to mistake in the faith, but im some 

But he is much out of ‘ questions that are beside the faith, &e. 

‘the way in thinking so. These questions, which he thinks to be 

‘ beside the faith, are of a very different nature from those in which 

‘ one may be ignorant, or mistake, without hurt to the faith; as for 

‘ example, if a question be put, where the garden of paradise 15, &e.? 
‘ But in the concerns of those two men, by the first of whom we are 

‘sold under sin, and by the other redeemed from sin, &c., the 

‘ Christian faith does properly consist.” ’ 
And afterward : ‘Therefore whosoever does maintain that human 

‘nature, in any age whatever, does not stand in need of the second 
‘ Adam for a physician, as not being defiled in the first Adam ; this 

‘man’s mistake is not in a question in which one may doubt or err 

‘ without hurt to the faith, but he is convicted as an enemy of God’s 

‘ grace, by the very rule of faith, by which we are Christians.’ 
XXXVI. The most material thing to our purpose to be observed 

from these passages of the latter part of this history, is this; how 
exceedingly the Pelagians were pressed with this argument taken 
from the baptism of infants; and to how many absurdities they 
were driven in answering of it. Sometimes they said they were not 
baptized for forgiveness, but for something else. Sometimes they 
owned they were baptized for forgiveness, not that they had any sin, 
but that the uniformity of the words might be kept; or because 

they were baptized into the church, where forgiveness was to be had 
for those that wanted it ; or because they were baptized with a sacra- 

ment which had the means of forgiveness for any that had sinned, 

or should sin. And some flew to that, that infants have sin, though 

k De Peccato originali, c. 29. 
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not by propagation from a sinful stock; but either before they were 
born, in a former state, or since they were born, by peevishness, &e. 

Since these men resolved not to own original sin in. infants; how 

much had it been for their turn to deny that they were to be bap- 
tized at all! If they had known of any church or society of Christ- 
ians, then in being, or that ever had been, that had disowned 

infant-baptism ; their interest would have led them to allege their 
example, or to plead it in their own behalf. But far from that, 
Celestius does own that infants are to be baptized according to the 
“yule of the universal church ;’? and Pelagius moreover confesses 

(the same thing in effect that St.Austin in another place urges) 
that ‘he never had heard, no not even any impious heretic or 

‘ sectary, that denied infants’ baptism ;’ and that ‘he thought there 
‘ could not be any one so ignorant as to imagine that infants could 

“enter the kingdom of heaven without it... You have their words 
before, ᾧ 29, 30. 

And if there had been any such church of antipzedobaptists in the 
world, these two men could not have missed an opportunity of 

hearing of them, being so great travellers as they were: for they 

were born and bred, the one here in Britain, the other in Ireland. 

They lived the prime of their age (diutissime, a very long time, as 
St. Austin testifies') at Rome, a place to which all the people of the 

world had then a resort. They were both for some time at Carthage 
in Africa. Then the one settled at Jerusalem, and the other 

travelled through all the noted Greek and eastern churches in 
Europe and Asia. It is impossible there should have been any 
church that had any singular practice in this matter, but they must 
have heard of them. So that one may fairly conclude, that there 
was not at this time, nor in the memory of the men of this time, 
any Christian society that denied baptism to infants. This cuts off 
at once all the pretences which some antipedobaptists would raise 

from certain probabilities, that the Novatians or Donatists, or the 
British church of those times, or any other whom Pelagius must 
needs know, did deny it. I shall however more particularly con- 
sider those probabilities at another place™. 

XXXVII. Besides the passages I have here recited of this con- 
troversy, St. Austin wrote a great many more, which I must omit, 

because the reciting of them all would make a large volume of itself. 
Several whole books, and many long epistles, he wrote to several 

men against the doctrine of Pelagius, where he always makes use of 

the argument taken from the constant use of the church in bap- 

1 De Peceato originali, cap. 21. m Part ii. ch. 4. 
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tizing infants, to prove it to be the general sense that they have 

original sin. 
I will only give the names of some of them, that they that have 

a mind to read more of this matter, may have recourse to them, if 

they please. 

* Augustini ad Valerium, de Nuptiis et Concupiscentia. Two books. 

* Ad Bonifacium, contra duas Epistolas Pelagianorum. Four books. 

+ Enchiridion. One book. 

* De Gratia et libero Arbitrio. One book. 

* De Correptione et Gratia. One book. 

* De Preedestinatione Sanctorum. One book. 

* De Dono Perseverantiz. One book. 

* Contra Julianum Pelagianum. Six books complete, and other six 

left imperfect. 

* De Gestis Palestinis. One book. 

+ De octo Dulcitii Questionibus. One book. 

ὃ Comment. in Psalm. li. I was shapen in iniquity, ὥς. 

|| Sermo x. item xiv. de verbis Apostoli.item in sancti Johannis nativi- 

tatem. 

41 Letters to Paulinus, to Optatus, to Sextus, to Ceelestinus, to Vitalis, 

to Valentinus, and several others. 

All these I pass over, saving that as I have already here and there 
fetched in some passages of them, I shall at the end of this chapter 
recite two or three that will shew how the state of this controversy 

stood between St. Austin and Julian, some years after Pelagius had 
been condemned and given over disputing. 

But first, I must give an account of a canon of the council of 

318. Carthage held anno 418, about this matter: which is one 

(a-D.418-) of the eight that have formerly by a vulgar error been 

attributed to the council of Milevis, held anno 416. Whereas the 

council of Milevis did only write their sentence in a synodical letter 
to Innocent ; which letter, together with that of the council of Car- 
thage of the same year, I recited before®. That was in the year 
416. And the next year, 417, there was another meeting of the 

bishops at Carthage, of which nothing is extant, save that it appears 
by some passages of St. Austin recited before, § 33, and some others 
recited § 15, that they declared that they could not acquiesce in that 

judgment which pope Zosimus had passed in favour of Czelestius ; 

of which they advertised Zosimus by their letter. 

ΓΕ The pieces thus marked are to be [§ Ibid. vol. 4.] 
found in the roth volume of the Benedic- {|| Ibid. vol. 5.] 
tine edition of St. Austin’s works. | [ Ibid. vol. 2.] 

[+ Ibid. vol. 6.] © 8 28, 
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But the next year after, viz. 418, there was a full assembly at 

Carthage of the bishops of all the provinces of Africa, 214 in num- 

ber. Then it was they sent that peremptory letter to Zosimus, 

which I spake of. And then also they passed eight canons against 
the Pelagian tenets. 

In the second they mention the baptism of infants, condemning 
two errors about it. One, of those who thought that an infant 

must upon no account be baptized before he be eight days old. I 
shewed beforeP, that one Fidus, a bishop near Carthage, had held so 

150 years before; and it seems some people were still of that 

opinion. The other, of those that held that absurd opinion, (which 
Pelagius and Czlestius had made their last refuge,) that infants are 
baptized for forgiveness of sins, and yet have no sin. The canon is 
this; 

Concili Carthag. anno 418%. Canon secundus. 

‘ Item placuit, ut quicunque parvulos recentes ab uteris matrum 

318. © baptizandos negat ; aut dicit in remissionem quidem pec- 

(4.P.418-) «© catorum eos baptizari, sed nihil ex Adam trahere ori- 
‘ginalis peccati, quod regenerationis lavacro expietur; (unde fit 
* consequens ut in eis forma baptismatis in remissionem peccatorum 

‘non vere sed false intelligatur;) anathema sit. Quoniam non 
‘aliter intelligendum est, quod ait apostolusy Per waum hominem 
« peccatum intravit in mundum, et per peccatum mors, et ita in omnes 

“ homines pertransiit, in quo omnes peccaverunt: nisi quemadmodum 

‘ ecclesia catholica ubique diffusa semper intellexit. Propter hane 
“enim regulam fidei, etiam parvuli qui nihil peccatorum in semet- 
ipsis adhue committere potuerunt, ideo in peccatorum remissionem 

‘veraciter baptizantur, ut in eis regeneratione mundetur, quod 

oN 

΄ι generatione traxerunt.’ 

‘ Also we determine, that whosoever does deny that infants may 
be baptized when they come fresh from their mothers’ womb ; or 

‘ does say, that they are indeed baptized for forgiveness of sins, and 

‘ yet that they derive no original sin from Adam, (from whence it 
would follow that the form of baptism for forgiveness of sins is in 

‘them not true, but false,) let him be anathema. For that saying 

of the apostle, By one man sin entered into the world, and death by 

‘sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that [or, in whom] all 

‘ have sinned, is to be understood in no other sense than as the ea- 

‘ tholic church spread over all the world has always understood it. 

n 

“ 

n 

P Chap. vi. § 1. council of 416: and Mansi adheres to 
4 [Labbe (see Concilia, tom. ii. p.1538.) that arrangement, tom. iv. p. 325.] 

assigns these canons to the Milevitan 

U2 
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‘ For by this rule of faith, even infants, who have not yet been 

‘ capable of committing any sin in their own persons, are in a true 
“sense baptized for forgiveness of sins, that in them what was 
‘ derived by generation may be cleansed by regeneration.’ 

Here this canon ends in most copies: but in some there is a 

further clause against such as allow an eternal life in happiness to 
unbaptized infants, though not i the kingdom of heaven. I shall 

have occasion to recite that clause, and my opinion about it, in the 
next chapter. [§ 6.] 

The reader will without any admonition perceive the mistake of 
those men, who speak of this canon as if infant-baptism were 

established by it as a thing that had been questioned, or was then 
newly brought into use. It appears with plainness more than 

enough, that as well the makers of this canon, as they against 

whom it was made, did both of them look on the thing itself as 

undoubted; they differed about some of the reasons or effects of 

it only. 
But Grotius did very unkindly give an occasion to vulgar igno- 

rant people to run into this mistake, by that saying of his, recited 
chap. vi. § 4, that ‘there is in the councils no earlier mention of 

‘ infant-baptism than in the council of Carthage τ᾿ meaning this, or 

that two years before. Whereas he himself might know well enough, 
that beside the other passages in authors, and beside the councils I 
mentioned in chap. xvi. it is mentioned in one of the first councils 

of which we have any good account since the apostles’ time, as I 

shewed in the aforesaid sixth chapter. 

XXXVITII. Pelagius and Celestius being thus condemned, and 

the bishops that would not subscribe to their condemnation being 
deprived, which were eighteen in number in all the western empire ; 

they made remonstrances, and sent about into the East to several 
places, but found no countenance. Yet Julian, who had been bishop 
of Eclanum in Italy, and was the best penman among them, main- 

tained the dispute with St.Austin for some years; each of them 
330. writing twelve books one against the other. And St. 

(4-D- 430) Austin died while he was writing the last six. 
If they had said any thing new in reference to our subject, it had 

been necessary to relate it: but there being nothing new, I shall 
only recite two or three passages, to shew that they spoke about in- 

fant-baptism in the same tenor as before. 

After the condemnation, one of the Pelagian party sent a letter 

to some of the clergy at Rome, hoping to retrieve an interest there. 
St. Austin thought it was written by Julian, and answers it as his. 
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But Julian disowned it; and St.Austin was content they should 
ascribe it to which of their sect they pleased. In it they say many 
things to clear themselves; and, among the rest, this which is 

320. recited by St. Austin™: ‘we do acknowledge that the 
(A.D.420.) ¢ orace of Christ is necessary for all, both grown persons 

‘and infants; and we renounce all that should say that one that is 

‘born of parents both baptized ought not to be baptized.’ And so. 
in the letter which all the eighteen of them subscribed and sent to 
the East, ‘ we own baptism to be necessary for all agess.’ 

To which St. Austin answers, ‘ What does it signify that they do 
“own baptism to be necessary for all ages, (which the Manichees 
“hold is needless for any age,) so long as they suppose it has no 

‘ effect in infants for the forgiveness of sint ?’ 
And speaking to Julian himself, ‘As to the question of baptism, 

“about which you complain that there is a great odium raised 

‘against you among ignorant people by our lies, it is strange how 
“neatly you come off. You clear yourself of this odium, by owning 

321. ‘that “infants are to be baptized; because,’ you say, 

(A-D.421.) «© «the erace of baptism is not to be altered for the causes 

‘ [or subjects] of it; since it dispenses its gifts according to the 
‘ capacity of those who come to it. And so Christ, who is the 
‘ Redeemer of his own workmanship, does by a continued bounty 
‘increase his benefits towards his image; and those whom he had 
‘made good at first, he makes better, by renewing and adopting 
‘ them™.” 

«Is this all you have to say why there should be no odium raised 

“on you about the baptism of infants? as if any of us had said that 

‘ you deny that infants ought to be baptized? you do not say that 
‘they ought not to be baptized; but according to your great 
‘ wisdom you say certain strange things. You say, they are bap- 
‘ tized in the sacrament of the Saviour; but yet they are not saved 
‘from any thing. They are redeemed by it, you say, and yet they 
‘ are not delivered from any thing by it.’ 

And at the end of the chapter, ‘They are strange things that you 
‘say. They are new things that you say. They are false things 
‘that you say. As strange, we are amazed at them; as new, we 
‘are shy of them; as false, we confute them.’ 

And again, chap. 5, having produced a great many proofs that 

infants have need of the grace of Christ for acquitting them from 

the guilt of a corrupted nature, he says to Julian, 

τ Lib 1. ad Bonifac. cap. 22. s Apud August. lib. iii ad Bonifac. cap. 25. 
t Lib. iv. ad Bonifac. c. 4. ἃ Lib. iii. advers. Julian. cap. 3. 
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«Tf you would come to be of this mind, you would own the grace 
‘of God toward infants in its true and natural sense. And you 
‘ would not be put to those shifts, to say things impious and absurd; 
‘ either that infants are not to be baptized, which perhaps you will 

“hereafter say ; or that so great a sacrament is in their case such a 
‘mockery, as that they are baptized in a Saviour, but not saved 

‘ from any thing ; that they are washed in the laver of regeneration, 
‘but have nothing washed off in it, &e. And all this, because 

‘ you are afraid to say, they should not be baptized; lest not only 

‘the men should spit in your faces, but the women also should 

‘ throw their sandals at your heads.’ 
In the sixth book, cap. 3, he puts Julian in mind of his own bap- 

tism in infancy ; and how ungvateful a thing it is for him to disown 

BR6. the forgiveness of sin, that was granted to him therein. 

(4-D. 386.) « Your good father,’ says he, (St. Austin had been ac- 
quainted with his father,) ‘ran with you, little thmking how 

‘ ungrateful you would be for that mercy.’ 
Though St. Austin does over and over again tell the Pelagians, 

that nobody accused them of denying baptism to infants ; yet it is 

probable it was him himself they meant to have raised that odium 

against them among the vulgar. For he speaks here and at other 
places, as if he thought they had a great mind to deny it, if they 

could have had the face. He had formerly in a sermon*, (which he had 
preached against them, and which was published,) after many things 

said to prove that infants have sin, and that it is for that they are 

baptized, added this; ‘ Nemo ergo vobis susurret doctrinas alienas. 

‘ Hoe ecclesia semper habuit, semper tenuit: hoe a majorum fide 
‘ percepit ; hoe usque in finem perseveranter custodit : quoniam non 

“est opus sanis medicus, sed egrotantibus, &e. ‘Therefore let 

‘ nobody whisper [or insinuate] any strange doctrines to you. This 
‘the church has always had, and ever held; this it has received 

‘from the faith of its ancients, and this it keeps constantly to the 
‘end, that the whole have no need of a physician, &e. What need 
‘ then has an infant, if he be not sick ?’ &e. 

But whoever it were that had raised this report, the Pelagians did 
always carefully and industriously declare their disowning of any 
such thought or purpose. For, as Pelagius, in his letter before re- 
hearsed, declares that neither he himself, nor any one in the world 
that he knew or had ever heard of, was ever so ignorant or so impious, 
as ‘either to say so, or have such a thought :’ so likewise Julian was 

so enraged against any that insinuated that he or his party denied, 

x Serm. 10. de Verbis Apostoli. [Serm. 176. cap. 2. tom. v. p. 584.ed. Benedict. ] 
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or ever meant to deny it; that he sticks not to anathematize all 

that deny it: for so are his words, ‘ We are so far from denying it 
‘to be profitable to all ages, that we allot an eternal anathema to 
‘ those that say it is not necessary even for infantsY.’ 

Yet Marius Mercator would needs have it, that their inward sense 

was against it: only to keep up their credit with Christians they in 
words and declarations owned it. This he goes about to prove by 
consequences from their other doctrines ; and then says, ‘ So that it is 
‘plain you must think that they need not to be baptized: only you 
‘impose upon us in your words, but in your heart you hold the im- 

“piety of Jews and heathens?.? This was hard, when they made 
such protestations to the contrary. He had no other reason than 

331. that it would best have fitted with their other doctrines. 

(42-431) But Mercator wrote his tract ten years after this of 

Julian; so that it could not be him that Julian meant. 

XXXIX. Theodorus, who was at this time bishop of Mopsuestia 

in Cilicia, was in this question of the mind of the western Pelagians. 

And Julian, when he was deprived, retired to him. Some will 

have it that he was elder in this sentiment than Pelagius himself. 
292. It might be so, for he was bishop from the year 392 to 

Gaye 428. However that be, he seems to have concealed this, 
(a.D.428.) as well as some other heterodox tenets he had, all his 

lifetime : they were discovered afterward by some writings he left. 

He had such singular opinions, especially about the authority of 

some books of scripture, that he was, after his death, condemned in 

some general councils for a heretic in greater points than this. This 
condemnation of him shews the weakness of the argument of a 

modern writer*, who would prove that the canon of Scripture was 

not settled in the church at this time, because he rejected some books 

of it. He shews that he did that, forgetting to tell us that he was 

therefore condemned as a heretic. 
As for the book he wrote on the Pelagian side ; there is particular 

reason to conclude that it did not come abroad into the world till 

after St. Hierome and St. Austin were dead: because they never 

take any notice of it, though it be aimed chiefly against them two 

without mentioning their names. 
This book is not now extant: but an abstract of it is given by 

Photius». If it be lawful to take a quotation at second hand from 

y Apud Augustinum, Operis imperfecti a M. Basnage, [in Histoire de l’Eglise, 
contra Julian. lib. i. cap. 53. livr. viii. ch. 5. ὃ 6. tom. i. p. 430. ed. Rot- 

zSubnotationum in Scripta Julian. terdam, 1699.] 
cap. 8. [responsio 2. p. 53. edit. Garner. | Ὁ Bibliotheca. Cod. 177. 
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any author, later than our period, it is from Photius: he was patri- 
758. arch of Constantinople, anno 858, and the collections of 

(4-D.858.) so learned and judicious a man are valued almost as much 
as if we had the originals. 

The title of the book was, ‘Against them that say, men sin by 
‘nature and not by will. There are particular reflections plain 

enough upon the two Fathers I mentioned. But one of the opinions 
he there ascribes to his adversaries as an absurd one, is, ‘ That in- 

‘ fants, even when they are new born, are not without sin; because 

‘our nature being by Adam’s fall become sinful, that sinful nature 

‘is derived to all his posterity.2 And one of the arguments he 
makes them use to prove it, is this; ‘ For what reason are the holy 

‘mysteries given to infants? Why are they accounted worthy of 
‘baptism [or proper to be baptized,] but because they are full of 

‘ sin, sin being implanted in their nature? For it is for forgiveness 
‘ that these things are done to them.’ 

The answer that he gives is, as Photius observes, the oddest that 

ever was given. He does not deny that they are baptized for for- 

giveness. But he says there is one sort of forgiveness which is for 
sins past: and another to procure a state for us in which we shall 
no more sin. And that is given, partly in this life, and ‘ perfectly 
‘ (as Photius recites his words) in that restauration which is to be 

‘ after the resurrection; for the obtaining of which both we, and 
‘also new-born infants, are baptized.” He gave himself a great 
latitude in the use of words, to call that forgiveness. 

I mention this man, only to shew that he, as well as the Pela- 
gians of the west, took it for granted that infants are to be baptized, 
though he thought they have no sin. And even as for that opinion 
against original sin, (whatever he thought or kept in writing by 
him,) he found it necessary for him to join with the neighbouring 
bishops, in a synod held there, to condemn Julian and his opinions ; 
as we understand by Mercatore. 

XL. After this time, the Pelagian opinions being so universally 

condemned, none but some very few and very desperate persons did 
venture to declare for them, or against original sin. But a con- 
siderable number did still oppose another opinion that St. Austin 
held about particular predestination. These were called by their 
adversaries Semi-pelagians, though they expressly renounced Pela- 
gius as a heretic. And they called their adversaries Preedestinarians. 

But as to the matter we are treating of, they all agreed, that there 

© Prefat. in Symbolum Theodori [Mepsuesteni, Op. tom. i. p.95.] 
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is original sin in infants: that all baptized infants dying in infancy 
are saved: and, that no infant. dying without baptism goes to 
heaven. 

The difference between them, as to the case of infants that die in 

infancy, was this: St. Austin and his followers held, that God, by 

his mere gratuitous pleasure, does ordain that such or such infants 

shall come to have baptism, and so be saved, and others shall miss 

of it; without any regard had to the qualifications, which they 
would have had if they had lived. 

But the Semi-pelagians (so called) said, that such infants as God 
foresaw would have been faithful Christians if they had lived, those 

he by his providence procured to be baptized: and suffered others 

to miss of it. 

So both agreed, that in both cases, salvation attends baptism. 

This appears at large in the works of Prosper, Fulgentius, Cassian, 
es. Ἶ and others of each party ; and in the latter works of St. 

407. Austin himself, wherein he labours to expose his adversa- 

eo” ries’ opinion as absurd; since God, who in Scripture is 
(a D. 424.) said to judge every one according to what they have done, 

is brought in by these men, as judging infants by what they did 
not do, but would have done, if they had lived. And they answered, 

that this is more reasonable than to judge without any consideration 

at all. ἢ 

He objects, that according to their hypothesis, it is to little pur- 
pose which is said in the Book of Wisdom4, of one that died young, 

He was taken away, lest wickedness should alter his understanding, &c., 

if God will judge him according to what he would have done. To 

which they answer: that that is not canonical scripture: and he 
does not go about to maintain that it is®. 

I shall have occasion to produce some of their sayings hereafter‘, 

(where I give some account of the opinion of the ancients concerning 

the future state of infants dying unbaptized,) and therefore omit 

them here. 

323. (λ.}.423) In this dispute the popes and clergy of Rome 

332. (A.D.432-) were generally zealous for the Preedestinarian side, 

340. (A.D.440.) as Celestine, Sixtus, Leo, Hormisdas, &e. The 

414. (A.D.514.) other side found most abettors in France, especially 

about Marseilles. 

ἃ Ch. iv. rr. p. 519. and that treatise itself, cap. 14. 
e[See the epistle of Hilary to St. sect. 28. tom. x. p. 534.] 

Austin, prefixed to Austin’s treatise ‘de f Part ii. ch. 6. § 4. 
‘ Predestinatione Sanctorum,’ tom. x. 
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CELAP. (20K, 

Quotations out of St. Austin and Vineentius Victor. 

THERE were no need of quoting any more out of St. Austin, 

either of the doctrine that he held, or of the testimony that he gives 

of the churches’ practice in his time or before; were it not that 

this Vineentius, saying some new things about the case of infants 
that had never been said before, gave occasion to St. Austin also, 

who answered him, to insist on some new proofs and defences of the 
catholic doctrine. 

Vincentius seems to have been so inconsiderable a person, that 
his name would not have been remembered to the next generation, 

if he had not ventured to write against St.Austin; which now, by 
the books which that Father vouchsafed to write in answer to him, 

which are four books, intitled, ‘Of the Soul and its Origing,’ is 
likely to be spoken of as long as the world lasts. 

He was a young layman, remarkable for two things, malapertness 

in judging and determining of controversial points; and a certain 

bombast in his style, which St. Austin®, out of his wonted civility 

and condescension, allows to be eloquent; and would make him 

believe, he might, if he would use his parts well, do God much 

service. 

He was lately come off from the schism of the Donatists, which 

about this time mouldered away; but being of a restless head, 
could scarce keep clear of the heresy of the Pelagians, which had 
been (at the time when St. Austin wrote his first book against him) 

newly condemned. For so are St. Austin’s words, ‘Secundum Pela- 

‘“gianam heresim, olim damnabilem, nuperrimeque damnatami,’ 

“ According to the Pelagian heresy, which always deserved con- 

‘ demnation, and is just now condemned.’ 

I take notice of this last circumstance, to set the time of this 

318. dispute right: for inasmuch as the year 418 was (as 
(4.D.418.) bishop Ussher expresses it) the fatal year for the Pelagian 
heresy (for it was in that year that the canons of the forementioned 
great council of Carthage were published, on May the first; and 

the imperial edicts on April 30; and pope Zosimus’ circular letter 
319. a little after), this book of St. Austin’s must probably 

(A.D-419.) have been written the latter end of that year, or the be- 

ginning’ of the next. 

€[De Anima et ejus Origine, contra ed. Benedict.] 
Vincentium Victorem, libri quatuor ; h Lib. i. de Anima et ejus Origine, 
contained in vol, x. of St. Austin’s works, — cap. li. 3. i Thid. cap. 19. 
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I shall by and by make some use of this observation about the 
year, in explaining a passage which will give some light to this 

observation, and receive some from it. 

II. Vincentius wrote two books, chiefly against that opinion (to 

which St. Austin inclined) that the soul is by propagation. He 
owned original sin*, which was the most material point in which he 
differed from the Pelagians. The soul, he said, is a corporeal sub- 
stance! ; and so is the spirit (which he took to be different from the 
soul) : on which St. Austin observes, that according to him a man 
consists of three bodies. But he granted that God is of an incor- 
poreal nature: on which St. Austin says,‘I am glad that in that 

« point however he keeps free from the dotages of Tertulhan™?” Τύ 
is to be noted that Tertullian said, that God also is a body, or else 

he would be nothing at all. 
When he came to speak of that question, whether the soul be 

propagated from the parent to the child, or be by immediate 

creation ; he determined, that it is immediately created: and withal 
expressed a great contempt of the dulness and ignorance of those 

that did at all doubt or demur on that question. And he reflected 
on St. Austin particularly and by name, as one that had confessed 
his inability to resolve it, because of that objection ; how it could 
consist with Ged’s justice to put a soul that is not derived from 
Adam, but is created pure, into the body of an infant, where it 

immediately contracts guilt and defilement. 
We saw before how much St. Austin was puzzled with this ob- 

jection ; and how St. Hierome, being desired by him, had refused to 
meddle with the solution of it. But now here Vincentius undertakes 
easily to answer it. But St. Austin shews that unless he could 

have brought a more skilful answer, he were better have demurred 
too; and ‘were better have confessed his ignorance than betrayed 
“ his folly.’ 

The answer he had given was this : 
1. First, in respect to such infants as do by God’s providence 

come to have baptism; that ‘they being by God’s prascience pree- 

‘ destinated to eternal life, it does them no hurt to continue a little 

‘ while under the guilt of another’s sin.’ That ‘as the soul contracts 
‘a disease by sinful flesh, so sanctification [viz. that of baptism] is 

‘ likewise conveyed to it by means of the flesh; so that as by it the 

‘ soul lost its merit, [or innocence,]| by it also it recovers its state°. 
‘ For shall we think that, because it is the body that 1s washed in 

kK [bid. cap.:9. 1 Thid. cap. 5. τὰ Lib. ii. cap. 5. 
n Chap. xv. sect. 6, 7. ο Apud Augustin. lib.i, de Anima et ejus Origin. cap. 8. 
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‘baptism, that [benefit] which is believed to be given by baptism, 
‘is not conveyed to the soul or spirit? Fitly therefore it does by the 
‘flesh recover its former disposition, which by the flesh it had 

‘seemed for a while to have lost; that it may begin to be regene- 
‘rated by that by which it had been defiledP: so that though the 
“soul, which could have no sin of its own, did deserve [or had the 

‘ fate] to be made sinful; yet it did not continue in a state of 

‘sind,’ &e. 

Against this answer St. Austin objects, that if we examine it 
strictly, it makes God first do an ill thing, in bringing an innocent 

soul into a sinful condition; and then make amends for it a little 

after by the grace of baptism. ‘ Avertat autem Deus, et omnino 

‘absit, ut dicamus, quando lavacro regenerationis Deus mundat 
‘animas parvulorum, tune eum mala sua corrigere', &c. ‘ But 
‘ God forbid, and far be it from us that we should say, that God, 

‘when he cleanses the souls of infants by the washing of regene- 
‘ ration, does then make amends for his own faults,’ Χο. However, 

he says this is something ; and may, after a fashion, serve for such 

infants as do come to be baptized. ‘De his quidem parvulis— 
‘invenit qualitereunque quod dicerets, &e. ‘He has found some- 

‘ thing to answer after a fashion for such infants.’ 
But the chief difficulty is about those that miss of baptism; of 

whom we are to see in the next place what Vincentius said. 

2. In reference to such as are never baptized, he, in his first book 

(for he wrote two, as I said) determined thus ; ‘ Habendam dicimus 
‘de infantibus istiusmodi rationem, qui predestinati baptismo vite 
‘ presentis, antequam renascantur in Christo, preeveniuntur occiduo, 

Ὁ &e. Ausim dicere istos pervenire posse ad originalium indul- 

gentiam peccatorum; non tamen ut cceleste inducantur in regnum: 
sicuti latroni confesso quidem, sed non baptizato, Dominus non 
ceelorum regnum tribuit, sed paradisum; cum utique jam ma- 

neret', &e. 

‘We must give some account of those infants, which being 

designed to be baptized in their lifetime, are, before they be 
regenerated in Christ, prevented with death. I may venture to 
say that they may obtain forgiveness of their original sins; and 

‘yet not be admitted to the kingdom of heaven. As our Lord 
‘ granted to the thief, that owned him and was not baptized, not 
‘the kingdom of heaven but paradise; that sentence bemg ΠῚ 

‘ force; He that is not born again of water and the Holy Spirit, shall 
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P Lib. ili. cap. 7. 4 Ibid. cap 8. r Lib. i.cap. 7. 5 Lib. i. cap. 8. 
τ Apud Aucust. lib. ii. de Anima, &c. cap. 9, 10. Ρ 5 ) p- 9 
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‘not enter into the kingdom of heaven. Especially when our Lord 
‘ says, that his Father has many mansions ; by which are meant the 

‘many and different merits [or rewards] of those that shall dwell in 

‘them. So that there both the unbaptized may be admitted to 
‘ pardon, and the baptized to the crown which is procured by grace. 

‘ For such infants indeed I give my opinion, that there be offered 
‘ for them daily oblations, and continual sacrifices of holy priests. 

‘ This I prove to be fitting to be done, by the example of the Mac- 
‘ cabees" that fell in the battlex,’ ἕο. 

On which determination of his, St. Austin, in the next wordsy, 

makes this remark, ‘Cernis hominem, paradisum atque mansiones 

‘ que sunt apud Patrem, a regno separare ccelorum ; ut etiam non 

‘baptizatis abundent loca sempiterne felicitatis, &e. ‘You see 
‘how the man, that he may find places of eternal happiness for 
“such as are not baptized, is fain to separate paradise, and the 

‘ mansions in God’s house, from the kingdom of heaven.’ 
And a little after, ‘ How can he hope that he himself shall enter 

‘ into the kingdom of heaven, from which kingdom he excludes the 
‘house of the king himself to what distance he pleases?” And in 
the third book written to Vincentius himself, he observes, ‘ Christ 

« does not say, as you cite his words, My Father has many mansions : 

‘and if he had said so, they could not be understood to be any 

‘ where but in his Father’s house. But he says expressly, Jn my 
© Father's house are many mansions*, 

And having a little after observed also that our Lord does not 
say, If any one be not born again of water and the Spirit, he cannot 

enter into the kingdom of heaven”: but, he cannot enter into the king- 

dom of God: he then concludes, ‘So I suppose you may by this 

‘ time understand how wide from truth it is to separate any man- 

“sions in the house of God from the kingdom of God. 
To the instance that Vincentius gives of the thief who went to 

paradise, though not baptized, as he supposed; St. Austin answers, 
shewing how extraordinary his case was. That he, owning Christ 

at that time when they were putting both Christ and him to death, 
may well go for a martyr baptized in his own blood; that St.Cy- 
prian reckons him as such; that moreover we are not sure but that 

he had been baptized, &c., and concludes, ‘ Verum hee ut volet 

‘ quisque accipiat ; dum tamen de baptismo non prescribatur Sal- 

‘ vatoris precepto, hujus latronis exemplo, et non baptizatis parvulis 

u 2 Maccab. xii. 43. x [Lib. i. cap. 11.] y (Lib. i. cap. 10.] z Cap. tt. 
a John xiv. 2. b John iii. 3. 5. 
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‘nemo promittat inter damnationem regnumque ccelorum, quietis 

‘ vel felicitatis cujuslibet atque ubilibet quasi medium locum<¢.’ 
ς But of these let every one take which he pleases; always pro- 

‘vided that the example of this thief be not made use of for a 
‘ prescription against our Saviour’s rule concerning baptism: and 
‘that no man do promise to unbaptized infants a place of rest and 

‘happiness of any sort, or any where, as a kind of middle place 

‘ between condemnation and the kingdom of heaven.’ 

IiI. But Vincentius in his second book went further: for 

there having reassumed the instance of the thief, and of one 

Dinocrates*, (a boy that died at seven years old; and a sister 
of his that survived and suffered martyrdom, named Perpetua®, 

had, while she lay in prison, a dream or vision, wherein she saw 

him in a place of darkness and misery; and afterward, having 

prayed for his soul, she had another vision or dream, wherein she 

saw him in a place of happiness. This was recorded in a history 
co that was then 200 years old, and is still extantf,) he says 

(A-D.200-) of the thief, and of this Dinocrates, (who he supposes 

died unbaptized, because born of heathen parents, as the story 

shews,) that they, for all their want of baptism, obtained paradise : 

and then adds, ‘ Or if any one do contend that the soul of the thief, 

‘ or of Dinocrates, were placed in paradise only for a time, and that 

‘they shall have at the resurrection the reward of the kingdom of 

‘heaven; although that principal sentence, He that is not born again 

< of water, &e. be against this; yet he shall have my willing assent, 

‘if this do more set forth the effect of the divine mercy and pre- 

‘ science, and our love of thems.’ Shewing hereby, as St. Austin 

takes it, his opinion to be, that unbaptized imfants also may, after 

staying some time in paradise, attain at the resurrection to the 

kingdom of heaven. 
On which St.Austin says; ‘Is it possible for any one to shew 

‘ greater boldness, rashness, presumption of error in this matter? 

ς He remembers our Lord’s sentence, he repeats it, he sets it down 

‘in his book; he says, “ Although that principal sentence, &e. be 

‘against this:” and yet he dares exalt the neck [or pride] of his 

‘ own opinion against the principal sentence.———I entreat you, 

‘brother, consider, whoever gives assent to any thing against the 

¢ Lib. i. cap. 9. for the 7th day of March; and in Ruin- 

ἃ (Lib. ii. cap. 12.] art’s ‘Acta sincera Martyrum,’ fol. Am- 

e [Lib. i. cap. 10. ] sterdam, 1713, p. 90, &c. See also the 

f Passio sanctze Perpetue et Felicitatis. next page. | 
[This was published by Lucas Holstenius. * & Apud August. lib. ii. de Anima, &e. 
at Paris, in 1664: and is found, with ad- ΟΔΡ. 12. 
ditional remarks, in the Acta Sanctorwm, 
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‘ authority of the principal sentence, what sentence he deserves at 
‘ the hands of the prince.’ And at another place, ‘ You do not con- 
‘ sider how much worse you hold in this matter than Pelagius. For 
‘he, standing in awe of our Lord’s sentence, by which unbaptized 
‘ persons are not permitted to enter the kingdom of heaven, does 
‘not dare send infants [viz. unbaptized ones] thither, though he 

‘think them free from all sin.’ 
But St. Austin does here something stretch Vincentius’ words ; 

for he does not speak this expressly of infants, but of the thief and 

Dinocrates ; and of them but doubtfully. 

As to Dinocrates, St. Austin answers, 

τ. That the book, that tells this story, is no canonical book. 

2. That Perpetua, or whosoever wrote it, does not say that he 

died unbaptized. For that being seven years old, he might have 

been baptized by the procurement of somebody else, or by his own 

choice, though his father were a heathen. 
And he might have answered further, (as bishop Fell doesk, to 

some papists that build the belief of purgatory, and the duty of 

h Lib. iii. cap. 13. 
i Lib. i. cap. ro. 
k Notis in Passionem Perpetuz, &c. 

edit. Oxon. 1680. [p. 14. These notes, 
which I have had some difficulty in tracing 
out, occur in an edition of the Passion of 
Perpetua, &c. appended to Lactantius’ 
treatise ‘de Mortibus Persecutorum,’ pub- 
lished by bishop Fell at Oxford, in the 
year 1680. It is remarkable, that none 
of the biographical dictionaries, nor Watt 
in his ‘ Bibliotheca Britannica,’ nor even 
Antony ἃ Wood, the diligent inquirer into 
all these matters, take any notice of such 
awork having been edited by the bishop : 
and perhaps it is also curious, considering 
all the circumstances of the work itself 
and of its editor, that no copy of it is 
found in the Bodleian Library. 

Wood mentions, that Fell ‘published 
‘or reprinted every year while he was 
‘ dean of Christ Church a book, commonly 
‘a classical author, against new-year’s 
‘tide, to distribute among the students 
‘ of his house: to which books he either 
‘ put an epistle, or running notes, or cor- 
‘rections. These,’ says he, ‘I have en- 
‘deavoured to recover, that the titles 
‘might be known and here set down, but 
‘in vain. Athenz Oxon. vol. iv.c. 198. 

In all probability this Lactantius was 
one of the pieces alluded to. As it is of 
considerable rarity, I subjoin the title : 

‘Lucii Celii Firmiani Lactantii de 
‘Mortibus Persecutorum liber. Acces- 
‘ serunt passiones SS, Perpetuz et Felici- 
‘ tatis, S. Maximiliani, S. Felicis. Oxonii, 

‘e theatro Sheldoniano, anno Dom. 1080.” 
120. pp. 1-108, and 1-56; with a separate 
preface to each part. 

It was not the bishop’s custom to put 
his name to these annual publications ; 
but it was sufficiently known at the time 
that he was editor. In the present in- 
stance he distinctly announces himself in 
the preface, which commences with the 
words, ‘Cum in Operum Cypriani et Lac- 
‘tantil editione quam adornamus—tar- 
‘dius procedatur,’ &c. He therefore re- 
solves to publish the Lactantius alone : 
and accordingly it does not occur in his 
edition of Cyprian which appeared two 
years afterwards, nor is there any notice 
of it in the preface to that Father's 
works. 

The supplementary pieces of Perpetua, 
&ec.are not reprinted in the second Oxford 
Lactantius, edited by Sparke in 1684, 8vo. 
nor in that published, with the collected 
notes of various editors, by Paulus Bauldri 
at Utrecht, in 1692; but in the preface 
to this last there is honourable mention 
of Fell’s edition ; and although not named, 
he was certainly known to Bauldri, as its 
author. Walchius likewise, in his ‘ Bib- 
‘liotheca patristica, p.149, cites this 
edition as appearing ‘cum brevibus scho- 
‘liis Joann. Felli.’ Oxoniz, 1680. 120. 

Τ may add, that the Passion of Perpe- 
tua is corrected by the bishop from a 
manuscript in the Salisbury library, the 
various readings of which, together with 
his own terse notes, are appended to every 
page. | 
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praying souls out of it, on this story,) that here is no other evidence 

of Dinocrates being removed from torment to happiness, than a 
dream of Perpetua, who as the bishop shews by some circumstances, 
was probably a Montanist; and they were a sect that attributed 

more to their dreams and revelations than to the Scripture. Nor 
does any author before Vincentius quote this book, but Tertullian, 

who was himself a Montanist. 

St. Austin shews also that Vincentius is the first that ever advised 
the prayers of the church to be used for any that had died unbap- 

tized, or for any but church members. They had then, and so they 

had in Tertullian’s and Cyprian’s time!, a custom of commemorating, 
at the receiving of the eucharist, the names of the faithful deceased, 
and of making some general prayers for them, such as, ‘God rest 
‘their souls, and grant them a happy resurrection: but nothing 
hke those prayers which the papists make for souls supposed to be 

in purgatory; nor did they use them for any but baptized and 

faithful Christians. Therefore, whereas Vincentius advises these 

prayers to be used as an after remedy for such infants as had died 
without being partakers of baptism; St.Austin on this account says, 
‘ Do not believe, nor say, nor teach, that the sacrifice of Christians 

‘is to be offered for such as die unbaptized, if you will be a catholie. 
‘ For neither do you shew that that sacrifice of the Jews which you 
‘mention out of the books of the Maccabees was offered for such as 
‘died uncircumcised. In which your opinion so new, and set up 
‘against the authority of the whole church™,’ &e. 

IV. Ihave recited these passages the larger, and in Vincentius’ own 
words, because there has been lately a hot dispute between Colonel 
Danvers", an antipedobaptist, on one side; and Mr. Baxter and 

1Tertull. de Monogam. ‘pro anima ‘wherein that of Believers, and that of 
“ ejus orat, et refrigerium,’ &c. [cap. το.] ‘ Infants, is examined by the Scriptures. 

m De Anima, &c. lib. 3. cap. 12. 
n (For some notice of Mr. Danvers, see 

pp- 133, t61.above. Hor the particulars 
of this dispute, and the opinions main 
tained by the several parties here men- 
tioned, the reader is referred to the fol- 
lowing pieces : 

1. R. Baxter: (besides his other contro- 
versial tracts against Tombes and Bed- 
ford) ‘Plain Scripture proof of Infants’ 
“ Church-membership and Baptism.’ 4to. 
1651: again, 1656. 

‘ More proofs of Infants’ Church- 
‘membership, and consequently their 
‘right to baptism.’ 8vo. 1675. 

[See particularly this latter treatise 
written expressly against Tombes and 
Danvers, part ii. ch. 4. § 18.] 

2. H. Danvers ; ‘A Treatise of Baptism, 

‘ With the history of Christianity amongst 
‘the ancient Britains and Waldensians.’ 
Svo. 1674. 

‘ Innocency and Truth vindicated : 
‘or a sober Reply to Mr. Wills’ Answer 
‘to a late Treatise of Baptism.’ 8vo. 
1675. 

“Second Reply,’ &c. Svo. 1676. 
3. Obed Wills: ‘Infant-Baptismasserted 

‘and vindicated by Scripture and anti- 
“ quity, in Answer to a Treatise of Bap- 
‘tism lately published by Mr. Henry 
‘ Danvers.’ Svo. 1674. 

‘ Vindiciz Vindiciarum ; or a Vin- 
‘ dication of the said Treatise,’ &c. also 
‘An Appeal to the Baptists against Mr. 
‘ Danvers for his strange Forgeries,’ &c. 
8vo. 1675. 

‘Censura Censure ; or a just 
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Mr. Wills on the other; whether this Vincentius denied infant-bap- 
tism. You may judge by what I have rehearsed of Vincentius’ 
own words, that the Colonel undertook a hard task. Yet he main- 

1309. tained his post a great while, referring the reader for proof 
(A-D.1409-) to Austin and Tho. Waldensis®, which latter lived but 

about 300 years ago. But his antagonists, searching and reciting 

the places to which he had referred, made it plain that neither of 
them had said any other thing of Vincentius’ opinions than what is 
to the same purpose with that which I have here recited from him- 
self. This had been enough to damp the courage of an ordinary 

man. But he, being thus home charged, and not used to yield, 

said at last, ‘He denied it, as the denial of infant-baptism went in 

‘ those days,’ viz. ‘ that children might be saved without 1tp.’ The 

sense of which words, if they have any, is this: that nobody in those 

days denied infant-baptism any otherwise than by saying that 
children might be saved without it. Which is to yield the whole 
matter in dispute about the practice of those times, for fear of 

seeming to yield in one particular. 
The truth of the matter is; that if we except Tertullian, (whose 

words I shewed before to be ambiguous and inconsistent,) this Vin- 

centius is the first man upon record that ever said that children 

might be saved without baptism ; if by being saved we mean going 
to heaven: for that many before him thought they would be in a 

state without punishment, I have shewed before. 

V. Vincentius does not speak positively neither; and that which 

he did say, he, some time after he had received these books of St. 

Austin wrote against him, recanted. This St.Austin lets us know 
in the Review of his own works, written seven years after this time?. 

For there, speaking of these books which he had wrote in answer to 

Vinecentius, he adds, ‘Which young man I treated with all the 

‘ mildness possible, as one that was not hastily to be detested ; but 

“to be as yet instructed; and I received from him writings in 

‘ answer, containing’ his recantation.’ 
VI. Here is a proper place to say something of that clause, which 

I said even now” is found in some copies of the canons of the council 

of Carthage, anno 418, annexed as a part of the second canon. [Ὁ 

is this: 

‘Censure of the unjust Sentence of the 1571. Especially the treatise ‘De Sacra- 
‘ Baptists upon an Appeal made against ‘ mento Baptismi,’ ch. 99. tom. ii. p. 164. | 
‘Mr. H. Danvers.’ 8vo. 1676. | P Second Reply, p. 37. 

° [See ‘Thome Waldensis, Anglici Car- 4 Retractat. lib. ii. cap. 56. [Op. tom. 1.1 
‘melite, doctrinale Antiquitatum Fidei mt Chr xa δ᾽ 27: 
“ Ecclesize Catholice,’ 3 tom. fol. Venetiis, 

WALL, VOL. I. x 



906 Year after the Apostles, 319. (A.D. 419.) [PART I. 

‘Ttem placuit, ut si quis dicit ideo dixisse Dominum, Jn domo 

© Patris mei mansiones multe sunt, ut intelligatur, quia in regno 
‘celorum erit aliquis medius, aut ullus alicubi locus, ubi beate 

‘ vivant parvuli, qui sine baptismo ex hae vita migrarunt ; sine quo 

‘in regno [/. regnum] ccelorum, quod est vita xterna, intrare non 

‘ possunt, anathema sit.’ 
« Also it has seemed good to us, that if any one affirm that our 

‘Lord did therefore say, Jn my Father's house are many mansions ; 
‘that it should be meant, that there will be in the kingdom of 
‘ heaven any middle place, or any place any where, mm which infants 
‘ may live in blessedness that have died without baptism ; without 
‘ which they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, (which is all 

“ one as eternal life,) he should be anathema.’ 
Most part of the copies have not, as I said before, this clause. 

But it is found in several. Mr.Du Pin mentions an old MS. that 

has it; and says that Photius cites it, [Cod. 53,] and that the 
Codex published by Quesnellus has it. Cardinal Noris quotes it, 
but thinks it spurious. And those antipedobaptists that examined 
Wills’ appeal against Danvers, say that they find it in the Collectio 

Regia, tom. iv. p. 5598. The critics have not, as I know of, given 

any account of this difference in the copies; of which I will here 

give my conjecture. 
I believe the canon, as it was first enacted and published, (which 

was, as I shewed before, in the council in May 418,) had not this 

clause. But F.Garniert and bishop Ussher before him" have plainly 
shewn that there was in June the next year, viz. 419, another council 
of the bishops of all the provinces of Africa, in which ‘the canons of 
‘the former council were read over and confirmed ;’ and also (as 
bishop Ussher has it) ‘some peculiar matter against the Pelagian 

‘tenets enacted.” He does not give any guess what that peculiar 
matter should be: but he proves that there was some such thing, 
partly from Prosper, and partly from this following passage of St. 

s{It is indeed recited in the above 
place, but in smaller letters than the rest, 
with this introduction : ‘Quidam perve- 
‘ tustus codex hoc loco hujusmodi caput 
‘insertum habebat: Item placuit,’ &c. 
Labbe’s edition does not notice this clause : 
but in that of Mansi, tom. iv. p. 504, we 
again find it, printed in smaller type, 
headed, ‘Nota ex Surio et Binio,’ (editors 
of the Councils in 1567 and 1606,) with a 
remark that it was found in that old MS. 
of canons which was published by Quesnel. 
—This may be seen in the second volume 

of Pope Leo I.’s works by that editor: 
where, at cap. xill. sect. 3. p. 75, the clause 
appears, as among canons passed at a full 
council holden at Carthage, against Pela- 
gius and Celestius, in the year 418. See 
too Quesnellus’ defence of the canon, in 
his ‘ Dissertatio xiii. de Conciliis Africa- 
‘nis,’ ibid. tom. ii. p. 699. | 

t Dissert. de Synodis in Causa Pelagia- 
na [Diss. 2. cap. 16. apud Mercatoris Op. 
tom. i. p.218.| 

u Ecclesie Brit. Antiquit. cap. to. prope 
finem. 
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Austin in his letter to Valentinus ; ‘ What was written to pope Zosi- 
‘mus from the African council; and his letter to the bishops of all 
‘ the world ; and what he did, in the following plenary council of all 
‘ Africa, enact in short against that error*.’ That plenary council, 

which he calls the /o//owing one, and places after Zosimus’ letter, 
must have been in 419; since I shewed before, that that letter was 
after the council in 418. 

I also shewed before, at ὃ 1, that this new fancy of Vincentius 

was published and canvassed in the time that passed between those 
two councils, viz. in the latter end of the year 418, or in the begin- 

ning of the year 419. And it was published in Mauritania 
Cesariensis, one of the African provinces: for there Vincentius 
lived, as St. Austin tells usy. And it had some followers; for he 

speaks of one Peter, a presbyter, that among others embraced it. 

I believe then, that the canon of 418 had only so much as is in 

the ordinary copies ; but that the bishops, meeting in 419, and un- 
derstanding that this opinion had been, since their last meeting, 
vented in one of their provinces, to support by a new salvo the 
Pelagian hypothesis; they then added to the second canon, which 
spoke of the case of infants, this clause. 

My chief reason is, because this addition recites the very words of 

Vincentius, and. does condemn them in almost the same words which 

St.Austin had used in the confutation of them: as will appear to 

any one that will turn back to § 2,3. And the fancy was so new 
and uncouth, that no council could have thought of it, but on such 
a particular occasion. 

And I believe the reason why most copies of that council do now 
want this clause is, 

1. Because the canon having been first published without it, many 
copies went abroad before that appendix was added. And, 

2. Because the modern church of Rome has set up an hypothesis 
so like this of Vincentius, and their /imbus infantum does so nearly 
resemble his feigned paradise, being as that was, a kind of middle 

place ; that those of that church, who had the transcribing of copies, 
did not lke well of an anathema denounced against such an 
opinion. 

x Hpist. 47. [215.ed. Benedict. sect. 2, where see the editor’s note.] 
y Retractat. lib. 11. cap. 56. 
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CHAP, ΧΧΙ. 

Treneus, Epiphanius, Philastrius, St. Austin, and Theodoret, who wrote 

each of them catalogues of all the sects and sorts of Christians that 
they knew or had ever heard of, do none of them mention any that 

denied infant-baptism, except those who denied all baptism. 

§ I. THE Christians have always been of two sorts, viz. catholics, 
putin who, though they inhabited several countries, yet did all 

(Δ. Ὁ.) OWn communion one with another, and so made one c¢a- 

167—430-) tholic body, or church; and sectaries, or heretics, who 

renounced the catholic body aforesaid, and separated into several par- 
ties on account of some tenets, opinions, or practices in religion, which 

they held different from the catholic church; or sometimes merely 

on account of some quarrel with the governors thereof. The church 

of Christ never was, nor ever in this world will be, so happy as to be 

without such sects and divisions. But woe be to the men by whom 

they come. 

The quotations hitherto produced do concern the practice of the 
catholics in this matter of infant-baptism; saving that here and 
there by the by there has been mention made of the tenets of some 
of the heretics or schismatics. As of the Donatists, chap. ix. δ 1; 

chap. xv. sect. 4. ὃ 4; chap. xvi. § 1,2: and of the Arians, chap. xi. 

§ 9,10: and of the Pelagians, chap. xix. per totum: of all whom it 

appears that they practised infant-baptism, as the catholics did; 
and that without any difference of opinion concerning the use or 
effect of it; save that the Pelagians held that it was not for the 

cure of original sin, but for other purposes. Also we saw in the said 

chap. xix. the several declarations of St. Austin, at ὁ 17, pleading 

that he had never heard, and of Pelagius at ᾧ 30, granting that he 
also had never heard of any sect or sort of Christians that denied 
infant-baptism. And that which they two do say there in general, 

I find to be agreeable to the account that is given by all the rest 
that write histories of the several sects in particular, viz. that among 

all that vast number of sects, and their several opinions which they 

recite, they mention none that denied baptism to infants. 
They do indeed each of them mention some sects that used no 

baptism at all; of which sects I do give a catalogue in the second 
part of this work.? St. Austin observes they were all of them such 

2 Chap. v. 
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as disowned also the scripture, or a great part thereof. But my 
meaning is, that of all the sects that owned any water-baptism at 

all, they mentioned none that denied it to infants. 
Now since they do all of them make it their business to rehearse 

all the tenets, opinions, and usages, which these men held different 

from the catholic party, and yet do mention no difference in this 

particular ; one may conclude that they all of them practised in this 
particular as the catholics did. If the catholics had not baptized 
infants, and the sectaries had; it would have been noted. And 

if the catholics did baptize them, and the sects had not; that also 

would have been noted. For they recite all that each sect had 

singular. And they mention differences of much less moment than 

this would have been. Now what evidence there is of the practice 
of the catholics in this matter, must be left to be judged by him that 
has read the foregoing chapters: for the authors cited in them were 

all members of the catholic church, save that Tertullian afterward 

revolted from it, and Pelagius with his followers were excommuni- 
cated out of it. 

II. The first treatise concerning sects or heresies, that is extant, 

was written by Irenzeus. He, about twenty years after St. John’s 

20. death, was a hearer of Polycarp (St.John’s disciple and 
epee) acquaintance) at Smyrna; and about forty-seven years 

(a.b.167.) after that, was made bishop of Lyons in France: so that, 

having lived and conversed in such distant countries, and with 

such men, he had an opportunity of knowing what sects there 
were or had been. He wrote this tract about the year after the 

apostle’s death 76 or 77. as I shewed before in chap. in. § 6. He 

mentions the sects that arose in the time of the apostles, and those 

that had sprung up in the seventy-six years that had passed since 
their death. 

They were all of them but a few in comparison of the number 

that arose afterward; but a great many considering the time that 
had then passed. He takes most pains in refuting the Valentinians ; 

who, it seems, were most numerous at that time and place. But he 

says himself that his purpose was to rehearse all that were, or had 
been ; which was easy to do for so short a space. 

After much discourse against the Valentinians, he goes to prove 

that they derived their opinions, not from Christ or his apostles ; 

but from the former heretics which had in the apostles’ time set 
themselves against the apostles. These are his words: 

‘ Since then that there is manifold evidence against all the sects ; 
‘and that my purpose is to confute each of them according to their 
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« several tenets ; I think it proper in the first place to recount from 
‘ what fountain and original they sprung?’ 

Then he declares how Simon the magician, mentioned by St. 
Luke», was the first, who, after he was rejected by the apostles, set 
up a sect; and taught that this world was made, not by the good 

and supreme God, but by inferior and evil powers: and proceeds in 
the following chapters to shew that this impious tenet made a main 

part in the doctrine, not only of the Valentinians, against whom he 
was principally engaged ; but also of most of those elder ones that 

had followed Simon’s example in setting up sects. For the same 
thing was taught by Menander, Saturninus, Basilides, Carpocrates, 
Cerinthus, Cerdo, and Marcion, as well as by Valentinus. And so 

it was, after Irenzeus’ time, by Manes and the Manichees. 
Of these heretics mentioned by him, the first two, Simon and 

Menander, do seem to have endeavoured to obliterate the memory 
of Jesus Christ. For each of them pretended himself to be that 
great power of God* [viz. of the supreme God] that was to redeem 
men from the malice and tyranny of that angel, or inferior god, 
that made the world, and gave the law. 

The two next, Saturninus and Basilides, owned Jesus Christ that 

came in Jada: but they owned only his divine nature‘, For they 
said he was not really a man, nor did really die, but only in appear- 
ance. 

The two next, Carpocrates and Cerinthus*, owned him to be a 

man and a saviour; but not to be God, nor to have had any being 

before his human birth. Only they said, a divine power from the 
Supreme God came down at a certain time upon him, and dwelt in 
him, which enabled him to do what he did. This last opinion is 
now going to be revived. 

All these three branches of heresy arose while St.John was alive: 

and so did the Ebionites and Nicolaitans, which he mentions like- 

wisef. These did not join in the foresaid blasphemy against the 

Creator of the world. But had other abominable tenets. The 
Nicolaitans, chiefly in reference to practice: allowing fornication, 

&e. And the Ebionites in point of faith: disbelieving the divinity 
of our Saviour, (as the Cerinthians and Carpocratians,) and re- 
nouncing and railing at the apostle Paul, and all his writings ; which 
do now make one half, and at that time made the much greatest 

a Lib. i. cap.219. [cap. 22. sect. 2. edit. d Thid. cap. 22, 23. [cap. 24.] 
Benedict. ] 6 Thid. cap. 24, 25. [cap. 25, 26.] 

Ὁ Acts viii. 9. f [bid. cap. 26, 27. [cap. 26.] 
¢ Trenzus, lib, i. cap. 20, 21. [cap. 23.] 
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part of the scriptures of the New Testament: for St.John had not 
written when they set up their sect. This would make one stand 
amazed at the impiety of those men nowadays, that calling them- 
selves Christians, would yet persuade us that these Ebionites were 
the true Christians of those times; that they were the orthodox ; 

and those whom we call catholics, were erroneous. The tendency of 
such a tenet is to persuade us, together with the doctrine of Christ’s 

divinity, to renounce also half the books of the New Testament. 

As St.John lived to see all'these heresies vented ; so one may per- 
ceive that he at several places of his writings opposed himself to 

such opinions. 
Of sects that had arisen after the death of the apostles, he 

mentions’ the Encratites, the Caians, the sects of Cerdo, of Marcion, 

and of Valentinus. The last four of these were an offspring of those 
first mentioned, (who were by a general name called Gnostics,) and 

did all agree with them in the point afore mentioned, that the 
Maker of heaven and earth is not the supreme God; but that there 

is another far above him: and that it was that upper one that sent 

the Saviour. 

It was in opposition to this sort of heretics, that the catholic 
church found it necessary to insert that clause, THe MAKER oF 

HEAVEN AND EABTH, into the first article of the creed. For the most 

ancient creeds had no more in that article than, ‘I believe in God 

‘the Father Almighty.?. The eastern church, where those heresies 

were most rife, inserted it first; and the Latins from them. 'The 

Latins had it not in their creed at the year 400. Without that 

clause, the Manichees, Gnostics, &e., would say, they believed in 

God the Father Almighty ; but would mean a quite different God 

from him whom the Christians owned: who always meant the 

Creator of the world, and author of the Old Testament, to be the 

same with the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
It pleased God by his providence so to order it; that though 

some heresies were very ancient, yet they are all so absurd, that 
they can tempt no man of ordinary sincerity that reads the 

scriptures. 

The points concerning baptism, in which Irenzus notes any of 

the said sects to have held any thing singular, are these: 
Menander promised® that all that would be baptized with his 

baptism, [or baptism in his name,] should presently have a resur- 
rection: and after that should never die nor grow old, but be 

immortal. Whereupon Tertullian, about 100 years after Menander’s 

§ Tren. lib. i. cap. 28, 29, 30, 35. [cap. 27, 28, 31.! Ἀ Tren. lib. i. cap. 21. [cap. 23.] 
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death, challenges! that sect to produce any of their fellows that had 
been baptized by Menander himself, that was yet alive. 

The Carpocratians ear-marked their proselytes. And that, as I 
anderstand Ireneusk, went for their baptism. ‘They burned a 
‘hole m the hinder part of the lap of the right ear. Here let me 
add a few of the next words, though not to this purpose. ‘They 
‘ call themselves Gnosties, [1. e: the men of knowledge ;] they use 
‘also certain images, some painted, and some carved ; and say, they 

‘are pictures of Christ drawn by Pilate, while Jesus lived among 

‘men. On these they put garlands, and set them up together with 

‘ the images of the philosophers of the world, as Pythagoras, Plato, 

‘and Aristotle, ὅθ. And they use all such ceremonies to them as 
‘the heathen do. These men, and some people at Paneas, men- 

tioned by Eusebius! to have had the like heathenish fancy, as he 

calls it, are the “ first authors of the worship of Christ by an image 

‘that are any where mentioned.’ Epiphanius also mentions the 
ear-marks used by the Carpocratians, Her. 27. 

The Valentinians had several under-sects, of which Irenzeus speaks 

particularly. And for their baptism, he says™ they had as many 
sorts of it as there were teachers among them; but all contrary to 

the true. Some instead of baptism dressed up a marriage-bed, and 
with certain profane words acted a marriage of the person to 

Christ. Others put the person into the water indeed, but instead 
of the Christian form of baptism used a strange and uncouth one, 
which I have occasion to repeat at another place", and anointed the 
baptized person with balsam. ‘There are some of them,’ says 

Trenzeus, ‘ who think it needless to bring the person to the water at 
‘all; but mixing oil and water together they pour it on his head, 

‘ [by which words of his, and by a thousand other instances, it appears 
‘ that the catholes did ordinarily put the whole body in the water, | 
‘and they use certain words not much different from those I men- 

‘ tioned before ; and they will have this to be redemption, [or bap- 
“ tism,] and these also use balsam.’ Others of them used no water 
at all, nor other external ceremonies ; but said: ‘spiritual baptism, 
‘ which consists in the knowledge of the unspeakable Majesty, is all 
‘in all’ 

III. Some of them did pour oil and water on the heads of people 
newly dead, with such words and imprecations as he had _ before 

mentioned ; and they told the dead man’s soul what it should say, 

i De Anima, cap. 50. m Lib. i. cap. 18. [cap. 21.] 
k Lib. i. cap. 24. [cap. 25.] n Part ii. chap. v. § 1. 
Hist. Eccl. lib, vii. cap. 18. 
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if in its way to the supreme heaven, it should meet with any of the 

principalities or powers that belong to him that made this world. 

The soul was to say, ‘that it was better than the power that made 

‘them. And a great deal more such blasphemous stuff. 
Ireneus excuses himself from descending to more particularities ; 

for that they inventing every day new ways and opinions, it was 

endless to describe them all. 
As to the Cerinthians and Marcionists, he is very short, and says 

nothing about their baptism. But Epiphanius® speaks of a tradition 

that the Cerinthians did use to baptize some living person in the 
stead of any friend of theirs that had happened to die unbaptized : 

and that it was in relation to such a practice that the apostle saysP, 
If there be no resurrection of the dead, why are they then baptized for 

the dead ? And St.Chrysostom, in his explication of that text, says, 

that the Marcionists did the same. And Tertullian in his fifth book 
against Marcion4, speaks of that custom, and the apostle’s men- 
tioning of it; but shews that his mentioning of it is no evidence 
that he approved it. The Comments ascribed to St.Ambrose do also 

so interpret the place. 
There are two objections against that interpretation. 
τ. One is, that the Marcionists for certain, and probably the 

Cerinthians, were not in being when that apostle wrote. Cerithus 

had a party before St.John’s death ; but this epistle of St. Paul was 

a long time before that. 
Therefore Scaliger and others think that some zealous but igno- 

rant people among the catholics had upon a sense of the necessity 

of baptism begun this custom in St. Paul’s time: and that in the 
catholic church it was quickly left off; but that it was continued 
afterward among the Cerinthians and Marcionists. 

2. The other is, that St. Paul would not probably draw an argu- 
ment for the resurrection of the dead from so weak a topic as the 

practice either of abominable heretics or mistaken Christians. 
But these men do not seem to have minded that St.Paul does 

sometimes take in the suffrages even of heathen men in his arguings. 
He might reasonably enough propose to himself to shame those 
among the Christians at Corinth that did not believe the resurrec- 
tion, by instancing in the general assent that was given to that 
article among all Christians: and even among those who, how much 
soever they might be mistaken in thinking that that vicarious bap- 

tism would avail the dead, yet did plainly shew that they fully 

o Her. 28. [cap. 6. tom. i. p. 114. | P 1 Cor. xv. 29. 4 Cap. 10. 
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believed the resurrection of the dead, when they practised this sort 
of baptism for them. 

This interpretation 15 certainly the most obvious. And it is some- 
thing confirmed by the ill success of those that have attempted any 

other. That ‘baptized for the dead’ should stand instead of ‘ bap- 

‘ tized for their bodies'.’ Or, that ‘ for the dead,’ should be construed, 

‘ for the state of the deads;’ or, ‘for their dead Adam';’ or, ‘ why 

‘ are they baptized for the dead?’ 1. 6. why are persons ready to die 
desirous of baptism ‘that it may be well with them after they are 
‘dead' ? Or, that ὑπὲρ νεκρῶν should be translated, ‘ over the dead,’ 

i.e. why do people choose to receive their baptism at the tombs of 
dead martyrs*? Or, ‘that baptized for the dead,’ should mean 
nothing but ‘washed after the touch of a dead bodyy.? These are 
the essays of learned men. But the more one observes the apostle’s 
phrase, the less probable they appear. 

The latest that has been given, is, I think, the worst; ‘why are 

‘they baptized for the dead?’ that is, ‘why are new Christians 
‘ baptized every day in the room of those that die?’ For that fits 

neither the phrase nor the scope of the place. 

Ὑπὲρ τῶν νεκρῶν for ὑπὲρ τὴν τῶν νεκρῶν ἀνάστασινδ ‘upon the 

‘ faith of the resurrection of the dead,’ would fit the sense very well : 

but it is a great stretch of the words. ‘ Baptized for the dead, 1. 6. 

‘ buried under water for dead,’ or, as if they were dead, is a mere 

Anglicism; that would never in Greek have been expressed ὑπὲρ 
νεκρῶν, but ὡσεὶ νεκροί. : 

St.Chrysostom’s objection® against this sense of the place, that 

St.Paul should refer to such a custom among some Christians, is 

this; ‘If Paul meant so, to what purpose is the threatening of God 

‘ against one that is not baptized? For if this shift [viz. of a living 
‘ person to be baptized for one that is dead] be admitted, none will 
“ever miss of baptism; or, if he do, it will be the fault of those that 

‘survive, and not of the dead person. But St.Chrysostom does 
not seem to have considered that (as Tertullian says) the apostle 
might mention this custom without approving it. Though a mis- 
taken practice, yet it shewed still the faith of the resurrection. 

The Marcionists had also several other smgular opinions about 

τ Tertullian. contra Marcion. lib.v. cap. martyres passi sunt, nunc baptisterium 
10, dicitur. | 

5. Chrysost. in loc. [Homil. 40. Op. tom. y Vasquez in tertiam part. Thome 
Ks ps 579:| Aquin. Disp.157. 

t Vossius de Baptismo, Disp. 12. cap. « Mr. Le Clere. Annot. in loc. 
2. ἃ Hammond. in loc. 

« Epiphan. Heer. 28,—cap. 6. b Sir Norton Knatchbull. 
* Prudent. Hymn. 8. [De loco in quo ¢ In loc. [Homil. 40. § 1.] 
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baptism. They would baptize no married person till he did divorce 
his wife: for they said that marriage and all the works thereof were 
wicked things, and were ordered by that evil god or angel that gave 
the law, and made mankind. Hence Tertullian jeers them4, saying, 
that they ‘reserved a man’s baptism till he was divorced or dead.’ 

What Ivenzus here says of one sort of the Valentinians, that they 

baptized some persons after they were dead, Philastrius says®, was 

the common tenet of the Montanists or Cataphryges. ‘ Hi mortuos 
‘ baptizant.? These baptize people after they are dead. There were 
also here and there some in the catholic church, who through a 
mistaken zeal and compassion to persons that died unbaptized, would 
sometimes do the same. For there is a canon in the third council 

of Carthage against that practice. That council allows sick people 
to be baptized though they be speechless, if there be good evidence 
of their fitness and desire of itf. But yet they says, ‘ Let not any 
‘ priests be so ignorant as to think that dead persons may be bap- 

‘ tized.’ 
Inasmuch as Irenzeus, among all these observations, says nothing 

pro or contra about baptizing infants among the heretics ; it may, as 

I said, be concluded that they had nothing singular in that point, 
but practised as the catholics did. And for the catholics, I produced 

beforeb the saying of Ireneus himself, where he speaks of infants 
being, as well as grown persons, the ordinary subject of regeneration. 

And that by regenerated, he and all the ancients did understand dap- 
tized, whatever pains might be necessary to shew it then in that 
chapter, I suppose there is none needful now: because the reader 
has since that seen that all the authors do speak in that language. 

IV. The other four, Epiphanius, Philastrius, Austin, and Theo- 

From 26s doret, were all living at one time; only Epiphanius was 

Hasse the eldest, and Theodoret the youngest. I shall not with 

these take the same pains as I did with Irenzus, of setting down all 

the customs or tenets that they recount the several sects to have 

held different from the catholics, in the matter of baptism: 1t would 

be too voluminous. It is sufficient that they do none of them men- 

tion any thing concerning infant-baptism either as practised or as 

not practised by any of the sectaries, (a plain proof that they held 

nothing in that point different from the ordinary practice of the 

church,) save that St. Austin notes of the Pelagians, (which is in his 

4 Contra Marcionem, lib. iv. cap. 11. f[Concil. Carth. iii. anno Christi 397. 
e Heres. Cataphrygum [cap. 49. p.103.  apud Labb. ii. p.1167, &c.] Canon 34. 

edit. Fabricii, 129.1721. Fabricius refers & Canon 6. 
to Dr. Wall’s notice of this passage, in his h Chap. 111. § 2. 
note. | 
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account the eighty-seventh and last heresy that had risen,) that 
though they agreed with the church that infants are to be baptized, 
yet they held a different opinion concerning the ground or reason of 
their baptism. His words are these'; ‘ Parvulos etiam negant, se- 
n cundum Adam carnaliter natos, contagium mortis antique prima 
nativitate contrahere. Sic enim eos sine ullo peccati originalis 
vinculo asserunt nasci, ut prorsus non sit quod eis oporteat secunda 
nativitate dimitti: sed eos propterea baptizari, ut regeneratione 
adoptati admittantur ad reenum Dei, &c.’ 

‘ They do also deny that infants which are descended from Adam 

according to the flesh, do, by their first birth, contract any contagion 
of the anciently threatened death, (for they affirm them to be born 

without any bond of original sin;) so that there is nothing in them 
that needs to be forgiven by the second birth ; but that they are 
baptized for that reason, that being by this regeneration adopted, 

they may be admitted to God’s kingdom; being by this renewal 
advanced from a good state to a better, but not absolved from any 

ill state of the old obligation. For, though they be not baptized, 

‘ these men do promise them a certain eternal and happy life; not in 
‘the kingdom of God indeed, but of a peculiar sort.’ 
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This was the only sect that he knew of, he says‘, that denied in- 

fant-baptism to be for original sin. And for any that denied it 
absolutely, he knew of none at all. 

Mr. Tombes, being to answer Mr. Marshall', who had produced 

a great many of the Fathers that speak of infants as baptized, makes 
this exception; that there are several others of them that have no- 

thing at all of that matter. ‘It is wonder to me,’ says he™, ‘that 

«if it were so manifest as you speak, you should find nothing in Eu- 

‘ sebius for it, nor in Ignatius, nor in Clemens Alexandrinus, nor 
“in Athanasius, nor in Epiphanius.’ 

The objection is but weak. For there is no age of the church in 
which one may not find many books that say nothing of that matter; 
because they treat of subjects on which they have no occasion to 
speak of that. Ignatius wrote nothing but a few letters to the 

neighbouring churches, to exhort them to constancy in that time of 
persecution. Athanasius was wholly taken up about the Trinity. 

Clemens Alexandrinus with the heathen philosophers; (yet in him 
we have now found a place where he in a transient and cursory way 
mentions the apostles baptizing infants.) Eusebius writes the chro- 

i Lib. de Heresibus, cap.87. [Op.tom. Infant Baptism, 40. 1644: and his De- 
Vill. p. 20.] fence of Infant-Baptism in answerto Mr. 

kK See chap. xix. 8 17. Tombes, 4°. 1648. ] 
1[See Stephen Marshall’s Sermon on m Examen, p.9. 4°. 1645. 



CH. ΧΧΙ. § 5-] Infant Baptism. 317 

nicles of the succession of kings, emperors, bishops, and the state of 

the church, either flourishing or persecuted, under each of them. 
But I think Mr. Tombes could not well have said a more unlucky 

thing for his own cause, than to instance in Epiphanius. For since 
he wrote nothing to speak of, but a catalogue of those opimions which 
the several sectaries held contrary to the church ; to plead that he 
says nothing of infants’ baptism, is in effect to give an argument 
that there never was any sect that in that matter practised otherwise 

300. than the church did in Epiphanius’ time, who died after 
(A-D. 400.) the year 4oo. And that the church at that time used 

infant-baptism is so plain, that the antipedobaptists do seldom 

deny it. 
V. But Mr. Tombes gives an instance of a case in which he thinks 

it would have been proper for Epiphanius to have mentioned infant- 

baptism, if it had then been in universal use in the church. For Epipha- 

nius gives an account? of a sect, that had begun about 100 years before, 
called the Hieracites; who taught that no infant dying before the 
use of reason could come to the kingdom of heaven. Their reason was, 

If any one strive, he is not crowned, except he strive lawfully. « How 

‘much less can an infant be crowned who never strives at all ?’ 

They thought of the kingdom of God in heaven, as the antipedobap- 
tists do of his kingdom on earth, that it is no state for babes. Now 
Mr.Tombes thinks that Epiphanius, among the arguments he brings 

that infants may be glorified, would have pleaded their baptism, if 
the baptizing them had been usual in the church. 

But he seems not to have considered, that heretics and schismatics 

do not use to be prevailed on by arguments drawn from the practice 
or doctrines of the church. And as for arguments from scrip- 
ture, Epiphanius uses those that do more expressly and immediately 

prove their admission into the kingdom of God; as that saying of 

our Saviour, Of such is the kingdom of God, &c., and is but short 

in all. 
It might be objected again, that in all probability these heretics 

did not baptize their own children. If they did, it could be only in 

prospect of some benefit it might do them afterward, if they lived. 

And if they did not baptize them ; it had been proper for Epiphanius 

to mention that, as a thing wherein they differed from the catholics, 

supposing that the catholics did baptize theirs. 
But upon a more careful reading of their opimions there rehearsed, 

it appears that they could have no children. For one of their tenets 

was, that all marriage and getting of children is unlawful under the 

n Heres. 67. (cap. 2.—Op. tom. i. p. 711.] SG) brio, τ Ee 
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New Testament ; and that ‘no married person can inherit the king- 
‘dom of God. That the only end of Christ’s coming was to settle 
‘an absolute continence. For what new thing did he bring into 

‘ the world else? Against malice, covetousness, injustice, fornication, 

‘ &c., the law had well enough provided before.’ 

Whether these men would have baptized their children if they 

had had any, is uncertain. But the first body of men we read of, 
that did deny baptism to infants, which were the Petrobrusians, anno 

1050. Dom. 1150, did it upon a ground or reason which they 
(4-D. 115°.) held common with these men, viz. that infants baptized or 

not baptized, are incapable of the kingdom of heaven; as I shew in 
the Second Part of this work, chap. vii. § 5. 

Epiphanius reckons in all eighty heresies, which, he saysP, ‘ were 

274. € all that he heard of in the world.’ He says nothing of 

(4-2-374-) their baptizing or not baptizing infants. But in the end 
of his work he recites the faith held by the church, in opposition to 
all heresies. In settling the articles of faith he is large; but he has 
also a few words concerning the rites of the church. He mentions 
the fasts and feasts, &c., and he adds, ‘as for the other ordinances 

‘ concerning baptism and the internal mysteries ; as the tradition of 
‘the gospel and of the apostles is, so they are ordered.’ And after 
some mention of the manner how the catholic church uses the 

prayers, psalms, ways of relieving the poor, &e.; he adds, ‘and for 

‘ baptism, she [the catholic church] accounts it to be in Christ [or 
‘ to the Christians] instead of the old cireumcision’.’? The like he 
says in his eighth chapter, which is of the Epicureans; ‘the 
‘ law had the patterns of things in it; but the truth of them is in 
“the gospel. The law had the circumcision in the flesh, serving for 
‘a time, till the great circumcision came, that is, baptism; which 
‘ cireumcises us from our sins, and seals us unto the name of God'/ 

Philastrius makes above 100 heresies. He makes a difference in 
280. opinion about any trifling matter to be a heresy. He 

(4-D-38°) mentions no dispute about infant-baptism. 
Theodoret has wrote in the best method about heresiess. He has 

330 reduced them to some general heads. He makes four. 
4-D-430) The first, of those beforementioned and such others as 
have denied that the world was made by God. The second, of those 
that have attributed to our Saviour no other nature than the human. 

® Her. 8o. [cap. 10.tom. i. p. 1076. ] s[See his Hereticarum Fabularum 
a (See Epiphanii Expositio Fidei Ca- | Compendium, (introduction,) in vol. iv. 

tholice, cap. 22, et 24.—Op. tom. i. p. .187. of his works, published by Sirmon- 
1106, 1107. | dus, fol. 1642.) 

* | Lib. i. cap. 8. § 6.—Op. tom. i. Ῥ. 10. 
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The other two, of other sects. He says the first sort had at that 
time hardly any that adhered to them: and the second sort, none 
at all. He mentions some sects that used no baptism at all. 
But it was only some of the most absurd and impious. But 

of those that used baptism, he has none that renounced infant-bap- 
tism. After the four books of these four sorts of heresies, he adds 

a fifth ; which is, ‘Of the True and Orthodox Doctrines and Usages 

‘ of the Church.” He mentions there the baptism of infants, not as 
a thing disputed of, or denied by any sect: but occasionally. 
Shewing the advantages of baptism, that it conveys not only 
pardon for the sins of men’s former life, but many other graces ; 

he proves it by the baptism of infants, who have committed no sin. 

The words I had occasion to recite beforet. There is another cata- 

logue of heresies at the end of Tertullian de Prescriptione. But it 
hath nothing about baptism; save that Menander said, none could 

be saved, that were not baptized in his name. 

CHAP. ΧΧΙ]. 

Containing fhe ences to the Books of some Authors of the next 

succeeding Times. 

§ I. THIS is the best account I can give of the passages con- 

foes μι cerning infant-baptism that are mm the genuine books of 
(a.v.) the writers that flourished from the apostles’ time to the 

400-~5°° year of Christ 400. The reason that I go no further is, 

because for the next 700 years the matter is clear. Yet of those 
roso. years and of the Waldenses that arose about the year 1150, 

(4-D.1150-) T intend to discourse something in general, in the Second 

Part of this work. 
And here, for the sake of those that have any mind to trace the 

quotations for about one hundred years further, I have set down 
some references to the places where they are to be found. To set 
down the words is too long; they being all to the same effect with 
those already rehearsed. 

Prosper?, in almost all his works against the Pelagian and Semi- 
344.  pelagian tenets, makes use of the argument taken from 

(4-D-444-) the necessity of the baptizing of infants. Particularly, 

t Ch. xiv. § 4. printed in the Appendix to vol.x. of the 
ἃ Part ii. ch. 7. Benedictine edition of Augustine’s works. 
Ὁ [See Prosperi Opera, abOlivario edita, | Also in Cassiani Opera, fol. 1628. p. 887, 

fol. Paris,1671. Some of these pieces are &c.| 
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Epist. ad Augustinum, prefixed to St.Austin’s book de Predesti- 

natione Sanctorum. [Op. tom. x. | 
Epist. ad Demetriadem, among the works of St. Ambrose. 

De Vocatione Gentium, lib. 1. 6. 16, 22. lib. 11. 6. 20, 21, 22, 23, &e. 

I know it is questioned whether this be Prosper’s, or pope Leo’s, or 
some other man’s work; but it is much one to this purpose, since 
whoever he were, he lived about this time. 

Carmen de Ingratis, cap. 1, 6, 21, 30, 31, &e. 

Contra Collatorem. 

Epist. ad Rufinum, cirea medium. 

Defensio Augustini. 

Paulinus Diaconus, Libello ad Zosimum Papam. 

Hilarius Arelatensis, Epist. ad Augustinum. 

316¢ (a.p.416.) Orosius Apologetic. 

320d (A.D.420.) 

330% (A.D. 430.) 
318f. (a.D.418.) 

Preefatione ad Subnotationes. 

Subnotat. cap. 6. item 8. 

3238. (A.D.423.) 

cilii Ephesini. 

Epist. ad Gallos Episcopos. 

331h, (A.D.431.) 

Papam. 

2351 (A.D.435-) 
330k. (A.D.430-) 
3301, (A.D.430.) 

v. et passim. 

312M, (A.D.412.) 

&e. 

3240, (A.D. 424.) 

5120: (A. Do 412.) 

¢ [Pauli Orosii adversus Paganos Hi- 
storie, ut et Apologeticus contra Pela- 
gium de Arbitrii Libertate,—cura 8S. 
Haverkampi, 4to. Lugd. Bat.1738. It is 
reprinted in the Bibliotheca Patrum, by 
Gallandi, tom. ix.] 

d [See this in the Collection of Councils; 
edit. Labbe, vol. ii. p. 1578. edit. Mansi, 
tom. iv. p. 381.] 

€ [See these among St. Austin’s epistles, 
No.156, and 226, tom. ii. p. 414, and 626.] 

f[M. Mercatoris opera, cura Garnerii, 
2 tom. fol. Paris. 1673. cura Baluzii, 8vo. 
Paris, 1684 ; and in the Bibliotheca Pa- 
trum by Gallandi, tom. viii.] 

& [See these, in the Collection of Coun- 
cils, edit. Labbe, vol. ii. p. 1618, 1630. edit. 
Mansi, vol. iv. p. 464. vol.v. p.271.] 

h [See Councils ; edit. Labbe, vol. v. 
p- 660. edit. Mansi, iv. p. 1329.] 

Marius Mercator, Commonitorii, cap. 1, & 4. 

Czelestinus Papa, Epist. ad Maximian. apud Acta Con- 

Epistola Synodica Concilii Ephesini ad Czelestinum 

Auctor Preedestinati, a Sirmondo editus, Paris. 1643. 

Possidius in vita Augustini. 

Auctor Hypognosticér, inter Opera Augustini, lib. iv. 

Isidorus Pelusiota, lib. i. epist. 125. lib. 111. epist. 195, 

Cassianus, de Incarnatione Domini, lib. v. ¢. 11. 

Cyrillus in Levitic. ¢. ὃ. 

i {And reprinted in the first volume of 
Sirmondus’ Works, fol. Paris, 1696. p. 
449. Also in the Bibliotheca Patrum, by 
Gallandi, tom. x.] 

k [This is printed in the Appendix to 
the roth volume of St.Austin’s works, 
Benedictine edition, p. 164.] 

1 [In the Appendix to vol. x. of the Be- 
nedictine edition, p. 3.] 

m [Published at Heidelberg in 4to. 
1605; by Schottus in 1623, 1629, and at 
Paris in 1638. They are also printed in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum, tom. vii. Lyons 
edition. ] 

n [See Jo. Cassiani opera, cura_A.Ga- 
zei, fol. Atrebati, 1628. p. 1036.] 

0 [See Cyrilli Alexandrini Opera, cura 
I. Auberti, fol. Lutetiz, 1638. tom. 1. p. 

343-] 
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Theodoretus in 1 Cor. vii. 14. 

Epitome Decret. Divin. lib. v. 

3404, (A.D. 440.) Leo magnus Papa, Epist. 37. ad Neonam. 

Epist. 92, ad Rusticum, cap. 16. 

Epist. 86, ad Nicetam Aquilejiensem. Item Epist. 
88, ad Episcopos Germ. 

All these were contemporary with St. Austin, but younger than 
he, and wrote before the year 450. 

years, these following : 

372°. (A.D. 472.) 

And in the next fifty or sixty 

Faustus Rhegiensis, one of those then called Semi- 

pelagians, de libero Arbitrio, lib. i. 6. 1, 2,14. 

3958. (A.D. 495.) Gennadius, One of the same, de Ecclesiasticis Dog- 

matibus, ¢. 52. 

And his interpolator, a Predestinarian, ¢. 31. 

407'. (A.D. 507.) Fulgentius, a Priedestinarian, de Veritate Praedestina- 

tionis, lib. i. per totum. 

De Incarnatione et Gratia Jesu Christi, ¢ 15, 

item 30. 

De Fide ad Petrum, ec. 27, 30, &e. 

De Remissione Peecatorum, lib.i. 6.14. 

Epistola Synodica Episcoporum in Sardinia exulum ; Bibl. Patr. Colon. 

1618. tom. vi. De Preedestinatione et Gratia, ¢. 3.¥ 

Joannes Maxentius, Catholica de Christo Professio, 

Bibl. Patr. tom. vi. 

Ferrandus, (a deacon of Carthage) his letter to Ful- 

gentius about the baptism of a certain negro. 

420X. (A.D.520.) 

prope finem. 

417}. (a.D.517.) The council of Gerunda, Can. 5. 

424% (a.D.524.) The council of Ilerda, Can. 13. 

4238. (A.D.523.) 

423%, (a.D.523.) Fulgentius’ Answer. 

P [These are found in volumes 3 and 4 
of the works of Theodoret, published by 
Sirmondus, fol. Paris, 1642.] 

4 (The epistles of Leo were published 
in 1591, 1671, and 1675, 2 tom. 4to. This 
last is the most full and correct edition. 
The epistles named in the text, bear in 
this the numbers 135, 2,6; and the last 
of them, as being considered spurious, is 
placed in vol. ii. p. 632. They are also 
printed in the Bibliotheca Patrum, vol. 
vil. and in the Councils; by Labbe, vol. 
iii. by Mansi, vols. v. and vi.] 

τ [This work of Faustus is published in 
the Bibliotheca Patrum, Lyons edition, 
vol. viii. p. 525.] 

s(See the edition of Hamburg, 4to. 
1614.] 

t [See Fulgentii Opera, cura G. Desprez, 

WALL, VOL. I. 

4to. Paris, 1684.—Also the Bibliotheca 
Patrum, tom. ix. Lyons edition ; and tom. 
xi. edit. Gallandi.] 

u {See also the Collection of Councils ; 
by Labbe, tom. iv. p. 1593; by Mansi, 
tom. vill. p. 592.] 

x [See the Bibliotheca Patrum, tom.ix. 
p- 534, edit. Lyons. ] 

y [See the Councils; Labbe, tom. iv. 
p-1568; Mansi, tom. viii. p. 549. ] 

2 See the Councils; Labbe, tom. iv. p. 
1613 ; Mansi, tom. viii. p. 612.] 

a [See Fulgentii Ferrandi opera, cura 
Chifletii, 4to. Divione, 1649 ——p. 55. 
Also the Bibliotheca Patrum, vol. ix. 
Lyons edition ; vol. xi. edit. Gallandi.] 

b [See F. Ferrandi Opera, p.58. and the 
Bibliotheca Patrum, as above. | 
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The substance of this last mentioned letter, and the answer to it, 

is this: a gentleman of Carthage had bought a negro slave, that 
had been brought out of the inmost and savage part of Africa, where 
Christianity was not then, nor is yet known. His master had 

caused him to be instructed in the faith: he was a catechumen for 
some time, and at last was admitted among the competents for bap- 
tism. He had rehearsed in the congregation the Creed, the Lord’s 

Prayer, &c., and had made the usual renunciations of the Devil, &c., 

as the custom of that church was for the competents to do some 
days before their baptism; and at the time of baptism they used to 
do it by way of answer, again. But just before the time in which 
he was to be baptized, he fell sick of so sudden and violent a fever, 

that at the time of baptism he was speechless, and without sense. 
They baptized him however: ‘And we,’ says Ferrandus, ‘answered 

‘in his name, as if it had been for an infant. And he dying 

‘ presently after, never understood, I believe, that he was baptized. 

‘ Now I entreat your opinion, whether his want of speech will be no 
‘hinderance to his obtaining eternal salvation. For I am much 

afraid lest our Lord, to whom all things are possible, did therefore 

deny him the faculty of speech, because he thought him unworthy 
‘of the benefit of the second birth. For how that age of his that 
was capable of reason, could be cleansed by another’s confession, I 

‘do not see. For it is infants only, who have no sin but original 

‘sin, whom we believe to be saved by the faith of those that bring 

‘them, &c. And if it be said, that the confession he made before, 

when he was well in his senses, will avail for his forgiveness ; I do 

‘not see how we can stand to that; for then another will conclude, 

‘that he would have been saved if he had had no bodily baptism at 
‘all. And at that rate, why might we not baptize people after 

‘ they are dead, if they be such whose devout and faithful purpose 
was known before? I know the ordinary canon¢ prescribes that 
sick persons, that are not able to make the answers, may be bap- 

‘ tized; provided their friends will at their own peril testify that 
‘ they had such a purpose before their sickness. This indeed justifies 
the minister in giving the baptism: but I make some question 

concerning the benefit that such a person receives by it.’ 
The answer which the bishop Fulgentius gives to this scruple, 

tends all toward the comforting Ferrandus concerning his doubt of 
the man’s salvation. He argues that all the condition required by 
our Saviour for adult persons being, that they should deleve and be 
baptized ; this man had both. ‘That faith and the profession of it 

€ Concilii Carthag. tertii Can. 34. 
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are the act of the man: the baptizing him is the act of the minister. 

And though this man had not his senses when the minister per- 

formed his act; yet he had when he himself performed his own. 
That God’s taking away his senses was not so great a sign of his 

rejecting him, as the continuance of his life till he could be baptized, 

was of his receiving him. ‘It is true,’ says he, ‘that we believe 
‘ none but infants are saved by the faith of those that bring them, 
“δα. ; and that in the age of reason one’s own confession is required, 

‘&e. But this man had his senses when he professed, and he had 
‘ yet life when he was baptized.’ 

He grants in the following discourse, that if he had died before 
he had been actually baptized, he could not have been saved : which 
is very hard, and contrary to the determination of St. Ambrose and 
other Fathers in a like case, as I shew in my Second Part¢, 

The reason why I recite this at large, rather than the other 
passages to which I have given references, is not that it speaks 
more plainly than the rest about infant-baptism: on the contrary, 
the rest speak more directly to that matter than this does. But I 

recite it, that the earnest concern that this master and minister and 

bishop do shew for the salvation of this poor slave, may fly in the 

face, and strike with shame and terror the consciences of such 

profane traders of our nation, as having: plantations in the West 

Indies, do keep hundreds of such negroes, and are so far from any 
concern for their souls, that on the contrary they do all they can to 

hinder them from Christian faith and baptism, and discourage those 
that would procure them means of it. 

I do not conceive that all the masters there are of this temper. 

But for those that are, and are resolved to continue so; as I doubt 

they have but little belief of the truth of the scripture; so it were 

for their interest that it were not true. For there is nothing 

plainer by the tenor of it, than that such masters are in God’s sense 
a much worse sort of heathens than their slaves, and liable to a far 

greater condemnation ; and that beside their own personal sins, the 

blood of those poor creatures will be required at their hands. I 
would crave leave to recommend to these gentlemen the reading of 

a little book, published about twenty years ago, by a clergymane 

ἃ Ch, iii. § 3. Item ch. vi. § 3. ‘mission into the Church; or a per- 
€ [Viz. the Rev. Morgan Godwyn, stu- Ἀ“ suasive to the instructing and baptizing 

dent of Christ Church, Oxford ; who ‘be- ‘of the Negroes and Indians in our 
‘came minister in Virginia, and con-  ‘ plantations.’ 8vo. London, 1680: and in 
‘tinued there many years, says Antony the next year, ‘A supplement to the 
ἃ Wood. He published ‘The Negro’s or ‘ Negro’s and Indian’s Advocate,’ in one 
‘ Indian’s Advocate, suing for their ad- sheet and a half, quarto. | 
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that had lived in Barbadoes, called ‘The Negro’s and Indian’s 
* Advocate.’ 

That I may tell the reader in short the substance of the places to 
which Ε have referred him; they do all speak of infant-baptism, as 
of a thing taken for granted. And those of them that do at all 
enlarge on the matter, do speak of it as absolutely necessary to the 

infant’s obtaining the kingdom of heaven. And this, whether they 

be of the Predestinarian or Semi-pelagian opinion. And I am 

confident there is no passage in any author from this time to the 
1050. year of Christ 1150, or thereabouts, that speaks against it ; 

Ἢ ΠΡ 50.) save that Walafridus Strabo, about the year 850 (though 

(a.p. 850.) he were for infants’ baptism, and thought it necessary for 

their salvation, yet) gave his singular opinion, that it had not been 
practised from the beginning, but had come into use first in St. 

Austin’s time; which how palpable a mistake it was, I suppose 

every reader is by this time satisfied. I give you his words here- 

afterf. And save that Mr. Stennet produces one Macaire, an 
unknown author, living in the ignorant times, who talks much as 

Strabo does. Of whom I must also speak hereafter, part n. ch. 2. 

CHAP. XXIII. 

Quotations out of some books that are spurious, 1. 6. were not written by 

those whose name they bear ; but yet are proved to be ancient. 

§ I. LET the first of these be that out of the book called 
300. ‘ Clement’s Constitutions.’ They are called his, because 

(4:P-40-) he is feigned to have been the compiler of them from the 

mouths of the apostles. The history of which book, as near as 
learned men have traced it, is this : 

There were in the very early times certain traditionary accounts 
handed about as the preachings, doctrines, or rules that had been 
delivered by such or such an apostle or apostolical man: something 

like the shorthand notes of sermons, which it was the late custom 

in England to take from the mouths of celebrated preachers. One 
of which would be called, for example, Διδαχὴ Πέτρου ‘the doctrine 

‘of Peter:’ another, Διδασκαλία Κλήμεντος, ‘the preaching of 

‘Clement,’ &. And several of these being by some studious 

f Part ii. ch. 2. ὃ 2. 
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persons collected and put together, were entitled Διατάξεις ᾽Δπο- 
στόλων, ‘the Rules, or Constitutions of the Apostlesa,’ 

If they had been all of them judicious and sincere persons that 

first took these notes of the preachings or sayings of the apostles ; 

and they that collected them into volumes had been the like; there 
is no doubt but the collections would have been highly valuable. 
And as they are, they do for the most part consist of pious rules 
and exhortations. But according to the various memories, or 

judgment, or honesty of the first recorders, or after-compilers, these 

compositions were in many things various, uncertain, and by men 
of different inclinations differently interpolated, and so of no 
authority. | 

220. In Eusebius’ time, anno 320, there was a volume of 

ae this nature, called Διδαχαὶ ᾿Αποστόλων, “ Doctrines of the 
(a-D.370.) * Apostles ;? which he reckons» among the spurious books. 
Epiphaniuss fifty years after cites a book called ‘Constitutions of 
‘ the Apostles ;? which he says was of doubtful credit; and it has 

300. also been altered since his time. About the year 400 it 

(4-D.400.) seems to have been licked and brought into that form of 
eight books, in which we now have it, and te have been set forth 
with that confident title, as if the whole had been put into form by 

St.Clement. This is confirmed by the quotations¢ of it by the 
Author of the ‘Opus imperfectum in Mattheum,’ who lived about 
that time. 

Hence it appears, that for any particular clause or chapter of it, 

one does not know how long, or how little while before the year 
400 it has been inserted. The clause to the present purpose is this, 

Constitut. Apostolic. lib. v1. cap. 15. 

The apostles are there brought in speaking. And after they have 
disallowed of such as baptize twice; and also set forth the wicked- 

ness of those that despise all baptism, they say : 
‘ And he that says, “I will be baptized when I am going to die, 

‘that I may not sin after it, and defile my baptism ;” such a man 

a[The Constitutions of the Apostles 
appear to have been first published in 
Greek in the year 1540: Cotelerius 
edited them in Greek and Latin, with 
learned notes and dissertations, among 
his Patres Ajpostolici, 2 tom. fol. 1700, 
reprinted 1724. The Greek text, ac- 
companied by an English version and a 
dissertation, was given by Whiston, in 
his ‘ Primitive Christianity revived, vols. 
2 and 3, 8vo. 1711. And the text is 
ΡΟΣ by Gallandi, in his edition of the 
iblietheca Patrum, vol. iii. | 

b Hist. Eccl. lib. iii. cap. 25. 
ς [Heres. xlv. sect. 5: item Heres. 

Ixx. sect. 10-12. Heeres. Ixxv. sect.6. Ixxx. 
sect. 7.] 

a {See these given by Cotelerius, at 
tom. i. p. 191 of his edition of the Patres 
Apostolici ; also by Gailandi, at p. 5 of his 
prefatory matter to the Constitutions, 
Bibl. Patrum, tom. iii. The work itself is 
found among the spurious pieces ascribed 
to St. Chrysostom, in vol. vi. of Montfan- 
con’s edition, p. Ixxiy.] 
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‘has no true knowledge of God, and is ignorant of his nature. For, 
‘ Delay not thou to turn to the Lord ; for thou knowest not what to- 

‘ morrow will bring forth? 

And then they add, 
Βαπτίζετε δὲ ὑμῶν καὶ τὰ νήπια, Kal ἐκτρέφετε αὐτὰ ἐν παιδείᾳ Kat 

νουθεσίᾳ Θεοῦ. “Agere γὰρ, φησὶ, τὰ παιδία ἔρχεσθαι πρός με, καὶ μὴ 

κωλύετε αὐτά. 

‘ And baptize your infants, and bring them up in the nurture and 
‘admonition of God. For he says, Suffer the little children to come 

‘ to me, and forbid them not.’ 

How little assurance soever there is, from the credit of this book, 

that these are the apostle’s words; yet they shew that it was the 

received doctrine at the time when they were put into the book. 
II. The quotation of the book of ‘The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy“’ 

is commonly thought worth the while by those that write on this 
subject. Otherwise I for my part should hardly think it worth the 

setting down. 
Partly, because of the abhorrence one should have of so gross and 
300. impudent a forger; who having, about the year 400, if 

(42-400) not later, composed some books remarkable for nothing 
but affected highflown expressions, thought them fit to be fathered 
upon Dionysius the Areopagite, mentioned Acts xvii. 34. Unless 
we are to think that the author himself was not guilty of this im- 

posture ; but that somebody else having got the copies of these books 
into his hands, did thrust in here and there a sentence which 

should represent that Dionysius as the author. Which I have some- 

times thought. 
And partly, because what he says on this subject seems to me 

spoken with less judgment than usual; towering in words, but shal- 

low in sense. 
I shall forbear setting down the original, (for it is not worth re- 

citing: twice,) only give the translation of his bombast Greek in as 

plain English as I can. 
He in this treatise gives an account of the several rites used at 

the eucharist, at ordinations, &c., and among the rest, at baptism, 
(which he generally calls by the name of the divine birth,) and of the 

reasons of them. What he has of baptism does mostly concern the 
baptism of the adult, and their professions. What he says of the 
baptism of infants, is in answer to the objections the heathens made 

against it, and is as follows : 

@ {See Dionysii Areopagite Opera, studio B. Corderii, 2 tom. fol. Lutetiz, 1644.] 
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Ecclesiastic. Hierarch. cap. 7. im fine. [sect. 11. 

tom. 1. p. 360. ] 
‘ But that children also, who cannot yet understand the divine 

“ mysteries, should be made partakers of the divine birth, and of the 
‘most sacred signs of society with God, does seem, as you say, to 

‘ men that are profane and ill-affected to our religion, a thing fit to be 

‘laughed at: that the bishops should teach the holy things to those 
‘ that are incapable of them, and should bestow the things which by 

sacred tradition they have received, upon such as have no sense of 

them. And, what is more ridiculous, that others should pronounce 
‘the renunciations and holy professions for them in such a fashion 
“as if they were doing it for themselves. 

‘ Now your episcopal wisdom ought not to be angry with those 
that are in error; but to answer their objections with a religious 

meekness, for their instruction and edification : adding this also as 

‘ from our holy religion ; that our knowledge is not able to compre- 

‘hend all divine things: and that a great many things which we 

* cannot understand, have really reasons that are worthy of God, un- 
‘known to us, but known to the higher beings: and even those 
higher natures are ignorant of many things which are known only 

‘ to the all-wise Deity, the author of all wisdom. 
‘ And yet, as to this particular matter, that we do say the same 

‘things which our divine ministers of holy things have delivered 

‘ down to us as they were taught them from ancient tradition. For 
‘they say, and it is true, that children, if they be brought up to 

holy rules and institutions, will come to be of a good temper of 

mind ; free, and disentangled from all error, and out of the danger 

‘of an unclean life. Our divine instructors considering this, have 

‘thought fit that children should be admitted after this holy 
‘ manner : 

‘That the natural parents of the child which is brought, should 

deliver him to some one that is himself baptized, as to a good in- 
structor in the things of God: and that the child should after- 

“ward learn of him, as of his father in God, and his sponsor in 

‘things that are for salvation. And then of this person, who un- 

dertakes to instruct the child in holiness of life, the bishop does 

“ demand, as I may call it, the declaration of his renouncings, and 

the other holy professions. Not that he does (as they jeeringly 

represent it) initiate the one in the other’s stead in the holy rites : 
‘ for he does not say thus; “1 do in the stead of this child renounce 

‘ or promise,” ἕο. ; but, “This child does renounce, profess,” &c. ; 

‘that is, 1 promise to persuade this child, when he shall come of 
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‘age to understand the holy things, by my religious instructions, 
‘ to renounce the adverse powers, and keep clear from them, and to 
‘ profess and fulfil the divine proposals.’ 

«It is therefore, as far as I can see, no absurdity that the child 

‘ should be entered into the divine life; whenas he has a guide and 

‘ sponsor that will instruct him in the knowledge of divine things, 
‘and keep him safe from the adverse powers. And the bishop does 
‘make the child partaker of the holy mysteries, that he may be 

‘ educated according to them, and may lead no other life but such 

‘as has always a regard to those divine things, and an agreement 
« with them, and is in a holy manner habituated to them. And to 

‘ this he is led by his divine sponsor.’ 
His mentioning ancient tradition in this matter, would make one 

think what I hinted before, that the author had no purpose of 

putting on the vizor of Dionysius the Areopagite: for to make him 

talk of ancient tradition in any thing of Christianity, which was all 

new in his time, was to betray his own cheat. Beside, it is not in 

this book of the ‘ Ecclesiastical Hierarchy,’ that there are any tokens 
of its being written by Dionysius, but only in some of the other 

books of the same author. 
The interpretation he gives of the professions made by the god- 

fathers is very singular: he will not have it that the godfather does 
renounce, profess, &c. in the child’s name or stead. But both the 

ancients generally, and the moderns, do so understand it as that he 
does. But perhaps both of these may be reconciled. The godfather 
does not profess in the child’s stead, so as that the godfather’s per- 

formance of those professions should be in stead of the child’s per- 

formance of them: and in this sense this author denies it. But the 
godfather does profess in the child’s stead so as to declare the obli- 
gation of the child to perform, and does in his name own that obliga- 
tion, and make the promise: and in this sense the other ancients 

affirm it. To the intent it may more fully be declared that the 
benefits of baptism are conveyed to the child not absolutely, but on 

condition that if he live, he do perform his part of the covenant ; 

the godfather expresses those things that are the child’s part. As 

if a great benefactor will settle a large estate of mheritance on a 

child, upon condition that he pay a small quitrent in acknowledg- 

ment; this is so beneficial to the child, that there ought to be no 

doubt of his acceptance. The contract is therefore made in the 

child’s name: and because he is not of age, his guardian seals it in 

his stead. This the church of England does more plainly express ; 

who puts the words thus, ‘ Dost thou in the name of this child re- 
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“nounce?”? &e. And so did the ancients, who put them thus, ‘ Does 

‘ this child renounce ?’ &e. 
As for the age in which these books were written, it is best 

gathered from Photius®: who gives the abstract of a book written 
by Theodorus Presbyter, wherein he pretended to maintain that these 
books are the genuine work of Dionysius the Areopagite, against 
some that then opposed the authenticalness of them. The man 
must have had a hard task. But yet it is a proof that they were 

known then, and for some time before. This Theodorus lived, as 

Dr. Hammond saysf, anno 420; but others place him much later, in 

the seventh century. 
III. There does not lie any such prejudice for any design of 

forgery against the author of the ‘Questiones ad Orthodoxos:,’ 

which commonly go among the works of Justin Martyr; only that 

piece going about, as it seems, without the name of the author, 
somebody in the early times ascribed it to him. It cannot be his, 
because it makes mention of Irenzeus and of Origen, who lived some- 
thing after his time; unless those passages that mention Irenzeus 
and Origen have been since the first writing of the book foisted into 
it. I shall not pretend to guess at the time of the writing of it; 

only it is known to be ancient. The passage I would quote is this, 
Questiones ad Orthodoxos, quest. 56. 

᾽᾿Ερώτησις. 

Ei τὰ τελευτῶντα βρέφη ἔπαινον ἢ μέμψιν οὐκ ἔχουσιν ἐξ ἔργων, τίς ἡ 

διαφορὰ ἐν τῇ ἀναστάσει τῶν ὑπὸ ἄλλων μὲν βαπτισθέντων καὶ μηδὲν 

πραξάντων, καὶ τῶν μὴ βαπτισθέντων καὶ ὁμοίως μηδὲν πραξάντων ; 

᾿Απόκρισις. 

Αὔτη ἐστὶν ἡ διαφορὰ τῶν βαπτισθέντων πρὸς τὰ μὴ βαπτισθέντα, τοῦ 

τυχεῖν μὲν τὰ βαπτισθέντα τῶν διὰ τοῦ βαπτίσματος ἀγαθῶν, τὰ δὲ μὴ 

βαπτισθέντα μὴ τυχεῖν. ᾿Αξιοῦνται δὲ τῶν διὰ τοῦ βαπτίσματος ἀγαθῶν, 

τῇ πίστει τῶν προσφερόντων αὐτὰ τῷ βαπτίσματι. 

Question. 
‘ Since children that die in infancy have no praise nor no blame 

“ from any thing that they have done, what difference will be made 
‘at the resurrection between such of them as have been by the 

‘means of others baptized but have done nothing themselves, and 
* such as have not been baptized and have likewise done nothing ?” 

e [See Photii Bibliotheca, p. 3, 4. edit. f Six Queries. Infant Baptism. [The 
Heeschelii, fol. Rothomagi,1653. Photius editor of Photius observes, and as was 
however gives no ‘abstract,’ beyond one natural to him, laments, that this work 
single sentence, ᾿Ανεγνώσθη Θεοδώρου mpe- οἵ Theodorus is not now extant. | 
σβυτέρου, ὅτι γνησία ἡ τοῦ ἁγίου Διονυσίου & [See Justini Martyris opera, edit. 
BiBros. | Benedictin. fol. Paris. 1742. p. 462.] 
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Answer. 

‘ This will be the difference between those that have been bap- 

‘ tized, and those that have not: that the baptized will be made 
‘ partakers of the blessings granted by baptism ; and the unbaptized 

‘not. And these blessings of baptism are vouchsafed to them for 

‘ the sake of the faith of those that bring them to baptism.’ 
He speaks of the case of unbaptized infants after the rate that 

most Greek writers do, viz. that they will lose all reward, without 

mentioning any positive punishment. This was the general opinion 

of the Christians of the Greek church, that infants dying unbaptized 
would miss of heaven, but not be under any positive punishment : 

as appears by the words of Gregory Nazianzen cited before, and as 
Τ shall more fully shew at another place’. 

IV. There is a spurious book ascribed to Athanasius, called Que- 
stiones ad Antiochum, which gives their opinion in this matter very 
particularly. Some quotations out of that book ought to have had 
a place here, but that it seems to have been wntten after our period, 

and by ignorant men crowded in among the works of Athanasius*. 
But the following passage I recite, because of its affinity to the 

foregoing : 
Quest. ad Antiochum, qu. 115. 

᾿Ερώτησις. 

Ποῦ ὑπάγουσι τὰ τελευτῶντα [πιστὰ] νήπια ; εἰς κόλασιν, ἢ εἰς βασι- 

λείαν ; καὶ ποῦ τὰ τῶν ἀπίστων νήπια; καὶ ποῦ τὰ τῶν πιστῶν ἀβά- 

πτιστα ἀποθνήσκοντα τάττονται; μετὰ τῶν πιστῶν, ἢ ἀπίστων ; 

᾿Απόκρισις. 

Τοῦ κυρίου λέγοντος, "Adere τὰ παιδία ἔρχεσθαι πρὸς μὲ, τῶν γὰρ 

τοιούτων ἐστὶν ἣ βασιλεία τῶν οὐρανῶν καὶ πάλιν τοῦ ᾿Αποστόλου 

φάσκοντος, νῦν δὲ τὰ τέκνα ὑμῶν ἅγιά ἐστι ΠΡρόδηλον ὅτι ὡς ἄσπιλα καὶ 

πιστὰ εἰς τὴν βασιλείαν εἰσέρχονται τὰ τῶν πιστῶν βεβαπτισμένα νήπια. 

Τὰ δὲ ἀβάπτιστα καὶ τὰ ἐθνικὰ οὔτε εἰς βασιλείαν εἰσέρχονται" ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε 

πάλιν εἰς κόλασιν" “Apaptiay γὰρ οὐκ ἔπραξαν. 

Question. 
‘ Whither do [faithful] mfants go when they die, into punish- 

‘ment, or into the kingdom? And particularly, whither go the 

‘ children of heathens? And where are placed the children of the 

‘ faithful that die unbaptized ? Are they placed with the believers, or 

« with the unbelievers ? 
Answer. 

‘Tnsomuch as our Lord says, Suffer little children to come to me, 

h Chap. xi. § 6. chorum Benedictin. 3 tom. fol. Paris. 1698. 
i Part. ii. chap. 6. § 4. tom. ii. p. 295-] 
k [See Athanasii opera, studio Mona- 
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« for of such is the kingdom of heaven: and again the apostle says, 
“ Now are your children holy, [or saints,| it is plain that the children 

‘ of believers do, if they be baptized, go as spotless and faithful mto 
‘the kingdom. But those of them that are not baptized, do not 
‘ enter the kingdom, as also neither do the children of unbelievers. 
‘ But yet neither on the other side do they go into torment ; for 

‘ they have committed no sin.’ 
They that would read any more of those spurious passages that 

are later than the year 400, hut ascribed to authors before that time, 

and yet are not very scandalous, as being really within a century of 
it, or thereabouts, in which there happens to be mention of infant- 
baptism, may have some of them in the said book: Athanasii Quae- 

stiones ad Antiochum, quest. 2.item qu.66. And also, Athanasii Dicta 

et interpretatio Parabolarum 8. Script. quest. 94. 

And more in books ascribed to St.Chrysostom, as Chrysostom 
in Psal. xiv. ‘One brings an infant to be baptized; presently the 
‘ priest requires a covenant,’ &c. Idem, Homilia de Adam et Eva. 
‘Let us consider the meaning of what the church all over the 

‘ world practises in the baptizing of infants or adult persons,’ &e. 
V. There is also commonly produced a passage very ancient 
22. indeed ; if one might rely upon it: an order of Hyginus, 

(4:D.122.) bishop of Rome; that ‘in all baptisms there must be one 
© [ patrinus| godfather, and one godmother.’ But as this is of no 

eredit for authenticalness, having no voucher elder than Platina!, so 
also it does not necessarily relate to infants: for they had witnesses 
that are sometimes called pa¢rini, in the case of adult persons. 

This sort of testimonies is better omitted. For in any cause what- 
ever, evidences of no good credit do more hurt than good. 

1Jn vita Hygini. [Historia de vita et moribus summorum Pontificum. The 
editions of this work are numerous. ] 
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PAR TAU, 

CHAPTER I. 

Of some other Passages which are cited, and pretended to be 

to this purpose, but are not. 

δι. THe passages produced in the first part, are all that I have 
met with in authors that wrote in the first four centuries; saving 
that in St. Austin’s works there are, as I said, a great many more ; 

but all to the same purpose. 
In some collections of this nature I have seen several other 

quotations pretended to be out of authors within the said term. 

But they are either, 

1. Out of such books as are now discovered to be forgeries of late ἡ 

years. Or, 
2. They are nothing to the purpose. Or, 

3. Wrested and altered by those that cite them to another sense 

than what they carry in the authors themselves. Or, 
4. Such wherein the author does not say that for which he is 

cited: but he says something from whence the other does draw it 
as a consequence ; and then sets down that consequence, as if it were 

the author’s own words. Or, 

5. Quotations absolutely false. 

First, out of such books as are now discovered to be no true 

works of the authors, whose name they bear, but forgeries of 

later years. 
So there are quotations for infant-baptism, taken out of the 

Decretal epistles, which have been set out under the name of the 
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> most ancient bishops of Rome, but were, as I shewed 
(A.D. 830.) before®, really forged long after that time. As for the 
spurious quotations that are of any tolerable credit for antiquity, I 
gave before some account of them». 

II. Secondly, many that are produced are nothing to the 
purpose. 

As, when the antipedobaptists do fill their collections of this 
nature with passages out of the ancient Fathers that relate to the 

baptizing of adult persons. There is no pedobaptist, but does 

grant that there are innumerable such places; for in the first 300 
or 400 years of Christianity, (in which space of time it was that the 

greatest part of the heathen world, being converted, came into the 
church,) the baptisms of grown persons converted were more in 
number than the baptisms of the children of Christians: as it must 
needs be, since the apostles, at their death, left the world in such a 

state, as that there was probably a hundred heathens left for one 
Christian; even in the Roman empire, where they spent most of 
their pains; but at the end of 300 or 400 years, there were prob- 
ably ten Christians for one heathen. Now in that space of time 
there are recorded a great many sermons and other discourses 
persuading people to come in and be baptized: and in those dis- 
courses they instruct them in what is necessary thereto, as, that 

they must first understand and believe the principles of the 

Christian religion, and resolve to forsake their wicked courses and 

idolatrous worships. And commonly when they are upon this 
theme, they speak of baptism just as the church of England does in 
the Catechism; that there is required of persons to be baptized, 

repentance and faith. There are also extant many sermons made 

to the persons newly baptized, putting them in mind of their vow 
and covenant. And it is common for the antipedobaptists to cite 

some passages out of such discourses, which, taken by themselves, 

look as if those authors were against infant-baptism, and allewed it 

only to grown persons; but the contrary appears in that the same 

authors, in other places, when they speak of the case of infants, do 
shew their opinion and practice to have been otherwise: and that 

they looked upon that as a particular and excepted case. For this 
sort of quotations is often made out of Chrysostom, Gregory Nazi- 

anzen, and even St. Austin himself. 

In short, they have in this matter dealt with those ancient 

authors just as they did lately with Mr. Baxter ; who being busy in 
writing something in defence of infant-baptism, heard the hawkers 

a Parti. ch. 16. § 1, 2. b Parti. ch. 23. 
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ery under his window‘, ‘ Mr. Baxter’s Arguments for Believers,’ &c. 

being a pamphlet of collections taken out of some of Mr. Baxter’s 
works, wherein he, speaking of the terms of the baptismal covenant, 

had shewn the necessity of a justifying faith m order to baptism ; 
though in the same books he had declared he spoke in reference to 
adult persons only. On which occasion Mr. Baxter says, ‘ the men 
‘ that cite authors at this rate, cite me against myself, with the lke 
‘ confidence.’ 

Indeed, Mr.Tombes wrote a piece against Mr. Baxter, called, H/o 
de 564, or, The Self-destroyer: τὰ which he endeavoured to shew, 

that though Mr. Baxter intended these proofs of the necessity of 
faith, only in the case of the baptism of adult persons; yet “ his 
‘arguments prove more: and that the middle terms of is argu- 

‘ments do beat down his own tenet of infant-baptism. If the 

antipeedobaptists had dealt only thus in their quotations out of the 
ancients; and had declared their purpose to be, to improve these 
sayings of the Fathers to confute the opinion and practice of the 

said Fathers themselves; none could deny them the liberty of 

making their best of such a course. And they may, if they think 
fit, indict the Fathers of being Fe/ones de se. But it is common 
with them to cite such passages, as evidences that the authors were 
against infant-baptism; or, that there was no baptism of infants 
practised in those ages, or those churches, because they find such 

passages concerning the baptizing of grown persons, and concerning 

the qualifications required in them. 

Such places as these I have left out, inasmuch as they only prove 

that there were frequent baptisms of adult persons in those times ; 
which nobody denies. 

Yet I shall here set down for instance two of them, which do in 

appearance, the most of any that I have met with, make for the 
purpose of the antipzdobaptists. 

270. (A.D. 370.) Basil. contra Eunomium, lib. 11.° 

Πιστεῦσαι γὰρ δεῖ πρότερον" εἶτα τῷ βαπτίσματι ἐπισφραγίσασθαι. 

‘ For one must believe first: and then be sealed with baptism.’ 
278. (A.D. 378.) Hieronym. in Matt. xxvii. το. 

‘Primum docent omnes gentes, deinde doctas intingunt aqua: 
‘non enim potest fieri ut corpus baptismi recipiat sacramentum, nisi 
‘ante anima fidei susceperit veritatem.’ 

¢ Baxter, More Proofs of Infants’ baptism, gathered out of his own writing. 
Church Membership and right to Baptism, 49. London, 1659. 
p- 414. e [Sect. 5. Op. tom. 1. p. 276. ed. Bene- 
_ *[Felo de se; or Baxter’s Self-destroy- dict. 1721.] 
ing, in twenty arguments against Infant- 
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‘ They first teach all the nations, then when they are taught they 
‘ baptize them with water; for it cannot be that the body should 
“yeceive the sacrament of baptism, unless the soul have before 
‘ received the true faith.’ 

St. Hierome here commenting on the commission given by our 

Saviour to the apostlesf of carrying the gospel to the nations that 
were heathens, explains the method they were to use, viz. first, to 

teach those nations the Christian religion, and then to baptize them ; 
which all pedobaptists grant to be the method that ought ever to be 

used. or if there be any nation of Indians to be converted nowa- 
days, they use the same: and yet, when they have converted and 
baptized the parents, they do also, at the parents’ desire, baptize 
what children they have. And it is of such heathen people or 

nations that St. Hierome here speaks, that their minds must be 

instructed before their bodies be baptized. 

St. Basil is there proving, against the heretic Eunomius, the 
divinity of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, by this argument; that 

we are baptized in the name of them as well as of the Father, and 
consequently are to believe in them; for that baptism supposes faith 
in that Deity in whose name the baptism is. And applying this to 
the case of one that learns the faith of the Christian, shews that he 

must be taught to believe in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, (viz. 
that each of these persons is God,) or else ought not to be baptized 

with those words; and that consequently the Eunomians did in 
effect renounce their baptism by renouncing this faith. As there 
was no dispute between the catholics and Eunomians about infant- 

baptism ; so St. Basil will appear to any one that reads him, not to 

have had any thought pro or contra, at that place, about it. 
But it happens very unluckily for the purpose of those that pro- 

duce these sayings, that both of these Fathers are known by other 
passages to have owned infant-baptism ; as I have shewn plainly in 

the First Part of this works. 
Ill. Thirdly, some quotations that are brought, are wrested and 

altered by those that bring them to another sense than that which 

they carry in the authors themselves. 
As for example: Danvers! cites out of Eusebius, that Dionysius 

Alexandrinus writing to Sextus, bishop of Rome, testifies, ‘that it 

154. ‘was their custom to baptize upon profession of faith ; 

(A.D. 254-) and that one who had been baptized by heretics, not 

f Matt. xxviii. 19. [Op. tom. vii. p, 243. edit. Vallarsii. | & Chap.12. 15. 19. 
h Treatise of Baptism, p. 50, second edit. 1 Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. cap. 9. 
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‘upon profession of faith, did desire to be so baptized, accounting 
‘ his former for no baptism.’ 

This, as it is here by Mr. Danvers brought in and worded, would 
seem to be an instance of a man that having been baptized in 
infancy, desired now to be baptized again. But that which 
Dionysius does there write, is in these words, and no other : 

‘The man being present when some were baptized, and hearing 
‘ the interrogatories and answers, came to me weeping; and falling 

‘ down at my feet, confessed and declared, that the baptism where- 
‘with he had been baptized by the heretics, was not this [or this 
‘ sort of] baptism, nor had any likeness to this of ours, but was full 
‘of impieties and blasphemies. He said, he was sore troubled in 

‘ conscience, and durst not presume to lift up his eyes to God, for 
‘ that he was baptized with those profane words and ceremonies.’ 
Now this is clearly the case of a man that had been baptized by 

the Valentinians, (or some such heretics,) who, as Irenzus tells us!, 

did not baptize in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ; 
but with strange and profane forms of words which he there recites, 
and some of which I do hereafter recite™. All which is nothing 

relating to the case of infant-baptism: and he that compares the 

words, will observe how foully they are quoted. 
IV. Fourthly, some quotations are yet more unfair: as, when 

the author cited does not say that for which he is cited ; but he says 

something from whence the other does draw it as a consequence, 
and then sets down that consequence as if it were the author’s own 

words. 
Thus Danvers, in the foresaid treatise" says, that St. Hierome, in 
278. _ his epistle against the errors of John bishop of Jerusalem, 

(4.D.378-) says, ‘that in the eastern churches the adults were only 
‘ baptized ;’ and again, in his epistle to Pammachius, says, ‘ that they 
‘are to be admitted to baptism to whom it doth properly belong, 

‘ viz. those only who have been instructed in the faith.’ 
Now if one read over that epistle of St. Hierome’s to Pammachins, 

against the errors of John bishop of Jerusalem, and all the other 
epistles of his to Pammachius, (for such work one has with quo- 

tations set down after such a blundering manner,) there is no such 
thing. 

But this there 159: the said bishop having said, that ‘in a certain 

k Apud Eusebium, loc. citat. © Fpist. 61. ad Pammachium de errori- 
1 Lib. i. cap. 18. [eap. 21. edit. Bene- bus, &c. prope medium. [Rather see St. 

dict. | Jerome’s treatise, ‘ Liber contra Joannem 
τὴ Chap. 5. § I. Jerosolymitanum,’ § 11,12,13.—Op. tom. 
0 Treatise of Baptism, p. 56. ii. p. 419. ed. Vallars ] 



(9X9 Bard CH. 1. 5. | or altered, or false. 337 

“sermon of his he had fully discoursed of the faith and all the 
‘doctrines of the church: St. Hierome takes occasion to reprove 

this as a confident saying, that he should pretend to do all that in 
one sermon: and then adds, ‘We have a custom to discourse for 

‘forty days together, to those that are to be baptized, concerning 

‘the Holy Trinity, &e. ‘If you on that text could in one hour 
« discourse of all the doctrinal points; what need is there to continue 

‘such discourses for forty days? Butif you did recapitulate all that 

‘ you used to preach in the whole Lent,’ &e. 

There is also another passage toward the end of the epistle, where 
he thus expostulates with the said bishop; ‘Do we divide the 
‘church, who but a few months ago, about Whitsuntide, (when 

‘the sun being eclipsed, people thought the day of judgment was 
“ coming,) did present forty persons of both sexes, and several ages, 

293.  ‘ to your presbyters to be baptized? And yet we had five 

(4-D. 393.) « presbyters then in the monastery, who might have done 
‘it by their own night; but they would do nothing to anger you. 

‘Or do not you rather divide the church, who ordered your 

‘ presbyters at Bethlehem, that they should not give baptism to our 
‘candidates at Easter, whom we therefore sent to Diospolis to 

‘bishop Dionysius to be baptized 4 ?” 
Here is indeed a plain account of adult persons baptized in those 

times ; and that they used to be catechised all the Lent before their 
baptism. But he that shall conclude from hence, that they only 
were baptized, and then shall quote the place and set it down as St. 
Hierome’s words, [that in the eastern churches they only were 

admitted to baptism,] is by no means to be trusted with the quoting 

of authors. 
V. Fifthly, some of the quotations brought in this case are ab- 

solutely false: and neither the words cited, nor any like them, are 

at all to be found in the books mentioned. 
So Danvers in his said treatise cites St. Hilary for three several 
254. sayings. The first whereof is found in the book mentioned: 

(A.D. 354.) the second is not; but there is a sentence to the same 

purpose in another book. These two are not so material as to need 
reciting here. The third (which is very material, if it were true) is, 
that St. Hilary should say, ‘that all the eastern churches did only 
‘ baptize the adult.” The book he seems to refer to, is St. Hilary’s 
second book de Trinitate ; for that only is mentioned. But neither 

4 (Ibid. sect. 42.] ‘the History of Baptism throughout all 
τ Part i. cent. 4. [in the ‘Abstract of “ ages,’ prefixed to his treatise. | 

WALL, VOL. I. “4 
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there (nor, as I am very confident, any where else) does St. Hilary 
say any such thing. 

Both these last quotations out of St. Hierome and Hilary are 
amended in a postscript by Danvers‘: and for eastern he says we 
must read western. 

But this mends not the matter, but makes it worse: for there is 

no such thing: said of either of them. Indeed if either Hierome or 

Hilary, or any other author of those times, had said that it was the 
custom either of the eastern church, or western church, or any 
church at all, to baptize only the adult; and the places where they 

said so could be produced; it would be a quotation more for the 
purpose of the antipedobaptists than any they have yet brought. 

And for Mr. Danvers (after that Mr. Baxtert and Mr. Wills had so 

publicly challenged him for a forger of quotations; and Wills had 
put in an appeal to his own party against him) to amend in a P.S. 
to the answer to the said appeal these quotations by putting 

‘ western’ for ‘ eastern,’ as if the authors had really said so of one of 
them: this, if jomed with a great many other instances in the said 
book, was the boldest attempt upon the belief of a reader that ever 

1 knew made. 
It would have been a very tedious thing both to me and the 

reader, to recite all such quotations, and then to shew the falseness 
or mistake of them. But instead of doing that, I do declare that 
all that I have seen that seemed to be to the purpose I have 
searched ; and the search after such as have proved false, spurious, 
&e., has cost me as much pains as the collecting of these true ones. 

And of those that I have so seen or searched, I have left out none 

in this collection that make for or against the baptism of infants, 
but such as are (and, I think, plainly) of some of the five sorts 
before mentioned. And if any one, that meets with any other 
which I have not met with, will be so kind as to inform me of it, 

by word or letter, I will Gf I live to see any more editions of this 
mean work) add it to the rest; and that indifferently, as I said, 

whether it make for or against pedobaptism: provided it be 
genuine, and to the purpose, and out of authors within the time 

limited. 

S Postscript to the Baptist’s Answer to forgeries of Mr.H.Danvers. See also 
Wills’s Appeal against Danvers. Wills’ ‘Infant Baptism asserted,’ &c. 

t [See Baxter’s ‘More Proofs of In- ‘in answer to H. Danvers, with a full de- 
‘fants,’ ἄς. 1675: the second part of ‘tection of his misrepresentation,’ &c. 
which is a confutation of the strange ὅνο. 1675. ] 
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CHAP. TE. 

The Opinions of Modern learned Men, concerning the Ancient 

Practice or Omission of Paedobaptism. 

§ I. AS for what later authors have said concerning the practice 

of these primitive times; it would be a voluminous work to collect 
all their opinions or verdicts. Neither would it answer so much 
pains, to have the account of the modern writers, as to what they 

judge may be collected from the ancient writings, when we our- 
selves have the writings themselves to recur to. Yet it may be 
worth the while to spend a few words on that matter in general. 

1. And first, it is notorious, that almost all the learned men in 

the world that have occasion to mention this matter, do conclude 

from what they read, that it has been the general practice of the 
Christian church from the beginning, to baptize infants. To name 

any particulars were endless and frivolous. 
2. Some few (as it happens in all matters) are of a different 

opinion concerning the ancient practice. And they are of two sorts. 

Some have thought that there was a time in the Christian church 

when no infants were baptized, but that padobaptism was brought 

in after a certain term of years. 
Others, that baptism of infants was practised from the beginning, 

but not universally ; but that some Christians would baptize their 
infant children, and others would not. And that it was counted 

indifferent. 
Of the first sort, viz. of those that have thought that there was a 

time when no baptism of infants was used, I know of none (besides 

Mr.Tombes himself) but Walafridus Straboe and Ludovicus Vives : 

unless we are to add to them Curcelleus and Rigaltius. 
Il. Strabo has some favour shewed him, when he is reckoned 

750. among learned men. He lived in a very ignorant age ; 

(4-D-850-) and for those times might pass for a learned man. He 

had read St. Austin’s book of Confessions, and finding it mentioned 
there that St.Austin was baptized when he was of man’s age, he 

seems to have concluded from thence, that it was in old time the 

general use for Christians to defer their children’s baptism till they 

u [ Walafridus Strabo was a Benedictine 840, leaving behind him several pieces 
monk, of the famous abbey of Fulda in both in prose and poetry, which have 
Germany, and afterwards dean of St. come down to our times. | 
Gallen. He died in or about the year 

Z2 
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were grown up: though he might with a little more advertency 

have found, by the same book, that St. Austin’s father was a heathen 

when St. Austin was born, and for many years after; and did not 
turn Christian, nor was baptized himself, till a little before he died. 

Of that instance of St. Austin, and some others, I shall speak in 

the next chapter. Strabo’s words are these, ‘ Libro de exordiis et 

‘ merementis rerum ecclesiasticarum’,’ cap. 26 : 

‘It is to be noted, that in the primitive times the grace of bap- 

‘ tism was wont to be given to those only who were arrived to that 

‘maturity of body and mind, that they could know and understand 
‘ what were the benefits of baptism, what was to be confessed and 

‘ believed, and, in a word, what was to be observed of those that 

‘ are regenerated in Christ. For the reverend Father Austin relates 
‘ of himself in his book of Confessions, that he continued a catechu- 

“men till he was almost twenty-five years old: which he did with 
288. ‘that mtention, that during that space being imstructed 

(4.D.388-) ¢ in all particulars, he might be led by his own freewill to 
‘ choose what he thought fit; and that the heat of his youth being 
‘ now abated, he might better observe that which he had purposed. 

‘ But when the diligence about our divine religion increased ; the 
‘ Christians understanding that the original sin of Adam did involve 
‘in guilt, not only those who had added to it by their own wicked 
‘ works, but those also who having done no wickedness themselves, 

“yet because (as the Psalmist says) they were conceived and born in 
“ imiquity, cannot be free from sin, since they spring from a pol- 
‘luted root; so that the apostle had reason to say concerning all 
‘ persons, Add have sinned, and have need* of the glory of God, being 

« gustified freely by his grace ; and to say of Adam, Jn whom all have 

« staned :—the orthodox Christians, I say, understanding: this, lest 

‘ children should perish if they died without the remedy of the grace 
‘ of regeneration, appomted them to be baptized for the forgiveness 
“ of sins. 

‘ Not as some heretics, enemies of God’s free grace, maintained, 

‘ that there was no necessity for infants’ baptism, because they had 

‘never sinned. If that doctrine were true, either they would not 
“be baptized at all; or, if they were baptized without having any 

“need of it, the sacrament of baptism would be imperfect in them, 

‘and not the true baptism which we in the creed confess to be 

‘ given for the forgiveness of sins. 

Vv [This work was published at Mayence, _ edition, and tom. ix. p. 950, edit. Colon. ] 
in the year1549, and is reprinted in the x [have need. The expression used by 
Bibliotheca Patrum, tom. xv. Lyons Strabo is egent.] 
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‘ Therefore since all persons do perish by original sin, whom the 
‘ grace of God does not free, (even such as have added no increase 

‘of their own wickedness,) infants are of necessity to be baptized. 
‘ Which both St. Austin shews in his book de Baptismo Parvutorum, 

‘and the African councils testify, and is manifested by a great 

‘many other proofs from the other Fathers.’ 

This man, with his little reading, seems to have supposed that 
315. both the doctrine of peedobaptism, and also that of original 

(4D. 415.) sin, had their beginning but about St. Austin’s time. His 

mistake in the first may appear by the quotations here produced ; 
and in the other, by those mentioned by Vossiusy in his Pelagian 
History. He also invents a reason for St.Austin’s delay of his 
baptism after he was grown up, which is utterly contrary to St. 

Austin’s own account; who relates at large in that his book of 

Confessions, that it was because he was in suspense whether he 
should be a Christian or a Manichee*.. He miserably mistakes the 

doctrine of the Pelagians, as if they had denied infants’ baptism to 
be necessary. He himself owns it to be necessary; and yet says 
that the ancients used it not. 

But indeed there appears through all his book an affectation to 
shew how all the doctrines and mysteries of the Christian religion 

have come to more and more perfection by process of time; as he 

makes the title of his book to be, ‘Of the beginning and advance- 

‘ment of ecclesiastical matters.’ And he was willing to say some 

such thing of baptism, that this chapter might be like the rest. 
1422. III. What Ludovicus Vives® says of this matter, is in 

(4.D. 1522.) his commentaries upon St.Austin’s book de Civitate Dei, 

nb. cap: 27. 

‘ In former times no person was admitted to the holy font, till he 
‘ were of age, and did understand what that mystical water meant, 

‘and did himself desire to be washed with it, and did express this 

y [G. I. Vossius, Historia de Contro- 
versiis que Pelagius ejusque reliquie 
moverunt ; editio secunda, emendata et 
aucta, 40. Amst. 1655. See particularly 

doctor of law, and read lectures in that 
and the belles lettres. His commentary 
on St. Austin’s work, ‘De Civitate Dei,” 
was first published in 1522, with a dedi- 

the second book. | 
z [August. Confession. lib. v. cap. 14. 

§ 25.—Op. tom. i. p.118.] 
a [John Louis Vives, a learned Span- 

iard, was born at Valencia, in the year 
1492. Having studied at Paris and 
Louvain, and obtained a high reputation 
for learning, he was appointed by bishop 
Fox one of the fellows of his college of 
Corpus Christi, at Oxford; here he con- 
tinued for some time, was admitted a 

cation to king Henry VIII; it was re- 
printed in 1622, 1661, and is found in 
some collections of that Father’s works. 

Vives subsequently falling under 
Henry’s displeasure, in the matter of the 
royal divorce, was imprisoned for some 
time ; but recovering his liberty quitted 
England for Bruges in the Netherlands, 
where it is thought he ended his days, in 
1537, or 1541.] 
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‘desire more than once. A resemblance of which custom we see 
‘ still in our baptisms of infants. For an infant born that day, or 
‘ the day before, is asked the question, whether he will be baptized ὃ 

« And that question they ask three times over. In whose name the 
‘ godfathers answer, that he does desire it. I hear that in some 
‘ cities of Italy the old custom is still in great measure preserved.’ 

Since this Vives lived so little while ago, and produces no proof 
out of any author to confirm his opinion; his affirming any thing 
concerning any old custom is of no more authority, than if any 
one now living should say the same without producing his proof. 
Especially since he was but a young man when he wrote these 
commentaries, and, though learned in philology and secular history, 
yet confesses himself in his preface to them, that as for divinity, 
which was none of his profession, he minded it only so far as his 

other studies would give him leave. 

It is certain that the occasion given him, from St. Austin’s 

words, on which he there comments, to say any such thing, is very 
slender. For St. Austin is only speaking of some baptized at the 
age of understanding, without the least intimation that they were 
children of Christian parents. 

And for the cities of Italy that he mentions, I think nobody ever 
heard of them before, nor since: unless we will suppose that some 

roso. remainders of the Petrobrusians, who are said about 400 

(4-P. 1150.) years before Vives’ time to have been antipzdobaptists, 

and of whom I shall by and by give some account”, might continue 
that practice in some of the valleys of Piedmont. But if it were so, 
these men were too late, for any opinion concerning the ancient 
practice to be founded on what they did. 

IV. Curcellus* says the same thing as Vives does. And there 
1ss0. 18 to be said of him not only what was said of Vives, that 

(4.0.1650.) affirming a thing of antiquity, he produces no quotation 
for proof, but also that he brings it in to maintain another tenet as 
paradoxical as this itself is. He has a ‘Dissertation concerning 
‘Onginal Sin He denies that there is any such thing; as most 
that are inclined to Socinianism do. He brings as an objection 
against his own doctrine, the custom of baptizing infants for 
forgiveness of sin. He answers4, ‘that the custom of baptizing 
‘infants did not begin before the third century after Christ’s birth ; 
‘ that in the first two there appear no footsteps of it.’ 

» Chap. vil. § 5. 
¢ [See Stephani Curcellei Opera Theologica, fol. Amst. 1675, p. 912.] 4 § 56. 
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Whether that be true or no, will be partly judged by what I have 
here produced. It is best for any one that cannot prove what he 

says, to affirm it dictator-like. 
V. It is doubtful in which of the two forementioned sorts, of 

1578. those that have thought the practice of infant-baptism to 
(4.D. 1678.) have been, either not from the beginning, or not universal, 
one is to place Rigaltius®. He, in his annotations on those places 

of St. Cyprian, which I recited in the former part of this work‘, 

seems willing to have it believed, that in the apostles’ time there 

was no pedobaptism; but not willing to speak this plainly. 
His discourse of this matter from texts of scripture is too large to 

repeat here; he uses no arguments but those that are common, and 

have their answers as common. 
But what he speaks plainly of the matter of fact, as he takes it to 

have been, is thiss: ‘From the age of the apostles to the time of 
‘Tertullian, the matter continued ἐμ ambiguo, doubtful, 

‘ for various}. And there were some, who on occasion of 

our Lord’s saying, Suffer little children to come to me, (though he 

gave no order to baptize them,) did baptize even new-born infants ; 
and, as if they were transacting some secular bargain with God 
Almighty, brought sponsors and bondsmen to be bound for them, 
that when they were grown up they should not depart from the 

Christian faith. Which custom Tertullian did not like. For, “ what 

need is there,” says he, “that the godfathers should be brought 
into danger,” &e. [and so he recites at large the place of Tertullian, 

which I produced above, and then proceeds,] Most men, thinking 

iso.  * this opinion of Tertullian unsafe, were of St.Cyprian’s 
(4.D.250-) « mind, that even new-born children ought to be made 
‘ partakers of the laver of salvation; which was also pitched upon 

“in the decree of this synod; and so the doubt was taken away.’ 
And in his annotations on the other place of St.Cyprian', he 

passes this censure upon the practice of those times. ‘They gave 
το.  ‘ the sign of faith to a person before he was capable of 

(4-D.250.) « faith itself: they made the sign without the thing, to 
‘ stand instead of the thing itself.’ 

The zealous bishop of Oxford, who since wrote annotations on the 

100. 
(A. D. 200.) 
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e [Nicolaus Rigaltius published an f Part i. ch. 6. § 1, and τι. 
edition of St. Cyprian’s works at Paris, in 
1648, folio. His notes were retained in 
the subsequent ones, of Priorius, Paris, 
1666, and bishop Fell, Oxford, 1682. 
They are noticed, but not given at length, 
in the Benedictine edition, fol. Paris, 
1726. ] 

& Annot. in Cypriani Epistolam ad 
Fidum. [scil. epist. 59, in editt. Rigaltii 
et Benedictin. 64, in edit. Fellii, 1682.] 

h Parti. chap. 4. § 5. 
i Lib. de Lapsis. [See Rigaltii obser- 

vationes, p.159. edit. 1648: p.125, edit. 
Oxon. ] 
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same Father’s works, and who generally treats Rigaltius with that 

respect which his great learning deserves; yet on this account 

spares not to sayi, ‘that he has in this matter acted the part, not of 
‘an annotator on St.Cyprian, but a prevaricator with him: and 
that ‘what he says here, is no other sort of stuff than what some 

‘ fanatic of the anabaptist crew would have said.’ 
Indeed it is a wonder, that since he knew that which he would 

insinuate (that there was no baptism of infants in the apostles’ time) 

to be contrary to the sentiments of all the learned men in the 
world; he should so take it for granted on the ordinary pretences, 
without taking notice of what they say in answer. And that he 
should conclude, that in the next century of years, which passed 
from the apostles’ to Tertullian’s time, it was held and practised 
variously or indifferently ; only because Tertullian spake against 
what was then done about it: when almost all learned men do 

take that opposition of his for no evidence that the delay of infants’ 

baptism, or virgins’ baptism, or widows’ baptism, was then practised 
by any body, (neither does Tertullian pretend it was,) but only for 

an evidence that Tertullian was a man of a singular opinion in this, 
as well as in forty other things that were then practised or taught. 
Neither can Tertullian himself be well understood to have advised 
that delay, but only when there is no danger of death‘, which in 

the case of infants is very seldom. 
This annotator is also partial in the account he gives of the 

writers of this century: in that he mentions Tertullian, who wrote 

at the latter end of it, and gives his opinion against the ordimary 

100. practice of psdobaptism; without taking any notice of 

(AD. 200.) Trenzeus, who wrote in the middle of it, and speaks of 
infants, as being ordinarily baptized, or regenerated ; or of Origen, 

67 who was contemporary with Tertullian, and wrote but a 

ἢ little after him; and who having travelled in all the 
(1.p.210.) noted churches then in the world, speaks of their baptism 

both as being generally practised, and also appointed by the 

apostles. 
It is plain that the place on which he there comments does shew 

that the baptism of infants was then looked on as undoubted, and 

150. (as he would represent) that ‘the doubt about it was 

(4.P.250.) «then taken away,’ or solved. For Fidus, who doubted 

whether they might be baptized before the eighth day, and St. 
Cyprian and his fellow bishops, who resolved that doubt, had both 

i[See Fell’s edition, part i. p. 125 ; and part ii. p. 159.] 
Κ See the place, part i. chap. 4. ὃ 5,7. 
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of them taken it for undoubted, that they are to be baptized in 
infancy}. 

This partiality shewn by him for the antipedobaptists’ side, 
makes one have the less opinion of his fidelity in that alteration 
which he has made in their favour, in the text of Tertullian’s book 

of baptism, in his edition thereof; which does much alter the sense, 
and of which I gave an account when I recited the place. I, 

though I knew it was otherwise in Pamelius’ edition, and that 
Pamelius testifies his edition to agree with Gaigneus’ (who first 

published this book of Tertullian) in that place; yet was of opinion 

that so learned a man would not have altered the words without 
some good authority from the manuscripts ; and I set them down ac- 
cordingly. But since he quotes no manuscripts to confirm that al- 
teration ; and besides, shews himself otherwise to have such a bias: I 

do now think it were proper for learned men to examine better how 
much credit is to be given to that amendment, which makes Tertul- 
han advise the delay of baptism absolutely, which in the first, and 
some following editions, was expressed, eacept in case of necessity. 
P.S. And I find already that Mr.Stennet, a learned antipzdobap- 
tist, is convinced that no credit is to be given to it. For he quotes 
the place as it stood in the former editions, ‘ Quid enim necesse est, 
“si non tam necesse, sponsores,’ ὅθ. ‘For what need is there, 

‘ except in case of necessity, that godfathers,’ &c. in his Answer to 

Mr. Russen, chap. iv. p. 76. 
VI. There were no need of mentioning bishop Taylor among 

these, were it not for some importunate antipedobaptists, who cite 
him in this controversy against his will. He, in the times of the 
rebellion in England, (when the parliamentarians, though divided 
among themselves into several sects, did all join in oppressing those 

of the church of England,) wrote a treatise called, Zhe Liberty of 
Prophesying : 1 which he pleaded that they, how earnest soever 
they were in maintaining the truth of their opinions, yet ought to 

grant a toleration to those that differed from them; because many 

other opinions had at least a probability, such as might well sway 
the conscience of a great many honest inquirers after truth. 

And among the rest he undertook" to shew how much might be 

said for two sorts of dissenters, the antipedobaptists and the 
papists: saying thus; ‘These two are the most troublesome and 
‘most disliked: and by an account made of these we may make 
« judgment what may be done towards others, whose errors are not 

‘ apprehended of so great malignity.’ 

1 See the place, part i. chap. 6. § τ, &e. 
m Part 1. chap. 4. ὃ 8. n Sect, 17.18. 
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And in his plea for the antipwdobaptists, though he there declares 

himself well satisfied with the principles of pedobaptism, of which 

he gives a summary account, and says, that he ‘takes the other 

‘ opinion to be an error ;’ yet under pretence of reciting what may 
be said for that error, he draws up so elaborate a system of argu- 
ments against infant-baptism, and sets them forth to the utmost, 
by such advantage of style, that he is judged to have said more for 
the antipedobaptists than they were ever before able to say for 
themselves. And Dr.Hammond says, ‘It is the most diligent 
‘ collection, and the most exact scheme of the arguments against 
‘infant-baptism, that he had ever met with°®. And that he has 
‘ therein in such manner represented the arguments for and against 
‘it, that the latter have seemed to many to be successful and 

« victoriousP.’ 
It is generally supposed that he did this with a politic intention 

(commonly practised by those of the church of Rome) to divide the 

adversaries of the church of England among themselves; and to 
that end put arguments into the mouths of one sect, in order to 

puzzle the others. A sort of prevaricating in the things of God, 
which few protestants or sincere Christians will account justifiable 

on any account whatever. Therefore Dr. Hammond, who was too 
great a lover of sincerity to approve of such a method, quickly 
wrote an answer to this piece, solving each objection particularly 4. 

And afterward, bishop Taylor himself, having premised that he 
was sorry if any one had been so weak as to be misled by such mean 

objections, and that he counted it great charity and condescension 
in Dr. Hammond to bestow an answer on them, wrote also his own 

answers to his own objections, and inserted them in a later edition 
of the said treatise’; and in another treatise, called <The Consi- 

‘ deration of the Church in baptizing the Children of Believers.’ 

He does also, in his ‘ Great Exemplar, and in his Ductor Dubitan- 

tiums, expressly declare his opinion, and affirm, that ‘it 1s necessary 
‘that infants be baptized ;? and reckons ‘infant-baptism, and the 
‘ keeping of the Lord’s day, among those things that are confirmed 
“by this rule.’ 

Whatsoever the catholic church has kept in all ages by-gone, 

may rightly be believed to have descended from the apostles. 

© Six Queries, Infant Baptism, § 49. marked 33 in the folio editions ; in some 
P Ibid. § 139. modern ones this portion is placed by it- 
4 [See his Letter of resolution to Six 561, as an appendix.] 

Queries ; Qu. 4. sect. 49, to the end. 5. Book ii. chap. 3. rule 14: § 41: also 
Hammond’s Works, vol. 1. rule 18. § 1. 

r[Viz. all which follows the clause 
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‘ Which,’ he says, ‘is a good rule for rituals, [among which he 
‘reckons baptism,] though not for matter of doctrine.’ The reason 

of which distinction he had given beforet. ‘ Because there is no 
‘ doctrme so delivered but what is in scripture: indeed some prac- 
‘tices and rituals are. Because the public exercises and usages of 
‘the church being united and notorious, public and acted, might 
‘ make the rule evident as the light.’ 

Notwithstanding all which, it is a common thing with the anti- 
pedobaptists to cite the passages in that treatise of the “ Liberty of 
“ Prophesying’ that make for them, as if they had been spoken by 

the author from his own judgment, and had never been answered 
by him. 

There is not much said either in the objections or answers about 
this point of antiquity: they being chiefly taken from scripture. 
What he has is mostly from Grotius. 

He objects" that ‘all arguments from tradition are much decried 
‘ by protestants in other cases, and therefore ought not to be made 
‘ use of in this.’ 

To which Dr. Hammond and he answer, that ‘protestants did 
‘ never renounce the arguments from tradition in general: but, on 
‘ the contrary, whatever appears to be the tradition of the apostles, 
‘or to be the practice of the Christians in those first times, they 
‘ willingly own. And that what they decry, is either the traditions 
‘ of later times, or else the false pretences to the elder ones.’ 

He had objected likewise, that there is but a weak proof of any 

110. Such tradition, and that ‘whereas Origen says, that the 

(4.D.210.) ¢ apostles gave order to the churches that they should 
‘baptize their infants, and St. Austin says the same; yet that 

290. * probably St.Austin took this from Origen’s writings : 
(4-D. 39°-) ¢ and so it depends on Origen’s single testimony.’ 

At which rate of arguing, if forty had said it, one might pretend 

that probably thirty-nine of them had it from the first; and so 

there were but one single evidence. 
But he, as well as Dr. Hammond, answers, that Irenzeus, and the 

61. author of the Questions in the name of Justin Martyr, and 
(Α 9.167.) abundance of others, ¢ (though they do not speak expressly, 

‘of the apostles appointing it, yet) do confirm it to have been the 

274. ‘ practice in those times.’ ΤῸ which I have added a testi- 

(4.D.374-) mony of St.Ambrose*, that speaks expressly of the apo- 
stles’ times. 

t See rule 14. § 38 to 44. « Liberty of Prophesying, sect. 18. § 25. 
x Part i.ch.13. § I. 
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The bishop also knew, or might have known, that St. Austin was 
no reader of Origen’s works. 

He objected, moreover, that padobaptism was first established by 
canon of the Milevitan council, (as he calls it; meaning that canon 

318. of the council of Carthage, which I recited, part 1. ch. 19. 

(4-D-418) ὃ 34) in the year of Christ, 418. So he dates it. 

But both he and Hammond answer that, to this effect : that since 

it was the known custom of the primitive church, to make canons 
only about points that had been questioned by heretics ; it is a great 

proof that this had never been questioned, (as St. Austin concludes 
it was from the beginning, because ‘not instituted by councils,’) 
for none can deny that it was a common practice long before. 

And I think I have shewed it also to be a mistake to think that 
it was then decreed that infants should be baptized; whereas the 

decree was, that they are in a true meaning: baptized for ‘ forgiveness 

‘ of original sin,’ (which the Pelagians denied; but their baptism 
they denied not,) and that they may be baptized before the eighth 
day, when newborn; of which some in Africa doubted. 

fle had also, in his plea for the antipeedobaptists, cited the canon 
2... Of the Neocesarean council, which I recited, part 1. ch. 8. 

(4-D 314.) § 1, and had drawn from it reasons against infant-baptism, 

such as there rehearsed. 

And the answer which he and Dr.Hammond make, is in sub- 

stance the same that is there also given. 
Yet after all this, this bishop is to be reckoned among the second 

sort, that I mentioned, of those that have denied the practice of in- 
fant-baptism to have been general or universal in the primitive 

times ; as appears by his later works, which I shall have occasion to 
cite when I speak of that second sort of men. 

VII. It is tedious to spend time in speaking of Dr. Barlow, the 

late bishop of Lincoln. What he had said on this subject, (of which 

the antipedobaptists do so serve themselves, that one shall see his 
name brought in twenty times by some one of their writers,) he 
himself fairly recanted. 

He had, in those hopeful times that were in England, in the 
1:36, year 1656, wrote a letter to Mr.Tombes, wherein he had 

(Α.}. 1656.) said thus: ‘1 do believe padobaptism (how, or by whom, 

‘1 know not) came into the world in the second century; and in 

‘the third and fourth began to be practised (though not generally) 

‘and defended as lawful from the text grossly misunderstood, 
‘John Π|. 5. Upon the like gross mistake of John vi. 53. they 

y See the Canon, Part i. ch. 19. § 37. 
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‘did for many centuries, both in the Greek and Latin church, 

‘ communicate infants, and give them the Lord’s Supper. And I 
‘ do confess they might do both as well as either.’ 

This letter bemg handed among the antipedobaptists came after- 
1573. ward to be printed, to the said doctor’s discredit, who 

(A.D. 1673.) was now Margaret professor in the university of Oxford, 

and accounted a very learned man. 

Therefore in the year 1675, he wrote a letter to Mr. Wills with 

is75. consent that it should be published, in which he says thus: 
(4.D.1675.) « T acknowledge that such words as are cited by Mr. Dan- 

‘ vers (and such others, spoke and writ then, with more confidence 
‘than judgment or discretion) are mm that letter; which had been 
‘ secret still, 1f some had not betrayed that trust which was reposed 
‘in them. Lastly, it is to be considered, that that letter was writ 
‘ about twenty years ago, (when I talked more, and understood less,) 
‘and yet whatever doubts or objections I had then against infant- 
‘ baptism, I never thought them so considerable as to warrant any 

“ division, or schismatical disturbance of the peace of my mother the 
‘church of England. And therefore I did then, and since, and 

‘ (when I have a just call, God willing) ever shall, baptize infants.’ 
VIII. I am unwilling to name Bilius® among these: because I 

believe that was not his steady opinion, which“may seem to be the 
most obvious sense of an expression of his in his commentary on the 
nineteenth oration of Gregory Nazianzen ; where there is an account 
of the baptism of the said Gregory’s father, which was after his 

marriage. And Bilius there speaking of the danger of sinning after 
baptism, says; ‘I mention this, because in those times persons 
‘came later to baptism than nowadays; when by a commendable 
“custom they are baptized in infancy, lest delay should bring 
‘ danger with it.’ 

What a word did that learned abbot suffer to eseape the hedge of 

his lips? Was not that Gregory the father a heathen till that time, 
and his parents before him? I believe if one were to look over 

Bilius’ writings, one should find that this was not his settled 
opinion. But I have not time to do that at present. 

Since the first edition of this book, one Antony van Dale‘, a 

zIn Danvers’ Treatise of Baptism, 
cent. 4. [Part i. chap. 7. p. 63.] 

a Wills’ Infant Baptism farther vindi- 
cated, p. 88. 8vo. 1675. 

b [Jacques de Billi, a learned French 
abbot of the sixteenth century, distin- 
guished himself by a Latin version of the 
works of Gregory Nazianzen, which was 
published under his own eye in 1569, 

again in 1570, (583, &c. and is retained 
in Morell’s edition, Paris 1609, and 1630. 

The note, or scholion, referred to in the 
text, may be found at p.129. of the 
edition of 1570. N°. 14.] 

¢ [See Antonii Van Dale dissertatio 
super Aristea de lxx. Interpretibus: ad- 
ditur Historia Baptismorum. 4to. Amstel. 
1705. | 
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Dutch Minnist or antipedobaptist, has written a tract called, 776 

History of Baptisms. Wherein he has one chapter against mfant- 

baptism: and in that [at p. 375] a quotation of a letter of Salma- 

sius, written to Justus Pacius under the name of Simplicius Verinus. 

Where Salmasius says; ‘ In the first two centuries none received 
‘baptism, but such as being instructed in the faith, and made 
acquainted with the doctrine of Christ, could declare their belief 
of it; because of those words, He that believeth and is baptized: so 

that believing is to be the first. Thence was the order of catechu- 

mens in the church. There was then also a constant custom, that 

to those catechumens, presently after their baptism, the eucharist 

should be given. Afterward there came in an opinion, that none 
could be saved that was not baptized. And so there grew a custom 
of giving baptism to infants. And because the adult catechumens, 
as soon as they were baptized, had the eucharist given them, with- 
out any space of time passing between; it was, after that infant- 
baptism was brought im, ordered that this should be done also 
with infants.’ 

Having not any copy of Salmasius’ letters, I can judge nothing 

of the authenticalness ὁ of this quotation; nor can give any guess (if 
Salmasius did write such a letter) what age he might be of when 
he wrote it, or whether he published it himself. I know that many 
learned men have suffered much in their memory by having all their 
letters and posthumous pieces printed after their death: some 
whereof were such, as being written in their youth, they themselves 
would have been ashamed of afterward, and would, upon better 

information and reading, have recanted: an instance whereof I 
gave just now, in one that in his youth wrote a letter so lke this, 
that one may seem to be drawn from the other. And I have also 
known several persons who have owned, that before their reading 
the ancient books, they have been inclined to such an opinion 
against the antiquity of infant-baptism, as is expressed in these two 
letters; but afterward found their own mistake. And this is the 

more probable in the case of Salmasius, for that he never did in his 
conversation or books (that I ever heard of) shew any inclination 
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ὦ [The letter alluded to in the text was 
published under the following title, ‘De 
‘ transubstantiatione liber, Simplicio Ve- 
‘ryino Auctore. Ad Justum Pacium 
‘contra H. Grotium. MHagiopoli, 1646.’ 
8vyo. Salmasius was then fifty-eight 
years of age, having been born in 1588. 
The passage quoted occurs at p. 494, and 
is fairly given by Van Dale. 

It should be remarked, that there are 

two distinct works by Salmasius, both 
published under the same feigned name, 
both in the same year, both directed 
against Grotius, and both addressed ‘ad 
‘ Justum Pacium :’ but the earlier of the 
two calls itself epistola, and the latter 
liber: (in this particular Van Dale has 
mistaken, and might lead an inquirer 
astray :) and that it is the second work 
which Dr. Wall here recites. | 
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to antipedobaptism. But if this were his steady opinion concerning 
the beginning of pedobaptism; then we must add him to those 
three or four men that have said this without giving any proof from 
antiquity of their saying. 

I find this very passage quoted by Mr. Stennet [Answer to 
Russen, p. 86] as from Swicerus’ Thesaurus, sub voce ΣύναξιςΘ. Who 

it seems took it from Salmasius. 
IX. There is, as I said, another sort of learned men, who, though 

they think with the rest of the world, that infant-baptism was ever 
practised in the church of Christ, yet think that it was not general 

or universal; but that in the elder times some Christian parents 
baptized their children in infaney, and others not: and that it was 
counted indifferent. 

I take Grotius to be the author of this opinion. For though 
some before him did observe that many persons of note in the 
primitive times were baptized at man’s age, some of whom they 
took to be born of Christian parents, (which last, whether they did 

not take to be so without due examination, shall be discoursed 

afterward,) yet they supposed them to be not enough to make any 

considerable exception to the general rule and practice of the 
church. 

So though Dr. Field, in his treatise Of the Church*, do say, that 
‘ besides those who were converted from paganism, many that were 

‘ born of Christian parents, put off their baptism a long time :’ an 
instance of which he makes St. Ambrose: yet these (whom he 
calls many) he takes to be so few in comparison, that he still speaks 
of the other as a ‘continued practice’ or tradition. As where he 
treats purposely of tradition’, he says : 

‘The fourth kind of tradition is the continued practice of such 

‘ things, as neither are contained in the scripture expressly, nor the 
‘example of such practice expressly there delivered; though the 
‘ grounds, reasons, and causes of the necessity of such practice be 

‘ there contamed ; and the benefit or good that followeth of it. Of 
‘ this sort is the baptism of infants,’ &e. 

But Grotius from this and some other arguments frames an 
hypothesis of the indifferency (/isertas he calls it) of the ancient 
church in this matter®. And though Rivet do suppose that Grotius 

was a convert of cardinal Perron in this point; for the said cardinal 

in his Reply to King James had (as Riveti observes) ‘ pleaded the 

e [See col. 1136, tom. ii. edit. 1728.] i Apology. [8vo. Lugd. Bat 1643. and 
f Page 710. in vol. iii. of Riveti Opera Theologica, 
& Lib. iv. cap. 20. p. 1076.] 
h Annot. in Matt. xix. 14. 
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“ cause of the anabaptists with all his might: and I see,’ says Rivet, 

‘that he has brought over Hugo Grotius —Yet I count it proper 
to reckon Grotius as the author, because what the Cardinal had said 

was very probably not from his real opinion, but from a design to 
embroil the protestants, by giving strength to the schism of the 

antipedobaptists, who then began to grow rife in Holland and other 
places. A design which the papists have since earnestly promoted ; 
industriously putting it into their books, that infant-baptism cannot 

be proved from scripture, but only from the practice of the church : 

and as some of them will have it, not from any evidence of the 
practice of the ancient church neither, but only from the authority 
of the present church. 

Tam not willing to think that Grotius had so ill a design. But 
he being naturally inclined to trim all controversies in religion that 
came in his way, and using that vast stock of learning which he 
had (as princes that would hold the balance do their power) to help 

the weakest side, he maintains (not that there was ever any church 
or any time in which infant-baptism was not used, but) that in the 
Greek churches, many ‘ persons, from the beginning to this day, do 

‘ observe the custom of delaying the baptism of their infants till 
‘ they are able to make confession of their own faithi,’ 

The mistake that he is here guilty of in reference to the modern 
practice of the Greek churches, in which (as all men are now sure) 
there neither is, nor lately has been, any such thing known as the 

delay of infants’ baptism, (especially if he mean the Greek churches 

properly so called; for what dispute is raised concerning the 
Georgian Christians I do mention hereafter*,) makes one take less 

notice of what he affirms concerning the ancient practice thereof. 
As he produces no proof at all of what he says of the late times, so 
what he urges for this indiffereney of the elder times consists in 

these particulars. 
214. He cites the canon of the council of Neoczesarea, men- 

(4.D.314-) tioned above!, and expounds it to make against infant- 

baptism. 
But this, if it proves any thing, proves too much: not a liberty, 
300. but an unlawfulness of infant-baptism in the opinion of 

(a-D.400.) those seventeen bishops. He himself says, that ‘it is 
‘plain that in St. Austin’s time pedobaptism was received in all 
‘churches; because the Pelagians being pressed with that as an 
‘ argument never could deny it.’ And was it not obvious likewise 

for him to observe, that the Pelagians being pressed with this argu- 

i Annot.in Matt. xix. 14. k Ch. 8. 2. 1 Part i. ch. 8. §1. 
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ment, ‘That no Christian ever was against pedobaptism,’ could not 
deny it, but expressly granted it™? And could Pelagius and St. 

214. Austin too have forgot, that a council of seventeen bishops 

(42-314) had determined against it but eighty years before, if they 

or any body else had at that time gathered any such meaning out 

of their words? The pzdobaptists say, that this meaning lay hid 
for 1300 years after the men were dead, till he picked it out. But 
of this, and of the use that he makes of the words of Balsamon and 

Zonaras thereupon, was discoursed before®. 

He observes also, that ‘in the councils one shall find no earlier 

318. “ mention of peedobaptism than in the council of Carthage.’ 

(A-D.418.) From whence he would infer, that ‘it did not universally 

‘ obtain, but was more frequent in Africa than any where else.’ 
And St.Austin, as was above cited’, proves that it must have 

been instituted by the apostles; because it did and ever had uni- 
versally obtained, and yet was not instituted by any council. 
Mentioned it was by a council under St.CyprianP, which did not 
enact it, but take it for granted. 

I mentioned befored his other argument, which is nothing else 
150. but the perverting of the sense of a few words of Gregory 

(A.D.250) Nazianzen, (where he, speaking of several sorts of persons 

that die without baptism, names among the rest ‘those that are not 
‘ baptized διὰ νηπιότητα, by reason of infancy,’) as if Nazianzen had 
thereby intimated his opinion to be, that infancy did incapacitate 
one for baptism. Whereas if the reader please to turn back to 
part 1.ch. 11. ᾧ 6, where I have cited the place at large, he will see 
that Nazianzen there reckons ‘those who are not baptized [or have 
‘ missed of baptism] by reason of their infancy,’ among those whose 

own fault it is not, that they are not baptized; and therefore their 

punishment shall be less in the world to come. 

The most material thing that he brings, is the instance of 

Gregory Nazianzen and St.Chrysostom, born, as he takes it, of 

Christian parents, and yet not baptized till of age. Which shall be 
discussed in the next chapter. 

He concludes, ‘ that all that he has brought is of no foree to prove 
‘ that infant-baptism should be denied ; but only to shew /ibertatem, 

‘ vetustatem, et consuetudinis differentiam, the liberty, antiquity, and 

‘ difference of the custom.’ 

ΠΧ, I said before, that bishop Taylor is to be reckoned in this 

mM See part i. ch. 19. § 30. n Part i. ch. 8, § 6, 7. © Part i. ch. 15. sect. 4. ὃ 3. 
P Cypriani Epist. ad Fidum. 4 Part i.ch. 11. § 0. 

WALL, VOL. I. La 
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rank; if one knows where to reckon him, or can reconcile what I 

have quoted from him, with that which I am going to quote. 

He, in his ‘ Dissuasive from Popery,’ one of his latest works, 

being busy in defending the protestant doctrine against the papists, 
who plead the necessity of tradition to prove imfant-baptism ; and 
having answered, that it is proved enough from scripture as to the 
lawfulness of it, goes on to shew that tradition does not do so much 
service in the matter; for that it delivers it to us as the custom of 

“some Christians in all times, but not of all. His words are these: 

‘ At the first they did, or they did not, according as they pleased ; 

‘ for there is no pretence of tradition, that the church in all ages 
‘ did baptize all the infants of Christian parents. It is more certain 

‘that they did not do it always, than that they did it in the first 
‘age. St.Ambrose, St.Hierome, and St.Austin, were born of 

‘ Christian parents, and yet not baptized until the full age of a 
“man, and more.’ 

And a little after, ‘That it was the custom so to do in some 

‘ churches, and at some times, is without all question; but that 
‘ there is a tradition from the apostles so to do, relies but upon two 

το. Witnesses, Origen and St.Austin: and the latter having 
(4-D-210.) « received it from the former, it relies wholly upon his 
(a0. 396.) « single testimony ; which is but a pitiful argument to 
‘ prove a tradition apostolical. He is the first that spoke it: but 

neal" ekeer that was before him, seems to speak against 
De. ei, ‘it; which he would not have done, if it had been a 
(A. D. 1522. yas ee apostolical. And that it was not so, is but too 

“ certain, if there be any truth in the words of Ludovicus Vivess.’ 
And then he recites what was above cited out of Lud. Vivest. 

The most of this is what he said before", and on which I did 

before make what remarks are necessary: as I shall do in the next 

chapter, on what he says of Ambrose, Hierome, Austin, born of 
Christian parents, and yet not baptized in infancy. From the whole, 
one may here see some of the workings of that singular faney that 
this bishop had about original sin. I forgot when I saw his 
‘ Dissuasive from Popery,’ to look at the date of the edition of it, 

and to see if it were not a posthumous one*: which I suspect, 
because what he says in it of this indifferency, is contrary to what 
I quoted before (§ 6.) out of his ‘Great Exemplar’ and ‘ Ductor 

r Part ii. lib. i. sect.3. p.117. [edit. 4to. u See § 6. 
Lond. 1667: which was the earliest im- x [Bishop Taylor died in 1667. The 
pression of the second part of this work.] _ edition referred to was published in that 

5 Page 118. t See § 3. year, but after the bishop’s death.] 
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© Dulitantium ? and is more agreeable to what he had said in his 

youth, but afterward recanted. 
XI. Mr.Thorndyke also, in the third book of his ‘ Epiloguey,’ 

(which is of the ‘Laws of the Church,’) yields, that the eastern 
church, (though they held infant-baptism necessary in ease of the 

danger of death,) yet did sometimes defer it when there was no such 
danger. But that the western church enjoined it, as the present 

church does, to be given presently. 
He, as well as Grotius, Taylor, &c., seems to be moved to this 

concession by the instances of Nazianzen, Nectarius, &c., baptized at 

man’s age; of which I shall speak in the next chapter, and shew 

the most of them to be mistakes. 

XII. Monsieur Daillé has also something to this purpose. He 

says”, ‘In ancient times they often deferred the baptizing both of 
‘infants and of other people; as appears by the history of the 
“emperors, Constantine the Great, of Constantius, of Theodosius, of 

‘ Valentinian, and Gratian, out of St.Ambrose: and also by the 

‘ orations and homilies of Gregory Nazianzen®, and also of St. Basil”, 

‘ on this subject. And some of the Fathers too have been of opinion 

‘that it is fit it should be deferred, as namely, Tertullian, as we 

‘have formerly noted out of him.’ 

I shall have occasion, in the next chapter, to discourse concerning 
those instances of the emperors. And whereas he speaks of the 

delay of the baptism of infants and other people, it is fit for the 
reader to observe, that the orations which he cites, are indeed a 

proof that many grown people converted did put off their baptism a 

long time ; because those orations or sermons are made on purpose 
to convince people of their sin and danger in so doing. But there 
is nothing in them that gives any evidence, that those who were 

once baptized themselves, did ever delay the baptizing of their 
‘children: save that in one of them Gregory Nazianzen gives his 
opinion, that in case the children are in good health, and there be 

no fear of their death, one may do well to defer their baptism till 

they be about three years old; but otherwise, to baptize them out 
of hand. ‘The place I have set down at large, part 1.ch. 11. § 7. 

XIII. Mr. Baxter also, who has shewn a great deal of zeal, and 

spent a great deal of pains in maintaining the cause of pedobaptism, 

y An Epilogue to the Tragedy of the Thorndyke, folio, London, 1659.] 
Church of England ; being a necessary z De Usu Patrum, lib. ii.c. 6. [p. 329, 
consideration and brief resolution of the edit. Genev.1656.] 
chief controversies in Religion that di- ἃ Orat. 40. 
vide the Western Church : occasioned by Ὁ Els βαπτισμὸν προτρεπτικῇ. (Op. tom. 
the present calamity of the Church οἵ ii. p.113. edit. Benedict.] 
England. In three books: by Herbert 

Aa τὸ 
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yet when he is in a complying humour, allows thus much: ‘That 
‘in the days of Tertullian, Nazianzen, and Augustine, men had 

‘liberty to be baptized, or to bring their children, when, and at 
‘ what age they pleased; and none were forced to go against their 
‘ consciences.’ And that ‘he knows not that our rule or religion is 

‘ changed: or that we are grown any wiser or better than they°.’ 
The days of Tertullian and Nazianzen are pitched on, I suppose, 

because of their sayings, which have been mentioned. The days of 
Austin have no reason to be brought in here; but only because 
Mr. Baxter thought that his parents were Christians, (a mistake 
common to him with many others,) and that, they not baptizing 
him in infancy, it was probable that many other Christians omitted 

it likewise. 
The same thing, as I hear, is maintained by those Remonstrants 

that are authors of Censwra Censure, in their 23rd chapter. 

XIV. Since the writing of the rest, I find that Garnier the 

Jesuit is, or would seem to be, of this opinion; by what he says in 

his notes upon a sermon of Nestorius, published with Mercator’s 
works: ‘In those old times baptism was not given presently after 

‘ the birth, as it is now: but was many times deferred a great while; 
‘not only by the adults, (who came to it at their own time,) but 

‘also by the parents of infants, till they were grown up®.’ 
This race of men at first pretended to no more than this; that 

infant-baptism cannot be proved from scripture, without having 

recourse to the proof that is taken from the practice of the ancient 
church. And this they did, that they might force the protestants 
to own the traditions of the ancient church to be necessary in 

determining points of religion; for that without them the pro- 

testants could not defend their cause against the antipdobaptists. 

But now that the protestants have largely shewn that that recourse 

to the traditions of the ancient church does turn the scale on the 

protestants’ side against the papists; and that they find it necessary 
for their cause to decry both scripture and the traditions of the 
ancient church, as being both of them together insufficient; and 
that we must throw ourselves on the authority of the present church, 
i.e. the church of Rome: they do, in order to force this down, set 
their wits to maintain that infant-baptism cannot be proved, neither 

¢ Defence of the Principles of Love, ‘ vocantur Remonstrantes, contra Censu- 
Ῥ. 7. 8vo. 1671. ‘ ram quatuor professorum Leidensium.’ 

ἃ [The book alluded to, but incorrectly _4to. (sine loco) 1629. The passage re- 
named by Dr. Wall, is entitled, ‘Apologia ferred to occurs at p. 252, 254, and bears 
‘ pro Confessione sive Declaratione Sen- out the statement of the text. ] 
“tentiz eorum qui in fcederato Belgio e Part i. p. 79. edit. 1673. 
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from scripture, nor from the primitive practice, but only by the in- 

fallibility of the present church. 
But, as such subtle men do sometimes forget themselves, especially 

if they be voluminous authors; this same Jesuit, in his notes on 

another book, says, ‘When the apostle writes to the Romans, of 

‘ whom several had been baptized in infancy, and yet says, So many 

© of us as have been baptized into Christ Jesus, have been baptized into 

‘his death, &e., under those general words he comprehends those 

‘that were baptized before the use of reason’? By making some 

that were grown men at the time of this epistle, viz. twenty-three 

years after Christ’s death, to have been baptized at Rome in their 

infancy, he supposes infant-baptism there practised as soon as the 

gospel can be reckoned to have been preached there, and perhaps (if 

we compute the times) sooner. 
Mr. Danvers, book i. ch. 78, produces one Boemus, who should 

say, that in the Christian church, and Mr. Stennet, ‘Answer to 

« Russen,’ p. 85, one Macaire, who should say, that in the church of 
Alexandria, no infants were in the first ages baptized. It is the un- 

happiness of vulgar readers, that if they see a strange name quoted, 
they think it a great authority: but it is a very disingenuous thing 
to take advantage of this their weakness. It is like putting off bad 

For Boemus, I could never hear 

who he was, nor when he lived. (P.S. I find, since the first edition, 

656. that he is a late author of no note or regard for learning.) 

(4.D.756). Macaire (as Mr. Stennet says) was bishop of Memphis in 

Egypt», anno 756. But we have no account from him, how or 

when this new-found book of his came to light, or how it appears 

to be genuine. This is certain, that at that time there was no such 
place as Memphis; and that the Saracens had above a hundred 

years before that overrun all Egypt, whose custom was to destroy 
all Christian books and learning. And can we think that this 

unknown man, in such a time of ignorance, is able to tell us any 

news of the primitive practice, which Origen (who lived in Alex- 

andria five or six hundred years before that) and the other Fathers 

who had a clear light of history to their own times, had never heard 

wares upon ignorant chapmen. 

f Notes on the gth chapter of Mer- 

cator’s Subnotations, p. 63. part 1. edit. 
1673. 

& (Cent. xii. p. 73. edit.1674. The au- 
thor produced is Joannes Boemus Auba- 
nus, calling himself ‘Sacerdos Teutonice 
‘ militiz devotus,’ who published a work 
entitled, ‘Omnium gentium Mores, Leges, 
‘et Ritus, ex multis clarissimis rerum 
‘seriptoribus collecti.’ folio, Auguste 

Vindel. 1520: (reprinted in 1537, again in 
1604.) The passage given (but not fairly) 
by Danvers occurs at chapter 12 of the 
second book, fol. 37 in the edition of 
1520. | 
h{And secretary to Cosmus III. the 

58th patriarch of Alexandria: Mr.Sten- 
net quotes from Vansleb’s ‘ Histoire de 
‘Eglise d’Alexandrie,’ part i.c. 23.] 
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of? Such authors serve only to fill wp a crowd of names, and to put 
an abuse upon a plain honest reader: the prevention of which is 
my only excuse for mentioning these, who are by no means to be 

reckoned among: learned men. 

There is also a passage in the former English editions of 
Camden’s ‘ Britannia,’ which, if every reader knew who is the 

author of it, would for the same reason have no need of being men- 
tioned here. But many readers take all that is there put into the 
text, for Camden’s own: whereas Dr. Holland the translator has 

inserted abundance of his own additions. And, among the rest, he 
has in Cumberland interpolated among Camden’s words, a fancy of 

his own against the antiquity of infant-baptism. Camden is there 
speaking of the font at Bridekirk in that county, ‘Which 1s,’ he 

says, ‘a large open vessel of greenish stone, with several little 
‘images curiously engraven on it ;? having also an inscription which 

he could not read. He guesses it to have been made originally for 
a font, (to which use it is still employed, and (to account for the 
images engraven on it) he says, ‘We read that the fonts were 

‘ anciently adorned with the pictures of holy men, whose lives were 

‘proposed as a pattern to such as were baptized ;’ for which he 

quotes in the margin Paulinus. Then follows in the text this 
addition of Dr.Holland’s: ‘For in the first plantation of Christ- 
‘janity amongst the Gentiles, such only as were of full age, after 

‘they were instructed in the principles of the Christian religion, 

‘ were admitted to baptism.’ 
Camden’s words, quoted from Paulinus, do intimate no more than 

this; that there were in ancient times many baptisms of adult 

persons ; but that such only were admitted, is said only by Dr. Hol- 
land, who seems to have concluded it too hastily from what Camden 

quoted. 
But it appears since by a more accurate view taken by the present 

bishop of Carlislei of the inscription, and of those which Camden 
calls images on the said font-stone, that the contrary to what Dr. 
Holland thought is proved from them. For he, in a letter to sir 
William Dudgale, (printed in the additions to the last edition of 
that book,) explains both the inscription and the images: by which 
latter he says, ‘ We have there fairly represented a person in a long 
‘sacerdotal habit, dipping a child into the water; and a dove 
‘(the emblem, no doubt, of the Holy Ghost) hovering over the 

‘ infant,’ &e. 

XV. Of the professed antipedobaptists, (for all that I have yet 

i[Dr. W. Nicholson. See above, Parti. chap. 3. ὃ 9. p. 54. and the note there.] 
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mentioned were pdobaptists, notwithstanding some of their saying's 

concerning the ancient use,) Mr. Tombes was a man of the best 
parts in our nation, and perhaps in any; but his talent did not he 
much in ancient history or reading. All that I have seen of his of 
this nature has been considered, in speaking of the authors to whom 

he refers , 
Mr. Danvers has heaped together a vast rhapsody of quotations! , 

but having seldom consulted the authors themselves, but taken them 
at second hand, and out of any sort of writers, such as he calls by 
the names of Twisk™, Frank", &c., and a book called Dutch Mar- 

tyrology, &c., books of no kind of credit, he has for the most part 
strangely misrepresented them. 

He was publicly accused by Mr. Baxter®, and Mr. WillsP, for a 

wilful forger of quotations ; and the book would tempt one to think 

so. But upon second thoughts, I hope it was partly his authors, 

and partly want of good heed or skill that misled him. Mr. Wills 
went so far as to put in an appeal to his own party against him, 

that they ought to renounce him: and he printed it. But he and 
they answered as well as they could, and made the best of a bad 
matter. And indeed Mr Wills in that appeal (for want of books I 
suppose) made not his best advantage of the charge that might have 
been brought against him: for he instanced in some of his false 

quotations that were of the least consequence ; omitting those of 

greater, and such as it had been impossible for him or them to re- 
concile: and also in some of them was mistaken himself. 

Most of the rest of them do, as much as may be, avoid speaking 
of the practice of the primitive church, and do except against any 
argument brought from thence as a human authority. A method, 
which, if they be resolved to continue in their opinion, is much for 
their purpose ; provided they meet with adversaries so weak as to let 
it so pass over. 

XVI. I have produced all the modern learned men that I know 

K Part i. ch. 4. 8. 8. ch. 5. § 7. ch. 6. § 1, 
2, &c. ch. 21. § 5, &e. 

1 Treatise of Baptism. 
τὰ (Mr. Danvers frequently cites as au- 

thority ‘Twisk Chronic. p. &c.’ What 
book that is, I have not yet been able to 
ascertain. | 
_ n {Sebastian Frank, a fanatical author 
of the sixteenth century; who, among 
sundry strange and paradoxical works, 
published a ‘Chronicle, Annals, and His- 
‘tory of the Bible,’ first printed in 1531, 
and reprinted in 1536, 1538, 1543, 1585. | 

Ὁ Confutation of the strange Forgeries 

of H. Danvers, [being the second part of 
his ‘More Proofs of Infants,’ &c. 80, 

1675.] 
P [See ‘Infant-baptism asserted and 

‘ vindicated by Scripture and Antiquity ; 
‘in answer to a treatise of baptism lately 
‘published by Mr. Henry Danvers: to- 
‘ gether with a full detection of his mis- 
‘representations, &c. by Obed. Wills, 
‘M.A.’ 89.1674. Also, " Vindicize Vindi- 
‘ciarum,’ &c. and ‘An Appeal to the 
‘ Baptists, against Mr. Danvers, &c. by 
‘the same.’ 8°, 1675. | 
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of, that Lave thought that infant-baptism either was not from the 

beginning, or was not universal. And though I proposed to manage 

impartially, yet I hope no reader that is a pedobaptist will expect 
that I should do the like with those learned men that give their 
verdict for it. Instead of that, I must declare that all the rest that 

I have seen, that have occasion to speak of this matter, are of 

opinion, that the sayings of the Fathers are a sufficient evidence that 

it was always in use, and that as the general practice of the church 
of Christ. 

Indeed they will many of them say thus: that there may perhaps 

be produced here and there a singular instance of a person, that did 

omit it through carelessness, or some accident, &c., and that Tertul- 

lian also is an instance of one man that advised therdelay of it till the 

age of reason, in case there appeared no danger of death in the 

meantime: and that this is ordinary in all customs, however allowed 

and established, that some one im an age happens to speak or act 
against them: and that a few such straggling instances are not to 

be esteemed of force sufficient to weaken the authority of a general 
rule. 

But it seems to me that the instances which the antipedo- 

baptists give, of persons not baptized m infancy, though born of 

Christians, are not (if the matter of fact be true) so considerable 
as this last plea would represent. 

On the contrary, the persons they mention are so many, and such 

noted persons; that, (if they be all allowed,) it is an argument that 

leaving children unbaptized was no unusual, but a frequent and ordi- 
nary thing. For it is obvious to conclude, that if we can in so 

remote an age trace the practice of so many that did this; it is 
probable that a great many more, of whose birth and baptism we do 
not read, did the like. This I will own, that it seems to me the 

argument of greatest weight of any that is brought on the antipzdo- 

baptists’ side in this dispute about antiquity. And I believe the reader 
has observed in the places I have last quoted, that it is that which 
has most prevailed, both with Strabo and Vives, to think it was 

once the general practice to leave infants unbaptized; and with 
-Grotius, bishop Taylor, and the others, to think it was once counted 

indifferent. It deserves therefore not to be so slightly passed over ; 
but if one had time and opportunity, to be thoroughly examined. 

The worst is, it is a business of a great deal of dust and tedious- 
ness, to search after the birth and parentage of so many men, (who, 
though they were conspicuous persons, yet many of them sprang 
from obscure originals,) and not to be well done by any who has 



cH. ΠΙ. ᾧ 1.] Some Anceent Christians not baptized in infancy. 96] 

not a good library at hand. I have in my reading taken some 
observations of this matter, which I shall communicate in the next 

chapter. 

CHAP. 11. 

Of those who are said to have been born of Christian parents, and 
yet not baptized till of man’s age. 

Sect. I. An account of the persons, and state of their case. 

I. THE instances of this that are commonly given, are the five 

emperors mentioned before by Mr. Daillé, viz. Constantine, Constan- 

tius, Gratian, Valentinian the Second, and Theodosius the First, and 

also four noted persons of the Greek church, viz. St. Basil, St. Gre- 

gory Nazianzen, Nectarius, and St.Chrysostom; and three of the 
Latin, St. Ambrose, St. Hierome, and St. Austin. Mr. Tombes 

mentions also Alypius and Adeodatus ; one the friend, and the other 

the base son, of St.Austin: and both baptized at the same time 
with him. 

Many of the pdobaptists make but weak answers to the argu- 

ment that is drawn from the example of these men. They content 

themselves to say, that it was from some erroneous or corrupt 
principles, that many in those times thought fit to defer baptism a 
great while; and some till just before death: either that they might 
gain a longer time for their lusts, or because they thought that 
wilful sins committed after baptism could not be forgiven. 

That many new converts did do this, is too plain ; and is a thing 

grievously complained of by the preachers of those times: and the 
granting of it to be true does not at all affect the question in hand ; 
which is not, whether adult persons did defer their own baptism : 
but whether such adult persons as were come to a full resolution of 
being Christians, and were accordingly baptized themselves, did use 

to baptize their children in infancy or not. And to grant this 

latter, that they who were once baptized, did frequently use to let 

their children grow up without baptism, is to weaken, in great 

measure, the argument for infant-baptism that 15. drawn from the 

practice of these ancients. For if many did omit it, though upon 
erroneous grounds, the argument from the general practice is lost. 

But some others have attempted a better answer, by shewing 
these instances, or some of them, to be mistakes: and that not all 

the persons mentioned were born of Christian parents ; particularly 

Constantine and Austin have been excepted; as it was indeed easy 
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to shew that those two ought to be. I shall make some particular 

search concerning each of them. 

And the thing to be inquired concerning each of them, is ; 
tst, Whether his baptism were delayed till years of age. And if 

so, then, 

2dly, Whether his parents were baptized Christians at the time 
of his birth. I say, baptized: because it was, as I said before, a 

very common thing for men in those times to be Christians in their 

intention, and in their conscience, 1. 6. they were convinced that that 

was the truth, and did resolve some time or other to be baptized 

into 1t; and yet did put this off from time to time, (as lukewarm 
men do nowadays their repentance, or their receiving the other 

sacrament,) knowing that baptism would engage them to a very 
strict course of hfe. And in this state many lived for a long time 
after their conversion: being in some sense Christians, i. e. they 

declared for that religion as the truth, they favoured it, they spoke 

for it, and in many things lived according to the rules of it; but 

for all that, were not as yet baptized, and so not accounted, in the 

phrase of those times, jide/es, faithful, or brethren. 

These men, while they were in this state, had oftentimes children 

born to them: and for such, it cannot be expected that they should 

bring their children to baptism, before they could find in their heart 
to be baptized themselves. 

Also many such children, (being not baptized in their infancy, 
because their parents, though believers, were not yet baptized,) 
when they grew up, delayed their baptism, as their fathers had 

done; and so the mischief was continued. To these it often 

happened that they were instructed from their youth in the 

Christian religion, and yet not baptized. Of such St. Basil speaks 
in the place cited, part 1. ch. 12. ὃ 3, 4. 

Therefore you see I had reason to say that our inquiry is of 

infants born of parents that were at that time baptized Christians. 

And that is all that any pedobaptist would have to be done now, 
viz. that when any man is baptized himself, he should baptize his 
infant children. 

Mr. Walker, endeavouring to shew that the instances brought by 
the antipeedobaptists do them no service, because the ancients that 
delayed their children’s baptism, did it not on the same principles 
that they do now, viz. of the unlawfulness of it ; reckons up several 

reasons which moved some formerly to delay the baptism of their 
children: whereof the first is doubtless a plain and true one, viz. 
‘'That some were as yet heathens themselves, when their children 
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‘were born; and no marvel if they would not make their children 

‘ Christians, ἕο. And the same is the case of such as, though in 

‘heart and purpose Christians when their children were born, yet 
‘ kept off from bemg baptized4.? But he gives three reasons more, 
for which some that were baptized themselves might delay the bap- 

tizing of their children. 

Any reader would, from what he says, conclude or suspect that 
many did this; at least that for these three reasons there were an ac- 

count of three persons that had done it. But upon search, I believe, it 

will appear that there is no proof of so many as three; and that 
there is but one, viz. the father of Gregory Nazianzen, that makes 

an instance for this: and he not a plain one; for it depends on 
an obscure point in chronology, whether the son were born before 

his father’s Christianity, or after ? 

In making this inquiry, I shall begin with emperors. Of whom 

it is proper to note, that whereas Mr. Daillé having, as I cited 

before, spoke of the frequent deferring the baptism of children and 

of other people, names the emperors; I suppose he means them 
among the other people, not among the children whose baptism was 
deferred. For all take him to be a man of another pitch of reading, 

than that he should think Constantine’s father, for example, to 
have been a Christian. But the antipedobaptists take this from 
him; and they understand it so, and do very tenaciously maintain 

that it was so. 
§ 2. Of Constantine and Constantius his son; that they were 

not born of baptized parents. 
I. That Constantine was not baptized in infancy, but, on the 

contrary, in his old age, is a plain case. Eusebius, who was familiar 
with him, tells us’ when and how it was, viz. that when he thought 

himself near death, he went to Nicomedia, and having assembled 

the bishops in the suburbs of that city, ‘he spoke thus to 

them ;? 

‘ This is the time which I have long expected, with earnest desire 
23. ‘and prayers, to obtain the salvation of God. It is time 

(A-D.337) « that I also should enjoy the badge of immortality ; time 
‘that I should be made partaker of the seal of salvation. I pur- 

‘ posed once to receive it in the waters of the river Jordan, in which 

‘our Saviour is recorded to have been baptized for our example. 
‘ But God, who knows what is fittest for me, is pleased to grant it 
‘me now in this place. Therefore let me not be delayed: for if he 

ᾳ Preface to Modest Plea for Infants’ Baptism. 
τ De Vita Constantini, lib. iv. c. 62. 
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‘that is Lord both of hfe and death, be pleased to continue my life 

‘in this world, and if he have determined that I shall any longer 
‘hold assemblies with the people of God, and shall once in the 
‘church communicate in the prayers together with the congre- 

‘ gation; I will henceforward keep myself to such courses of life 
“as become a servant of God.’ 

‘This he spake. And they performing the ceremonies, put in 
“execution the Divine ordinance, and made him partaker of the 
‘unspeakable gift, requirmg of him the professions that are usual. 
‘ And so Constantine, the only man of all the emperors that ever 
‘ were, being regenerated by Christ’s ordinance, was initiated ; and 

‘being made partaker of the Divine seal, he rejoiced in spirit, 
‘and was renewed and filled with the Divine light,’ &c. 

It is not material to mention the story which Nicephoruss, a 
thousand years after, sets on foot; that he was baptized at Rome, 

by Pope Sylvester, near the beginning of his reign: because it is all 
one to our purpose. Baroniust greedily embraces this latter account; 

I suppose, because it makes for the credit of the church of Rome, 
and helps to dress up the fable of the donation. But Perron, 
Petavius, and others forsake him in this, as bemg too improbable, 

since it was so lately vented. 
II. But since both by the one and the other of these accounts he 

was not baptized in infancy ; we must inquire of the religion of his 
parents ; and first of his father Constantius Chlorus. 

To think that Constantine, whose name all people, both learned 

and unlearned, remember by the token that he was the first Christian 

emperor, (at least of his race,) should have a Christian emperor to 

his father, does appear so great and so palpable a blunder ; that any 

one would pass a severe censure on it, were it not that the learned 

Camden has let drop an expression sounding that way. He having 

occasion, in his account of the city of York, to speak of Constantius, 

the father of Constantine, calls him ‘an excellent emperor, endowed 

‘ with all moral and Christian virtues, after his death deified, as 

‘ appears by the old coms" 

The latter part of this sentence does not suffer one to think that 
Camden did in the former part of it mean that Constantius was 

really a Christian, but only that he favoured the Christians, and had 

himself virtues something like those of a good Christian ;) for 
Christian emperors were not often deified by the heathens. And 

5 Hist. Eccl. lib. vii. c. 33. p. 880, edit. 1722.—Vol. ii. p. gg. edit. 
t Ad annum 324. 1772.—Compare Gough’s edition, fol. 
“{Camden’s Britannia, by Gibson, 1789, vol.iii. p. 10.] 

— εκ μων. παν Δὰν ...».ὕὃ.Ὁ 
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accordingly, when Fuller* had, in his ‘ Church History,’ at the year 

305, reflected on this saying of Camden, as ‘ going: too far; since 

Constantius was no otherwise a Christian than by that rule, ‘He 

‘that is not against us, is on our side: Heyliny in his ‘ Animad- 
‘ versions’ on that book, though he rebuked Fuller, as being too 
tart upon so great a man as Camden, yet grants the thing, viz. that 

Constantius was not a thoroughpaced Christian. 
What Camden spoke, he spoke only by the by. But some anti- 

pedobaptists do go about seriously to justify this, and make an 

argument of it for their tenet. And if only Danvers had done so, 
I should not have taken any notice of it: for he is used to such 

arguments. But Mr.Stennet also has not shewn the candour to 
throw away such a false prop to their cause: but reckons Constan- 

tine among: those whose ‘ not submitting to this ordinance till they 

“were adult, though born of Christian parents, shews, he says, 

‘that infant-baptism was not universally received.’ 

Russen, p. 47. 

CH. 1. § 2.] Constantius Chlorus. 

Answer to 

Of the rest that he there reckons up, I must speak 

in the following sections; but Constantine they ought of their own 
accord to have left out; for it does but hurt their cause to build on 

a supposal, which almost every one knows to be a mistake in matter 
of fact. 

Yet something Mr. Danvers has to say for this too, that Constan- 
tius was a Christian. He takes out of the ‘Magdeburgenses’ a piece 
of a sentence of Eusebius, where speaking of Constantine, he, says 
he, was ‘bonus a bono; pius a pio;’ ‘a good man, son of a good 
‘man; a pious man, son of a pious man.’ It is not worth the 

while to look whether this be truly quoted or not?. It is certain 
that Eusebius, out of his desire to honour Constantine, and all that 

belonged to him, did stretch his expressions to further reaches than 
this: as where he says, Constantine ‘ became a follower of his 

‘ father’s piety [or pious favour, or respect] toward our religiona.’ 

And at another place, ‘He considered unto what God he should 
‘ address, &c., and so he resolved to reverence his father’s God 

‘ only.’ 

These places bemg picked out by themselves, would make one 

x[{‘The Church History of Britain,’ 
fol. Lond. 1655. Book i. p. 20.] 

y [See ‘Examen Historicum, or a dis- 
‘ covery and examination of the mistakes, 
‘ falsities, and defects in some modern 
‘histories.’ (by P. Heylin) 8vo. London, 
1659. part i. p.20.—See likewise Fuller’s 
reply to this remark of Heylin, in his 
‘ Appeal of injured Innocence—in a con- 

‘troversy between Dr. P. Heylin and 
‘ J. Fuller.’ fol. 1659. part i. p. 71.] 

z[The words occur in the Centur. 
Magdeburg. Cent. iv. cap. 3. sect. ‘De 
‘ tranquillitate Ecclesiz sub Constantino,’ 
tom. ii. p. 61. edit. Basil. 1560. | 

a Hist. lib. viit.c. 13. 
b De Vita Const. lib. 1. ¢. 27. 
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think that Constantius had professed Christianity. But whoever 

reads the whole account will (whether he be prejudiced for one or 

the other side of this controversy) agree, that all that is meant by 
these compliments amounts but to this; that at the time when his 
fellow emperors did bitterly persecute the Christians, he on the 
other side favoured them, and screened them as much as he could, 

and on all occasions shewed a good opinion of them and their 

religion. And so it is in the places themselves explained ; not that 

he ever made it his own religion. He died a heathen; and that he 
was by the heathens deified after his death, appears not only by the 
coins, but also by Eusebius’ words. 

And besides, Eusebius himself determines this matter clearly and 

fully (as far as concerns our purpose) in the place before recited ; 
when having related Constantine’s baptism, he adds, ‘That he was 

‘ the first of all the emperors that ever were, that being regenerated,’ 
&e. And again, ‘That he only, of all that had been, did profess 

‘ the Gospel of Jesus Christ with great liberty of speech4, 1. 6. did 
make open profession of it. 

So little do some scraps of sentences picked here and there out of 
authors for one’s purpose signify, to give an account of their true 
meaning’. 

Beside that, if Constantius had embraced the Christian religion 

204. When he was emperor; yet there is no appearance that he 
(+-?-304) had any inclination to it when his son Constantine was 
(4.D.274.) born, which was thirty years before. 

As for Helena, Constantine’s mother, though the inquiry con- 
cerning her religion be not very material; because not many, 
especially great men, suffer their wives to choose what religion their 

sons shall be entered into; yet I made some inquiry. And after I 
had, in order to discover her religion, searched into the accounts of 

her condition and parentage, which are so variously given, (some 
making her a Bithynian, others a Briton, (but these last mar their 

own story by relating her to be a king’s daughter; whereas all 

about that time speak of her as one of a mean quality, she being in 
scorn called Stabularia,) some taking her for a wife, others for a 
concubinee, others for an absolute harlotf to Constantius, and those 

that call her a wife, must consequently grant that he had two at a 
time, or else that Helena was divorced when he married Theodora) 
I found it was needless to inquire any further, when I saw that 
Eusebius, a witness unquestionable in this matter, says, that ‘her 

¢ De Vita Const. lib. iv. c. 62. ἃ Thid. cap. 75. © Orosius, lib. vil. c. 25. 
f Nicephorus, Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. ο. 18. & Lib. 111. de Vita Const. ο. 47. 
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‘son Constantine first brought her to be a godly woman [or 
‘ Christian], which she was not before. In her old age all 
agree that she proved a very zealous Christian. And it does 
something excuse her former way of living, that it was before her 

Christianity. 
111. And as for Constantius the son of Constantine, what has 

been said of Constantine’s late baptism does without more ado 
satisfy us of the reason why his son Constantius was not baptized 

217. in infancy. Constantine probably was not resolved what 
(4.D.317-) yeligion to be of, but certainly was not baptized when 

Constantius was born, nor a long time after. 

And concerning Fausta, the mother of this Constantius, the 
daughter of Maximianus Herculius, (the bloodiest enemy the 
Christians ever had,) whom Constantine was forced to marry for 

reason of state; there is no probability that she was a Christian 
when this son was born, and very little that she was ever so at all ; 
for Constantine put her to death not long after. On the contrary, 

some histories speak of her endeavours to alienate her husband’s 

mind from that religion". 
So Constantius not having been baptized into the Christian 

religion in infancy, (as it was impossible he should,) but coming 
afterward to the knowledge of it, and approving it, yet he did as 

his father had done before, 1. 6. he deferred his baptism to the end 
vere of his life; for it was but just before’ his death that he 

(4-D.361.) was baptized by Euzoius, the Arian bishop of Antioch. 
About five or six years before, Lucifer, bishop of Calaris, had 

wrote his mind very plainly and bluntly to him in defence of 
Athanasius, whom he grievously persecuted; and told him, that 
instead of abusing Athanasius, he had* ‘great need to desire that 
“holy priest of God to pray to God for him for the forgiveness of 
‘ his impieties, as Job’s friends desired Job ; and to procure himself 
‘to be baptized by him, or some of his fellow bishops.’ And 

St. Hilary had complained! that he, credendi formam ecclesiis nondum 
regeneratus imponeret : ‘should pretend to prescribe a form of faith 
‘ to the churches, when he was not yet regenerated [1. 6. baptized] 

“ himself.’ 
Indeed both he and his father Constantine were guilty of such 

h Mich. Glycas, Annal. lib. iv. [p.248. apud Biblioth. Patrum, tom. ii. edit. 
edit. Paris, 1661.] Colon. 1618.] 

i Athanas. de Synodis,—§ 31. Socrat. 1 Hilarius de Synodis, prope finem. 
Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. cap. ult. [§ 78. p. 1184. edit. Benedict. ] 

k Lucifer pro Athanasio, lib. i. [§ 46. 
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wickedness, even after their declaring for the Christian religion, 

154. Constantine in murdering so many of his kindred; and 

(A.D-254-) he in doing the like, and also in persecuting the catholic 

Christians,) that it is no wonder if a guilty conscience kept them 
from baptism, till they could find in their heart to repent of such 
barbarities. And when the papists object to us our reformation 

begun under such a king as Henry VIII, they may reflect, that 
Constantine, by whose means the allowed profession of Christianity 

itself was brought into the world, has not a much better character. 
And that it does not please God always to choose good men, but 
sometimes to make wicked kings instruments of bringing his 

purposes to pass. 

But yet there is, I think, no Christian writer that presses so hard 

upon the credit of Constantine in this matter, as Baronius, and they 
of the church of Rome that follow him. They strike in with that 

scandalous story which the heathen writers of that time did dress 
up on a purpose of spite and slander to the Christian religion, 
and to Constantine for embracing of it: which was, that he, after 

the murder of his son Crispus, and his wife Fausta, and his sister’s 
son Licinius, &c., was terrified in conscience, and sought among the 
heathen priests for somebody that would expiate him, and give him 
hopes of pardon. But that these told him, that they had rites of 
expiation for very great sins, and for ordinary murders; but none 
for such parricide as his was: and so left him in despair. And that 
then it was that he was informed, what large offers of pardon the 
Christian religion made to all comers that would be baptized; and 

embraced that, not out of any liking to its doctrines, but because no 

other would receive him. 
It is questionless no discredit to any religion (but the excellency 

of it) to have such sacraments, to which is annexed the promise of 

forgiveness of the greatest sins; provided it does lay severe injunc- 
tions against practising the same for the future. Yet since this 

story is set on foot by Zosimus* and other heathens, out of spite to 
Constantine and the Christian religion ; and is false; and is shewed 

to be so by Sozomen!, and other Christian historians, (for Constan- 

tine favoured Christianity, and made laws in favour of it, before 

this time,) it discovers an ill bias in Baronius, who (to make the 

fable of his baptism at Rome more probable) embraces it. But the 
men of that court make no scruple to advance the repute and pride 
of it, by treading not only on the necks of present emperors, but 

k Zosimi Histor. lib. ii. [cap. 29. p.150. | Heyne’s note upon the passage, at p. 549.] 
edit. Reitemier, 89.1784. where consult 1 Hist. Eecl. lib.i. cap. 5. 
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also on the credit of the most ancient ones. For, according to this 
character, what difference is there between Constantine and Julian ; 

save that the one did actually go over to heathenism, and was 
willingly received by the pagan priests; the other would have done 
the same, but was not admitted by them. 

Sect. 3. Of Gratian and Valentinian the Second. 
There is no proof that their father, Valentinian the First, was a 

baptized Christian when they were born. 

I. The import of some sayings of the authors which I shall have 
occasion to produce in the case of these two emperors, will not be so 

well understood by the ordinary reader, unless I first give a short 
history of their father and them, as far as concerns this matter. 

Valentinian the First came from a mean original to the imperial 
dignity™. He gained his preferment by degrees in the army. He 
is not taken notice of by the historians, till such time as being an 

264. officer in the guards, when Julian came to the crown, he 

(4.D. 364.) lost his place for his religion. For Julian being resolved 
to set up the old religion again, gave order that none should serve, 
(especially in those places nigh his person,) but such as would go to 
the heathen sacrifices, and partake of them. 

There were a great many in the army, by this time, well 
instructed in the Christian religion, who rather than ‘go to this sort ~ 

264. of mass, would leave their places. Among the rest, this 

(4-D.364) Walentinian and Valens his brother threw away their 
sword-belts". Three years after, both these brothers came to be 
emperors. For Valentinian being chosen by the army, chose his 
brother his partner; and leaving him to govern the Hast, went 

himself to govern Rome and the western parts. 
A reader that is not well acquainted with the custom, that 

persons converted in those times had, of delaying their baptism, 

would think by the zeal for Christianity that they shewed under 
Julian, that they both had been at that time baptized. But it is 

269. . certain they were not both; for we find Valens baptized 

(4.D.369-) afterward. His baptism is mentioned by the historians, 
because of an unusual and wicked circumstance of it. He was by his 

wife, who was an Arian, persuaded to be baptized by Eudoxius the 
Arian bishop of Constantinople: and they together prevailed on 
him to swear at his baptism®, that he would always continue to be 
on the Arians’ side, and expel the catholics out of the churches. 

m Socrat. Hist. Eccl. lib. iv. cap. 1.  Thid. lib. iii. cap. 13. 
© Theodoret. Hist. lib. iv. cap. 12, 13. 
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An impious practice! Instead of baptizing into the Christian 

religion, as Christian, to baptize into a sect. 

But Valentinian’s baptism is not mentioned at all by the 

historians: neither should we be sure whether he was ever baptized, 

were it not for a passage in a letter of St.Ambrose, which I shall 

317. have occasion to cite by and by. He was born in Pan- 

(4.D- 317) nonia, a country where Christianity had at that time but 

little footing; and probably of heathen parents. Who, or what 

they were, we hear no more than that his father’s name had been 

Gratian, that he was nicknamed Funarius, and that he had been an 

officer in Britain, in the time of Constantine. 

259. (A.D.359-) II. Now as to his sons: Gratian was born to 

267. (a.D-367.) him before he was emperort, and on the fourth 

year of his reign was taken by him into partnership. But Valen- 

266. (a.D.366.) tinian, his younger son, was born to him the 

third year of his reign; so that he was nine years old when his 

275. (a.D.373-) father died. Ammianus Marcellinus says he was 

but four. But it must be a mistake, both because Socrates" names 

the consuls of the year in which he was born, which were Gratian 

206. and Dagalaiphus, for the year of Christ 366; and also 

a ew because the third year after, 369, this young Valentinian 

(4.D.369.) was consul himself, (according to the custom of those 

fineness times,) which was before the year on which Ammianus 

makes him to be born. 

278. When Valentinian the elder died, the army proclaimed 

(@»-378.) this young Valentinian emperor, together with his brother. 

So they ruled the West, and their uncle Valens the East. And 

279. when Valens died, Gratian quickly after chose Theodosius 

(4.D.379-) to govern the Hast. 

282. Four years after, the usurper Maximus set up in Britain 

(A. ae for emperor. And when Gratian marched against him, 

(a.0.383.) his army deserting, he was overcome by Maximus, and 

slain. Valentinian kept Italy and some other countries for a few 

years; during which time, being ruled by his mother Justina, a 

bitter Arian, he favoured the Arians, and persecuted the catholics, 

particularly St. Ambrose bishop of Milan. 

Among other indignities, he summoned St. Ambrose to come and 

dispute before him, concerning the faith, with Auxentius the Arian ; 

and he with his courtiers would judge between them. To which 

* Socrat. lib. iv. cap. 10. u Lib. iv. cap. 9. 
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summons St.Ambrose answers in a *letter to him; which has this 

passage in it to our purpose : 
‘When did you hear, most gracious emperor, that laymen have 

« passed judgment on a bishop in a matter of faith ? Do we then by 
“a sort of fawning so debase ourselves, as to forget what is the 

‘ privilege of the sacerdotal office? And that I should commit that 
‘into the hands of another, which God has intrusted with me 

‘myself? If a bishop must be taught by a layman, what will 
“ follow? Then let a layman preach, and the bishop give attention ; 

‘Jet a bishop learn of a layman. 
‘ This is unquestionable, that if we search either into the tenor of 

‘ the holy scriptures, or into the account of past times, there 1s none 

“can deny that, in matters of faith, J say, in matters of faith, 

© bishops are wont to judge of emperors that are Christians, and not 

‘ emperors of bishops. 
‘ You will, by the grace of God, arrive to a better ripeness of age; 

“and then you yourself will pass an estimate, what sort of man for 
“a bishop he must be, that will put the sacerdotal mght under the 

“ judgment of laymen. 
‘ Your father, a man, by God’s mercy, of a more advanced age, 

« said, “It does not belong to me to judge between bishops.” Does 
‘your grace now say, “It does belong to me to judge?” And he, 
‘ though at that time baptized in Christ, yet thought himself unable 

“ to bear the weight of so great a judgment. Does your grace, for 
‘ whom ¢he sacrament of baptism is yet reserved to be obtained by you, 
‘take upon you the determination of matters of faith, when as yet 

‘ you are not partaker of the sacrament of faith Ὁ’ 
This scuffle between the court on one side standing for the Arians, 

and the major part of the people on the other for their religion, their 
church and their bishop, increased so far, (the emperor demanding 

the church for the Arians, the people continuing day and night in 
it; the court giving out that bishop Ambrose meant to set up for 
an usurpery, St. Ambrose declaring, that as he abhorred the 
thoughts of resistance?, or of stirring up the people, so he could not, 

on the other side, run away from his church and flock in that 

danger of their souls, but was ready to suffer death qumietly,) that 

Maximus the usurper, who had already, since the defeat and death 
of Gratian, settled himself in Britain and France, and gaped for an 
opportunity of invading Italy, took his advantage of these discon- 

x Ambrosii Epist.32.[ep.21.edit. Bene- —_ nedict.] 
dict. tom. ii. p. 860. | 2 Idem, Oratione in Auxentium. [Op. 

y Ambrosii Epist. 33. [ep. 20. edit. Be- tom. ii. p. 863. edit. Benedict. | 

Bb2 
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tents; and he published a Dectaration in behalf of the true 
religion, and threatening war to Valentinian2, if he did not forbear 
to persecute the catholics. 

The court, for all their anger against St. Ambrose, yet could not 
find a fitter man to avert this storm than he, because of the influ- 

ence which they thought he might have upon Maximus. They sent 

him therefore on an embassy of peace. Which he performed with 

all that fidelity that beeame a good Christian, who would shew 

himself loyal to his prince, that had despitefully used him and his 
religion. 

But as to his errand, he could do no good (for usurpers, when 

they find their advantage, do not use to be kept back by reasons 
of conscience). On the contrary, when Maximus saw that St. 
Ambrose would not communicate with him, nor with the bishops 

that communicated with him, he commanded him to be gone, And 

St. Ambrose sent an account of his embassy to Valentinian”, ad- 
vising’ him to look to his safety, adversus hominem pacis involucro 

bellum tegentem, ‘against a man, that under pretence of peace, 

‘ [or doing good oftices,] covered his design of war [or invasion ].” 
And so it proved: Maximus invaded Italy; and Valentinian had 

nothing to do but to fly. 
But Theodosius, who had, ever since he heard of the death of 

Gratian, resolved to revenge it, having now his army ready, came 
from the East; and though the usurper had strengthened himself 
by humouring all parties of Christians, Jews, and Pagans; yet he 

288. overcame him, slew him, and resettled Valentinian, and 

(4.D.388-) brought him off from his fondness to the Arians, (his 

foolish mother being now dead,) and reconciled him to St. Ambrose, 
whom he ever after honoured as a father. 

This quietness had lasted but three years, when a new usurper Eu- 

2or. genius started up; with whom Argobastes, one of the great. 

(4D. 391-) est men at court, traitorously joined. Valentinian, being then 
292. in France, was seized by Argobastes, and after a while 

(A.D. 392.) murdered by him. This was in the year Sey a that he 
was when he died twenty-six years old. 

Ill. He had, a little before this treason broke out, resolved to be 

baptized before he went for Italy. He had a particular desire to 
receive it from the hands of St. Ambrose, and had lately sent to 
Milan to him, to desire him to come and give it him. St. Ambrose 
was on his way to France when he heard the fatal news, which ren- 

dered his journey now too late. 

a Theodoret. Hist. lib. v. cap. 14. b Ambros. Epist, 27. [24, in edit. Benedict. ] 
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One shall hardly read a more compassionate lamentation than 
St. Ambrose makes on this account in his funeral sermon for Valen- 

tinian. What with the object that was present, and what with the 
occasion it gave to remember Gratian, he says all that could be said 
by a man that had lost his own children by a like fate. He per- 
suades himself, that if he could have arrived before the murderous 

blow was given, he might have prevailed with the tyrants to spare 

his life at least. I doubt he was mistaken in that; for who ever 

read of an Oliver that did that ? 

But as to Valentinian’s dying unbaptized ; he comforts his sisters, 

that were present at the sermon, by assuring them, that in such a 

case God accepts of a sincere faith joined with a hearty desire of 
baptism, as if the person had been actually baptized. Which saying 
of his is often cited for the resolution of like eases. “1 hear,’ says 

he, ‘ you are troubled that he did not receive the holy rites of bap- 

‘tism. Tell me, what is there in our power but the will and desire ? 
‘And he, both a good while ago had a purpose of being baptized 

‘before he returned into Italy ; and also lately expressed his desire 
‘ of being baptized by me: and it was for that reason especially that 

“he would have me sent for. 
‘Hath he not then that grace which he desired, and which he 

‘ endeavoured to have ? Inasmuch as he desired it, he has received it.’ 

Upon the news of this rebellion and murder, Theodosius came 

once more from the East, and obtained a victory over Eugenius, 
which, (counting the numbers that sided with Eugenius,) the histo- 

204. rians count almost miraculous, and slew him. As for 

(4.D.394-) the traitor Argobastes, he saved the hangman a labour. 
And this was one of the last good acts of that noble emperor. 

295. He died quickly after. And St. Ambrose had the sorrow 
(4.D.395.) of preaching his funeral sermon too. 

T cannot but observe from that sermon, the different grounds on 

which St. Ambrose, from those on which Baronius does comdemn 

Maximus. Baronius’ way is, when any great man in history comes 

to an ill end, or other calamity, to find something in his life which 
may be supposed to be the cause for which that judgment fell on 

him: and it is commonly something done against the church of 
Rome. And speaking of the ill end of Maximus, when he looks 
backward for the cause of it, he takes no notice of his rebellion and 

usurpation, and murder of his prince; lke the man, who, pretend- 
ing to tell the faults of a horse that he sold, forgot to mention that 
he was blind; and observes how once on a time, a great while be- 
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fore, being appealed to by some bishops, he had meddled in eccle- 

siastical matters more than became him. 

But St. Ambrose, in the foresaid sermon“, having spoken of Gra- 

tian and Theodosius as being then in heaven, adds, Contra autem 

Maximus et Eugenius in inferno, docentes exemplo miserabili quam 

durum sit arma suis prineipibus irrogare. ‘ But Maximus and Euge- 

‘nius are now in hell, teaching by their dreadful example how 

‘ heinous a thing it is for men to bear arms against their sovereigns.’ 

TV. From this whole relation it appears, 

1. That Valentinian the younger was never baptized. 

2. That Gratian probably was baptized some time of his life or 
other. Because St. Ambrose, in Valentinian’s funeral sermon, makes 

frequent comparisons between the two brothers, and often mentions 

Valentinian’s want of baptism ; but observes no such thing of Gra- 
tian. Besides, he calls him there Fidelis; which is a term never 

given by the ancients but to a baptized person. 
But yet it is probable his baptism was not in infancy. For what 

should make Valentinian the father baptize his eldest son in in- 
fancy, and not his youngest? Unless we may judge that Justina, 

the mother of the youngest, being an Arian, (for the mother of the 

eldest was not so,) and the father himself being a catholic, they 
could not agree into which faith he should be baptized. For the 

Arians were like the Donatists for that; that they had so ill an 
opinion of baptism given by the catholics, that they baptized such 
over again; as may be seen by St. Ambrose’s Discourse against 
Auxentius®. And therefore, 

V. 3. The chief question is, whether Valentinian the father were 

baptized himself at the time when his youngest son was born. We 

have heard already f, that he was a baptized Christian at a certain 

time, when he said, that ‘he did not think himself fit to judge 

‘between bishops.’ But what time of his reign this refers to we have 
no way to know certainly. The passage that looks most like it in 

all that we read, is that which happened at the election of St. Am- 

brose himself to the bishopric of Milan: and St. Ambrose was more 

274. hkely to know that, and to refer to that, than any other. 

(4-?-374-) For then, as Theodoret tells us, the bishop of Milan 

being dead, the people were much divided about the choice of a new 
one, some setting up one, and some another: so that to avoid con- 
fusion, Valentinian ordered the neighbouring bishops that were 

© Ad annum 385. € Orat. in Auxentium, in fine. [§ 37. Op. 
1 Orat. in funere Theodosii, [8 39..Op. tom ii. p.874. edit. Benedict.] 

tom. ii. p. 1209. edit. Benedict. | Γ § 20f this chapter. g Hist. lib. iv. cap. 6. 
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then in that city to choose one for them. The bishops desired that 
he himself would pitch upon some person. But he answered, ‘ This 
‘isa thing too great for me to undertake. You that are filled with 

‘ the grace of God, and illuminated by the light thereof, may much 
‘ better do this office of choosing a man for a bishop.’ 

If this were the time St. Ambrose means, at which he was then a 

baptized person; this was but a year, or thereabouts, before his 

274. death: for St.Ambrose was made bishop in the year of 

based Christ 374, as Baronius, or the beginning of 375, as 

(a.D.375-) Petavius computes; and Valentinian died November the 
17th, 375. 

So that he might for all that be unbaptized when his son Valen- 
266. tinian was born, which was, as we saidh, nine years 

(4-D.366.) before, viz. anno. Dom. 366. 

Sect. 4. Of Theodosius the First. 

His father was not a baptized Christian when he was born. 

I. Theodosius, (of whom we had occasion to speak in the last 
279. section,) who was chosen by Gratian to be his fellow 

(4-D.379-) emperor, is another of the instances of persons not bap- 
tized in infancy. What 1 have to say of him may be despatched in 

a few words. He was baptized quickly after he was chosen 
emperor', and in a fit of sickness, by Acholius, (or, as the Greeks 

write his name, Ascholius,) bishop of Thessalonica: being then 

thirty-four years old, as Victor counts; forty-four as Socrates 
reckons; or about fifty, if the Chronicon Alerandrinum be to be 

relied on. 

II. His father, who was also named Theodosius, had been put to 

270. death by order of Valens nine years before. At what 

(4-D.370-) time of his life he was baptized, I think we should not 

have known but for Orosius, who (because he was a Spaniard, his 

countryman) speaks more particularly of his concerns. So that we 
know by him that he was baptized before he died: but not till 

twenty-five years (by the lowest account) after this his son was 
born. And whether he was, at that time of his son’s birth, a 

Christian in intention, or an unbeliever, is not to be known. 

Orosius’ account is this‘; that he, bemg a commander in the 

army, had done good and faithful services: but yet that on a 

sudden, and for what reason nobody knew, there came an order that 

he must be put to death. Which when he understood, ‘he desired to 
“be baptized first, for the forgiveness of his sins. And when he 

‘was made partaker of that sacrament of Christ, as he desired ; 

h § 2, i Socrates, lib. v. cap. 6. k Hist lib. vii. [eap. 33.] 
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« being, after a laudable life in this world, secure also of an eternal 

‘ life, he willingly offered his neck to the executioner.’ 
Other authors, though not mentioning his baptism, give the 

same account of his death. And the occasion of it they relate to be 
such, as gives us an idea of the mischief that superstitious jealousies 
do, when they get into the head of a cowardly prince. Valens had 
had some attempts made to dethrone him. And there was a report 
ran up and down, that some that used curious arts had found that 
he should quickly have a successor : and the first letters of his name 
should be THEop. The names of Theodorus, Theodoret, Theodosius, 

Theodulus, &c., were then very common names. And this fancy cost a 
great many of them their lives ; and this captain among the rest. His 
son Theodosius was not, it seems, at that time a man noted enough 
to come into danger. When he came to the throne, he managed 

his affairs so well both in peace and war, that none that went 
before, or that came after, did ever excel him. 

The reason why he was not baptized in infancy must have been, 

because his father was not then baptized, and perhaps not a 
believer. I know that Socrates (at the forecited place, lib. v. 

cap. 6.) says, that he (the said emperor) had Christian parents, [or 

ancestors,| ἄνωθεν ἐκ προγόνων χριστιανὸς ὑπάρχων. But this was a 

phrase commonly used in the case of those whose parents became 

Christians at any time before their death, though they were not so 

at the time of the birth of those their children: as I shall, out of 

many instances that might be given, have occasion to give some 

presently. 

Sect. 5. Of St. Basil. 
There is no proof to the contrary, but that he was baptized 

in infancy. 

I. I did in the tenth chapter of the First Part of this work 
produce the evidences that are in antiquity, that St. Basil was 
baptized in infancy. But it is necessary to consider those also that 

are brought to the contrary. 
I know of but one man of the antipedobaptists that does pretend 

him for an instance of one baptized in his adult age, though born of 

Christian parents: and he does it very unfairly. He found in 

260.  Osiander’s! epitome of the Magdeburgenses, that Vincen- 
(4.D-360.) tius in his Speculum tells a story of St.Basil’s going to 

Jerusalem, and being baptized in Jordan by Maximus, the bishop 
there. But though Osiander and the Magdeburgenses™ too do, 
when they mention this, declare that this is a story of no credit ; 

1 Cent. 4. lib. iii. cap. 42. m Cent. 4. cap. το. [tom. ii. p. 941. edit. Basil. 1560.] 
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1144. and that Vincentius’ collection, being of late years, is of 

(4-0-1244) no repute; and that there is no historian of credit or 
antiquity that speaks of any such thing: yet Mr.Danvers™ sets 
down the quotation in such manner and words, as if they had 

recited it as a credible history: whereas they do both of them, at 
the places cited, declare that it seems to them that he was baptized 
in infancy by his father, (of which I also have, in the chapter fore- 

mentioned, given some confirmation,) or by some other minister. 
He quotes also at the’ same place, and for the same thing, 

Socrates, lib. iv. cap. 26, and Sozomen, lib. vi. cap. 34, who neither 

there, nor any where else, have any word tending that way. 

II. As Vincentius made his collections of historical matters 

without any judgment, taking them out of any sort of books, 
genuine or spurious; so the author, out of whom he° owns to have 
this, is Amphilochius’ life of St. Basil. And that is known by all to 

be a Grub-street paper, a gross forgery ; and is sufficiently detected 
to be such by Rivet?, Baronius4, Bellarmin’, Possevin, and before 

them all, by bishop Jewels. 
The author thereof had, I suppose, read or heard that Amphilo- 

chius, bishop of Iconium, had wrote an account of St. Basil’s life, 

(as he did indeed, and Gregory Nazianzen and Gregory Nyssen did 
the like; but that which was written by him is lost, as are most or 

all his other works). He therefore put forth his stuff under the 
name of that great man. But it betrays itself by many tokens, of 
fabulous miracles, incongruities in history, &e. And im that fable 

which he gives of his baptism, there are such silly monkish quibbles 
and witticisms put into the discourse that passed between Basil and 
Maximus, who is made to be his baptizer, (as one asks, Quis est 

mundus? the other answers, Qui fecit mundum, &c.?) that one 

might guess from what shop they come. 
F.Combefis has published this piece in Greek and Latin, and 

endeavoured to vindicate it by saying, the main part of it might be 
genuine though it be interpolated and mixt with some fabulous 

additions: but, as Mr. Du Pin observest, he brings no kind of proof 
of his opinion. 

III. The true account wrote by Nazianzen, Orat. 30. im laudem 

Basilii, nor that by Nyssen, have no mention of any such thing ; 

n Treatise of Baptism, part i. cap. 7. t De Scriptoribus Kcclesiasticis, [8 De 
[p. 60.] Amphilochio, apud Op. tom. vii. p. 68. 

© Vincentii Speculum Histor. lib.xiv. edit. Colon. 1617.] 
cap. 78. 8 Apolog. Eccles. Angl. Artic. i. Div. 

P Crit. Sacr. lib. iii. cap. 27. 32. 
9 Ad annum 363. t Nouy. Biblioth. tom. ii. Amphiloch. 
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nor that under the name of Ephraem Syrus. On the contrary, 
Nazianzen seems plainly to refer to his baptism in infancy by his 
own father; as I shewed before. 

Their reciting all the remarkable passages of his life, after he 
came to age, without mentioning any thing of his baptism, is a 
strong argument that there was no such thing: since in all that 
are baptized at age, their baptism makes a considerable circumstance 
for a writer, whose chief subject is their Christianity. And there- 

fore the monk, who framed a life for him that might sell well, 
would not omit it: and to dress it up the better, made it to be 

in Jordan, where Christ was baptized, and Constantine desired 
to be. 

IV. If the twenty-ninth chapter of St.Basil’s book, de Spiritu 

Sancto, be genuine, (which is questioned by Erasmus and others,) 

then it is certain that the same man that baptized him did also put 
him into the ministry: for so he says in that chapter. He is there 
shewing, that the custom used by him and the churches, of saying 

the Doxology, thus, ‘Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, with 

‘the Holy Spirit ; or thus, ‘ Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, 
“and to the Holy Spirit,’ (instead whereof the Arians would have 
‘him say, By the Son in the Holy Spirit,’) was no innovation. He 
quotes several ancient authors that had spoke so: and begins thus: 

“1 myself, if it be proper to say any thing of myself in this case, 

‘do keep the use of this expression ὥσπέρ τινα κλῆρον πατρῷον, as an 
‘ inheritance left me by my father, having received it from a man 
‘who lived a long time in the ministry of God, by whom I was 
“both baptized and also put into the ministry of the church.’ 

This could not be Meletius, (whom Dr. Cave reckons to be the 

man by whom he was ordained deacon,) because he afterwards 
reckons Meletius as another of his authors for the same usage; and 
says, ‘that the famous Meletius is of the same sentiment, they that 

‘ have conversed with him do affirm.’ 

That St. Basil himself did use to baptize children, I shewed before 
in the First Part of this work, ch. xii. § 9, ro. 

§ VI. Of St.Gregory Nazianzen. 
He was not baptized in infancy. An inquiry whether his father 

was a Christian, when this his son was born. 

I. When fourteen instances are produced to prove any thing, 

and one can shew that thirteen of them are mistakes, he is apt to 

suspect that there is some mistake in the other too, though he 
cannot find it out. Yet here is an instance of a Christian’s son not 
baptized in infancy, if this Gregory’s Carmen de vita sua be a 
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genuine piece, (as I never heard of any that questioned it,) and if 
there be no mistake in the reading of it. 

I shall represent impartially, and as briefly as I can, the proofs 

that are brought of his being born before his father’s Christianity ; 
and those to the contrary. 

That he was not baptized in infaney is plain, both from the fore- 
said poem de vita sua, and also from the sermon that he made at his 
father’s funeral", and also from the history of his life by Gregorius 
Presbyter. For in all these a full relation is given, how he, in a 

voyage by sea from Alexandria to Athens, was in great danger of 
shipwreck by a storm; ‘and whereas all the rest in the ship were 
‘ terrified with the fear of their bodily death, I, says he, ‘did more 

‘ dreadfully fear the death of my soul. For I was in great hazard 
‘ of departing this life unbaptized: amidst the sea waters that were 

‘to be my death, wanting that spiritual water. And therefore I 
‘cried out, entreated, besought, that some space of life might be 

‘granted to me.’ He goes on to shew how his lamentation and 
dread on that account were so great and so moving, that the people 

in the ship forgot their own danger, in compassion to those terrors 

which they saw were upon his soul. And how he then vowed to 

God, that if he were delivered from that danger, he would offer 
himself up to God; and did so accordingly. 

Il. That his father was not a Christian when he married, nor for 

some time after, is plain from the said funeral oration*®. He was of 
the religion called Hypsistarian. 'These men, as is there related, did 

so renounce the worship of idols and sacrifices, as that they retained 
nevertheless the worship of fire and torches. 

Mr.Le Clerey, being busied in finding contradictions in the 
Fathers, thinks he has found one here: because Gregory in another 

place? says, his father tm’ εἰδώλοις πάρος ἦεν ζώων: which he 

translates, ‘was subject to the idols of animals: not minding that 

ζώων there is the participle of the poetical verb ἕώω and not the 
genitive of ζῶον: though Bilius had noted that criticism. 

He continued in that superstition till the year of the council of 

228. Nice, anno Dom. 325. His wife had before used her 

(4-D-325-) persuasions and prayers for his conversion. But then, 
when Leontius bishop of Czsarea, and some other bishops, were 
going by that place for Nice to the council, she got them to instruct 
him in the grounds of the Christian religion: and he was baptized 

ἃ Orat. το. [Orat. 18. edit. Benedict. Y Life of Greg. Naz. Bibliothéque,tom.x. 
fol. 1478.] z Carm. 1. de Rebus Suis. [Op. tom. ii. 

X Orat. 19. [or 18.] Ρ. 31. edit. Paris. 1630.] 
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into it quickly after: and not long after that took priest’s orders : 
and when the bishop of Nazianzum died, became his successor. In 
which office he lived forty-five years, and died near 100 years old. 
All this is clear in the oration aforesaid. 

III. Now the question is, whether our Gregory his son were born 
before that his father’s conversion in the said year 325, or after ὃ 

And the solution of it must be collected by knowing, if one could, 
how old he [the son] was when he died. For we know justly the 
year on which he died, by St. Hierome, who wrote the tract de 

Seriptoribus Eeclesiast.* the fourteenth year of Theodosius, anno 392; 

280. and says there>, that Gregory Nazianzen had been dead 

(42-389) ut three years. He died therefore in the year 389. 

The difficulty is, to know what age he was of when he died. 

Gregorius Presbyter, who wrote his life, says, he died very old. 

And Suidas (who mistakes the time of his death two years, making 

him to live till the thirteenth year of Theodosius) says, that he was 
then ninety years olde. By that account he must have been born 

in the year 300, which is twenty-five years before his father was a 

Christian. 3 

But Barontus! finds reason, as he thinks, to correct this chronology, 

from a passage out of Gregory himself; who, in the aforesaid 
Carmen de vita sua, speaking of his studying at Athens, and of his 
resolution to leave that place, says, it was then his thirtieth year 

[or, the thirtieth year]. This Baronius concludes to be the year 
354, by Julian the apostate’s being a student there at the same 

time, (for he was made Cesar and sent into France the next year.) 

From whence he infers, that Gregory was born in the year 324, 

(which was the year before his father’s conversion,) and that he was 
but sixty-five years old when he died. 

IV. But Papebrochius in his Acta Sanctorum Maii octavoe corrects 

this correction, and sets the time of his birth back to the old 

account: bringing a great many probable evidences that Gregory’s 

age must be greater than sixty-five years; since he himself so often 

speaks of his being unfit for business, by reason of his great age. 

When Maximus the cynic opposed his being made bishop of Con- 

stantinople ; Gregory, in his oration on that subject‘, brings in his 
adversaries, objecting to him his sickliness and old age. 

When he desired to resign the said bishopric, (which was eight 

a (Hieronymus de Viris illustribus. Op. ἃ Ad an. 354. et 389. 
tom. ii. edit. Vallars.] Verb. Hieronymus. ¢ Chronologia vite Sancti Greg. expen- 
[eap. 135.] sa et emendata. [apud Acta Sanctorum 

b Verb. Gregor. [cap. 117.] Maii, tom. ii. p. 370.] 
© Verb. Γρηγορ. f Orat. 28. ior 26. edit. Benedict. pnyop i 



CH. III. ᾧ 6.] St. Gregory Nazianzen. 381 

Bey. years before he died,) and persuaded the bishops then 

(4-P.381.) present at the council to consent to his so doing; he used 
this argument : ‘ Let these my grey hairs prevail with yous : which 
looks as if he were then more than fifty-seven years old. 

This learned man does also answer the reason that Baronius 
brings to the contrary, by endeavouring to shew that the foresaid 
mention of the thirtieth year is not meant for the thirtieth year of 
his life, (of which it was the fifty-fourth, as he thinks,) but the 

thirtieth of his studies. And indeed the words, as they stand, do 

bear that sense very well; they are these : 

N \ , ΄ - ΄ ΄, ; καὶ yap πόλυς τέτριπτο τοῖς λόγοις χρόνος 
ἥδ, \ \ \ Cte ei sh » 
ἨΘὴ τρίακοστον μοι σχεδὸν TOUT VY €TOS. 

‘ For I had already spent a long time in study of learning : 

‘This was almost the thirtieth year [or, my thirtieth year.’] 

Gregorius Presbyter, who wrote the life of St.Gregory, and took it 
for the most part out of his foresaid poem, seems to understand it 
so: and yet his words are capable of the other construction too. He 
expresses it thus: τριακοστὸν ἤδη πληρώσας ἔτος ἐν τοῖς μαθήμασιν" 

‘ Having now completed thirty years [or else his thirtieth year] in 

‘the study of learning®.’ 
Moreover Rufinus, who was contemporary with him, saysi, he 

died jam fessa etate, ‘beg spent with age.’ Which hardly can be 

said of one that was but sixty-five years old. 
These reasons, joined with some others of less weight, prevailed 

with Papebrochius to embrace the old account as the truest, viz. that 

he was ninety years old when he died; and consequently that he 
was born anno Dom. 300. And that was twenty-five years before 

his father was a Christian. 
Mr. Le Clerc, who writes a sort of life of this saintk, manages 

this argument of his age after a heedless and absurd manner. — For 

first, he, following Pagi, who had followed Papebrochius, says, that 

he was born anno 300, which is twenty-five years before his father’s 

conversion : and accordingly supposes with the foresaid authors, that 
the year on which he left Athens was the fifty-fourth of his age. 
And the use he makes of this is, to ‘wonder that he would spend so 
‘ ereat a part of his life in studying rhetoric, forgetting in the mean 
‘time all care of his aged parents and of the church of God. And 

& Orat. 32. [or. 42. edit. Benedict. ] added by Rufinus to the Ecclesiastical 
h In vita Gregorii, [Operibus ejus pree- History of Eusebius. ] 

fixa, p. cxxxii. edit. Benedict. } k Bibliotheque, tom. x. 
i Hist. lib. ii. cap. 9. [See the two books 
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yet afterward, in the same life, he ‘wonders why, since it was the 

‘ opinion of that age, that those that die unbaptized are damned, 
‘his father and mother being such zealous Christians did not get 
‘him baptized in infancy.’ Which is to suppose that he was born 
after his father’s conversion, which he and every body place at the 
year 325; or else it is the wonder of a man that dotes. One of 
these suppositions helps a man that would expose Gregory to 
censure ; which seems to be the design of this writer of lives for 

this and some other Fathers. And the other serves to raise 
objections against the universality of the then practice of pzdo- 
baptism. But it is very unfair to serve both these intentions 
from this instance; because one of them supposes him to be 

born after his father was a Christian, and the other twenty-five 
years before. 

There is another reason to make one believe that he was born 
before his father’s conversion; which is this. In the foresaid 

oration at his father’s funeral, he tells how his mother, being 

desirous of a son, and begged one of God in her prayers, and that 
in answer to those prayers he was born to her. And afterward he 
comes to speak of those prayers that she made for her husband’s 
conversion: in which prayers she was encouraged to the greater 

hope of being heard, ‘as having,’ says he, ‘already made trial of 
‘the Divine lberality” On which Bilus makes this comment ; 

‘namely, when she obtained her son Gregory of God, by her 
‘ prayers, as he had said a little before!’ And indeed that is the 
only instance mentioned before in that oration, to which one can 
suppose him to refer. 

Also this reason: he often mentions his mother’s pious and 
Christian care and dedication of him to God in his infancy, and 

from the worb™, but never any such thing of his father. 
V. These reasons would be suffiaent to sway a man to believe 

that he was born before his father was a Christian ; were it not for 

one that seems very plain to the contrary. And that is a passage 
in the foresaid poem, where Gregory the elder earnestly persuades 
his son, who had more mind to a private life, to become his assistant 
in the office of bishop of Nazianzum. He uses all the force of 
paternal authority, requiring him, upon pain of the loss of his 
blessing, to comply with his desire, and to relieve his old age: and, 
among the rest, has these words" : 

1 Annot. in loc. n Carmen devita sua, vers. 520. circiter 
m Orat. Apologet. [Orat. ii. edit. Bene- ὀραρ. 6. edit. Paris. 1610. [p. 9. edit. Paris. 

dict.] et alibi. 1630.] 
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Οὔπω τοσοῦτον ἐκμεμέτρηκας βίον, 

Ὅσος διῆλθε θυσιῶν ἐμοὶ χρόνος" 

Δὸς τὴν χάριν, δός. 

So many years of life you have not seen 

As IJ, your father, have in orders been. 

Do me the kindness, do. 

Papebrochius does take notice of this place, and says, it has 
puzzled every body that has read it. He goes about to answer it 
by supposing the word θυσιῶν is misprinted, and that it should be 

ἐτησίων. But he produces no manuscript in favour of his amend- 
ment: and if one were to amend by the sense without any book, I 
should think rather that θυσιῶν has crept in by mistake for πολιῶν 
(or, for the verse sake, τῶν πολιῶν : for he often here lets an anapz- 
stus go for the fourth foot of his iambic). The sense according to 

of editions is, ‘ Your life is not of so many years, as are the years 

‘ of my sacrificing ;’ 1. 6. officiating in the priest’s office: which is a 
sense very difficult to reconcile in history with truth. That of 
Papebrochius ; ‘ You are not so old as 1 am;’ is true; but a poor 

sense. ‘ You are not so old as my grey hairs are,’ is to the purpose 
of the father’s argument at that place. 

Bishop Hall had found out this place? when he sought for 

instances of clergymen that had made use of the marriage-bed after 
they were in holy orders (of which this is the plainest that he can 
find). And the antipzdobaptists have taken it from him; and 

made use of it for their purpose. 
VI. If this pass for current, then we must say that Baronius’ ac- 

count of his age is the truest ; and further, that he was yet two or 
three years younger than he makes him. For if he had been full 
thirty years old at the year 354, he would still have been born a 
little before his father’s baptism, and two years before his ordina- 

tion. But the words are σχεδὸν τριακοστὸν, ‘ almost the thirtieth ;’ 

which in a poem may indeed pass, though he were but twenty- 

seven or twenty-eight. 
We must say likewise, that all that he himself, and Rufinus, and 

Gregorius Presbyter, do speak of his old age, must be understood 
of a prematura senectus, caused by his sickliness, which he often 
mentions. And that Suidas, when he makes him live to ninety 
years old, mistakes at least twenty-seven years: which might pos- 

ο Honour of the married Clergy, [main- Lond. 1620. reprinted in his Works, fol. 
tained against the malicious challenges 1624. p. 709, ὅσ. 
of Ὁ, E. Masse-priest,] lib. ii. § 8. [8vo. 
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sibly be, since he wrote 600 years after Gregory was dead: and 

gg. that what he himself says of his mother’s experience of 

(a D.980:) the Divine liberality, before her husband’s conversion, 

must refer to something else. And that Gregorius Presbyter, (who 

s4o. also lived near 600 years after St. Gregory,) if his mean- 

(4-D.94°-) ing be to speak of the time when he left Athens and 

went home, as the thirtieth year of his studies, must be mistaken 

by taking what Gregory himself had said of the thirtieth year, for 

the thirtieth of his studies, (as others have since done,) which, ac- 

cording to this supposition, must be but almost the thirtieth (viz. 

the twenty-seventh or twenty-eighth) of his life. And that Mr. 

Du Pin (who. has gone a middle way, making him to be born 

anno 318 P,which falls seven years before his father’s baptism,) does 

yet place his birth eight or nine years too soon. For if he was born 

after his father’s priesthood, it must be anno 327 or 326 at soonest. 

And possibly the numerical figure in the text of Mr. Du Pin is 

mistaken by the printer: for in the index at the end of the tome, 

it is printed 328. And according to this account, he was but sixty- 

one or sixty-two when he died. And his father and mother (for 

they were much of one age) were about fifty, when he [the son | 

was born. Which is old for a woman to have children: and yet 

she had one, if not more children, after her son Gregory. 

And then also we must say, that this Gregory the elder was as 

singular in this practice of keeping his children unbaptized ; as Mr. 

Johnson? has shewed him to be in the point of passive obedience : 

and as the papists will say he was in getting children after his being 

in holy orders. 

I hope the reader will pardon the length of this disquisition, and 

the uncertain issue of it at last: for he will perceive by it how 

difficult it is to find the birth or age, even of such whose later years 

have been never so well noted. I lighted on one thread more, which 

I thought might have directed in this labyrinth. I observed that 

St. Gregory once speaks of St. Basil, as having been about the same 

age with himself. For he says at the end of the funeral oration’, 

which he makes for him, ‘ This elogium is given thee, O Basil! by 

‘a tongue that was wont to be most acceptable to thee, καὶ ὁμοτίμου 

« καὶ ἥλικος, and by one of the same function, and of the same age 

‘with thee’ If then I could find St. Basil’s age, it would, I 

thought, direct me in that of his friend Gregory ; at least so near, 

that we should not mistake thirty years. But I cannot find readily 

p Nouvelle Biblioth. tom. ii. 4 Julian the Apostate. (chap. ix. 8vo. Lond. 1682. | 

r Orat. 20. [Or. 43. edit, Benedict. ] 
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the account of St. Basil’s age any more than of the other, and am 
quite out of the humour of entering on a new search after any 

279.  body’s age. St. Basil died 379, (the first day of that 
(a-D 379-) year.) This was ten or eleven years before Gregory died. 
(a.p.389.) St. Basil, as well as St. Gregory, is often spoken of as an 
old man; and yet by this last account he must be but fifty-one, 
or thereabouts, when he died. 

But then, on the other side, that same oration on St. Basil (in 
which Gregory mixes so many of his own concerns, that itis a sort of 
history of both their lives) does by many circumstances, too little and 
too long to be repeated, shew that they were but young men when 

3.4. they left Athens. He says, that when they declared their 
(4-P.354) purpose of returning home from thence: not only all their 
intimates ‘and equals of the same age with them, ἥλικες»᾽ but also 

many of the doctors there, expressed a great regret at their leaving 
the university so soon, being very unwilling to part with them. 
Which makes it probable that they themselves were but young 
masters of arts; and so confirms Baronius’ opinion, that they were 

but thirty, or almost thirty, and not fifty-four, as they must have 

been by the other account. 
Besides, St. Gregory in that oration recounting the great ex- 

amples of Christian fortitude that had been in Basil’s family, and 
speaking of the great persecution that was in Pontus under Maxi- 
minus, relates how great a share the grandfathers of Basil had in it. 
Whereas if St. Basil himself had then been about ten years old, (as 

ero. he must have been by ‘the first account,) his father, 
(4.D.310.) rather than his grandfathers, would have been likely to be 

mentioned. I said in the former editions, that that one plain place 
aforesaid, which makes this Gregory born after his father’s baptism 
and ordination, did seem to oversway all the reasons of chronologers 
to the contrary. But I have since minded another absurdity that 

attends it. St. Hierome de Scriptoribus Eecl. speaks of Gregory as 

having been his master: ‘ Preeceptor meus, quo scripturas expla- 

‘ nante, didici.?, Now St. Hierome himself was born in the year 329, 
and it is not likely that he would speak so of one that was but four 

years older than himself. Perhaps it may be more likely that a 
word may be misprinted, than so many absurdities allowed. I shall 

determine nothing’, but leave it to others. 
VII. The antipzdobaptists have taken notice of no other children 

of that Gregory the elder, but this his son Gregory. But he had 

two other children, a daughter Gorgonia, and a son Cvsarius. 
There is no account whether Gorgonia were elder or younger than 

WALL, VOL. I. Ce 
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her brother Gregory; save that Ehas Cretensis (if he knew any 
better than we) makes her to be youngers. If she were elder, she 

must have been born before her father was a Christian ; since it is 

the hardest matter that may be to bring her brother Gregory’s years 
within that compass. However that were, she was not baptized in 
infancy; and being afterward left to her own discretion, she did 
not receive baptism till a little before she diedt, when she was so 
old as to have grandchildren, whom she had instructed m the 
Christian faith. Her husband also, whom she had married (as it 

seems by her brother’s words at her funeral) while he was a heathen, 

was by her prevailed on to be baptized with her. She died before 

her father, who died before St.Basil. And since St. Basil died, as 

was said, on New Year’s Day 379, it seems to have been 375 at the 

soonest, wien she died. Her brother Gregory was then, by the last 

account of his age, but forty-eight. It is very unlikely then that 

she was younger, having then grandchildren of such an age. 

Cesarius was younger than either of them, and died the first of 

them. And though Gregory’s words at his funeral, concerning 

his baptism, are not very plain for the time of it: yet they seem to 

intimate that he had then lately received it. And indeed (to ob- 

serve this here once for all) the far greatest part of those that were 

not baptized in infancy, but were left to take their own time for it, 

we find to have put it off from time to time till they were appre- 

hensive of death, excepting such as went into orders, or the lke. 

But we find no baptized person, except this Gregory, that did so 

leave his children unbaptized. 
If all the children of this elder Gregory were born after their 

ather’s Christianity, and yet left unbaptized; it is the instance but 

of one man’s practice. And there is some more excuse for a bishop, 

or other minister to do this, than for other men; because if his 

children fall sick, or into any sudden danger of death, he is ready at 

hand in the house to give them baptism. 
It was probably from some compliance with this practice of his 

father, that St.Gregory, in one of the places that I quoted*, gives 

that opinion, which is singular in him; that ‘it is a good way if a 

‘ child appear not to be in any danger of death, to defer his baptism 

‘for some time.’ He mentions three years or thereabouts. And as 

he, at the same place, advises and counts it necessary, ‘ if it be in 

s Comm. in Greg. Naz. Orat. το. fapud u Orat. in Laudem Cesarii, [Orat. 7. 

Greg. Op. tom. ii. p. 761. edit. Paris. 1630.] edit. Benedict. | 
t Naz. Orat. in Laudem Gorgonie, x Part 1. ch. 11. § 7. 

[Orat. 8. edit. Benedict. ] 
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‘danger of death, to baptize it immediately :’ so it is probable 
the same was his father’s opinion; and that this his son had no 

sickness in his infancy, and so he thought he might defer the 

baptizing him. 
That many people in this time delayed and put off the baptizing 

of their children something longer than ordinary, not out of prin- 
ciple that so they ought to do, but out of negligence, and a pro- 

erastination which they themselves owned to be blamable; appears 

312. plainly by that common and proverbial speech, which 

(4-D.412.) Tsidore (speaking of Zipporah’s circumeising her child) 

mentionsy; and says, ‘was used to be said in time of danger: 

“ «(0645 judgments come upon us; let us baptize our children out 

Sof hand? 

Sect. 7. Of Nectarius. 
There is no appearance of his parents being Christians, nor knowing 

who they were. 

1. Though St.Gregory Nazianzen, who, after his father’s death, 
was bishop of Constantinople, had done more for the restoring the 
catholic faith there, than had been done by any man in so short a 

time; yet he found a necessity of resigning the place. Partly by 

reason of his age and infirmity ; and partly for that there was such 

a contention in the council of bishops about him. Some said it was 
not canonical, that he, having once accepted another bishopric 
formerly, should remove from it. Others, that he living as a hermit, 
wholly given to study and prayers, was not at all dexterous in 
making his court with the emperor for the good of the church: 
neither had he any good mien, but a contemptible presence. 
To allay these heats, he did what St.Clement? had advised in such 

a case to be done. He willingly abdicated, and said, ‘If this con- 

‘tention be upon my account, I am ready to depart; only let the 

‘ flock of Christ be m peace?’ 
And when they were in consultation about another to be chosen ; 

whom should they ight on but one Nectarius, a layman of Tarsus, 

of a senator’s rank, remarkable for a grave and comely presence, but 
of no learning or skill in divinity! The emperor liked this man so 

well, that he was finally chosen. They did the gentleman a great 
diskindness ; for of a creditable and graceful alderman, they made 

of him a very insipid bishop. 

But what is to our purpose is this; Nectarius, though he was by 

¥ Isidor. Pelusiot. lib. i, Ep. 125. a Naz. Orat. ad 150 Episcopos. [Or. 43. 
_2Clemens Romanus, Epist.1. ad Co- edit. Benedict.] 

rinth. cap. 54. 

σο2 
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belief and profession a Christian, yet had not been as yet baptized». 
They were forced, having baptized him, to give him ordination a 

few days after, notwithstanding the apostolical canon against 
choosing a novice for a bishop. 

II. The antipzdobaptists would make an argument from hence, 
that his parents must have been of their persuasion, since they had 
not baptized him in infancy. But first they ought to shew that his 
parents were Christians: since, as I said before, half the world at 
this time were such as had been, since they came to age, converted 
from heathenism, and hked Christianity; but the greater part of 
them did put off their baptism from time to time for a long while. 
And one might name several beside this man, that were pitched on 
by the people for bishops before they were baptized; some, whose 
parents are known to be heathens ; and some, whose parents are not 

at all mentioned in history; so that it is impossible to know what 
religion they were of. But they do not make instances for this 
purpose, unless they are proved, at least by probable arguments, to 

have been born of Christians. 
As for Nectarius’ parents, we know nothing of their religion. 

And I believe it is as hard to find who they were, as it is to know 
who was Homer’s or Job’s father. 

Sect. 8. Of St.John Chrysostom. 
His parents were probably heathens at the time of his birth. 

I. Among all the ancient Fathers, there is none that has had so 

many to write his life as St.Chrysostom. For, besides that Palla- 
dius, who lived together with him, has wrote his Dialogue purposely 

on that subject; the ancient historians, who lived nigh his time, 
Socrates®, Sozomen‘, Theodoret®, &c., have given a larger account 

of him than of any other man. And in the middle ages, there 
are abundance that have wrote tracts of the same: but these 

latter have intermixed several fables, which are disproved by the 

elder. 

Of these Palladius saysf, that he was baptized by Meletius, 
bishop of Antioch, after he had been instructed by him three years 
in the Christian religion. And though none of the other ancient 

writers do mention this his baptism at man’s age; yet it 15 very 
320. probable, smece, as far as we can learn, his parents were 

(A.D.620.) heathens at the time of his birth. Georgius, patriarch of 

b Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. [cap. 8.] 6 Lib. v. [cap. 27, &c.] 
Sozom. lib. vii. [eap. 8.] f Dial. de vita Chrysostomi, [apud 

© Lib. vi. [cap. 2, &c.] Chrysost. Op. tom. xiii. edit. Montf.] 
ἃ Lib. viii. [cap. 2, &c. ] 
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goo.  Alexandriag, and Metaphrastes, do say they were; and 
(4-D.900.) they are not in this contradicted by those elder. 

II. His father Secundus died presently after he was born; as he 
himself intimates, lib.i. de Sacerdotio. His mother Anthusa was a 

274. Christian when this her son was twenty years old: but 

* a that is no argument that she or her husband were so at 

(.0.354-) the time of his birth. At that time the heathens turned 
Christians as fast as the papists in England turned protestants in 

the time of the reformation. And even at that time, when her son 

was twenty years old, though she was then a Christian in belief, 

yet the aforesaid historians, Georgius and Metaphrastes, say, that 

she was not baptized till her son was baptized first. They say it of 
his parents in the foresaid life, that they were baptized by Meletius 
after their son. But it could be true only of his mother, his father 
being dead long before. 

I believe the antipeedobaptists would not have conceived that they 
had ground enough to make Chrysostom one of their instances, if 
they had not been encouraged thereto by Grotius. And what he 

says is, that ‘he being born of Christian parents, as the truer 
‘ opinion is, and educated by Meletius, yet was not baptized till the 
‘ twenty-first year of his age.’ 

That he was born of Christian parents he brings no proof at all. 
And it is little to the purpose that he was educated by Meletius. 

As bishops do not use to take infants to nurse, (though lads or 
young men to educate they may,) so in this case it appears that 
Chrysostom was twenty, or at least eighteen years old, before he 

came to Meletius. And then Meletius did with him as any bishop 
now would do with a young man that had been brought up in 
heathenism: he instructed him, and when he had continued a ecate- 

chumen three years, baptized him. 
That he was so old as I say, before he came to Meletius, is plain ; 

because by all the accounts he came not to him till he forsook the 

school of Libanius, the heathen master of rhetoric. And that he 

continued his hearer till that age, appears by what he himself writes, 
Oratione 1. ad viduam juniorem ; where speaking in praise of those 

women that continue widows, and how they are valued even among 

heathens, he tells this story; ‘ For I formerly, when I was young, 

‘ took notice that my master, who was one of the most superstitious 

‘men that ever lived, did much admire my mother. For as he 
‘ asked some that were about him who I was, and one made answer 

& Vita Chrysostomi, [apud Chrysost. Op. tom. viii. p. 157. edit. Saville. 
h Annot. in Matth, xix. 13. 
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‘that I was a widow-woman’s son; he asked me, how old my 

‘ mother was, and how long she had been a widow. And when I 

‘ told him that she was forty years old, and that it was twenty years 
“since she buried my father; he was much affected at it, and 

‘speaking aloud to those that were present, “Strange,” says he, 

« «what brave women there are among the Christians 7 

Some chronologers find ΤΌ more agreeable with the computation 
of time to suppose that it was not full twenty, but eighteen ; which 
by a round number he here calls twenty. But it is much one to 
this purpose. 

The saying of Libanius seems to suppose that Anthusa had been 

a Christian now for a considerable time, or at least that he took it 

so. But as he knew nothing of her coneerns till that moment; her 

professing of Christianity at that time was enough to make him say 
what he did, without making any inquiry how long she had been of 

that profession. 

Some readers also will be apt to conclude, that Chrysostom had 

been at that time but a little while a hearer of Libanius, (from 

whence it would follow probably that Anthusa was a Christian when 

she first sent her son to this school,) because Libanius did not at 

this time know who he was. But the nature of those auditories or 

lectures was, that one from one part of the city, and another from 

another, came on the weekly lecture days to hear, and sent their 

contributions : so that a lad or a man might be a hearer for a long 
time before the master had any personal knowledge of him. The 
word [school] being otherwise used in our time, might be apt to 
make this mistake. But it is to be taken in the ancient sense, as in 

Acts xix. 9. The school of Tyrannus was not a college of lads 
under his care, but a place of public lectures that he kept. 

III. There is, on the contrary, reason to think that she was not 

a Christian when she consented that her son should hear this 

master, who was a spiteful enemy to the Christian religion. And 
as this is probable of itself, so it is made more than probable, that 

not only she, but her son himself also, was a heathen when he came 
first to hear him, by what Sozomen affirms, viz. that ‘ On a time 
‘when Libanius was like to die, some of his friends asked him who 

‘he thought fit should be his successor? And he answered, “ John” 

“ (meaning this John, who came afterward to be called Chrysostom) 
«© should have been the man, if the Christians had not stole him 

‘away from π5'. The word is ἐσύλησαν, “ robbed us of him ? 

which argues that he was a heathen before. 

i Hist. lib. viii. ὁ. 2. 



CH. Ill. ᾧ ο.} St. Ambrose. | Sol 

IV. Mr. Du Pin, in the notes he gives upon what he had said of 
Chrysostom *, says, that ‘some writers make his parents to be 

“heathens; but that he himself, in the first sermon against the ᾿Ανό- 

“ μοιοι, says that “ he was he up and nourished in the church ;” 

‘and that it appears out of his first book de Sacerdotio, ο. τ. that 

“his mother was a Christian when his father died, which was 

* quickly after she was delivered of him.’ 
Having a great regard to every thing that this excellent author 

says, I read over on purpose both those tracts. And in the sermon 
found nothing that seemed to relate any thing at all to this matter ; 

so that I believe there must be some mistake. Also in the first 

chapter of the book cited, there is nothing at all of the matter. That 
which I guess the most probable to be meant, is chap. 11, where 

Chrysostom’s mother, earnestly entreating him not to leave her, re- 

counts to him the great troubles she had undergone about his estate 
and education in her widowhood ; and yet that she had kept herself 

a widow, and had gone through the brunt of all these fatigues ; ‘ In 
‘ the first place,’ says she, ‘ being assisted by the help [or influence] 

“ that is from above, ὑπὸ τῆς ἄνωθεν βοηθουμένη ῥοπῆς" and then also 

‘the comfort which I had by the continual sight and company of 

“you, my son, did not a little contribute to it.’ 
But here is nothing but what might be properly said by a Christ- 

ian woman in reference to those times in which she had been a 

heathen: since God almighty employs his providence in relieving the 
necessities not only of Christians, but of all men and other creatures 

that know him not. She does not mention in all that long speech 
any praying to God, or use of his word, that she had made in those 
days; which to me is a greater proof that she was not at that time 

a Christian, than the foresaid words are that she was. 

At least here is nothing that can nigh countervail the argument 

from the foresaid words of Libanius concerning this John’s heathen 

profession at first, rehearsed by Sozomen. And Sozomen is a good 

witness in this case, having lived part of his time together with 

340. Chrysostom. For he had wrote several books before that 

(AP 44°) history ; and he had completed that history in 440. So 

(A.D. ἜΠΗ ) that he must have been born before St. Chrysostom died, 

which was anno 407. 
Sect. g. Of St. Ambrose. 

There 1s no account of his parents being Christians at the time of 

his birth. 

I. St. Ambrose’s case is just the same with that of Nectarius. 

k Nouvelle Biblioth, tom. 111. in Chrysost. 
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And he himself, after he had heard how Nectarius was chosen 

bishop of Constantinople, said, ‘I was utterly unwilling to be ordain- 

‘ed; and, when there was no remedy, desired that at least my 

‘ ordination might be delayed for a longer time. But the rule of the 
‘church could not prevail; the force of the people prevailed. Yet 
‘ the western bishops have approved of my ordination by their con- 

‘sent; and the eastern by their domg the same thing!’ The rule 

or prescription that he speaks of is that mentioned by St. Paul, 
τ Tim. 11. 6, which canon, it seems, the people would by force 

have to be dispensed with, when they had an extraordinary opinion 
of a man. 

He was a layman, and was governor under Valentinian the 

emperor, of some provinces of Gallia Cisalpina: and when the people 
of Milan (which was one of the cities under his government) were, 
after the death of Auxentius their bishop, in a tumult about 

choosing another, he came to keep the peace, and persuaded them to 

quietness and concord. He spoke to them so handsomely and so 

gravely, that all parties agreed on a sudden to pitch upon him for 
bishop™. He opposed it what he could: but they sent to the 

274. emperor for his consent, because he was at that time the 
(4-D.374-) emperor’s minister. And he said, ‘ He was very glad that 
‘the men he chose for governors were so well liked by the people, 
‘that they would choose the same for bishops.? So he gave his 
consent, but yet he would not determine the choice, as being a thing 
out of his sphere. He ordered the bishops then present in or about 
the city to direct the choice of the people, who continued resolute 

for Ambrose, But Ambrose was not as yet baptized. He received 
baptism at the hands of Simplicianus®, and within eight days was 
ordained bishop. 

II, Our business being to inquire why he was not baptized in 

infancy ; the antipedobaptists would have it that he was born of 

Christian parents: and some of them stick not to say, that Paulinus 
in his life says he was. But Paulinus does not say so. What he 

says of his father is this, that he was a nobleman of Rome, and 

governor of Gallia. But he was the less likely to be a Christian for 
233. that: the senate and great men of Rome being the last 

oe 333) body of men in the empire that came over to the Christian 

(A.D. 391.) faith. Insomuch that a long time after this, when St. 

Ambrose was an old man, Valentinian the second had much ado to 

1 Ep. 82. ad Vercellens, Eccles. {[Ep. 63. Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. c. 11. Soer. lib. iv. ὁ. 30. 
edit. Benedict. | Sozomen. [lib. vi. c. 24.] Theodoret. lib. iv, 

m Paulinus in vital Ambrosii.apud Op. ο.6. 
tom. 11, Append. edit. Benedict.] Rufinus, n Augustin. Confess. lib. viii. c. 2. 
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withstand the attempt made by the senate to bring again into 
fashion the heathen worship. So says St.Ambrose at his funeral, 

‘ Before his death he refused to grant the privileges of the temples, 
‘when such men stood up for them, of whom he might well be 
‘afraid. Whole crowds of heathen men came about him; the senate 

‘ petitioned. He was not afraid for the sake of Christ to incur the 
‘ displeasure of men®.’ And if one may guess by circumstances, he 

lost the empire and his life in this quarrel; Eugenius the usurper, 

that prevailed against him, having all the heathen party on his side: 
who restored those heathen altars which Valentinian had denied, and 

set up temples of JupiterP. And Argobastes had threatened, if he 
overcame Theodosius, to make the great church at Milan (the St. 
Paul’s of that city) ‘a stable for his horses’;’? because they would 
not communicate with Eugenius, nor receive his offering, as being 
an usurper. But better news came to town quickly, as I shewed 

before in the history of Valentinian’. 

I bring in this to shew, that when Paulinus makes St. Ambrose’s 

father to have been a great man at Rome; that is no argument that 

he was a Christian. But indeed Paulinus, or whoever wrote that 

life, (for Erasmuss takes it to be a forgery of some late monk, as I 
observed before,) knew so little of his father’s concerns, that he did 

not know his name. He makes his name to be Ambrosius, because 

the son’s was so: but his name, if his son knew better', was Sym- 

machus. Though the life-writers copying one out of another, do to 

this day call him Ambrosius. He seems to have died while St. Am- 

brose was young. 
But at the time when St. Ambrose was come to man’s estate, 

Paulinus does indeed say that his mother was a widow, and dwelt at 

Rome, and was then a Christian: if that would avail any thing to 
prove that her husband or she were so formerly, when he was born. 

III. On the contrary, a strong proof that they were not, 15 that 
which he says of himself, that he was not brought up in the bosom 

of the church. For in his second book De Penitentia, eap. 8, 

speaking of his own unworthiness, and unfitness to be a bishop, he 

says it will be said of him, ‘ Ecce ille, non in ecclesiz nutritus sinu,’ 

&e. ‘Lo! this man that was not brought up in the bosom of the 

‘ church,’ &e. 

As for what St. Ambrose’s own thoughts were of the necessity of 

© Orat. in obitum Valentiniani. [Op. τ Sect. 111. § 3. 

tom. ii. p. 1173, &c. ed. Benedict. | 5 Censura prefixa operibus Ambrosii. 

© Paulinus in vita Ambrosii. [Op. tom. t Ambros. Orat. in obitum Satyri, [Op. 

ii. Append. edit. Benedict. ] tom. ii. p. 1113, &c.] 
q August. de Civitate Dei, lib. v. ὁ. 26. 
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infant-baptism, it appears by his words cited before', that he made 
it a great question, ‘ whether a child could be saved without it.’ 

Sect. το. Of St. Hierome. 

There is no proof to the contrary, but that he was baptized 
in infancy. 

I. St. Hierome, who wrote the lives of several persons of note 

that had been before him, found none of the ancients that came 

after him so kind as to write his: for that hfe which was formerly 
published with his works is a mere fable. Yet he having wrote a 

great many occasional letters, which, for the goodness of the style, 
and the learning contained in them, are preserved; many of the 
chief passages of his life may be picked out of them. 

In all that he has said of himself, or the anonymous author of the 
life aforesaid, or any body else has said of him; there is no ground 
to question his baptism in infancy, except an obscure passage, men- 

tioned twice in the same words, and those ambiguous ones, in two 

letters that he wrote to pope Damasus. 

The occasion was this: St. Hierome being retired from Rome into 

AS, Syria, in order to lead a monk’s life there, found the 

(4-D.360.) people of those parts much divided; not so much in 
opinions of religion, as in disputing which of several that were set 

up was the lawful bishop of Antioch, with whom they ought to hold 
communion. Some acknowledged Meletius; others refusing him, 

followed Paulinus ; and others adhered to Vitalis. 

And another difficulty was; they thereabouts expressed their 
faith in the Trinity by acknowledging three hypostases. Being 

asked by the Latins what they meant by Aypostases ; they answered, 

Personas subsistentes, ‘persons subsisting.’ St. Hierome and the 

other Latins answered, that they had the same faith, and owned 

‘three persons subsisting. This was not enough; they would 
have them express the word itself, ‘Aree hypostases. St. Hierome 

scrupled the doing that, because Aypostasis among secular authors 

had signified swdstance or essence: and ‘who,’ says he, ‘will with a 
‘ sacrilegious mouth preach up three substances?’ And again, ‘If 
‘any one by Aypostasis, meaning οὐσίαν, essence, [or being’,| does 
“ not confess that there is but one Aypostasis in three persons ; he is 

‘ estranged from Christ.’ 

About these things he writes to Damasus, who had in the mean 

275. time been made bishop of Rome®*, desiring to know 

(4-)-372-) whether he and the church of Rome (for he is resolved to 
go by their example) do allow of this word /Aypostasis for person. 

u Part 1. ch. 13. § 2. x Hpist. 57. [15. in edit. Vallarsii.] 
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And also which of the foresaid parties, viz. of Meletius, Paulinus, or 

Vitalis, they would communicate with: for he would do the same. 
‘ And this I do,’ says he, ‘inde nune mex anime postulans cibum, 

‘unde olim Christi vestimenta suseepi. “ Desiring now food [or 
‘ instruction] for my soul, from that place where I formerly took 
‘upon me the garments of Christ.” ” 

This letter not procuring, as it seems, an answer so soon as he 

expected, he writes another, Epist. 58, [16 ed. Bened.] to the same 
purpose; desiring him with greater importunity to give him his 
answer. In which he uses the same motive: but expressed in words 

so just the same, that one gives no light to the other. ‘Ego igitur, 
‘ut ante jam scripsi, Christi vestem in Romana urbe suscipiens,’ &c. 

“1 therefore, who, as I wrote before, took on me the garment of 

‘ Christ in the city of Rome,’ &e. 

From this place Erasmusy raised a conjecture that he was bap- 

1412, tized at Rome. And if so, he could not be baptized im 

(A.D. 1512.) infaney : for he was born at Stridon in Dalmatia; and did 

not come to Rome till he was big enough to go to the grammar 
school. 

And what Erasmus spoke doubtfully, other following writers of 

this Father’s life, Baronius, Du Pin, Dr.Cave, &c. have (as it happens 

in relating matters) told as an absolute unquestioned thing. 

That which Erasmus says is this ; ‘He means his baptism by that 
‘taking on him Christ’s garments: for, I think, he does not mean 

‘it of his receiving priest’s orders; but in baptism there was a 

‘white garment given them.’ 

He might have been sure enough that he did not mean it of the 

habit of a priest; for St. Hierome was not as yet ordained priest, 

278 when the letter was writ: and when he was ordained, it 

(4D 378.) was not at Rome, but at Antioch by Paulinus, to whose 

communion Damasus had it seems advised him. 

Ii. But there was another sort of habit or garment, which he had 

then already put on, and which he knew to be very much valued by 
Damasus, whose acquaintance he now sought, and which he probably 

took upon him at Rome, (for he took it on him in his younger 

years’, and it was at Rome that he spent those,) and that was the 

habit of a monk, which he then wore when he wrote that letter. 

And it is a great deal more likely that he means that, than the 

albes which were worn but a few days. Especially since neither he, 

y In vita Hieronymi. the life prefixed to vol. xi. of his works, 
4 [See likewise the same asserted and chap. 3. p. 17-19. ] 

defended by his last editor Vallarsius, in a See ὃ 5. 
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nor, I think, any other author, among all that variety of expressions 
which they use for denoting baptism, do ever use that phrase of 
receiving the garments of Christ. Because the ordinary Christians did 
not use, for constant wearing, any particular garment as a badge of 
their religion. But the monks and virgins that had professed per- 
petual virginity, did at that time (as has been usual ever since) wear 

a peculiar habit, as a token of their profession. 
Of which if any one doubt, it must be one that has never read 

any thing in St.Hierome: for he, being given to an overweening 

opinion of that way, mentions it with great eulogiums on every 

turn. And as he calls the persons, servos Christi, and Christo sa- 

cratos, ‘servants of Christ,’ and ‘consecrated to Christ :’ and the 

virgins, virgines Dei, «God’s virgins,’ (as if married people did not 
belong to God or Christ at all:) so, what is most to our purpose, he 
commonly calls that peculiar sort of coat that the virgins or nuns 
wore, Christi tunicam, ‘the coat or garment of Christ.’ And the 

veil, fammeum Christi, «the veil of Christ.’?- Of each of which I will 

@ive one instance. 
In his epitaphium, or funeral oration, in praise of Paullab, he 

recounts how desirous she had been in her lifetime that her children, 

and those that belonged to her, should take on them that habit and 

profession of renouncing the world, and leading a single life, as she 

had done tuat of a widow, and how she had in great measure her 

desire: for besides that Eustochium her daughter was then a pro- 
fessed virgin, her granddaughter also, by her only son Toxotius, 
being then a child, was, by her parents Christi flammeo reservata, 

‘ designed to wear the veil of Christ.’ 
And in his letter to Eustochium®, the subject whereof is, de virgi- 

nitate servanda, to exhort her to continue constant and unstained in 

her purpose of perpetual virginity, he says, ‘It is not fitting, when 
‘one has taken hold of the plough, to look back; nor being in the 
‘ field, to return home ;’ ‘nec post Christi tunicam ad tollendum 

‘ aliud vestimentum tecto descendere : ‘nor after one has put on the 
‘coat of Christ, to come down from the roof to take any other 

“ garment.’ 
Since these expressions are the very same with those that he used 

before of himself; it is probable that those also are to be understood 

of the monk’s habit: or at least, it is not at all necessary that they 

must be understood of his baptism at Rome. And if they be not, 

then there remains no kind of ground to doubt of his being baptized 

at Stridon in infancy, as other Christian children were. For neither 

Ὁ Epist. 27. [108. ed. Vallars.] ς Hpist. 22. [22.] 
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Erasmus, nor any of those that have followed him, have brought any 

other proof but these words; and had it not been for them, no man 
had ever had such a surmise. 

III. Baronius does indeed say, that ‘after he was baptized, he 
‘ presently reformed his life, which before he had led in some lewd- 
‘ness: and whereas he had lost the first virginity, he kept undefiled 
‘ that which he calls the second, which is after baptism4 

If this were true, or could be proved, the question were at an 
end. But there seems to be no more ground for it than that 

Baronius, having: first taken for granted from Erasmus’ conjecture 
that he was baptized at man’s age, thought it more decent to lay 
that fornication, of which he is known to be guilty, rather before 

his baptism than after. 

The tract of St. Hierome to which he refers for the proof of this, 
is his ‘Apology made for his books that he had wrote against 
‘ Jovinian.’ In which there is indeed mention of those ‘two sorts 
‘of virginity, and there is also a confession of his own loss of 
virginity. But it is in several clauses or paragraphs that he men- 
tions these two things; and not so as to affirm, or intimate that he 

could claim, either of the said sorts of virginity himself. I think 
not; yet it may be proper to lay before the reader the places them- 
selves. 

He had been accused by a great many, that in the said books 
against Jovinian he had so excessively commended virginity, that 
he had in some expressions represented all marriage as sinful; for 
which accusation he had indeed given too much occasion. Yet he 
vindicates and explains the places excepted against as well as he 
can. And then says, 

‘This therefore I protest, and make it my last declaration, that 
“1 did not then condemn marriage, nor do now condemn it. Vir- 
‘ ginity I do extol to the sky; not that I am possessed of it, but 

‘ that I the more admire a thing that I myself have not. It is an 
‘ingenuous and modest confession to commend highly that in 

“ others which one has not one’s self. Must not I, because being of 

‘a gross body I am fain to go on the ground, admire that faculty 
‘that the birds have of flying in the air; and envy the pigeon, 
‘ which 

“ Radit iter liquidum, celeres neque commovet alas.’ 

‘ With stretched out wings glides through the yielding sky ?’ 

‘ Let no man deceive himself: nor let him undo himself by 

a Ad ann. 372. 
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‘ hearkening to a soothing flatterer. The first virginity is that 

‘ which is from one’s birth: the second is that which is from one’s 
‘second birth. It is none of my saying, it 1s an old rule: No man 
“can serve two masters, the flesh and the spirit. The flesh lusteth 
“ against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh. These are con- 

‘trary one to the other, that we cannot do the things we would. 

‘ When any thing in my book seems severe, regard not my words, 
‘ but the scripture from which the words are taken. Christ is a 
‘virgin. The mother of our virgin Lord is a virgin,’ &e. 

Here, after he had confessed and apologized for himself, he passes 

to the other theme of commending virginity, and shewing the in- 
conveniences of an incumbered and secular state. Here is nothing 
affirmed that he himself had either of the two sorts of virginity. 
And if any one judge, as Baronius seems to have done, that the 
chain of thought leads one to think he meant so; that conjecture 
will be much overbalanced by what he says plainly and expressly of 
his own case in another placet, where he speaks of his ill life, and 

ageravates the guilt of it as being the defiling of his baptism. For 
commenting on that expression of Isaiah concerning himself, that 
he was a man of unclean lips, he says, ‘ He as being a just man had 
‘sinned only in word, and therefore had only unclean lips, not a 
‘foul conscience. But I, as using my eyes to lust, and being 
“ offended by my hand, and sinning by my foot, and all my limbs, 
‘ have every thing unclean. And because having been once bap- 
‘ tized with the Spirit, I have defiled my garments again ; I deserve 
‘ the second baptism, which is that of fire.’ 

It was some great and mortal sin that he speaks of, (for they do 
not use to speak so of sins of daily incursion,) and we read of no 
such that he was guilty of, but his fornication. His words also are 
such as to particularize that. 

And besides, he professes in a great many places‘, (in the fore- 

said letter to Damasus for one,) that he undertook the monk’s life, 
as a state of voluntary penance for his sins; whereas they that in 
those times were baptized in their adult age, would have been 
counted greatly to undervalue the grace of baptism, if they had 

thought any such thing necessary for the sins they had committed 

before. They always speak of baptism as giving a person a free, 
total, and absolute discharge from all guilt of sin, original or actual, 

before that time. 

TV. One thing that will stick as an objection in the minds of 

® Explanatio Visionis Isaize, Epist. 142.[Ep. 18. sect. r1.ed. Vallars. ] 
f Hpist. 61,58, &c. [16.] 
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those that are acquamted with the ecclesiastical discipline of that 
age, is this; that if he had been baptized in infancy, or any time 
before his fornication ; that sin being after his baptism would have 
rendered him incapable of holy orders. Because the canons of 

225. (A.D.325-) that time, those of Nices, those of Eliberis», and 

205. (A.D. 305-) those of Neocesareai, as also Can. Apostol. 61. 

214. (λ.}.314.) (aés. 53.) do enact, that if any one after his bap- 

tism did fall into fornication, or any other of the great crimes ; such 
a man, though he might by penance be restored to lay-communion, 
must never be ordained to the holy functions. And so strict it was, 

that if such an one were ordained by mistake, his crimes not beng 

known; when they came afterward to be known, he was to be de- 

posed by the Nicene canon: but the Neocsarean admits him to 
continue in the name, and some part of the office ; but not to offer, 

as they called it, i.e. to consecrate the holy elements. And this 

they will have to be observed, ‘ because (as the words of the Nicene 
‘ canon are) the holy church does in all things keep to that which is 
‘ blameless,’ or, without scandal. But as for heathens, or men un- 

baptized, they judged that no sin whatever committed in that state 
was to be an impediment of their promotion after they came to be 
baptized. In a word, they reckoned that penance, or a long course 
of repentance, would cure a mortal sin, but so as to leave a scar. 

But that baptism did perefectly wash off all the stain and discredit 

of sins committed before it. So that St. Hierome’s being ordained 

presbyter (as we said before he was) by Paulinus, will make an 

argument that his baptism was after his fornication. 
But then they that know that the canons ran thus, know also 

that the practice was not always so strict and regular as the canon: 
but that, on the contrary, these and some other such strict rules 

were frequently dispensed with in the case of such men as came 

afterward to be of great merit or abilities, which the church could 

not well want: and that St.Hierome was, without controversy, the 

most learned and best skilled in interpreting the scripture of any 

man then living; and also was a great favourite of pope Damasus, 

whose interest was great in all the church. 

And besidés, an observation which retorts the force of this argu- 

ment strongly to the other side, is this; that these canons had in 

ereat measure their foree upon St. Hierome. For he not only pro- 

tested, when he was made presbyter, as he tells us himself, that if 

&Can.9,10. !Can.30. iCan.g,10. Hierosol. (This epistle, or treatise, is 
k Epist. 61. contra errores Joannis removed from its place by Vallarsius, and 
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Paulinus who ordained him, ‘ meant thereby to take him out of his 
‘ state of monachism, [or penance,] that he would not so accept it;’ 

but also, after he was ordained, refused, out of a deep humility and 

sense of his sin, to execute the priestly office, at least in the prin- 

cipal parts thereof. Of which there are these proofs : 
1. That in all his letters and works one finds no mention or 

instance of his acting in that office. Of this I am no further con- 
fident, than that having taken notice as I read, I remember none. 

2. That Epiphanius affirms this of him, and of Vincentius, another 
monk that had been ordained. The occasion was this. Epiphanius 
had, in a case which he judged to be of necessity, ordained Pauli- 
nianus, St. Hierome’s younger brother, priest ; though the place in 
which he did it was out of his own diocese. Being blamed for this 
encroachment by John bishop of Jerusalem, he makes this apology! ; 

‘Though no man ought to go beyond his own measure ; yet Chris- 
‘tian charity, in which there is no guile, is to be preferred before 
‘all. Nor should you consider what is done; but at what time, and 

‘in what manner, and for what reasons, and upon whom, the thing 

‘ was done. For when I saw that there was a great number of holy 
‘ brethren in the monastery ; and the holy presbyters Hierome and 

‘ Vincent, by reason of their modesty and humility would not exe- 
‘ cute the offices proper for their title, nor labour in that part of the 

‘ ministry, in which consists the chief salvation of Christians,’ &c. 

His being made priest after his sin, is not so great a proof of his 
baptism coming between, as those severe censures of himself are, 
that his sin was after his baptism. He that in that age should have 
spoken of his sins committed before baptism, as he does of his™, < I 

‘came into the fields and wilderness, that there bewailing dure- 
“ scentia® peccata, my sins that lie so hard upon me, I might move 
‘ the pity of Christ towards me,’ would have been censured to dero- 
gate from that article of the creed, ‘I believe one baptism for the 
‘remission of sins.2. And he himself says in other places®, “ all 
‘ fornications and lewdnesses of the most scandalous nature, impiety 
‘against God, parricide or incest, &c., are washed away in this 
‘ Christian fountain or laver.’ 

In how different a strain does St. Austin confess his sins, which, 

though much greater than St. Hierome’s, viz. a continued course of 
fornication with several harlots, yet because his baptism came after 

printed with others of similar argument m Kpist. 61. [see above. ] 
in tom. ii.—See re passage quoted, n [Vallarsius reads adolescentic.| ν 

Op. il. p. 452. sect. 4 ο Epist. ad Oceanum de unius uxoris 
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them, he says thus of themp; ‘ What praise ought I to give to the 

‘ Lord that my memory recounts these things, and yet my soul is in 

‘no terror for them ἢ 
V. I said he entered into a monk’s life young (when I was 

shewing that it was probable he took the habit at Rome). He 

himself says so in several places 4. 
The vulgar reader is not to imagine that this monastic life was 

then of the same sort with that, which is now for the most part in 

use in the church of Rome. On the contrary, the first institution 

and primitive practice of it was commendable. It is time, and the 
corruption of the age, and superstitions added to it, and the great 
revenues that have been settled on the monasteries, that have per- 

verted it. They professed virginity ; and they did accordingly with 

wonderful hardships of diet, lodging, &c., keep under the body. 

They sold all they had, and gave it to the poor. ‘They renounced 

all the affairs of secular life, but at the same time used daily labour 

for their living : they had not then the fat of the land ; nor one politic 

head, whose interest they were to promote. If any one endeavoured 

to live at ease, or indulge himself, he was not counted a monk. St. 

Hierome speaks of some few that he had seen of this sort". ‘I have 
‘seen,’ says he, ‘some that after they have renounced the world, 

‘ vestimentis duntavat, τὰ their garments, or habit only, and by a 

‘ verbal profession, not in deeds; have altered nothing of their for- 

‘mer way of living: they are richer, rather than poorer, than 
‘before: they have as much attendance of servants,’ &c. So that 

we see all monks, good or bad, wore the garments of a monk. 
Yet as commendable as it was in the practice then; St. Hierome 

has been under some censure, for his excessive urging it on people ; 
not only in his own time, but ever since; and not only among pro- 

testants, but among those of the church of Rome that are any thing 

impartial. Mr. Du Pin, who is highly to be valued for that quality, 

says of him, ‘ concerning virginity and the monk’s life, he often 

“ speaks so, as if he would have one think they are necessary for 

“ salvation ‘.’ 
Where shall one meet, even among the late monks, an expression 

in praise of this sort of life more exorbitant than one that he has in 

his letter to Eustochium, a lady that professed that state? Where 
addressing himself to Paulla her mother, he says, ‘ Your daughter has 

‘ procured you a great benefit: you are now become God’s mother- 
‘in-law,’ socrus Dei esse cepisti. This is something worse than 

P Confess. lib. iii. cap. 7. 4 Kpist. 2. [52.]item. 62. [82], &c. 
r Kpist. 4.ad Rusticum. [Ep. 125. | S Nouv. Bibl. tom. iii. p. 1. 
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calling the habit, the garments of Christ. He means, that the 

daughter, by professing a religious virginity, was become the spouse 

of Christ ; and so the mother must be his mother-in-law. But such 

allegories, carried too far, border upon impiety. They are not to be 

so easily pardoned to a man of a cool head: but St. Hierome having 

had the spleen to a high degree, must be allowed some favour in the 

censure of his expressions. Those men when they are in, at com- 

mending or disparaging any thing, are carried to speak more than 

they mean at their sedate times. 

VI. But it was not during the times of Damasus, that St. Mie- 

rome fell under any censure for this his over-lashing : but afterward, 

in the times of Siricius. Damasus had been so much of the same 

temper, that it is likely he approved of him the better for it; and 

2g. that one reason of his using those high-flown expressions 

(4-D. 385-) was, to ingratiate himself with him. And we find him, in 

his writings, during this later popedom, frequently appealing to the 

times of Damasus. ‘I wrote,’ says he, ‘while Damasus of blessed 

‘ memory lived, a book against Helvidius, of the perpetual virginity 

« of the blessed Mary : in which I had occasion, for the setting forth 

‘the advantage of virginity, to say many things of the inconve- 

niences of marriage. Did that excellent man, and learned in the 

‘ scriptures, that virgin doctor of the church which is a virgin, find 

n 

any fault with that discourse? And in my book to Eustochium, I 

said some things harder yet concerning marriage ; and yet nobody 

‘ was offended at it. For Damasus, being a lover of chastity, heard 

my commendations of virginity with a greedy ear'.’ 

This last is the book which he complains is now /apidatus, 

« stoned ;” or generally condemned. 

He says also in another place, ‘that Damasus did himself write 

‘in commendation of virginity, both in prose and verse.’ 

It is the less wonder, that in letters between these two, that did 

so magnify this state of life, the habit, or garment, by which the 

continent life of a monk was professed, should be called the garment 

of Christ. 

And if what I have produced be sufficient to make this probable, 

then I have cleared St. Hierome’s parents of an imputation that has 

been laid on them ever since Erasmus’ time, even by learned men : 

and which St. Hierome himself would have counted a heinous one. 

For when he declares ‘how sinful it would be, if any parents that 

‘are Christians should suffer their children to die unbaptized ;’ (as 

τ Apolog. pro libro contra Jovinianum. [Hpist. 50. (Vallars. 48.) sect. 17. 
u Epist. 2. ad Nepotian. [Ep. 52. | 
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I have shewn he does* ;) he must judge that his parents had run a 
very sinful hazard, if they had let him continue so long, and then 

take so long a journey, before they had procured him baptism. 
And then also the picture which they have lately made in the 
chapel dedicated to this saint, in the church of the Invalids in France, 

representing his baptism at adult age, will prove a mistake, 
Sect. 11. Of St. Austin. 

His father was a heathen when this his son was born; and a 

long time after. 

I. There is no instance of this nature more commonly urged than 
that of St. Austin: and yet none that is a more palpable mistake. 

That he was about thirty-three years old when he was baptized, 
288. is clear: he himself gives a large account of it in his book 

(4-D. 388.) of Confessionsy. As he observed, that that book was in 

his lifetime more generally read than any other of his works; so it 
has happened ever since. That, of all other, having had the fortune 

to be translated into many vulgar languages, every body has ob- 
served the story of his baptism: and it has cast scruples into the 
heads of many unlearned readers, to think, if infant-baptism were 

then practised, why he was not baptized in infancy. 

Ii. As for his parents: Possidius, who a little after his death 
wrote his life, says in the beginning thereof; that he was ‘born of 
‘ creditable and Christian parents.’ So here matters are brought to 
a fair issue. St. Austin, in his books which I quoted*, makes us to 

understand, that he never knew, heard, or read, of any Christian 

that was an antipedobaptist; and Pelagius his adversary, in the 
question of original sin, whose interest it was to have found some if 

there had been any, confesses that he knew of none. And yet now 
it seems St. Austin’s own father was one. 

And this must have passed for current ; if St. Austin himself had 
not given us a truer, or at least a more particular account of his 
parents than Possidius has done. But this he does in the foremen: 

tioned book of his Confessions. Only there is this difference ; that 

the story of his baptism being set down at large, is taken notice of 
by every body: but his father’s want of Christianity being men- 

tioned but briefly, and by the by in one or two places, has escaped 
the notice of many readers. 

Marshall, in his Defence of Infant Baptism), or rather a friend of 
his, whom he made use of to search into matters of antiquity ; 

‘having himself,’ as he there says, ‘ but just leisure enough to look 

x Parti. ch. 15. § 1. y Lib. ix. c. 6. 2 Retractat. lib. ii. c. 6. 
8 Part i. ch. 19. §17 and 30. Ὁ Pag. 59. [edit. 4to. 1646. ] 
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‘into these authors now and then: he was taken up, I suppose, 
with much higher authors; Calvin, Twisk, &e. But his friend has 

cleared this matter very well: which was easy to do. He has pro- 
duced the particular places, where St.Austin tells us, that his 

father was no baptized Christian, nor so much as a catechumen, nor 

did believe in Christ, till a good while after he [St.Austin] was 
born. Which are these: 

In the first book of his Confessions, ch. xi. speaking of the time 
263. | When he was a child, (about eight or nine years old, one 

(4-0-3063) must guess by the story,) he says of his father; 7716 
nondum crediderat: ‘he did not yet at that time believe.’ 

In the second book, ch. i. speaking to God of the state of his 
270. father and mother, at that time when he was, as himself 

(4-P-370:) mentions, sixteen years old, he says, ‘In my mother’s 
‘ breast thou hadst already begun thy temple, and made an entrance 
‘ for thy dwelling-place. But»he [my father] was yet but a cate- 
‘ chumen, and that but newly.’ 

In the ninth book, chap. ix. reckoning up in a speech to God 

Almighty the good deeds of his mother, who was then lately 

280. (A-D-389.) dead: he says, ‘ Finally, she also gained over to 
276. (A.D.376.) «thee her husband in the latter end of his life. 

‘And had no more occasion to bewail that [crossness and ill 
‘nature] in him after he was fide/is, a baptized Christian ; which 

‘ she had endured in him before he was so.’ 

Yet notwithstanding all this, the life-writers copying out of 
Possidius, and one out of another, do to this day write him parente 
utroque Christiano natum, ‘born of parents both Christians.’ If he, 

or they, mean that his parents were both Christians at the time of 

his birth, it is a plain mistake. But if they mean that they became 

so before they died; it is true, but ought to have been explained 
so: at least by the modern writers, because of the occasion of 

mistake that it lays in the way of the antipzdobaptists, of which 

there was formerly no fear. 

His mother indeed was a Christian (in heart and belief at least : 

whether baptized or not, we are not certain) at the time of his 

254. birth. But what could a woman do against the will of 

(4-D-354-) such an imperious and choleric husband, as St. Austin in 

many places¢ declares his father to have been in those times? She 

did what she could or dared: he says of himself4, ‘I was signed 
‘with the sign of Christ’s cross, and was seasoned with his salt,’ 

(ceremonies then used by Christians on their children,) ‘even from 

© Confess. lib. ix. c. 9, &e. ἃ ΤΡΊΑ. lib. i.e. 11. 
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‘the womb of my mother, who greatly trusted in thee. But so 

solemn a thing as baptism she could not, or dared not, it seems, 

procure to be administered against her husband’s will. For it was 
not a thing then used to be huddled up in a private parlour, or in 

a woman’s bedchamber, or without godfathers, &e., but had many 
solemn circumstances, and was performed by putting the child into 
the water in presence of the congregation, &., except in some par- 
ticular cases of extreme haste and necessity. 

It was contrary to her husband’s inclination, that she taught her 

child, as she nursed him, the principles of the Christian religion. 
As he plainly intimates when he says, ‘So I then believed, and so 
‘ did all our family, except my father only ; who did not however so 
‘ far overrule the power of my mother’s godly love toward me, but 

‘that I believed in Christ, though he did πού, 
St.Paul persuades a believing wife to stay with an unbelieving 

husbands, partly for the hope there is of gaining [or converting] 

him: and partly, because the unbelieving party is seldom so ob- 
stinate or averse to Christianity, but that the children are allowed 

to be made holy [or baptized] into it. Which I shewed+ to be the 
sense which the most ancient writers give to his words. But still 

this must be understood to hold for the most part, not always. 

There has been seldom known any husband that would yield so little 

to the desires or petitions of a wife as this man would, while he was 
a heathen. He used her not as a companion, but as an absolute 

servant; even by the account which the son gives of the father 

after his death. 

In a word, St. Austin’s case was the same with that of Timothy, 

whose mother was a Jewess; and yet his father being a Greek, 1. e. 
a heathen, and probably a hater of the Jewish religion, as St. 

Austin’s father was of the Christian, he had not been cireumcised : 

as appears, Acts xvi. 1, 3. Him Paul took and circumcised him, because 

of the Jews that were in those quarters: for they knew all that his 

father was a Greek: and therefore probably would be inquisitive 

whether he had been circumcised or not. 

Indeed when St. Austin was a child not yet big enough to go to 

school, but capable to express his mind, and it happened that he fell 
ill of a sudden pain in his stomach, so violent that he was lke to 

die: and he had, as he tells himselfi, ‘the motion of mind, and the 

‘ faith to beg earnestly of his mother to get him baptized :’ she in 

that case would have ventured to do it, and did in great haste bestir 

e See part i. ch. 15. sect. 7. § 3. f Confess. lib. i. c. 11. & 1 Cor. vii. 
h Part i.ch, 19. § 19. item ch. 11. § 11. i Lib. i. cap. 11. 
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herself in providing for it. And it had been done, if he had not 
quickly mended of his pain. But there are several things consider- 
able in this case. 1. It was a case of great extremity: it must be 
done now or never. 2. It was at his own desire, so that his father 

could not blame his mother. 3. In that ease a private and clinical 
baptism was sufficient. 4. It is probable that his father was now 
mollified in that averseness that he had for the Christian religion, 
in which he himself, in a few years after, thought fit to become a 

eatechumen, or hearer. 

III. Afterward the scene altered in the family of Patritius, St. 
271. Austin’s father. For when he began to believe in Christ, 

(4-D-371-) and to fear God; his son Austin began to be estranged 

from religion, and all good inclinations, by the heat of lust and for- 
nicationij. And when his father now joined with his mother m 
persuading him to associate himself with the Christians, and of all 

the sorts of them to join with the catholie church ; this advice had 

273. no effect upon him at that time. For he quickly after 

(A-D.373) yan into the blasphemous sect of the Manichees*, who 

derided all baptism and the scriptures, and were no more Christians 

than the Mahometans are now. 
Yet it had its effect afterward. For twelve or thirteen years 

after, when his father had now been dead a good while, and he dis- 
liking the Manichees, turned a sceptic, or seeker, or (as they now 

call them) a deist, not knowing what religion to be of; he remem- 

bered the advice of his parents, which he had formerly despised : 
and ‘I resolved, says he, ‘to be a catechumen in the catholic 

‘ church, which had been recommended to me by my parents, so 

‘long till some certainty should shew itself to my mind which way 
287. “I were best to take!’ And this proved an occasion of 

(4.D. 387-) his final conversion. 
I the rather recite these words here, their meaning being ex- 

plained: by the circumstances: because taken by themselves they 
might strengthen that opinion, (which has been proved a mistake,) 

that his father was a Christian when this his son was born. 

Sect. 12. Of Monica, Adeodatus, Alypius, and some others. 

They do none of them make instances for this purpose. 

I. Some (I think one or two) have named Monica, St. Austin’s 

mother, among their instances; but without any kind of ground : 

since there is no knowing whether she were born of Christian 

parents, and baptized in infancy; or of heathens, and baptized at 

years of discretion. She had never been known if she had not been 

j Lib. ii. cap. 1, 2, &e. k Lib. iii. cap. 6. 1 Lib.y. c. ult. item lib. vi. 6. 11. 
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mother to St.Austin. Nobody mentions her, but he: and he says 

nothing, that I remember, of the state of her parents; but a great 

deal of her goodness and her care of him. 
Ii. Adeodatus, St. Austin’s son, begotten in fornication, who being 

fifteen years old™, was baptized together with him, is likewise men- 

tioned without any reason. St.Austin was a Manichee when this 
son was born to him: and they condemned all Christian baptism of 

273. infants or others, as I shall shew by and by™ concerning 
(4-D. 373.) them and some other sects. It were absurd to expect, that 

he should have procured him to be baptized before he himself had 
renounced that opinion, and thought fit to be baptized himself. He 
says of him®; ‘ We [Land Alypius] joined him with us of the same 

“age of ourselves in thy grace, [the grace of baptism,] to be edu- 

“ cated in thy discipline, and were baptized,’ &e. As Ishmael was 
288. circumcised, so this youth was baptized, the same day with 

(4D. 388.) his father: which was at Easter, anno 388. 

III. When I have spoken of Alypius, whom St. Austin mentions 

as baptized together with him; I hope I have done. It is only in 

compliance to Mr.Tombes, that he need be mentioned at all. He 

had observed that he was baptized when he was adult, and so makes 
him an instance for this purpose ?, without giving any proof or pre- 

tence of it, that his parents were Christians. He might in a week’s 

time have collected a hundred such instances of persons baptized at 

man’s age, whose parents are utterly unknown, as Alypius’ are : 

only people have generally concluded that they were heathens, 

because they did not baptize their children. 

And there happen to be also some more particular proofs in his 

ease. As that, before his conversion, he abhorred or scorned the 

name of Christ: as St. Austin gives us to understand, when after 

having given God thanks for his grace in recovering him himself, 

he adds; ‘Thou didst also subdue Alypius the brother of my soul, 

‘to the name of thy only-begotten, our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
‘ Christ, which he before took in disdain to have inserted in our 

“ letters4.’ 

And also that he was so ignorant of what the Christians believed 

or held concerning the person of Jesus Christ. For having heard 
some Christians maintain that he as man had no soul, but that his 

divinity was in the stead of a soul to his body ; and thinking this to 

be the common opinion of the Christians, and judging it to be absurd ; 

m Confess. lib. ix. ο. 6. 4to. 1646. p. 28. also an Examen of Mar- 
n Chap. 5. § 3. shall’s sermon, 4to. 1645.] p. 14. 
ο Confess. lib. ix. cap. 6. 4 Confess. lib. ix. cap. 4. 
P Exercitation [about Infant-baptism, 
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“he was,’ as St. Austin says", ‘the more hardly brought over to 
‘the Christian religion. But afterwards understanding this to be 
‘the mistake of the Apollinarian heretics, he congratulated the 
‘ Cathohe faith’ &c. So improbable is it that he had Christian 
parents. 

IV. There is one Dens an antipedobaptist writer, and Danvers 
from him't, that mentions a great many more names yet, viz. Pan- 

cratius, Pontius, Nazarius, Thecla, Luigerus, Erasma Tusca, the 

three sons of Leonilla. But they do but just mention them: and if 
the reader would know who they are, and upon what grounds they 
are brought in here, he must look to that himself. 

For Thecla: if they mean the famous Thecla that is said to be 
baptized by St. Paul, there is no doubt that she was baptized in 

her adult age: but there is as much probability of St. Paul’s parents 

having been Christians, as of her’s. For the rest, nobody knows 

whom they mean: for as some of those names have had several 

persons called by them, so some have had none at all that I 
know of. 

What I have to add in this second edition to this and the forego- 
ing chapter is, that whereas one Mr. Delaune" an antipxdobaptist, 

in a ‘ Plea for Nonconformists,’ written in King Charles II.’s time, 

had heaped together a great number of quotations out of modern 

authors, who had reported the ancient opinions or usages to be, in 
any respect whatsoever, different from the tenets or usages of the 

church of England ; and among the rest had brought in at p. 11. all 

that he could rake together against infant-baptism, (taking them, I 
suppose, out of Danvers,) viz. the sayings of bishop Taylor, Grotius, 

Lud. Vives, Daillé, Dr. Field, Mr. Baxter, Walafrid Strabo, Boe- 

mus; which among’ several others I recited in the last chapter: and 
whereas there were none of these quotations about infant-baptism, 
or the other subjects, but had been considered and answered by 
learned men of the church, (though not in any particular answer to 
Delaune’s pamphlet, but on other occasions,) and consequently, un- 
less the nonconformists could produce some new matter, there 

seemed to have been said all that was necessary to restore peace and 
union: now the other day, a certain busy writer, for dissension, 
instead of offering any new thing, reprinted Delaune’s book, with 

r Confess. lib. vii. ὁ. 19. t Treatise of Baptism, part i.c. 7. [Cent. 
s [A treatise of Baptism; wherein that iv. p.63.] 

of Believers and that of Infants is ex- « [De Laune’s Plea for the Noncon- 
amined by the Scriptures; with the formists ; shewing the true state of their 
history of both out of Antiquity, &c., by case, &c., in a letter to Dr. B. Calamy, 
John Denne. ] upon his sermon called ‘Scrupulous Con- 
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a pompous preface, as a piece that never was answered, ‘a finished 

« piece, &c., which called for an answer from the churchmen. 
As for infant-baptism ; there is not one word or quotation in it, 

but what had been fully answered: nor, as I think, on any other 

subject. Now at this rate, we must never be at quiet ; 1f after ob- 

jections fully proposed, and all of them publicly answered, the 
method be, instead of a fair reply, to reprint in a challenging way 
the very same objections again. 

The reason I have to think that he took all the quotations he has 

against infant-baptism out of Danvers is, because where Danvers 
has mixed any forgery of his own with the quotation, there 

Delaune has done the like. As they do both quote Grotius in 
Matt. xix. 14. in the same words, but forged ones: where they make 
him say, ‘ Infant-baptism for many hundred years was not ordinary 
‘in the Greek church ;? and where they make him speak of Con- 
stantine as an instance against infant-baptism ; which he was never 

ignorant enough to do. 

CHAP. AV. 

Of the Church of the ancient Britons. And of some ancient Sects, viz. 
the Novatians and the Donatists ; which are by some thought to have 

been Antipedobaptists. And of the Arians. 

§ I. ABOUT twenty-six years ago, a certain antipedobaptist* 
writer lighted upon an argument to prove, as he thought, the 

ancient Christians in Britain, before the coming in of the English, 
to have been against infant-baptism. It is an evidence how great 
mistakes may arise from the misprinting of two or three words in a 
book ; and that, in a book of so little regard as Fabian’s Chronicle. 
The account of the matter is this: 

631. Venerable Bede wrote, in the year 731, the ‘Church 
(40.731) « History of the English nation :’ and tells how Austin 
(a.D.600.) the Monk, after having made some progress in planting 

‘ science :’ to which is added a parallel 
scheme of the Pagan, Papal, and Christ- 
jan rites and ceremonies. With a nar- 
rative of the remarkable tryal and suffer- 
ings underwent for writing, printing, and 
publishing hereof; by Thomas Delaune, 
who died in Newgate during his imprison- 
ment for this book. Printed twenty 
years ago; but being seized by the mes- 
senger of the press, was afterwards burnt 

by the common hangman: and is now 
reprinted from the author’s original copy ; 
and published by a protestant dissenter, 
who was the author’s fellow prisoner at 
the time of his death, for the cause of 
Non-conformity.——-4to. London, 1704. 
p- 66. There appears to be a second re- 
print, 12mo. 1712.| 

x Danvers, Treatise of Baptism, part ii. 
ch. 7. 
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Christianity among the English, made a proposal to the Britons, 
desiring them to jom in communion with him and his new converts, 
and to assist in converting the English to the Christian faith. But 

whereas the Britons held and practised rites and traditions, in many 

things different from those that he then brought from the church of 
Rome, he insisted that they should leave off their own, and comply 
with his ceremonies and customs. This they refused. And, after many 
alterations, he at last made them this final proposal; ‘ You practise 
in many things contrary to our custom, and indeed contrary to the 

custom of the universal church. And yet if you will comply with 
me in these three things; that you keep Easter at the right time: 
that you perform the office of baptizing (by which we are regene- 
rated unto God) according to the custom of the holy Roman 
church and the apostolic church; and that you together with us 

do preach the word of the Lord to the nation of the English: we 

will bear patiently with all the other things which you practise 
contrary to our customs. But they answered, that they would do 

none of these things, nor own him for their archbishopy,’ &e. 
This same passage is related by several others of our English 

historians in the after-ages, who taking it from Bede relate it to the 

same sense. 
And among the rest, one Fabian? (a sheriff or alderman of 

London in king Henry the Seventh’s time, as I take it) wrote a 
1400. Chronicle of the English history, in English. 'There are 

(4-D.1500-) two editions of his book, which I have seen in the Oxford 

Library. There may be more: in one of them (which is the first, 

I know not: I think the titlepage in one was torn) his words are 

to the same sense as Bede’s, being these; at fol. 56.b. ‘Then he 

‘sayde to them, Sen ye woll not assent to my hestes generally, 

‘assent ye to me specially in thre thynges: the firste is, that ye 

‘ kepe Esterday in due fourme and tyme as it is ordeygned. The 

‘ seconde that ye give Cristendome to the children in the manner 
‘ that is used in the chyrche of Rome. And the thyrde, that ye 
‘ preche unto the Anglis the worde of God, &e. 

But in the other, these words ‘in the manner that is used in the 

‘ chyrche of Rome’ are omitted: so that the condition stands thus, 
‘ that ye give Christendom to the children.’ And this last men- 

n 

nn 

n 

n 

n 

a 

n 

n 

n 

ΩΝ 

yY Bede Eccl. Hist. lib. ii. c. 2. 4. Printed by J. Kyngston, in 1559. fol. 
z[The editions of Fabian’s Chronicle The passage quoted is found at part i. 

are as follows: ch.119. It is read in full, as given by 
1. Printed by Pynson, in 1516. fol. Wall, in the first and second editions: in 
ae by W. Rastell, in 1533. fol. the fourth it is curtailed. The third I 
3. ——by W. Bonham, in 1542. fol. have not met with.] 
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tioned edition our author having lighted on, concluded that the 
British church before these times had not been used to give 

Christendom to, or baptize children. 
But he should have considered, that the account of such a thing 

should be taken from Bede and the other ancient historians; and 

not from Fabian: especially since Fabian in his preface acknow- 
ledges, (as Mr. Wills says@, for I did not read that,) that what he 
relates of the ancient affairs, he has from Bede: and consequently 

his meaning must be to express Bede’s sense: and so that edition 
first mentioned must be as he meant it, and the omission in the 

other must have been by mistake, of himself, or the printer. 

Fox, and other authors that have wrote since Fabian, recite the 

matter as Bede does. 
This argument taken from Fabian is endeavoured to be confirmed 

by some other collateral ones: of which none is worth the men- 
tioning, but that from Constantine’s being born among the Britons, 

and yet not baptized in infancy. And that is not worth it neither ; 

considering that very few nowadays believe that he was born in 
Britain, and none at all but this author, and one more, that his 

father was a Christian®. 

Pelagius was certainly born in Britain. And since he owns, (as 
I have produced his words4,) that he ‘ never heard of any Christian, 

‘ catholic, or sectary, that denied infant-baptism ;? it is certain his 
own countrymen did not. 

The man brings this for one of his arguments to prove that the 
British church must have opposed the baptizing of infants ; ‘ because 
‘ they so fully prized and faithfully adhered to the scriptures, in the 
‘worship of God, and rejected human traditions®, especially all 
‘ Romish innovations, &e. If this be any argument, then for cer- 

tain the pzedobaptists’ cause is in a bad case. 
II. The Novatians and Donatists are also brought in by the same 

writer, as adversaries of pedobaptism. Though both these parties 
of men were schismatics, and forsook the communion of the esta- 

blished churches in those times ; yet their differences having been 
rather in points of discipline than of faith, and they having been at 

some times of the church very numerous, and the time of their 

flourishing within our limited period of 400 years; an argument 
from their practice of keeping infants unbaptized would be consider- 

a Infant-Baptism asserted, p. 124. Ὁ Martyrology, at the year 600. 
[As Wills’ book has the paging misplaced ς See chap. iil. sect. 2. § 2. 
in a singular manner; the numbers ὦ Part i. chap. 19. ὃ 30. 
running thus, 1—96; 1—40; 97—288 ; ©{Danvers’ Treatise, part ii. ch. 7, 
89—96 ; 37—159 ; observe that the pas- ὀρ. 228.] 
sage referred to occurs on signature 111 2.] 
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able. But it would be withal a very strange discovery : since there 

are so many books extant, written at the same time by Cyprian, 
Eusebius, Optatus, Austin, &c. contaming a ventilation of all the 
disputes between the catholics and these men, in which nothing has 

ever been observed that should intimate that they had any such 
practice or opinion. For among all the reasons that the Donatists 

(who rebaptized such as having been baptized by the catholics came 
afterward over to them) gave, why the baptism of the catholics was 
null, there is none that lays any blame on their giving it in infancy. 

But, on the contrary, St. Austin does often make use of the instance 

of infant-baptism, as granted by them, to overthrow some other 

errors that they had about baptism. 

It would, I say, be a strange discovery to make now. But the 
proofs brought for it do fail one’s expectation. For as for those out 

of St. Austin against the Donatists, Osiander, Fuller, Bullinger, &c. 

they are all by Mr. Baxter‘ and Mr. Willss shewn plainly to be 

nothing to the purpose. And what he would prove out of Austin 
de Anima and Thomas Waldensis, that the dispute between Vincen- 

tius Victor and St.Austin was, whether infants ought to be bap- 

tized, will appear a great mistake, by reading what I have produced 

of the opinion of Vincentius in this collection’. For it was only 

whether infants that happened to die unbaptized might ever enter 

into the kingdom of heaven. 
Yet he quotes some writers, that do indeed say the thing that he 

But they are only Sebastian Frank’, and one Twisk*. 

It is an artifice that may take with some very ignorant people, but 

I believe not approved by the more knowing or candid of his own 

opinion, to quote for some matter of ancient history, an author that 

is but of yesterday, and of no note or credit. When a vulgar 

reader sees such a quotation, he thinks it as good as the best, 

because he knows not the author: but one of any reading slights it 

for that reason, because he knows him not. It is this man’s way 
through all his book, to quote, for the principal things that are in 

dispute concerning antiquity, such books as the foresaid Frank and 

Twisk, and one Mehrning!, and a book that he calls Dutch 

Martyrology™. They are all, as it seems, Dutch writers of late 

would prove. 

f More Proofs of Infant-baptism, part ii. 
§ 2. chap. 4. [p. 240. &c. ] 

& Infant-Baptism reasserted, p. 139. 
h Part i. chap. 20. § 2, 3, 4. 
i [See an account of this author above, 

at p. 359.]} 
K [See above, p. 359.] 
1[This book, so often quoted by Dan- 

vers, under the name of Jacob Mernin- 
gus’ (or Mehrning’s) istory of Baptism, 
1 have not been able to find. ] 

m{Danvers cites this work as ‘The 
‘Dutch Martyrology, called The bloody 
‘ Theatre; a most elaborate and worthy 
‘Collection: written in Dutch, by Th. 
‘J.Van Braght.’ I have never seen it.] 
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years, of the antipeedobaptists’ way: and if they say all that he 
quotes them for, they say things without any regard whether they 
be true or false. It is a known rule, that any modern writer 
affirming any thing of ancient history, without referring to some 
ancient author, is not at all to be heeded. These men might as well 
have quoted him, as he them; and it had been a like authority. 

One shall not see Mr. Baxter in such a passion as he is in this 

place: to premise to the answers that he gives to the several quo- 
tations about these Novatians and Donatists, such sayings as, 

‘Utterly false:’ ‘ False again:’ ‘ This is something, were it true; 
‘but it is such a kind of falsehood as I must not name in its due 

‘ epithets τ ‘ Not a word of truth’ ‘No such matter in that chapter, 

“or the whole book:’ “ Blush, reader, for such a man: ‘ Mr. Bag- 

‘ shaw is now quite overdone in the quality of untruths,’ &c. 
I produced in the Collection® a canon of a council of Carthage, 

wherein they decree what is to be done in reference to that 
question ; whether they should admit to any office of the clergy 

those who in their infancy, before they could judge of the error, had 
been baptized by the Donatists, and afterward came over to the 
church. Cassander? and Mr. Cobbet4 had brought this as a proof, 
that the Donatists, as well as catholics, baptized infants. This 
writer says", ‘that is but a supposition at best that they might do 

‘so.’ But I doubt any one else will take it for a plaim supposition 

that they ordinarily did so. 
That challenge of St. Austin, and confession of Pelagius, produced 

befores, that they never knew nor heard of any heretics or schisma- 
tics that were against the baptizing of infants, must be an unde- 
niable proof that neither of these two sects were so: since a 

considerable body of each of them were remaining in those parts 

where these two men lived: and all their particular opinions were 
the subject of every day’s disputations. And St. Austin, in his book 

of Sects, wrote a particular of their tenets*, as well as of all the rest. 
And yet since my last edition, an antipedobaptist writer, Mr. 
Davyet, has printed over again what Danvers had said of the 

1 More Proofs, &c. p. 249, &c. and 241,  ‘ teacher of the Church of Lyn in New- 
&e. ‘England.’ 4°. London, 1648. p. 296. 

© Part i. chap. 16. §. I, 2. 
P [See Georgius Cassander, De Baptis- 

mo Infantium, 80. Colon. 1563. reprinted 
in his Opera Omnia, fol. Paris. 1616. | 

q See ‘A just Vindication of the Cove- 
“nant and Church-estate of Children of 
“ Church-members ; as also of their Right 
‘unto Baptism. By Thomas Cobbet, 

[The passage referred to occurs at p. 291.] 
r Treat. of Baptism, part 11. chap. 7. 
s Part i. chap. 19. § 17 and 30. 
t De Heresibus, cap. 6g. [Op. tom. viii. 

p. 21. ed. Benedict. ] 
u [Mr. Thomas Davye (of Leicester), in 

a book called, ‘The Baptism of Adult 
‘ Believers only vindicated.’ 8vo. 1719. | 
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Britions, the Novatians, the Donatists, denying infant-baptism ; 
without having a word to say to the confutation of that pretence 
by Baxter, Wills, &e. or in my book; which yet he had seen. And 
hunting further for some antipsdobaptists among the schismaties 
of those times, has laid a claim to the Pelagians: who, when they 
were expiring, left behind them (as I have shewn part i. ch. 1g. and 
a little more fully in a Defence of this book) an eternal anathema 
against any that should deny infant-baptism, or say that they 
denied it. 

Ill. The Arians are by some catholic writers styled anabaptists. 
These also made a considerable body of men in some part of our 
period of time, viz. of the first 300 years after the apostles. Espe- 

240. cially in the time of the emperors, Constantius and 
ee Valens ; who took almost the same methods to force their 
(a-D. 370) subjects to turn Arians, or at least to hold communion 
with the Arians, as the French king does at this day to force his to 
turn papists, or go to mass. If the writer whom we have been 
following for some time, had ever heard of, or lighted on, those 
places where the Arians are called anabaptists ; I am persuaded he 
would have increased the catalogue of his friends with one sect 
more. I would not have the antipedobaptists claim any acquaint- 
ance with so ill company: and therefore do give them an account 
of the reason why they had that name. It was not for that they 
had any thing to say against infant-baptism: but because they, as 
well as the Donatists before them, did use to baptize over again 
such as came from the catholic church to them; not for that they 
had been baptized in infancy, (for if they had been baptized at man’s 
age it was all one,) but for that they had received baptism from the 
catholies, whom the Arians did so hate, that they would not own 
any baptism given by them to be good. This is evident both from 
St. Austin, who recites their tenets", and also from an oration of 
St. Ambrose, which I mentioned before, against Auxentius the 
Arian* : where he says, ‘Cur igitur rebaptizandos,’ &e. ‘ Why does 
‘ Auxentius say, that the faithful people, who have been baptized in 
‘ the name of the Trinity, must be baptized again?’ And this is all 
that the word anabaptist signifies; ‘one that baptizes over again 
‘ those that have been baptized already.’ And therefore those of 
the antipedobaptists that know the signification of the word, do 
not own the name; they denying theirs to be rebaptizing. 

The instance of the emperor Valens, that I gave beforey, (whom 

u De Heresibus, cap. 49. * [Apud Op. tom. ii. p. 874. sect. 37. edit. Benedict. ] 
y Part i. chap. 12. sect. 9, 10. 
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St. Basil exhorted to have his child baptized by the catholic bishops, 
but he chose to have it done by the Arians,) is a clear proof that 
Arians as well as catholics baptized infants. 

CHAPS: 

Of some heretics that denied all water-baptism. And of others that 

baptized the same person several times over. The dispute in the 
catholic church concerning rebaptizing. Of the Paulianists, whom 

the Nicene lathers ordered to be baptized anew, if they would come 

into the church. 

I. WHAT St. Austin and Pelagius said of all heretics (that they 

had ever heard of) allowing infant-baptism, must be understood of 

such as allowed any baptism at all. For otherwise, they knew there 
were some sects that renounced all use of it to any persons, infants 
or others. And St.Austin had himself been of one of them. And 
he does indeed express a limitation that is of the same effect, when 
he says, “ All that do receive the scriptures of the Old and New Tes- 
‘tament, do own infant-baptism for the remission of sins?;’ for 
those that denied all water-baptism did also generally renounce the 
scriptures. 

It may be worth the while to gratify the Quakers with a short 
catalogue of all their ancient friends in that point of denying 
baptism, that were within our period. 

The historians that have given us the tale of all the heresies they 

had heard of, have been much too liberal of that name. For they 
have given the name of heretics to some that deserved a worse, and 
should have been called infidels ; and also to some that deserved one 

not so bad, and should have gone for distracted people. 
Of the first sort were the Valentinians, who made use of the 

name of Christ only to mock and abuse the religion: their own 

religion being a mixture of idolatry, magic and lascivious rites. 
They blasphemed the scriptures as false?; and the catholics as 
carnal; and both, as giving a wrong account of Jesus Christ, of 
whom they made quite another sort of being. 

Of these Ivenzus reckons up several sorts, which had their 
several opinions concerning baptism. I gave a general account of 

them before>, out of the 18th [21st of the Benedictine edition] 

Ζ See the words, part i. chap. 19. sect. 17. ἃ Trenzus, lib. iii. cap. 2. 
> Part i. chap. 21. ὃ 2. 
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chapter of Ivenzeus’ first book: and here you shall have [renzus’ 
words. 

Having premised, that ‘in this sect there are as many ἀπολυτρώ- 
“ σεις, redemptions, [or, ways of baptism,] as there are ringleaders,’ 
he adds, 

‘ Some of them dress up a bride-chamber, and perform mystical 
‘ ceremonies with certain profane words to those whom they initiate ; 

‘and call this a “spiritual marriage,” which they say is made 

‘ according to the likeness of the “ heavenly conjugations.” 

‘ Others bring the party to the water, and as they are baptizing 
“use these words: “In the name of the unknown Father of all 

«things: in the truth the mother of all things: in him that came 
‘down on JESUS: in the union and redemption and communion 
‘ of powers.” 

‘Some, that they may amuse those whom they initiate, use 
‘ certain Hebrew words; Basema, Chamasi, Bacanora, &e. 

‘ Others of them again express their redemption [or baptism] 
‘thus; “The name that is hidden from every deity, dominion, and 

‘truth: which Jesus of Nazareth put on in the zones of light,” &e. 
‘And he that is initiated [or baptized] answers, “I am con- 

‘ firmed and redeemed: and I redeem my soul from this AZON and 

‘ all that comes of it, in the name of [AO,” &e. 

‘ Then they anoint the baptized person with balsam, for they say 

‘this ointment is the type of that sweetness which surpasses all 

‘things.’ [Note, that this is the first mention of Chrism that 15 
any where read of. And since I shall shew presently, at chap. ix. 

that it was used by the catholics from testimonies of near the same 

date as this; one may conclude that 1t came from some principle 
universally received by all Christians, catholic or heretic. | 

‘Some of them say, that it is needless to bring the person to the 

‘ water at all: but making a mixture of oil and water, they pour it 

‘on his head, using certain profane words, much like them before- 
‘mentioned: and they say that that is redemption [or baptism]. 

‘ This sort use balsam also. 

‘ But others of them rejecting all these things, say, “that the 

‘mystery ofthe unspeakable and invisible power ought not to be 
‘ performed by visible and corruptible elements: nor that of incom- 
‘ prehensible and incorporeal things be represented by sensible 

‘and corporeal things. But that the knowledge of the unspeakable 

‘ majesty is itself perfect redemption [or baptism].’ These last, I 
suppose, will be owned for friends. 

II. Tertullian wrote his book of baptism, that he might put a 
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roo. stop to the heresy that had been set on foot by one Quin- 
(4D.200.) tilla, a woman preacher, that had been at Carthage a little 
before; and had, as he says‘, seduced a great many. The main of 
her preaching was against water-baptism: ‘that it was needless: 
‘ that faith alone was sufficient, ἕο. She had come out, as he 

understood, from the sect of the Caians. That sect, as impious as 

it was in other things‘, did not deny baptism, that we read of. She 
had, it seems, added that herself. He there largely sets forth the 
falseness of her doctrine, and also her masculine impudence in 

usurping the office of a preacher of it, though it had been never 

so true. 

III. The Manichees are the next: as little deserving the name of 

Bey Christians as the rest, and less than the Mahometans do. 

(4-D. 800.) They made the same account of their Manes, as these do 
of Mahomet. ‘They owned Christ to be a true prophet, as these do ; 
and Peter, Paul, John, &c. to have been his true apostles. But they 

said (as these also do) that the books which we have of theirs are 

no true records, but had been falsified. And the same absurdity 
which the Christians now do urge against these, St. Austin urged 

against them: ‘that if they plead our copies are falsified, they ought 
‘at least to produce such as are truer.? And he, who had been once 

seduced by them, tells us what they held as to baptism®, ‘they say 

‘that baptism in water does nobody any good: neither do they 
‘ baptize any of the proselytes whom they delude into their sect.’ 

Yet St. Cyril of Jerusalemf intimates, that they had something 
instead of baptism. ‘Their baptism, says he, ‘is such as I dare 
‘ not describe before men and women. I am afraid to tell in what 

‘matter it is that they dippmg a fig give it to their wretched 

‘people. Yet he intimates what it was: but it is so beastly that I 
will not do that. 

IV. The Messalians seem to have been no other but a sort of en- 

260.  thusiastical people, who leaving off their employments, 

(a-D. 360.) thought it necessary, or at least pleasing to God, to spend 

all their time in prayer and rapture. And thereby became subject 
to many hypochondriac conceits. Epiphanius and St. Austin 
speaking of them in their catalogues, say nothing of their denying 

baptism. But Theodoret?, and the Historia Tripartita® out of him, 

repeats their sense thus ; ‘that there is no profit accruing to the 

9 De Baptismo, cap. I. f Catech. 6. [cap. 33. | 
ἃ Kpiphan. de Caianis, Her. 38. [sive 18. 8 Lib. iv. cap. 11. 

—Op. tom. i. p. 276. edit. Petavii, 1622. | 4 Cassiodorus, Hist. Trip. lib. vii. cap. 
e De Heresibus, cap. 46. [Op. tom. vili. 11. 

p. 17. C. edit. Benedict. | 
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‘baptized by baptism: but that fervent prayer only expels the 
‘ Devil” And says, ‘that the most noted men of their sect were 
‘ Dadoes, (or Daodes, or Dadosius,) Sabbas, (or Sebas,) Adelphius, 
‘ Hermas, Symeones.’ 

What does Mr. Danvers do, but put down these meni for ‘ eminent 
‘ persons that in the fourth century bore witness against infant- 
‘baptism?’ And he cites for authority the foresaid place; Hist. 
Tripart. lib. vu. cap. 11, into which whoever looks will see that the 

error there laid to their charge is in the words that I have set 

down, and no other: which express the opinion of the Quakers, not 
of the antipwdobaptists. 

But he quotes also Sebastian Frank (one of the Dutch blades I 
mentioned a little above‘) to confirm that this Dadosius, Sebas, &e. 

So that it is to be 
hoped for Danvers’ credit, that he had never looked into Historia 

Tripartita, but had taken the quotation on the credit of Frank, 

which must be very small. 

But if one read the whole passage in Theodoret, Hist. Feel. lib. iv. 

cap. 11, and Heretic. Fabul. lib.iv. cap. de Messalianis, it is plain 
that the men were distracted. For they pretended that by force of 

their prayer they could bring the Devil out of themselves, some- 

times by spittle, and sometimes by blowing their nose: they would 

dance about, and say they were treading upon him: they would 
imitate archers, and then say they had shot him. And that after 
the Devil was gone from them, they could see the holy Trinity with 

bodily eyes. They were also full of prophecies and revelations. And 

St. Hierome, who had lived in Syria among them, says!, that they 

said of themselves, that ‘when they were come to the top of their 
“ perfection, they were beyond any possibility of sinning, in thought, 
‘ or by ignorance.’ 

The historians that have encumbered the church registers with 
these, and some other such sorts of sects, would at the same rate, if 

they had had in any country at any time a dozen or two of our 
Muggletonians™, have made a considerable sect of them, to be 
talked of in church-history to the end of the world. Whereas such 

were eminent witnesses against infant-baptism. 

i Treatise of Baptism, part ii. chap. 7. 
k Chap. iv. § 2. 
1 Prolog. ad Dialog. contra Pelag. 
m[{An obscure religious sect, which 

arose in England during the times of the 
Commonwealth: so denominated from 
their leader Lodowick Muggleton, a 
journeyman tailor, who with J. Reeves 
his associate pretended to high gifts of 

prophecy, and gave out that they were 
God’s two witnesses, who were to appear 
shortly before the end of the world. 

For a brief account of these enthusiasts 
consult the Supplement to Collier’s Dic- 
tionary; and a note to the article 
Swedenborgians, in Evans’ Sketch of the 
Denominations of the Christian World, 
p- 260. edit. r811.] 
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men, especially when inconsiderable for number, should be pitied in 
their lifetime, and kept dark; and their wild opinions forgot after 
they are dead. And this method would have lessened the catalogues 

of sects almost by one half. 
Some® do reckon besides these, the Ascodruti, and the Archontici, 

as sects that used no baptism. But Theodoret says°, that the 
Ascodruti were a branch of the Valentinians; and the Archontici 

of them: which I am very glad of, being weary of reckoning 

any more. 
St. Austin saysp, a sect called Seleucians, or Hermians, do not 

admit of water-baptism, nor of the resurrection. 

These are the sects that have renounced all use of baptism. 
V. Some on the other extreme have administered it several times 

to the same person ; and are therefore properly called anabaptists. I 

speak now of those that practised formal anabaptism, 1. e. what they 
themselves owned to be anabaptism, or rebaptizing of the same 
person. And of such I remember no more in ancient times, but the 

40. Marcionists. Marcion taught, as Epiphanius says4, that 
(a.D.140.) © it 15 lawful to give three baptisms: so that if any one 
‘fall into sin after his first baptism, he may have a second; and a 

‘ third, if he fall a second time. And here it seems he stopped his 

hand. Yet Epiphanius says, that he had heard that his ‘ followers 

‘ went further, and gave more than three, if any one desired it.’ 
He that writes the Present State of Muscovy says", their way 

is, that ‘ persons of age, who change their religion, and embrace the 
‘ Muscovite faith ; nay even Muscovites, who having changed their 
‘religion in another country, are willing to return to their own 
‘communion, must first be rebaptized.? He speaks also of some 
vagabond people among them, called Chaldeans, who do custom- 

arily, and by a sort of license, practise great extravagancies from the 

18th of December to Epiphany; during which time they are ex- 
cluded the church: but ‘on twelfth day, when their license 15 ex- 
‘ pired, they are rebaptized, (some of them having been baptized ten 

‘or twelve times,) and looked upon as good Christians.’ But 

Brerewoods, ch. 23, says, (and quotes Possevin for it,) that they use 

not this baptism on twelfth day, as a sacrament, or as any purifica- 

419 

n Epiph. de Archonticis, [Heres. xx. 
vol. xl. Op. tom. i. p. 291.] 

ο Heret. fab. lib. i. cap. 10. [Op. tom. iv. 
p-201.| 

P De Her. cap. 59. [Op. tom. viii. p. 20.] 
q Heres. 42. [seu 22.] Marcionistz. 

(Sect. 3. apud Op. tom.i. p. 302, &e.] 
r Dr.Crull, chap.11. [The Ancient and 

Present State of Muscovy, by J. Crull, 
M.D. 2 vols. 8vo. Lond. 1698. vol. i. 

p- 194-] 
5 [Enquiries touching the diversity of 

Languages and Religions, through the 
chief parts of the world, by Edw. Brere- 
wood, 4to. Lond. 1622. p. 169. } 
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tion of themselves; but only as a memorial of Christ’s baptisne 

received on that day in Jordan: and that the Abassenes do the 

same thing upon the same day upon the same account. So that it 
is to be hoped that Dr.Crull may be mistaken in the reason of their 
practice. And for what he says here of their rebaptizing all that 
came over to their religion; I have occasion to note something on 

it, at chap. ix. § 2. 
Mr. Thevenot also tells a storyt of some people called Sabeans, 

living at Bassora in Arabia, that are, as he there says, improperly 
called Christians, that do reiterate the baptism which they use. 

But it is not the Christian baptism, nor given in that form. They 

have, he says, no knowledge of Jesus Christ, but that he was a 

servant to John Baptist, and baptized by him; and of the books of 
the gospel no knowledge at all. But however it be with any late 

sects, in ancient times there were, as I said, no sects that did this 

but the Marcionists. 
1 know that the name of anabaptists, or rebaptizers, was then by 

the catholics imputed to several heretics, and by some churches of 
the catholics to other catholic churches. But they that were so 

censured did none of them own, as the Marcionists did, that what 

they did was rebaptizing: they all pleaded that the baptism which 
ao the party had received before was null and void; as being 

(A.D. 310.) administered in a corrupt church, or by heretical bishops, &c. 

The antipedobaptists now hold the same plea: but the ground of 

the plea is very different; for I never read, and I believe they can- 
not produce, any instance of any one that pleaded baptism to be 

void, because it was given in infancy. And as they disown the 
name of anabaptists, or rebaptizers ; so I have no where given it to 
them: as,on the contrary, Ido not give them the name of Baptists, 

nor of the baptized people; for that is to cast a reproach upon their 
adversaries, as concluding that they are not so. Every party, while 
the matter continues in dispute, ought to give and take such names 
as east no reproach on themselves nor their opponents, but such as 

each of them own: and such are the names that I use. 
VI. The dispute about rebaptizing, or the imputation thereof, 

was one that troubled the church m former times as much as any. 
Many sects of heretics and schismatics were so bitter against the 

catholics, that they said; All things were so corrupt among them, 

that baptism, or any other office done by them, was null and void : 

and therefore they baptized afresh all that came over from the 

t Voyage, tom. ii. p. 331. [Travels into the Levant, p. ii. book 3. chap. 11. p. 164. 
edit. fol, Lond. 1687.] 
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church to them. And many churches of the catholics were even 
with them, and observed the same course with all that came over 

from them. But others would not: but said, that baptism, though 

given by the schismatics, was valid. And this came at last to be a 

bone of contention between the catholics themselves: each party 

finding fault with the other’s way of receiving schismatics into the 

church. 
In St.Cyprian’s time, the Christian world was divided into halves 

iso. on this point. For he, ‘and all the churches of Africa, 

(4-D.250.) some of Egypt, and many in Asia, received not heretics 
into the church without a new baptism; and one of the apostolic 

canons (can. 37, alias 46) orders, that they be not otherwise received. 

But the Christians at Rome, and most in Europe, used only to give 
them a new confirmation, or laying on of hands; and so admit 

them. 

Afterward, this came to be a rule"; that ‘they that came to the 

200.  * catholic church from such sects as used not the nght 

(A.D. 300) « form of baptism, [in the name of the Vather, and of the 
« Son, and of the Holy Spirit,| must be baptized at their admission : 

‘but they that in any sect had been baptized with those words, 

‘ should be adjudged to have already true baptism.’ 

VII. Yet the Paulianists were excepted from this general rule: 
though they, as Athanasius informs*, used the said form of bap- 

225.  tizing; yet the council of Nice expressly decreed, ‘ that 
(4.P.325-) < they must be baptized anew, if they would come into the 
‘catholic church. The reason seems to be; that they, though 

using the same words, of Futher, Son, and Holy Spirit, yet meant 

by them so different a thing, (for they took the Son to be a mere 

man,) that they were judged not to baptize into the same faith, 

nor in the name of the same God, that the catholics and others did. 

This shews the abhorrence that the Christians at that time had of 

224. an opinion that would now grow fashionable. And Pho- 

(4.D.324-) tinus, a little after, in the time of Constantius, did no 

sooner make an attempt to revive this heresy, but that both the 

catholics and Arians (though they could hardly agree in any thing 

else) agreed in condemning him and his opinion: ‘which act of 

‘ theirs,’ says Socrates the historian7, ‘was approved of all men, 

u Basil. de Spiritu Sancto, cap. τ. [Op. x Orat. 3. contra Arianos, [Orat. 4. 
tom. li. p. 291. edit. F. Ducei, 1638. tom. cap. 30—36. Op. tom. i. p. 640, ἄς. edit. 
ili. p. τ. edit. Benedict.—Or rather, see his | Benedict. ] 
first canonical epistle to Amphilochius, y Can. Ig. 
being the 188th in vol. iii. of the Bened. 2 Lib, ii. cap. 29. 
edit. p. 268—270 ; canon I. |] 
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‘ both at that time present, and also in times following.’ He means, 
that all of the most differing parties and opinions agreed that such 

a doctrine was abominable. And Theodoret, who lived at the same 

time with Socrates, having reckoned up in one book all the sects 

that had attributed to our Saviour no other nature than human, 

330. says in the last chapter thereof, ‘that they were at that 

(4-D-430) © time all extinct and forgotten ; so that the names of them 

‘ were known to but few.’ And so they have continued till of very 

late years: unless the modern abettors of them will plead, that the 
succession of their doctrine has been preserved, from the year 600, 
in the churches of Mecca and Medina. 

VIII. It appears how conscious these men are, that all antiquity 
is against them, by their setting themselves so bitterly against it. 

There is no sect of men now in the world that do use such endea- 

vours, and some of them very unfair ones, to bring all the ancient 

Christians and their writings into a general disrepute. They 
employ and encourage some persons to read the Fathers, only to 

weed and cull out of them some sayings, which, taken by them- 
selves, may be represented either ridiculous, insipid, or heterodox. 

They also collect out of history, all the faults or miscarriages that 
any ancient writer has been charged with: and making a bundle of 
this stuff, part true, part false, they present it to their proselytes, 
and even to the world, as the life of such a Father; or as a speci- 
men of such a Father’s works. They give a great many reasons 

why it is not worth the while to read, study, or translate the 

discourses of these ancients: that time is much better spent in 
reading the modern criticisms upon the text of Sa which do 

often give the sense thereof such a turn, as to make our religion to 

be a very different thing from that which has been all along the 
reigion of Christians. If they can gain this point, to alienate 
people from any regard to the doctrine and faith of the primitive 
times, they make a good step, not only for their own turn to overs 
throw the doctrine of the Trinity, but also for the advantage of 
their next successors the deists, who can with a much better grace 

argue against a religion that has been altered in its most funda- 

mental points, than against one that has continued the same since 
the time that it was once delivered to the saints. 

But among all the reproaches cast on the Fathers, there is none 
so scandalous and destructive of the credit both of the Fathers and 

of Christianity itself, as is one that they have lately set abroad ; 

a Heret. Fab. lib. 11. [c. 11. Op. tom. iv. p. 224.] 
* [See a note on this subject above, p. 218.] 
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viz. that the doctrine of the Trinity, or of the Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit, in whom we believe, and in whose name we are bap- 

tized, is (as it is understood, explained, and held by the said 

Fathers) a doctrine of tritheism, or of believing in three Gods, I 
may repeat their sayings: for they are industriously handed about 

in the English tongue. One of them says thus¢: 
‘ They [the Fathers] thought the three hypostases [or persons in 

‘ the Trinity] to be three equal Gods, as we should now express it.’ 
And again‘; ‘ Not to recur to the Fathers, whose opinion was quite 

‘different from that which is now received: as who, properly 
‘ speaking, affirmed that there were three consubstantial Gods, as 

‘has been shewn by Petavius, Curcelleeus, Cudworth, and others.’ 

And again; ‘Who, to speak the truth, were tritheists rather than 

‘ asserters of the present opinion: for they believed the unity of 
‘substance, not the singularity of number, as Tertullian speaks ; 

‘ that is, that the substance of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost was 

‘ specifically one, but numerically three: as the learned men 1 
‘ before mentioned have clearly shewn, and might more largely be 

« demonstrated.’ 
This spittle of an outlandish author our English Socinians 

greedily licked up: and to any thing that was offered out of the 
Fathers they have in their late books opposed this; that ‘the 
‘ Fathers held only a specifical unity of the Divine nature, and the 

‘persons to be as so many individualse.? This they repeat often, 
and refer to Curcellzus’ undeniable proofs of it. Of which bishop 
Stillingfleet taking notice, did in his Vindication of the Doctrine of 

the Trinity, ch. vi. answer and refute particularly all the instances 
brought by Curcelleus, in a large discourse, from p. 76, to p. τοοῦ, 

bringing, as he expresses it himself, ‘undeniable proofs’ that Cur- 

cellzeus had mistaken their meaning. 
IX. Notwithstanding this, what does the foresaid author do, but 

three years after the publication of Stillingfleet’s book, writing some 

Critical Epistles, loads them with the same slanders repeated, with- 

out taking any notice that they had been answered? saying, ‘ that 

‘ the Nicene Fathers thought the Divine nature is no otherwise one 

¢[M. Le Clerc, in his] Supplement to — swer, 4to. Lond. 1691.] ». 5. Answer to 
Dr. Hammond’s Annot. on 1 John v. 6. 
[4to. London, 1699. | 

ἃ Ibid. Preface. [Or see the Latin 
edition, Novum Test. Hammondi et Cle- 
rici, 2 tom. fol. Francofurti, 1714. tom. il. 

Ῥ- 594- ὃ 5.] 
6 Defence of the brief History of the 

Unitarians, [against Dr. Sherlock’s An- 

La Moth [viz. Reflections on two dis- 
courses concerning the Divinity of our 
Saviour, written by Monsieur Lamoth, in 
French, and done into English. Written 
to J.S. 4to. London, 1693. pp. 24.] Letter 
to the University, p. 13. 

f [Of the second edition, 8vo. London, 

1697.] 
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‘than specifically, but that it is m number threefold: as Petavius, 
“ Curcelleeus, Cudworth, and others have proved by such arguments, 

‘ as that there can nothing be said m answer to thems.’ 

In another of the said epistles he repeats the same slander, and 
would father it on some learned men in England. He says, ‘ learned 
‘men in England, and elsewhere, do not forbear to say openly, that 
‘the Nicene Fathers believed three eternal and equal essences in 
‘God; and not one God in numberh.’ And having mentioned, that 

several protestant churches have received the Nicene Creed into 
their public confessions, he adds: ‘If then they will stand to this 
‘part of their confession, they must own that they believe three 
‘ eternal natures, and renounce the numerical unity of God. Or if 

‘ they will not do that, they must expunge that article of their con- 
“ fession, in which they own the Nicene faith.’ 

And these letters he ventures to send into England, directed to 

bishops there, who he must needs think abominated such exorbi- 
tant sayings; and who could easily, if he had had the prudence to 

consult them first, have satisfied him that one of their brethren had 

long ago answered all those proofs of Curcellzeus with which he 

made such a noise: Petavius’ and Cudworth’s instances being not 

so considerable, nor so maliciously urged. 
Our church is not wont to take such affronts, and continue silent 

under them, unless when the party is accounted of so little credit as 
to be not worth the answering. The learned men therein (and 

especially the most learned person against whom these epistles were 
directed) would probably have spent some pains to vindicate the 

church of Christ from so foul a slander, but that they thought the 

falsehood of this imputation of the Fathers had been already 
sufficiently shewn. 

Here I did in the first edition take notice, that some passages 

written a great while ago by a right reverend bishop, (of which 

others also had taken notice before,) did seem to incline to this 
opinion of Mr. Le Clere concerning the Fathers. Of which I have 
no more to say, than what I have said in the preface of this 
second edition’. 

X. Mr. Le Clere brings some pretended proofs of the tritheism of 
the ancients, of his own collectionj: of which bishop Stillingfleet took 
no notice, they being not in Curcelleus. They are sayings, or 

8 Epist. 3. ad Episcop. Sarisb. p. 108. i [For some account of the particulars 
[See Jo. Clerici Epistole Critice, (forming _ here alluded to, see a note attached to the 
the third volume of his Ars critica) rz2mo. _ preface of this edition.] 
Amstelodami, 1700. ] j [In his adnotationes in loc. 1 Joh.v. 6. 

h Id. in Epist. 5. ad Episcop. Vigorn. ρ. 594, edit. 1714.] 
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pieces of sayings, of the Fathers, so partially picked out and unfairly 

represented, that at that rate one might abuse and misrepresent any 
writer; even the Scripture itself. He mentions in the words before 

recited, a scrap of a sentence of Tertullian in his book against 
Praxeas ὁ. 25*. The whole sentence runs thus: ‘Ita connexus 

too.  ‘ Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto tres efficit, cohx- 

(4.D.200.) « yentes alterum ex altero; qui tres unum sint, non unus: 

‘ quomodo dictum est, Hyo et Pater unum sumus; ad substantize 

‘“unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem.’ ‘Thus the connexion . 

‘ of the Father in the Son, and the Son in the Holy Spirit, makes 
‘that there are three that cohere in one another; which three are 

“unum, one substance, not wus, one person: as it is said, 7 and the 

ς Father are unum, one substance ; to denote the unity of substance, 
‘not the singularity of number. That is, (as Mr. Le Clere says,) 

‘the substance of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is specifically 
‘one, but numerically three.’ But that is (as any one else will say) 

to denote the unity of substance, not the singularity of number of the 

persons; or, that the persons are not numerically one, though the 

substance is. For it is to be noted, that this book was written 

against that error of Praxeas, whereby he taught that Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost are one person: to confirm which he brought that 

place of Scripture, [ aud the Father are one. Tertullian tells him, 
our Saviour’s word there is wxwm, which denotes one substance ; not 

unus, which would have denoted one person. 

And though the design of the book be, as I said, to maintain 
that side of the question; that there are in some sense three in 

the Godhead, (as Praxeas had maintained the contrary, carrying the 
areuments for the unity further than he ought,) yet even in this 

book there are more than twenty passages in which Tertullian aims 

to express as well as he can, (for they had not then so determinate 

an use of words,) a numerical unity of the substance, or essence. 

Particularly this passage! : 
‘Teitur unus Deus Pater, et alius absque eo non est: quod ipse 

‘inferens, non Filium negat, sed alium Deum: ceterum alius a 

‘ patre filius non est. Atquin si nominasset illum, separasset, ita 
‘dicens: “ Alius preter me non est, nisi Filius meus.” Alium 

“enim etiam Filium fecisset, quem de alus excepisset. Puta solem 

‘ dicere: “ Ego sol, et alius preter me non est, nisi radius meus :” 
“ nonne denotasses vanitatem ? quasi non et radius in sole deputetur.’ 

‘So there is one God the Father, and there is no other beside 

him: which he affirming does not exclude his Son, but any other nn 

k [Op. p. 515. ] 1Ch. 18. [p. 5 to. edit. Priorii.] 
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‘God: and the Son is not another from the Father. It would 
‘ have been to separate [or distinguish] him, if he had named him, 
‘and had said, ‘There is no other beside me, except my Son.” It 

“had been to make his Son another, whom he had excepted out of 
‘those that are others. Suppose the sun should say: “I am the 

‘sun, and there is no other beside me, except my light [or ray],” 

‘would you not judge it absurd? As if the light were not counted 
‘ to the sun itself.’ 

To mention one passage more of the said book, chap. xxix. where 

he is answering the argument of Praxeas, who had said; that since 

the essence [or substance] of the Father and the Son is one and the 
same, the Son could not suffer but the Father must suffer too. And 

where Tertullian, if he had thought the essence of the Son to be only 
specifically the same with that of the Father, and not numerically, 

could not have forborne to answer so. But he answers thus; that 

the Divine nature did not suffer at all: but if it had, that argument 

would not have concluded. ‘Nam et fluvius, si aliqua turbulentia 

‘contaminatur, quanquam una substantia de fonte decurrat, nee 

‘ secernatur a fonte, tamen fluvii injuria non pertinebit ad fontem. 

‘ Et licet aqua fontis sit que patiatur in fluvio, dum non in fonte 

“ patitur, sed in fluvio, non fons patitur, sed fluvius qui ex fonte est. 
‘ Ita, etsi spiritus Dei quid pati posset in Filio, quia tamen non in 

‘ Patre pateretur, sed in Filio, Pater passus non videretur. Sed 
‘ sufficit nihil spiritum Dei passum suo nomine.’ 

‘ For if a stream be puddled with any disturbance, though it be 

‘ the same substance that runs from the spring, and be not distinet 

‘from the spring, yet the hurt of the stream will not affect the 
‘spring. And though it be the water of the spring which suffers 

‘in the stream, yet so long as it suffers in the stream, and not in 
‘the spring, the spring does not suffer, but the stream which is 
‘ derived from the sprmg. So though the Spirit [or Deity] of God 
‘ could suffer any thing in the Son, yet so long as it suffered not in 
‘the Father, but the Son, the Father would not be said to suffer. 

‘ But it is sufficient [to take off your argument] that the divinity 

‘ suffered not at all in its own nature.’ _ 

If he had thought the essence to be only specifically the same, he 
would not have gone so far for an answer; the aim thereof is to 

shew, that though it be numerically the same in both persons, yet 
something might be said of one of them, which could not be said of 
the other. 

But in other books the same writer affirms the numerical unity of 

essence more plainly, and in the terms of the question, though not 



cu.v.§11.] Numerical Unity of Essence in the Trinity. 427 

then in common use. For in his Apology, chap. xxi. he says, that 

the λόγος is de Spiritu Spiritus, et de Deo Deus’: Modulo alter, non 

numero. ‘Spirit of Spirit, and God of God: another in mode but 

‘not in number. The same expression of modulo alius ab alio is 

also in the book against Praxeas, chap. ix.! and to the same purpose, 

chap. xiv. 
It is therefore plain, that Tertullian thought that m some sense 

the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are numerically one: which must 

be in respect of the substance ; for as for the persons, the design of 

his whole book against Praxeas is to maintain that they are three in 

number. 
XI. Mr. Le Clere does also endeavour to make his advantage of 

Gregory Nazianzen, with whom Curcellzus had not meddled. He 

pretended to write the Life of this Father™. One may easily see 
through his pretended reasons for it, and perceive that the design 
was to represent him as a tritheist: there are so many sayings of his 

δὲν wrested, and some false translated for that purpose. It is 

(A.D-360.) true, that Gregory, in those voluminous disputations of 

his against the Arians and Sabellians, having no adversaries of the 

tritheistical opinion, and not fearing to be himself suspected of it, 
has some expressions in his arguments and explications unguarded 
on that side: yet so as that he still speaks with abhorrence of the 

belief of three gods. And it is a known rule of charity, that no 

consequences drawn from an author’s expressions are to fix on him 
an opinion contrary to his own express declaration : but that what 
he says at one or two places, seeming to favour any opinion, must 

be explained by others, if he have any other that are plain, full, and 
purposely written to the contrary. 

What Mr. Le Clere had produced from this Father was not 

answered, (which can no way so well be done, as by translating his 
works entire ; a thing useful, if the modern readers of books had so 

much regard to antiquity as they ought: but such a regard 15 much 

lessened by such lives,) and therefore he concluded in another 
piece”, that Gregory was ‘undoubtedly of that opmion: the thing 
‘is so clear, it cannot be questioned by those that have considered 
“τι. He mentions also, in the Critical Epistles I spoke of before, 

his performance in proving this upon Gregory. Yet of all the pas- 

sages produced in that Life to justify this accusation, this is the 
hardest: that he im a certain sermon® being busy in shewing the 

k [P. 20. A. edit. Priorii.] notations, preface. 
1[P. 504. D.] © Orat.37. de Spiritu Sancto. [31. in 
m Biblioth. tom. xix. edit. Benedict. p. 556, &c.| 
n Supplement to Dr. Hammond’s An- 
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unfitness of all those examples of natural things which are commonly 
made use of to explain the Trinity, how they are all deficient and 
unapt in one respect or another, says: that ‘he, as well as others, 
‘ had thought of “the vein of water that feeds the spring, the spring 
‘ or pond itself, and the stream that issues from 10. Whether the 
‘ first of these might not be compared to the Father, the second to 
‘ the Son, and the third to the Holy Spirit. But he was afraid that 
‘ by the similitude there would seem to be represented something 
‘numerically one; for that the vein, the spring’, and the stream, are 
‘numerically one, though diversely modified or represented.’ 

This indeed plainly shews, that Gregory was afraid of representing 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as numerically one in some sense : 
but how? As having an essence numerically one? Not so: for he 
does in one hundred places shew that to be his real meaning. But 
in the Sabellian sense, which taught the persons to be numerically 
one, or, that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are several names of one 
person: and consequently that it may properly be said that the 
Father was incarnated, suffered, &. He had the more reason to be 
cautious of saying any thing that might seem to favour that sense, 
because the catholics were slandered by the Arians to hold that 
opinion. 

The one hundred places, that I spoke of, might be produced out 
260. of Gregory’s works. But there happen to be enough in 

(4-D.360.) that very sermon, or oration, where there is this for one. 
He is there answering those that thought, that from the confession 
of three persons in the Godhead would follow by consequence the 
doctrine of three Gods. He answers thus; that though there be 
three in whom the Godhead is, yet there is in them three but one 
Godhead, εἷς ὁ Θεὸς, ὅτι μιὰ Oedrns?> and a@ain, ἀμέριστος ἐν μεμε- 
ρισμένοις ἡ Θεότης. But then he brings in an exception which 
they made against this answer of his: 

Οὐ). « But they will say, that the heathens (such of them as had 
‘ the most advanced philosophy) held that there is but one Godhead. 
‘ And also in the case of men, all mankind has but one common 
“nature. And yet the heathens had many gods, not one only: and 
‘ also there are many men.’ 

This objection comes home to the point. And here it is that 
Gregory must declare, whether he hold a specific or a numerical 
unity. Therefore observe how he answers. ‘To the case of the 
heathen gods he makes a separate answer, that concerns not this 

P [Orat. 31. § 14.] 4 [Tbid. § 15.] 
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question. But to that of mankind having one common nature, and 
yet being many men, he answers thus : 

Sol. “ But here [viz. in the case of men] the several men have no 
‘ other unity than what is made by the conception of our mind,’ τὸ 
ἕν ἔχει μόνον ἐπινοίᾳ θεωρητόν. He goes on a while to shew that 

men do in reality differ from one another; and answers to the ob- 

jection about the heathen gods: and then adds, τὸ δὲ ἡμέτερον οὐ 

τοιοῦτον, οὐδὲ αὕτη μερὶς τῷ ᾿Ιακὼβ, φησὶν 6 ἐμὸς θεολόγος. ᾿Αλλὰ τὸ 

ἕν ἕκαστον αὐτῶν ἔχει πρὸς τὸ συγκείμενον οὐχ ἧττον ἢ πρὸς ἑαυτό: τῷ 

ταυτῷ τῆς οὐσίας καὶ τῆς δυνάμεως". ‘ But our Deity [or God] is ποῦ so: 

‘nor is the portion of Jacob like them, as our Theologue [meaning 
‘ Jeremy, x. 16.] says: but every one of them [the persons of the 

‘ Trinity] has an unity with the other, no less than that which he 

‘has with himself, by reason of the identity of essence and power.” 
It is impossible any thing should be fuller to the purpose than 

this. For the proper difference between a numerical and a specifical 

unity is this; that a specifical unity is only by our conception ; and 

the numerical unity is the only real unity. In the several men that 

differ in age, in shape, &c. there is something alike, viz. the essence 

or nature of man. ‘This our mind abstracts from the rest, and con- 

ceives it as one in them all. But this common nature, so abstracted 

from the individuals, subsists only in our mind: and in reality every 
man has his own essence distinct im number from the rest: and if 

all other men were destroyed, he would have his own essence just 
as he has it now. And that which Gregory answers is, that several 
men have no other unity or sameness than what is by the conception 
of our mind, i.e. no other than a specifical unity. But each of the 

three, viz. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, has an unity with the 

other, as much as with himself; by identity [or sameness] of 
essence and of power, which must be a numerical one. 

Mr. Le Clere does indeed recite some of this answer, but in such 

a fashion, as shews he had a mind to mar it in the reciting. And 

the like he does in several other passages of Gregory. In the 
forementioned comparison of the three persons to the vein, the pond, 

and the stream, because the Greek word used by Gregory for the 

vein is ὀφθαλμὸς, he translates it, wil, ‘an eye.’ 

Who ever went about to represent the Trinity by an eye, a 
fountain, and a stream? So great a ertic should not have been 

ignorant that it signifies there (as Elias Cretensis in his comments 
on the place had noted) the vein that feeds the pond, or the hole or 
opening of that vein into the pond. And this yet is not so absurd, 

q [Orat. § 15.] τ [Tbid. 31. § 16.] 
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as where a little after the same words are translated ; ‘an eye,’ ‘a 

‘ fountain,’ and ‘the sun.” There are a great many other places in 
that Life, where Gregory is made, by curtailing or altering his 

words, to speak nonsense: and I wish the main design of it were 
not to make him speak something that is by many degrees worse. 
For to hold three Gods is not to be a Christian, nor any worshipper 

of Jehovah, but a pagan. 
The very same oration furnishes us with several more proofs of 

the contrary. A little after the forementioned passage, he quotes 
1:4. and approves of a rule of Christian worship given by his 

(A.D. 254-) namesake Gregory Thaumaturgus, (or else by St. Basil, 
for the words are ambiguous,) σέβειν Θεὸν τὸν Πατέρα, Θεὸν τὸν 

υἱὸν, Θεὸν τὸ Πνεῦμα ἅγιον" τρεῖς ἰδιότητας, Θεότητα plavs. ‘ That 

“we are to worship God the Father, God the Son, and God the 

‘ Holy Spirit; three properties, one Divinity.’ 
And at another place in the same oration ; ‘ The three are one in 

‘the Godhead [or essence], and the one three in properties [or 

‘ persons]: that there may be neither one in the Sabellian sense ; 

‘nor three in that wicked sense now set up,’ viz. the Arian. 

I desire the reader to compare the account of this oration or 

sermon, which he will conceive by these passages, with the account 

given by Mr. Le Clere of the same oration: and if he doubt which 
is the truest, to read the oration itself, and some other of the same 

Father’s works ; and so pass his judgment. This may be sooner done, 

than to read the squabbles pro and contra about them. And indeed 
if people would choose to read the Fathers and ancient writers 
themselves, rather than scraps and quotations out of them; it were 

the only way to defeat the purpose of those, that would defeat us of 

that strength and corroboration of the Christian religion, which 
accrues by the constant succession of its fundamental doctrimes in 

all ages. 
I will mention but one passage more of Gregory, and that out of 

his oration concerning baptismt, out of which I recited before what 

properly concerns baptism: but he there speaking of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, in whose name they were to be baptized, ex- 

plains their way of subsisting in the Godhead, so as any one will 

perceive he means a numerical unity of the essence. Always pro- 

vided that we make allowance for this; that they had not, as I said, 

any such settled use of words of a determinate meaning, specifica/, 
numerical, &e., as we use now: but expressed their sense by para- 

phrasing as well as they could. But you will see that he means, 

5 [Orat. § 28.] t Ibid. 40. 
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that though they are in some sense three, yet that their essence, or 
nature, is one, and that numerically one: not three natures or 

essences all alike, (as three men have,) but one in number. ‘They 

‘are each of them God as considered singly, viz. the Father, the 
‘ Son, and the Holy Spirit, each having his property: but the three 

‘ together are God, when considered conjunctly. The first of which 

‘ sayings is true, because of consubstantiality, the other because of 

‘the monarchy [or unity]. Ino sooner go to think of one, but I 

‘am in my mind surrounded with the three shining round about 

‘me. Ino sooner go to think distinctly of the three, but I am 
‘ carried back to the unity [or to consider them as one]. When I 

‘am thinking of one of the three, I conceive him as the whole; 

‘and my mind has no room for any thing else: I find myself unable 
‘to comprehend the greatness of him, so as to leave any thing 
‘for the other. When I think of the three together, I see them 

‘as one lamp, whose compacted light cannot be divided or mea- 

“ sured.’ 

XII. People’s meaning about a doctrine is never better perceived, 

than by observing in some dispute about it how, and with what 

reasons, one side attacks, and how the other answers. Let us 

therefore observe in some heresies that were about the doctrine of 

the Trinity, what arguments the sectaries used, and which way the 

churchmen answered. It will appear that the doctrine of the church 

was such an unity of essence in the Divine persons, as we call 
numerical. 

I shall mention one heresy before the council of Nice, and one 
after it; because the pretence is for the time of that council, and 

for some time before and after it, that the Christians held the 

persons in the Trinity to be so many different beings, and to be one 

in essence no otherwise than ‘as three men have the same common 

‘nature among them.’ If this were true, then farewell Fathers, and 

the church of Christ for all that time. For this would never justify 

them from an imputation of tritheism. But the contrary, God be 
thanked, has been fully shewn, both by bishop Stillingfleet, as Ὁ 

said, and by many other learned men: and needs no shewing to any 

one that will read the books themselves. 
1. The first notable heresy that rose about the doctrme of the 

Trinity, was that of Praxeas, against which Tertullian wrote the 

book we spoke of: and it was after his time carried on by Noetus 
100. and Sabellius, from the year 200 to 260: after which 

Gee) time the men of that sect were called Sabellians. They 
(a.p.260.) held, that there is but one person in the Godhead, as I 
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said. And this they pretended not to be any new doctrine set up 
by them, (for they and all people at that time owned this for a 
certain rule, as it undoubtedly is; that ‘whatsoever is new in the 
‘ fudamentals of religion, is false,’) but they maintained stiffly that 
it was the very sense of the Christian church before them. Now I 
say, that these men could never have so far mistaken the church’s 

sense, as to assert one person in number; unless the general 

doctrine had owned that there is but one essence in number. For if 

the church had held, that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit had each a 

distinct numerical essence, as three men have; the Sabellians could ἡ 

never have run into that mistake of the church’s meaning, as to 

think it to be, that there is but one person, and consequently that 

the Father suffered; which they did, and were therefore called 

Patripassians. And on the other side, the church would have had 

no difficulty in answering the objections of the Sabellians; who 
argued, that since there is but one God, there can be but one 
person in the Godhead. For if the church had held, as before, that 

the three persons have only the same specific or common essence, 

and not the same numerical essence ; it had been no more a mystery 

that the Son should take flesh, and the Father not; than it is that 

of three men, that have all the same common nature of man, one 

should do or suffer any thing, and the other not. And they could 

not have avoided answering so. Whereas, on the contrary, the 

Fathers find it a very operose and difficult thing to answer the ob- 

jections of those men, (witness Tertullian’s book against Praxeas,) 
and do always fly to the incomprehensible nature of the Divine 
essence. 

And when the Arian disputes arose, the catholics that maintained 
the clause of one substance were constantly by the Arians reproached 
with Sabellianism, 1. 6. of holding but one person in number: which 
could not have been, but that they explained themselves so as to 
shew that they meant but one substance m number. This was the 
first and main ground of Arius’ falling off from the church. For so 
Socrates relates the matter. 

aoe ‘ Alexander the bishop, sitting on a time with his 

(A.D. 320.) ¢ presbyters and other clergy, discoursed something nicely 
‘of the holy Trinity ; how there is in the Trinity μονὰς, an unity 
‘ [or sngularity]. But Arius, one of the presbyters of his church, 
‘aman not unskilful im logical quirks, thinking that the bishop did 

“ set up the doctrine of Sabellius, did himself, out of contention, set 
‘ up the directly opposite extreme to that of that Libyan.’ 

u Hist. lib. i. cap. 5. 



cH.V. §12.] The Catholics accused of Sabellianism. 433 

230. And a little after that the council of Nice had inserted 

(4-D.330) into the creed that phrase, that the Son is ὁμοούσιος, 
“ eoessential’ [or of one substance] with the Father; the same 
historian tells how there were great contests about the import of 

that word. And he says, ‘They that disliked that word, thought 

‘ that the approvers of it did set up the opinion of Sabellius: and so 
“ called them blasphemers, as if they had gone about to take away 

ὕπαρξιν the subsistence [or distinct personality] of the Son of God. 
« And they, on the contrary, that approved that term, reckoned that 

‘their opposers brought in polytheism [or several gods]*” And 

Sozomen gives the very same accounty.' 
This plainly shews that the catholics, who owned the word 

ὁμοούσιος, explained themselves so as to mean one substance in 

number. For else the accusations ought to have run quite con- 
trary: and not the deniers of that phrase, but the approvers of it, 
would have been accused of polytheism, or tritheism: as they are 

now by these men. But they were then upbraided with Sabellian- 
ism, the direct contrary extreme: and the defenders of the Nicene 

Creed against the Arians do take most pains in vindicating them- 

selves from that imputation; which could have had no appearance, 
if they had not been understood to hold one substance in number. 

This made them to be accused of ‘taking away the subsistence 
‘ [or distinct personality] of the Son of God;’ because they 

teaching that there is in the Trinity but one substance in all, and 
the others extending what they said of οὐσία, ‘ substance,’ to 

ὕπαρξις, “ subsistence,’ concluded that they thereby made but ‘one 
“ subsistence in all ;’ and so the Son could have none. Whereas if 

they had meant, as these late slanderers represent their meaning, 
‘three substances in number, or any thing that would have 

amounted to what that reviler calls ‘three consubstantial gods? ;’ 

they would have been so far from taking away his ὕπαρξις, that 
they had given him a distinct οὐσία, essence or divinity, and had 
made him a distinct God from God the Father. 

225. If there were time to enter into any of the particulars 
GD) of the history of the men of that time, such as Eustathius, 

(A.D. 360.) Meletius, &c., and other chief defenders of the Nicene 

faith ; that would plainly shew the falsehood of this accusation. 
For if this accusation were true, these men would have been by the 
Arians hated and deposed under any pretence sooner than that of 

x Lib. i. cap. 23. y Lib. 11. cap. 18, 19. 
Ζ Above at ὃ 8. p. 423. 
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Sabellianism: which, as Socrates? and Theodoret» tells us, was the 

chief pretence against them. 

2. Now to come to some later times, and the heresies then aris- 

ing. We shall see how directly contrary to history that opinion is, 

that pretends that it was ‘after the fifth century that the doctrine 

‘of one individual essence was received.’ For it places the begin- 

ning of the catholic religion in opposition to tritheism, just at the 

time when tritheism, in opposition to the true religion, was first of 

all vented. For Joannes Philoponus, in the sixth century, was the 

first man of all that owned the Son and Holy Spirit to be God, that 
470. ever offered to deny ‘the doctrine of one individual 

(4-D. 570.) essence’ in the Godhead, and to affirm that each person in 

the Trinity had his own essence or substance distinct, and so that 
there were three substances or natures in number as well as 

three persons. 
The quotations concerning him, and concerning his being con- 

demned for this doctrine, might be easily produced, being a piece of 
history so well known and uncontroverted. It is only to spare time 

(having too far digressed already) that I desire the reader to take 
the account of his heresy in the words of the learned Dr. Cave‘, 
who giving a short account of him (as he does of all other writers) 
relates the ordinary history concerning him thus: ‘He vented 
‘ several doctrines contrary to the faith. Having taken for granted 

‘ from Aristotle’s philosophy, of which he had been a great student, 
‘ that Aypostasis is the same with natura, he thence concluded that 
‘there is but one nature in Christ: and rejected the council of 
‘Chalcedon. And afterward, when the catholics objected to him 
‘that there are in the Trinity three hypostases, and yet but one 
‘nature; to get clear of that objection, he ventured to maintain that 
‘there are three natures or subtances in the Trinity: yet stall posi- 
‘ tively denying that there are three Gods, or deities. He was for 
‘ this reason accounted, and is to this day accounted, the author and 

‘ ringleader of the sect of the tritheists.’ 
The Socinians themselves, when they think it for their purpose, 

do instance in the condemnation of this man; saying of an opinion 
which they would represent the same as this, that ‘it was con- 
‘demned by the ancients in the person of Philoponus; and in the 
‘ middle ages, in the person and writings of abbot Joachim‘, &e. 

a Lib. ii. cap. 9. de Eustathio. ἃ Considerations on the Explication of 
b Lib. ii. cap. 31. de Meletio. the Doctrine of the Trinity, p.12. [The 
¢ Hist. Literaria, part i. verb. Joannes tract here quoted was written against the 

Philoponus. explications by doctors Wallis, Sherlock, 
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And can there be any thing fouler than to impute to the ancients 
an opinion, which they condemned as soon as they heard it vented ? 
Would they have condemned him for expressing that which was 
their own meaning ? 

All that has any appearance of truth in this accusation of the 

Fathers is this; first, that they being used to a style that is fitter 
for an honest plain man to signify his meaning, than for a logician 

to hold a dispute in, and yet being forced to speak much of the 
Trinity, do many times express themselves so, and use such com- 
parisons, periphrases, &c., as a captious man may take his advan- 

tage of, if he will single out some particular places: and secondly, 

that their disputes being against Arians, Eunomians, &e., who not 

only denied the numerical unity, but even the specifical unity or 
equality of essence in the Trinity, do sometimes use such arguments 
as prove a specifical unity ; not that that was all they would have ; 
but to overthrow one error first. And on this head they sometimes 
use the instance of three men being ὁμοούσιοι “ of one substance :’ 
such is that place of Gregory Nyssen which Curcelleus urges, and 
bishop Stillingfleet confesses to be the hardest place in all antiquity. 
But in such places their aim is to argue thus ; if three men, though 

differing as three individuals, yet having all the same sort of essence, 
are in some sense styled “ of one substance with one another ; how 

much more may the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit be so styled, who 
do not differ as three men, but have an essence that is ἄτμητος, 

ἀμέριστος, ‘ unparted, undistinguished ;? and that is ἀχωρίστως καὶ 

ἀδιαιρέτως, “ inseparably and indivisibly,’ one and the same in them 
all? They used these last words to express that which we now ex- 
press by ‘numerically one ;? or ‘one in number.’ And they thought 
these words did it more effectually ; because a thing may be one in 
number, (as there is but one world in number,) and yet not un- 
compounded, indivisible, &e. as God’s essence is. In a word, to 

say that they sometimes used the instances of a specific unity, 15 

true: but to say that they pleaded for no more than that in the 
Trinity, is false. 

XIII. These answers and defences are necessary only in the case 
of those Fathers, whose style is more loose and Asiatic, and so their 
words more capable of being perverted from their true meaning. 

But other Fathers, as St. Austin, St. Hierome, St. Ambrose, &e. who 

South, Cudworth, and Mr. Hooker ; it is 
addressed ‘to a person of quality,’ and 
printed in 1693. 4to. pp. 35. There isa 
second piece, by the same author, and 
bearing precisely the same title, but di- 
rected against the archbishop of Canter- 

bury, the bishops of Worcester and Sa- 
rum, and some others, addressed ‘in a 
‘letter to H. H.’ and published in the 
following year, 1694; 4to. pp. 68. The 
similarity of the two titles has made it 
necessary to insert this note. ] 
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lived at the same time, and held the same faith and communion, 

being brought up to some use of logic, have placed their words con- 
cerning the numerical unity, so as that no file or tooth can touch 
them. This bishop Stillingfleet has shewn of St. Austin: and it is 
proved incontestably by these words of his, lib. vii .de Trinitatee, ο. 4. 

‘If the word essence were a specific name common to the three, 
‘why might there not be said to be three essences; as Abraham, 
‘Isaac, and Jacob are three men, the word man being a specific 
‘name common to all men? And a little after; “ Quia hoc illi est 

‘ Deum esse, quod est esse, tam tres essentias quam tres Deos dici 

‘ fas non est.’ ‘ Since with him it is the same thing to be God, as 

‘it is to be; we must no more say three essences [or beings] than 

‘ three Gods.? St. Hierome cannct well speak more home than he 

does in the place I quoted on another occasion, ‘If any one, by 
‘ hypostasis meaning essence, does not confess that there is but one 

‘ hypostasis in three persons, he is estranged from Christ.2. And 
St. Ambrose argues, ‘ How can the unity of the Godhead admit of 
‘ plurality, when plurality is of number, and the Divine nature 
‘ admits not of numbers?” There would be no end of repeating the 
sayings of these and other Fathers, that are full and home to this 
purpose. 

XIV. What then can be done with these Fathers? They are 
pointblank against the Socinians; and they cannot be made 
tritheists, but must be owned to be Unitarians in respect of God’s 
essence. They must be blackened some other way. As for St. 
Hierome, he is proud, unconstant, &c., and the rest have other 

faults. What shall be said of St. Austin, whose piety, humility, 

and caution in writing has obtained a great repute? Set Mr. Le 
Clere upon him: he will prove him to be ‘one that has promoted 

‘some two doctrines, which have taken away all goodness and 
‘justice both from God and men}, and will find a way to lay 

the odium of that tyranny with which the French king persecutes 

his protestant subjects, at his door. Upon what grounds? Because 

he held the doctrine of predestination, an inextricable point, in 

which good men in all ages have differed: and because he was 

convinced by the unquiet and contentious humour of the Denatists 
and Cireumcellions, and by the good effect which the emperor’s 
edicts afterward had upon them, that moderate penalties inflicted 
on turbulent schismaties are useful. 

e [Augustini Opera, tom. viii. p 853, tom. ii. p. 684.] 
860. edit. Benedict. ] h Supplement to Dr. Hammond’s Anno- 

f Ch. iii. sect. 10. § 1. tations, Preface. 
8 Lib. iii. de Spiritu Sancto, c. 13. [Op. 



cH.v. §14.] The Avostles’ Successors faithful to the Truth. 437 

It is not only the Christians at the time of the council of Nice, 
and near before or after it, that have incurred the displeasure of 
these men, by their branding the Paulianists in the manner I men- 
tioned: it is all the ancients of whom we have any remains. 
Socrates: tells, how Sabinus, a writer of the Macedonian sect, 

{these were akin to the Paulianists,) found it for his purpose to 
east dirt on the Fathers of the Nicene council, making them a pack 
of ignorant and silly men. Yet he left a handle whereby himself 
might be refuted: for he had acknowledged (as he durst not deny) 
that Eusebius was a man of great judgment and learning. Socrates, 

by producing Eusebius’ testimony*k m commendation of the rest, 
rebukes the falsehood of that slanderer. But these have taken a 

more effectual course: they have put them all into the indictment, 
not leaving us one by whose evidence we might retrieve the credit 
of the rest. The reason is; they ean find never a Paulianist 
among them. 

The apostles chose the best men they could find, to sueceed them 
in the ministry: such as Timothy, Titus, Polycarp, &c. They also 

gave them this charge; The things which ye have heard of us before 
many witnesses, the same commit ye to faithful men, who may be fit to 

teach others also’. They knew how much it concerned the good of 
the church, and the credibility of the doctrine in future times, to 

have it handed down by faithful, prudent, and judicious men. We 

have all the reason in the world to believe (unless the contrary 

could be proved) that this charge was obeyed by their deputies ; 
and that the succession was for the first ages generally carried on in 

good hands. This race of men would persuade us the contrary: 

for they spare not any that are left of those that were nigh the 
6. apostles. Take Irenzus for example. He received the 

(4.D-167-) doctrine from Polycarp, who was chosen by St.John. He 
has left some books against the heresies that were then, and some 
other pieces. These were much valued by the men of the next 

ages. They call him the mauler of heresies and false doctrines, a 

skilful conveyer of the history and traditions of the church. We 

pick out of his works the completest catalogue by far of the books 

of the New Testament, of any that is so ancient. Yet in so large 
writings he has here and there (as it happens to a man) some 

sayings and sentences of small force or weight; some particular 
observations of little moment, some arguings weak, and some mis- 

taken. These they cull out, would have us judge of the whole 

i Lib. i. cap. 8. k De Vita Constantini, lib. iii. cap. 9. 12 Π τη: ἢ: 2. 
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garden by these flowers; that they may represent the man a silly 
and credulous fop, and his works not worth the pains of reading. 

Next to the undervaluing the authority of the Scripture, there is 
no so mischievous way to undermine the Christian religion, as thus 
to vilify the ancient professors of it. For it is they that have 
handed down the Scripture, and the interpretation and confirmation 
thereof to us. It is from them that we know which books are 
canonical, or were truly the writings of such or such an apostle. 

One of the assurances that we have that the miracles recorded were 
really wrought, is, that they who lived so near the time that they 
might easily inquire, did believe, and were really convinced of the 
matter of fact. And the more injudicious they are represented to 
be, the weaker that argument is. Therefore though we know them 
to be but men, and liable to mistakes, yet it is an unnatural 
impiety to make it one’s business to represent them worse than 
they are. 

But as their credit has held now so many hundred years in all 
the Christian world, when all the books of those that have nibbled 

at them have been slighted and forgotten: so the attempts made by 

these men are too void of strength and truth, to give us any reason 
to fear that they should overthrow it. It is a poor piece of spite to 
set one’s self to be revenged on the credit of men dead 1300 or 1500 
years since, because their words will not be brought to favour some 
alteration of the Christian faith that we would set up. And it is 

also an impious thing to be so far in love with such an alteration, 
as to go about to build it upon the ruins of the credit of Christianity 

m general. For what an ill face does this put upon the Christian 

faith, to maintain that it has been conveyed down to us by a church 
made up of silly and credulous men, and such as believed there were 
three Gods. 

XV. After I had finished this chapter, there came over another 

book from Holland, written by the same spiteful enemy of the 
Fathers, whose cavils against them I have been here answering : 
where he brings in St. Austin also among the tritheists. He could 
not have taken a more effectual course to hinder any body from 
believing his slanders of the other Fathers. He calls his book Bib- 
hotheque Choisie, intending it for a continuation of his Bibliotheque 
Universelle. And himself he styles here John Phereponus, that is, 
‘ One that takes a great deal of pains’ (to do mischief). 

First, he labours by all ways to vilify St. Austin, as one that 
was no such linguist as Phereponus is: ‘ He understood (he says, 
‘tom. 1. p. 406.) neither Greek nor Hebrew. He was not fit to 
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‘expound the Scripture. His reasonings popular, such as might 
‘ please the Numidians, and other Africans, who were of all nations 

‘the most ignorant and most corrupt.’ This he says, though he 
knew that St. Austin was, not only for his preachings, but writings, 
the most celebrated bishop, (as St. Hierome says,) not only in 
Africa, but in the whole world. But he says, (p. 407.) ‘The 
‘churchmen of this age were hardly any better in the other 

‘ provinces of the Roman empire.” The question, whether one that 
understands not Hebrew nor Greek (which yet is not altogether 
true of St. Austin) may not for all that be fit to expound the 
Scripture, we will let pass: but this is certain, that one that does 
not believe the divinity of our Saviour Christ, is not fit to write 
harmonies, annotations, or paraphrases on it, nor translations of it. 

And all that abhor that heresy will be careful how they read them. 

He proceeds (p. 410.) to say, without any proof there given, ‘ that 
« St. Austin, as well as the other Fathers, has followed the doctrine 

‘of that time, which established a specific unity between the 
‘ Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and a distinction of the numerical 

‘essence: so that, speaking properly, they believed three essences 
« perfectly equal, and strictly united in will :’ (which very mention 

of three essences is what St. Austin spoke of with abhorrence in the 

words I quoted just now.) Then having mentioned a book written 
against himself by the abbot Faydit™, intitled ; ‘A Defence of the 

‘ Doctrine of the Fathers concerning the Trinity, against the 
‘ Tropolatres and Socinians; or the two new Heresies of Steven 

‘ Nye and John Le Clerc, Protestants’ he answers that he ‘holds 

‘no heresy :’ he ‘ does not approve of the tritheism of the Fathers,’ 
&e. And if it be said that the ‘ Fathers were not tritheists,’ then he 

refers to the authors he uses to do; Petavius, Curcellzeeus, Cudworth, 

(as if they had not been answered,) and to the piece that I men- 
tioned, [the Life of Gregory Nazianzen,] written by himself. Where 
does this man think the catholic church was at that time? For he 

not only makes the Fathers to be heretics, (and tritheists, which is 

indeed to be pagans,) but calls it also “ the doctrine of that time.’ 

But to shew us from how envenomed a spirit all this rises; and how 
he employs himself; he tells us, (p. 409,) that ‘he has found a way 
‘ to make a comedy of five acts, out of the stories of certain miracles 
‘ done at Hippo, of which St. Austin speaks in his 322d sermon, and 

m [See ‘Apologie du systtme des SS. l’abbé Faydit au livre du R. P. Hugo,’ &c. 
Peres sur la Trinité, contre les Tropola- 12mo. ἃ Nancy, 1702. 8. Nye’s work is 
tres et les Sociniens, ou les deux nouvelles entitled, ‘The Doctrine of the Holy 
hérésies d’Etienne Nye et Jean le Clerc, ‘ Trinity,’ &c. 8vo. London, 1701.] 
Protestans, réfutées dans la response de 
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‘the following.’ Now the things there related by St. Austin are 
(if not proper miracles in the modern sense of the word, yet) 
wonderful and gracious providences of God; which the word 
miracula well enough signifies, and which all pious men think 
themselves bound to lay to heart, and commemorate, though this 
man makes a mock of them. This advertisement he gives, to see, 
I suppose, whether this copy too will yield any money ; and whether, 
as he has found booksellers" that would stand out at nothing, so he 
can find any players profane enough to act this his comedy. And 
if they be so inclined, it is pity but they should do it: that they 
may fill up the measure of their impiety; and that all Christian 
princes and states may follow the good examples of the French king 
in exterminating them, and of the king of Prussia in prohibiting 
his books. 

XVI. Since the first edition of this book, Mr. Le Clere does, in 

an encomium which he writes on Mr. Locke®, own, that he has 

seen bishop Stillingfleet’s ‘ Vindication of the Trinity.” And after 
having passed a very shghting and contemptuous censure on what 

the bishop has there, and in some other pieces, written against 

Mr. Locke’s notions, and on the other side, as much magnified his 
hero, (the solidity of his doctrine, the exactness of his thought, &e. 

whereas bishop Stillingfleet understood neither his adversary’s 
meaning, nor the matter itself, and was never used either to think 
or to speak with any great exactness. See the saucy arrogance of 

this critic :)—he pretends at last to be surprised to find there a 

confutation of Curcellzus’ proofs of the tritheism of the ancients. 

He had reason to be surprised, if he had not seen it before ; because 
he had smee the publication of it cast vile reproaches on all the 
ancient Christians on the eredit of those proofs, which he might 
see here all overthrown. 

What does he do upon this surprise? Does he pretend to shew 
by any particulars, that Curcellzeus had not mistaken the sense of 
his own quotations, as the bishop pretended to shew that he had ? 

Or, if he cannot do this, does he acknowledge his own slanders ? 

Neither of these. But imstead of vindicating those quotations from 
being wrested, he throws in one more of his own to them, which is 

more apparently wrested than any of them. It is out of St. Hilary 

de Synodis : ‘Which book, he says, ‘ Mr. Stillgfleet had not read 
‘ very carefully, or else did not remember distinctly. For there is 
‘hardly any book from which one may more plainly prove that the 
‘ orthodox of that time believed one God in species, [i. 6. as to the 

Ὁ [See above, p. 218.] ο Biblioth. Choisie, tom. vi. [p. 393-] 
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sort or kind of Gods,] but three in number.’ [5 not this horrid? 

Three Gods in number? Did ever any Christian own this? Then 

he produces the passage. 
It must be noted that St. Hilary there, in disputing against the 

Arians, does labour to shew that the term ὁμοούσιος, ‘of one sub- 

‘ stance,’ is the most clear and the most significative of the catho- 
lics’ meaning ; but yet that the term ὁμοιούσιος, “ of like substance,’ 

as also the term ‘of equal substance,’ may be borne with and 
admitted, as being capable of being explained in an orthodox sense, 
and as being so explained and used by many catholic writers: viz. 
that im divinis, likeness or equality, are all one with identity or 
sameness. Speaking thus, ‘Si ergo [pater] naturam neque aliam 
“neque dissimilem ei quem invisibiliterP [/. indivisibiliter] genera- 
‘bat, dedit ; non potest aliam dedisse nisi propriam. Ita similitudo 
‘ proprietas est, proprietas wqualitas est, &c. ‘If then he [God 
‘the Father] gave [or communicated] to him whom he without 
‘any division begot, a nature which is not another nor unlike; it 
‘ must be so, that he gave him no other than his own. So likeness, 

‘and sameness, [or ownness,| and equality, are all one.’ And then, 
a few words after, comes the passage at which Mr. Le Clere carps ; 
‘Caret igitur, fratres, similitudo nature contumeliz suspicione ; 

‘ nee potest vider Filius idcireco in proprietate paterne nature non 
‘ esse, quia similis est: cum similitudo nulla sit, nisi ex equalitate 

‘nature ; squalitas autem nature non potest esse, nisi una sit ; una 

‘vero non persone unitate, sed Grnuris’” ‘So that there is no 
‘need, brethren, that you should suspect this phrase, “likeness of 
‘ nature,” of any reproachful meaning’: nor will the Son seem not 
‘to have the Father’s own nature for that reason, because he is 

‘said to be Zike him. Whereas there is no likeness but by equality 
‘ of nature, and equality of nature cannot [in this case, speaking of 
ς divine nature] be, unless it be One. One, not by unity of person, 

‘ but of Genus.’ 
Whereas Mr. Le Clere observes here, that supposing the numeri- 

cal unity of the divine essence, it is not proper to say, the nature of 

the Son is like or equal to that of the Father; it is true, if St. 

Hilary had not explained himself so, as by equality to mean identity. 
And whereas he observes that by the word genus St. Hilary shews 

his meaning to be of a generical or specifical unity only ; this also 
would have some sense according to the ordinary use of the word 
genus. But St. Hilary had declared in that very book in what 

Ρ [The Benedictine edition reads here impassibiliter. | 
q 5. Hilarius de Synodis, prope finem. [sect. 74. p. 1192. edit. Benedict.] (Sect. 76.] 
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sense he took the word: as at the beginning of the book, in these 
words; ‘ but seeing I must often use the words, essence and sub- 

‘ stance, we must know what essence signifies: lest we should use 

‘ words, and not know the meaning. Hssence is that which a thing 
‘is, &e. ‘And it may be called the essence, or nature, or genus, or 

« substance of any thing.’ And a little after, ‘whereas therefore 
“ we say, that essence does signify the nature, or genus, or substance, 
&e. And constantly afterward he uses those words as synonymous. 
And accordingly Erasmus, in the dedication of his edition of St. 
Hilary’s works, had said; ‘of the same essence, or, as St. Hilary 

‘ often speaks, of the same genus or nature with the Father, which 

‘the Greeks express ὁμοούσιον. So that to say, Unitate, non per- 

sone, sed generis, is to say, ‘not one person, but one substance :’ or 

as he himself expresses it in the page before, Non persona Deus unus 

est, sed natura. ‘God is not one in person, but in nature.’ 

So unfair and pedantic a thing it 15 to catch hold of some single 
phrase or expression, whereby to account for an author’s meaning 
through a whole book. The contrary appears by many passages in the 

book. Particularly by this. He as well as the other Fathers does often 
say, that he that should preach that the Son, as well as the Father, 
is unbegotten, and without any cause, fountain, origin, or principle, 
[which the Greeks express, ἀγέννητον καὶ ἄναρχον, unbegotten and 
unoriginated, or self-originated,| would inevitably make two Gods. 
Or, ‘that God is one by virtue of the innascibility ’ awuctoritate 
innascibilitatis Deus unus est. Because though there are three 
persons, yet One, only of them is the fountain and origin of the 
Deity. Or, as Tertullian expresses it, ‘they are all One, inasmuch 
‘as all are of one, that is, as to unity of the substance.” Contra 

Praxeam, cap. 2. 
Now he that speaks thus, plainly denotes a numerical unity. 

For a specifical unity might as well or better be conceived between 
three coordinate ἀγέννητα καὶ ἄναρχα : but a numerical unity cannot 
be conceived, without conceiving the Father as the fountain of 
the Deity. 
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CHAP. VI. 

The Opinions of the Ancients concerning the future State of Infants, 
or other Persons, that happen to die unbaptized. 

I. THE account of their opinion in this matter will be best 
given in these particulars. 

1. All the ancient Christians (without the exception of one man) 
do understand that rule of our Saviour, John 11. 5. Verily, verily, I 

say unto thee, Except a man [it is in the original ἐὰν μή τις, except a 

person, or except one] be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot 
enter into the kingdom of God ; of baptism. 

I had oceasion in the First Part to bring a great many instances 
40. of their sayings: where all that mention that text, from 

Spe us? Justin Martyr down to St. Austin, do so apply it: and 
(A.D. 400.) many more might be brought. Neither did I ever see it 
(A. ἜΣ Ἢ 30.) Otherwise applied in any ancient writer. I believe Calvin 
was the first that ever denied this place to mean baptism’. He 
gives another interpretation, which he confesses to be new. This 
man did indeed write many things in defence of infant-baptism. 
But he has done ten times more prejudice to that cause, by with- 
drawing (as far as in him lay) the strength of this text of Scripture, 
(which the ancient Christians used as a chief ground of it,) by that 
forced interpretation of his, than he has done good to it by all his 
new hypotheses and arguments. What place of Scripture is more 
fit to produce for the satisfaction of some plain and ordinary man, 
(who perhaps is not capable of apprehending the force of the conse- 
quences by which it is proved from other places,) that he ought to 
have his child baptized, than this, (especially if it were translated 
in English as it should be,) where our Saviour says, that no person 
shall come to heaven without it ? meaning at least in God’s ordinary 
way. It is true that Calvin does at other places determine this to 
be so; as I shall shew presently at § 8. But his dictate is but a poor 
amends for the loss of a text of Scripture. Since his time, those 
parties of the protestants that have been the greatest admirers of 

him, have followed him in leaving out this place from among their 
proofs of infant-baptism, and diverting the sense of 1t another way : 
which the antipedobaptists observing, have taken their advantage, 
and do aim to shut off all the protestant paedobaptists from it. They 
are apt now to face out any of them that makes any pretence to this 

r Institution. lib. iv. cap. 16. ὃ 25. 



444. Our Saviour’s Rule, John iii. 3, 5, [PART II. 

text, as going against the general sense of protestants. Mr. Sten- 
net, in his late answer to Mr. Russen, (p. 73,) having said that the 

‘custom (of baptizing infants) seems to have taken its rise from a 
‘ misinterpretation’ (as he calls it,) ‘of this text;’? and having 
instanced in Chrysostom, Cyril, and Austin, as concluding from this 
place a necessity of baptism to salvation, (and he might have added 
to them all the ancient Christians that ever spoke of this matter as 
producing this text, though not this only;) he himself declares, 
that he takes Calvin’s interpretation, of which he there gives a 
scheme, to be the truer, you may be sure. Immediately after which, 
that which only seemed before, he now terms to be certain. And 
he adds, ‘ those of the Romish church still build their infant-baptism 
‘on the same principle.’ Τ that be true, then we may observe (by 

the way) that he takes afterward, chap. vi. a great deal of pains to no 
purpose, to prove that they pretend no Scripture ground at all, but 
only the authority of the church. ‘ But this principle,’ he says, 

‘ the protestants have justly abandoned.’ If he mean the principle 
of an absolute impossibility of salvation for a child by mischance 

dying unbaptized, as raised from this text, it is true. But if he 
mean the principle of an impossibility of salvation to be had, accord- 
ing to God’s ordinary rule and declaration, any other way than by 
baptism, I shall by and by shew, that not all the protestants, if any, 
have abandoned it. On the contrary, they, most of them, take this 

text in the sense that the Fathers did: only they judge, that in 
determining of the future state of an infant so dying, we are not to 

bind God to the means that he has bound us to; but may hope that 
for extraordinary cases and accidents he will make an allowance. 

As in the case of circumcision omitted, though the rule were as 

peremptory as this, 7 αὐ soul shall be cut off: yet where his provi- 

dence made it impracticable (as in those continual travels in the 

wilderness, &e.) he did not execute the penalty : and yet in ordinary 

cases the rule stood firm. 
But see what a triumph this antipedobaptist raises, upon the 

supposal that the protestants have abandoned this principle. ‘ And 
‘ since,’ says he, ‘this foundation is by these last [the protestants] 
‘ allowed to be insufficient to bear the weight of infant-baptism : 1t 
‘ might be worth a further inquiry, whether this practice is founded 

“on any solid foundation at all: and if those who appear first to 

‘ have used it, proceeded on so great a mistake, whether this custom 
‘ ought not to be discontinued, as well as the basis on which it was 

‘ originally laid.’ 
The judicious Mr. Hooker saw betimes the inconvenience, as well 
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as groundlessness, of this new interpretation of Calvin’s, which was 

then greedily embraced by Cartwright and others, that they might 
with better face deny any necessity of that private baptism, which 
had been ordered by the church in cases of extremity : and says on 
that account, ‘I hold it for a most infallible rule in expositions of 
‘ sacred Scripture, that where a literal construction will stand, the 
‘ furthest from the letter is commonly the worst. To hide the 
‘ general consent of antiquity agreeing in the literal interpretation, 

‘they cunningly affirm, that certain have taken those words as 

‘ meant of material water; when they know, that of all the ancients 
‘there is not one to be named that ever did otherwise either 
‘expound or allege the place, than as implying external baptism. 
‘ Shall that which hath always received this, and no other con- 
‘ struction, be now disguised with a toy of novelty ? God will 
‘have it [the sacrament] embraced not only as a sign or token 
‘ what we receive; but also as an instrument or mean whereby we 

ς receive grace,’ &e.—‘ If Christ himself, which giveth salvation, do 

‘require baptism, it is not for us that look for salvation, to sound 

‘and examine him, whether unbaptized men may be saved: but 
‘ seriously to do that which is required, and religiously to fear the 
« danger which may grow by the want thereof,’ &c. Eccles. Polity, 

book v. ᾧ 59, 60. 
2. By those words, the kingdom of God, in this text, they do all of 

them understand (as any one would naturally do) the kingdom of 

glory hereafter in heaven. 
This is confessed by the right reverend author of the late 

Exposition of the Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England, 
who goes about himself to affix another sense on those words, viz. 
that they here signify the church, or the dispensation of the Messiah. 
For speaking of the ancient times, he says’, ‘the words of our 
‘Saviour to Nicodemus were expounded so as to import the 
‘absolute necessity of baptism in order to salvation: for it not 
‘ being observed that the dispensation of the Messias was meant by 
‘the kingdom of God, but it being taken to signify eternal glory, 
‘that expression of our Saviour’s was understood to import this, 

‘ that no man could be saved unless he were baptized ;’ &c. 
It must be granted, that in some places of the New Testament, 

by these words, the kingdom of God, is meant the gospel-state in 
this life. I gave an instance beforet, where I think it is so taken. 
But it is also often taken in the ordinary sense for the state of 

5 Bishop Burnet on the Articles, Art. 27. t Part i. ch, 1g. § 21. 
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future glory. And that it should be so taken here, I crave leave to 
offer these reasons. 

1. All the ancient expositors and other Fathers, both Greek and 

Latin, do, as I said, understand it so. The reader has seen a 

multitude of their sayings occasionally here brought, whereof not 
one is capable to be understood otherwise: and I believe none can 
be produced that .15. Hermas, who set down in writing these 
words of our Saviour, or the substance of them, before St. John 

himself did, takes it so: as appears by his speaking" of people 
_ entering this kingdom after their death. Tertullian* paraphrases, 

‘ cannot enter,’ by won habet salutem, ‘cannot be saved.’ And so all 

the rest. Now it is hard to think that not one of the ancients 
should expound it right. 

2. Mr. Walker, who had consulted as much on the exposition of 

this text as any man, takes the antipedobaptists for the first 
inventors of the new exposition: and that it was invented by them 
to serve a turn. For so are his wordsy: ‘God’s spiritual kingdom 
‘on earth, or the visible church, which is all that the anabaptists 

‘will have these words to signify: and upon this design, because 
‘they would by this distinction avoid the foree of the argument 
‘ hence for infants’ baptism,’ &e. 

3. As he there observes, this text explains itself: for the 
expression being redoubled by our Saviour in verse 3, and again in 
verse 5, 1t is in verse 3, he cannot see the kingdom of God. And 

St. Austin long ago made this observation? ; ‘what he had said, he 

“ cannot see, he explained by saying, ἦ6 cannot enter into.” Now for 
the church here ; one, that is not baptized, may see it. It is there- 
fore plainly meant of the kingdom of glory. 

4. It is not likely that our Saviour should, in his discourse with 

Nicodemus, introduce a sentence in so solemn a way of speaking, 
as to premise twice over to it these words: Verily, verily, I say 
unto thee: and yet at last the sentence should come to no more 
than this; that ‘without baptism one cannot be entered into the 
‘church. For ‘to be baptized,’ and ‘to be entered into the 
‘ church,’ are terms much about equivalent. 

Neither does it appear what the antipedobaptists gain by this 
interpretation of theirs, if it were consistent: since the only way, 

at least the only known and ordinary way, to the kingdom of glory, 

« See part i. ch. 1. § 2. ch. xii. § 8. 
x Thid. ch. iv. § 3. 2 Lib. iii. de Anima et ejus origine, 
Υ Modest Plea for Infants’ Baptism, cap. 11. [tom. x. p. 382. edit. Benedict. ] 
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is by being of Christ’s church, or under the dispensation of the 
Messiah. 

As for the ‘absolute necessity of baptism to salvation,’ which the 
learned bishop, whom I mentioned, says these words were anciently 

expounded to import: I am going presently to recite the sense of 
the ancients particularly, how far they expounded them so, and how 
far not. 

St. Austin is of opinion? that had it not been for this sentence of 
our Saviour, the Pelagians, when they were so hard pressed with 
the arguments taken from the baptism of infants, ‘would have 
“ determined that infants were not to be baptized at all.’ 

The church of England, together with the whole ancient church, 
does apply and make use of this text as a ground of baptizing 
infants: beginning the office for it thus; ‘ Forasmuch as all meu 
‘ are conceived and born in sin, and that our Saviour Christ saith, 

“ None can enter into the kingdom of God, except he be regenerate and 

‘born anew of water and of the Holy Ghost, ἕο. And afterward, 
‘ Seeing now, dearly beloved brethren, that this child is regene- 
“ rate,’ &c. And they do in all the three Offices of Baptism, as soon 
as the party is baptized, whether he be infant or one of riper years, 
give thanks that he is ‘regenerated, and grafted into the body of 
“ Christ’s church.’ 

And whereas some people have expressed a wonder at St. Austin, 
that he should hold ¢ that all that are baptized are also regenerate ;” 
no man living can read him without perceiving that he uses the 
word regenerate as another word for baptized, and that this with 

him would have been an identical proposition ; as if one should say 
nowadays, ‘all that are baptized, are christened.’ 

If some of late days have put a new sense on the word regenerate, 
how can St. Austin help that? And the church of England uses the 
word in the old sense. 

Many of the late defenders of infant-baptism have, as I said, left 

out this place from among the proofs that they bring from Scripture 
for it: but for what reason, it is hard to imagine. 

If they fear that from hence will follow a ground of absolute 
despair for any new convert for himself, and for any parent in 

respect of his child, dying before he can be baptized: is it not 
natural to admit of the same ἐπιεικεία and allowance in these words, 

as we do, and must do, in many other rules of holy Scripture ὃ 
namely, to understand them thus ; that this is God’s ordinary rule, 

or the ordinary condition of salvation: but that in extraordinary 

a Lib. i. de Peccatorum Meritis, cap. 30. 
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cases, (where his providence cuts off all our opportunity of using it,) 
he has also extraordinary mercy to save without it. The ancients, 
as I shall shew, did hope, and even conclude so, in case of a 

convert believing: and many in the following ages, of an infant. 
If the objection be, that it is not easy to conceive how an infant 

can be born or regenerate of the Spirit, (which is mentioned in the 
text, as well as of water,) since he is not capable of any operations 
of the Spirit on his will, &e. It is not only owned by all other 
Christians, that the Holy Spirit, besides his office of converting the 
heart, does seal and apply pardon of sin, and other promises of the 
covenant: but also by the antipedobaptists, that the Spirit of 
Christ is given or applied to infants. So says Mr. Danvers?, ‘That 
‘ they are capable of salvation by Christ’s purchase, and the appli- 

‘ cation of Christ’s blood and Spirit to them; who doubts it? I am 
‘sure I’never affirmed the contrary. And Mr.Tombes; ‘The 
‘ grace of God electing them, putting them into Christ, uniting 
‘ them to him by his Spirit¢,’ &e. 

The antipedobaptists do themselves make use of this place of 

Scripture against the Quakers and other antibaptists, (and that 

with good reason,) to prove the necessity of baptism. Some of 

them also, that can read no other than the English translation, will 
sometimes very unwarily urge it against the pedobaptists ; and will 
observe that it is said, Except a man be born, &e. it is not said, a 

child: concluding from the word, that he that is so born must be a 
man grown. But these, you will say, are right English divines. 

This may be retorted on them: for the original is not ἐὰν μὴ ἀνὴρ, 

or, ἐὰν μὴ ἄνθρωπος ; ‘except a man: but ἐὰν μή τις, ‘except any 

‘one.’ And so the text is understood by the ancients; and by all 
that can read the original. 

It is a common thing with the antipedobaptists, when they are 
attacked with that argument, that women’s receiving the commu- 
nion is no more plainly expressed in Scripture, than infant-baptism, 
to answer by citing that text; Δοκιμαζέτω ἑαυτὸν ἄνθρωπος, &e. 
‘Let a man examine himself, and so let him eat,’ &c. and to urge 

that the word ἄνθρωπος being of the common gender includes 
women as well as men. And they will frequently boast and say, 
‘ Do but produce as good proof for baptizing infants as this text 
‘ affords for women’s receiving, and we will comply.’ Nevertheless, 
it is not advisable for them to venture any more on this challenge 

than they can be content to lose. For the word τὶς used here, ἐὰν 

b Answer to Appeal, p. 9. 
¢ Examen. [of Marshall’s sermon, part ii. sect. 10. p. 33. edit. 4to. 1645. 
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μὴ tls, does (much more naturally than the word ἄνθρωπος) signify 

any one, or any person, man, woman, or child. It is only an 

Anglicism to say, Except a man, instead of, Hxcept a person be born 
of water, &e. 

2. Though the ancients understood the foresaid text to mean 
baptism, and though the words are peremptory, yet they were of 
opinion that God Almighty did in some extraordinary cases, when 
baptism could not be had, dispense with his own law. And one 
case, which they all agreed to be exempted, was that of martyrs. 
If any one had such faith in Christ, as willingly to sacrifice his life 

for the testimony of his truth; they concluded that such a man, 
whether he had as yet been baptized or not, was received into the 
kingdom of heaven: For this they called daptismum sanguinis, ‘a 
‘being baptized in blood: referrmg to that of our Saviour, 
Matt. xx. 22, Ye shall be baptized with the baptism that I am bap- 

tized with. 

So Tertullian4, ‘We have also another baptism, (which as well as 
‘the other can be used but once,) namely, that of blood.’ ‘ Hie 

roo, ‘est baptismus qui lavacrum et non acceptum repre- 

(4-D.200-) sentat, et perditum reddit.” ‘This is a baptism which 
‘will either supply the place of water-baptism to one that has 

150. ‘not received it, or will restore it to one that has 

eee) ‘lost [or defaced] it.? The same thing is owned by 
(a.D.350.) Cyprian®. 

St. Cyril, who says thus; ‘If one be never so upright, and yet 

“40 not receive the seal of water, he cannot enter into the kingdom 

‘of heaven: this is a bold speech, but it is none of mine; it is 
‘ Jesus Christ that has made this decreef:’ yet afterward, in the 
same oration, excepts martyrs. 

407. So likewise Fulgentius, as positive as he is, that none 

(4.D-507-) can be saved without baptism, yet puts it, “ Exceptis iis, 

‘qui pro Christi nomine suo sanguine baptizanturs.” ‘Except 
‘ those who are for the name of Christ baptized in their own blood.’ 

295. (A-D.395.) 296. (a.D.396.) Gennadius speaks to the same 

purpose h, 

And St. Austin saysi, ‘ Ever since the time that our Saviour said, 
Except any one be born again of water, &c. and at another place, LHe 

4 De Baptismo, cap. 16. h De Kecles. Dogmatibus, cap 74. 
e Kpist. 73. ad Jubaianum. iLib. i. de Anima, et ejus origine, 
f Catech. 3. cap. 9. 
& De Fide ad Petrum, cap. 30. 
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‘ that shall lose his life for my sake shall find it ; no person is made 
‘a member of Christ, but either by baptism in Christ, or by death 

‘ for Christ.’ 
3. Beside the case of martyrs: if a heathen man was arrived to 

some degree of belief of the Christian religion, and confession of it, 
and yet died without baptism; they judged of his case with some 

distinction. 
For if the man had shewn a contempt or gross neglect of bap- 

tism as a needless thing, and then were cut off by death without 
roo. receiving it; they judged such a case to be hopeless. 

(A-D.200) Tertullian himself calls that a wicked doctrine, ‘to think 

‘that baptism is not necessary to those that have faith. His 
274. words you have before, parti. ch.4. § 3. And St. Am- 

(a-D. 374.) brosek speaks of it as a received opinion, ‘ that a catechu- 
‘men, though he believe in the cross [or death] of the Lord Jesus, 
‘yet unless he be baptized in the name of the Father, Son, and 

‘ Holy Spirit, cannot receive remission of sins, nor be partaker of 
‘ the gift of spiritual grace.’ He must mean, of those that refuse or 
contemn baptism, as will appear by what I shall quote from him by 

260. and by. And Gregory Nazianzen, speaking of three sorts 
(4-D-360.) of persons that die unbaptized, reckons these the worst, 

and likely to have the greatest punishment. His words are 

recited in part i. ch.11. δ 6. St. Austin’s words also I produced 
before, part i. ch. 15. sect. 4. § 3. ‘But when a man goes without 
‘it by his wilful neglect of it, he is involved in guilt: for that must 

‘ not be called a conversion of the heart to God, when God’s sacra- 

‘ment is contemned.’? So that the learned Vossius, in his book of 

baptism, Disp. 6. Thes. 6. having spoken of some points of baptism 

in which the opinions of the Fathers differed, owns them to have 
been unanimous in this: ‘This is,’ says he, ‘the judgment of all 
‘antiquity, that they perish eternally who despise baptism, 1. e. 

‘ will not be baptized when they may.’ 
If it were one that intended to be baptized some time or other, 

but put it off from time to time, either out of a negligent delay, or 
out of a desire of enjoying unlawful lusts some time longer, and 
then happened finally to miss it; as St. Chrysostom says he had 

260. known it happen too often: they judged such an one lost; 
(4-D.360) though not lable to so great punishment as he that had 
absolutely despised it. So Gregory Nazianzen determines in the 

k Lib. de his qui initiantur, c. 4. [sect. 20. Op. tom. ii. p. 330-] 
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place last mentioned; and their sayings to that purpose are too 

common to need repeating. I shall recite only one of Hermas for 

its antiquity, bemg writ in the apostles’ time. He speaks! of a 

vision which he saw of the building of the church triumphant, 
under the emblem of a tower built with several stones: and he 
saw™ many sorts of stones rejected and cast far from the tower. 
And among the rest, some ‘ cadentes secus aquam, nec posse volvi in 
‘aquam, volentibus quidem eis intrare in aquam:’ ‘that fell nigh 
‘the water, [on which the tower was built,] and though they 
“seemed desirous to go into the water, could not roll into it.?. And 
in the explication", he asks, ‘ What are those other that fell nigh 
‘ the water, and could not go into water ? Answer is made, ‘They 

‘are such as heard the word, and had a mind to be baptized in 
‘the name of the Lord; but considering the great holiness which 

‘ the truth requires, withdrew themselves, and walked again after 
‘ their wicked desires.’ And I think it very probable that St. James 
means this sort of men, ch.i. 6, 7, 8, where he speaks of some that 

were double-minded, wavering, unstable, tossed to and fro in their 

resolutions ; and he says there, that swch shall receive nothing of the 

Lord. 

Some put off their baptism a long time, fearing lest after it they 
Tock might fall ito sin again. These Tertullian commends, 

(4.D-200.) and advises to stay till the danger of lust is over: and 
says at one place°, that to such men, if they should happen to miss 

of baptism, ‘an entire faith is secure of salvation.’ But all the rest 

do much discommend this practice, as appears at large in the ser- 
mons made to the catechumens by St. Basil, St.Gregory Nazianzen, 
St. Gregory Nyssen, St. Chrysostom, and others. 

260. Nazianzen says, this is the ‘deceit of the Devil coun- 

(4-D.360.) « terfeiting holiness, and cheating men of the grace of 

‘ baptism, by persuading them to an overcaution: that by means 
‘of their fear of staining their baptism they may altogether miss 
¢ of itp.’ 

6a Nyssen says4, that of the two it is better to receive 

(4-D.360.) it now, though one should fall into sin after, than to 
hazard the loss of it by this caution. For to those that sin after- 

ward, he allows hopes of pardon upon repentance: but of those 
that die without being baptized at all, he says, ‘ When I hear that 
“ peremptory sentence, Verily, verily, I say unto thee, Except one be 

1 Pastor, lib. i. vision. 3. P Or. 40. 
m Vis. 3. cap. 2. n Tbid. cap. 7. 4 Orat. adversus eos qui differunt bap- 
© See part i. ch.iv. § 5. tismum. 
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« born again, &e., I dare not forebode any good to those that are not 
“ initiated.’ 

380. Chrysostom’ brings in these men arguing; and an- 
(4 5.480.) swers them: ‘“I am afraid;” says one. If you were 
‘ afraid, you would receive baptism and preserve it. “ But I there- 
‘fore receive it not, because I am afraid.” But are you not afraid 
‘to die in this condition ? He that sins after baptism (as it is 
‘like he will, beg but a man) will, if he repent, obtain mercy. 

« But he that, making a sophistical use of the mercy of God, departs 
‘ this life without the grace, will have inevitable punishment.’ And 

afterward, ‘In what anguish of mind, am I, think you, when I hear 

‘of any one that is dead that was not baptized, considering those 
‘ unsufferable torments ?? And in another tracts, ‘If sudden death 

‘ seize us, which God forbid, before we are baptized; though we 
‘have a thousand good qualities, there is nothing to be expected 

‘but hell.’ 
150. Firmilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, who was 

(4-D. 250.) of the same opinion as St. Cyprian was, that baptism 
given by heretics is null, asks (by way of objection to himself) this 
questiont; what should be said of the case of those, who having 
come from the heretics to the church, and having been received 
without a new baptism, were since dead without it? He answers ; 

‘ They are to be accounted in the same state as those that have been 
“catechumens among us, and have died before they were baptized.’ 
But what he thought that state to be, cannot be plainly known, 
because the next words are very obscure: yet Rigaltius, by an 

amendment of the words, (without the authority of any manuscript,) 
makes them favourable for the case of such deceased persons: and 

bishop Fell" allows of his opinion. 
If any of the foresaid sorts of men did put off their baptism till 

some dangerous sickness seized them, and then were baptized in 
their sick bed, and died: though they did give hopes that such a 

baptism was available to salvation, yet they counted these no credit- 
able sort of Christians, because they seemed to come to it no other- 
wise but by mere constraint. Nay, Nyssenw reckons these among 
such as shall not be punished, but, on the other side, shall not go to 

heaven. There were ancient canons, that such, if they recovered, 

τ Hom.1.in Acta Apost. [tom. ix. p. u [See Cypriani Opera, edit. Fell. Oxon. 
11, 13. edit. Montf: } 1682. part. ii. p. 226. | 

5 Hom. 24. in Joann. [tom. viii. p.147.] w Orat. adversus eos qui Differunt Bap- 
t Apud Cyprian. Epist. 75. prope fi- tismum. 

nem. 
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should never be admitted to holy orders; as appears by the epistles 
zo, οὗ Cornelius recited by Eusebius‘. Though it appear by 

(4-D.250-) the same that Novatian was dispensed with for this 

incapacity. 
But there is one case of a man’s dying unbaptized, on which 

they generally put a favourable construction, though with some 
difference of opinion concerning his future state. And that is, if a 

man while he was in health were come to a steadfast resolution of 
being baptized the next opportunity, but were hindered by sudden 

death, or some other unavoidable impediment. Nazianzen’s opinion 
of such is, that they shall not be punished ; and yet neither, on the 
contrary, shall they be glorified. He, as well as Nyssen, and many 
other of the Greek church, seems to have thought that there is a 

middle state, not partaking, or not much, either of happiness or 
misery. You have his words, part i. ch. 11. §6. He shewed also, 
by that anguish of soul which he himself felt when he was like to 
die without baptismyY, that he feared either hell, or at least the loss 

of heaven. 
St. Ambrose speaks at one place doubtfully of these men’s 

escaping punishment, but more doubtfully of their obtaining any 
reward, in the words which I cited in parti. ch. 13. $2. ‘ But 

‘ suppose they do obtain a freedom from punishment, yet I question 
‘whether they shall have the crown of the kingdom.’ But yet 

afterward he gives his opinion positively in the case of Valentinian, 

(who missed of baptism in the manner we now speak of,) that his 
desire of baptism was accepted instead of baptism, not only for 

pardon, but also for glorification: as was shewed in ch. 11. sect. 3. 

§ 3. 
St. Austin embraces this opinion of St. Ambrose last mentioned ; 

and gives a proof of it out of Scripture from the example of the 

penitent thief: ‘ Which,’ says he, ‘ when I consider thoroughly, 1 

‘ find that not only martyrdom for the name of Christ may supply 

‘the want of baptism; but also faith and the conversion of the 

‘ heart, in a case where by reason of the straitness of the time the 

‘sacrament of baptism cannot be celebrated. For that thief was 

‘ not crucified for the name of Christ, but for his own ill deserts : 

‘ neither did he suffer for his belief ; but while he was suffering, he 

“came to believe. So that in his case it appears how much that 

‘ which the apostle says, with the heart we believe unto righteousness, 

‘and with the mouth confession is made unto salvation, does avail 

x Hist. Eccles. lib. vi. cap. 43. Y See ch. 111. sect. 6. § 1. 
z Contra Donatistas, lib. iv. cap.22. [Op. tom. ix. p. 139. edit. Benedict. | 
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‘ without the visible sacrament of baptism. But it is then fulfilled 
‘invisibly, when not the contempt of religion, but some sudden 

‘ exigent of necessity, keeps one from baptism.’ 

Since this thief had a promise of paradise, it is plain that St. 

Austin means, that a man dying in that case may have hopes, not 

only of impunity, but of reward. Besides that he thought there is 
no middle place. 

In his Retractations*, he considers this matter over again; and 

says, the example of the thief is not absolutely fit for this purpose, 

‘ because one is not sure whether he were baptized or not,’ 1. 6. 
some time in his life before, which is very improbable. Yet he 

insists on the probability of it in his writings against Vincentius 

Victor, 
IV. One might have thought, that they should have as good 

hopes of the state of an infant dying unbaptized, as of a heathen 
convert, who believed, and sincerely desired baptism, dying like- 

wise unbaptized: since it may be said of the infant, as well as of 
the other, that it is not his fault, but mischance, that he is not bap- 

tized. And Nazianzen and the others that do allot a middle state 

to the one, do allot the same to the other. But St. Austin, and 

those who allow of no state absolutely middle, have hopes of the 
convert’s (such as the thief was) going to heaven, though unbap- 
tized ; but no hopes of an unbaptized infant’s escaping some degree 

of condemnation. 

The reason of the difference, as they seem to understand it, is, 

that whereas God ordinarily requires both faith and baptism, yet 
that either of them (when the other cannot be had) may suffice to 
salvation. As the thief having no baptism, but having faith and 
the desire of baptism, was saved: and infants, having not faith, but 

having baptism, are saved: but infants dying unbaptized, having 
neither faith nor baptism, cannot escape some degree of condemna- 

tion for original sin. 
To this purpose are St. Austin’s words¢; ‘as in the case of the 

‘ thief, who by necessity went without baptism corporally, salvation 
‘was obtained, because he spiritually was partaker of it by his 

‘ godly desire: so where that [baptism] is had, salvation is likewise 
‘obtained, though the party go without [that] faith which the 

iors. “Ἢ thief had. And so likewise St. Bernard® resolves the 

(4.D.1115.) case from St. Austin. Having said that a man having 

b τε: “abeee cone waite ee od Tipist Ge a eee Sancto 
&e.| Victore. [Op. tom. ii. p. 98, &c. edit. fol. 

¢ De Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. Paris. 1586.] 
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faith, and the desire of baptism, may be saved though he miss of 
baptism, he adds; ‘infants indeed, since by reason of their age 

‘ they cannot have faith, nor the conversion of the heart to God, 

“ consequently can have no salvation if they die without baptism.’ 

The ancients had not all of them the same opinion concerning 

the death that is brought on mankind by original sin. The author 

254. of that Comment which has been ascribed to St. Ambrose, 

(A.D. 354-) but has since been thought to be Hilary the deacon’s, 

and by others to be mixed out of several ancient works, thinks it to 

be only temporal death. The words that are two or three lines 

before those I am going to recite, are for certain Hilary’s, (for St. 

Austin quotes them under his name’.) The words to this purpose 

are these, Comment in Rom. v. Having spoken of the death 

which St. Paul says came on all by Adam’s sin, he adds; ‘ There is 

‘ also another death, which is called the second death in hell, which 

‘we do not suffer for the sin of Adam: but by occasion thereof’ it 
‘is brought on us by our own sins.’ It is plain this man would not 

have sentenced infants to the second death in hell. But the more 

common opinion, I think, especially in the western parts, was, that 

the death threatened to Adam, and coming by original sin on all by 

260 nature, is eternal death. Pacianus teaches so in his 

(A.D 360.) Sermon of Baptism: “ Mind, O beloved, in what death a 

‘man is before he be baptized. You know that received point, 
‘ that Adam was the head of our earthly origin: whose condemna- 

‘tion brought on him subjection to eternal death, and on all his 

“ posterity, who were all under one law.’ 

Accordingly they differed concerning the future state of infants 

dying unbaptized: but all agreed that they missed of heaven. 

Those of the Greek church do generally incline to the opinion of 

that middle state. Their words are cited in the first part: viz. 
Nazianzen’s, ch. xi. §6. Those of the author of the questions in 
Justin Martyr, ch. xxiii. § 4. And those of the author of the Que- 

stiones ad Antiochum, ibid. The opinion of Pelagius, (who conversed 

most in the Greek church,) ch. xix. passim. The words of St. Am- 

brose (who transcribed most that he wrote from Greek authors), 
ch: xii. § 2. 

But St. Austin, and most of the Latin church in his time, holding 

no such middle state, do believe such infants under some degree of 

condemnation : whose words you have in the fifteenth, nineteenth, 

6 Lib. iv. ad Bonifac. cap. 4. [Sect. 7. Op. tom. x. p. 472.] 
f [See this in the Bibliotheca Patrum, tom. iv. p. 246. edit. Colon, 1618. ] 
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and twentieth chapters. Both one and the other agree in this, that 
infants dying unbaptized cannot come to the kingdom of heaven. 

How hard soever this opinion may seem, it is the constant 

opinion of the ancients: none ever having maintained the contrary 
31g. In these times, nor a great while after, except that Vin- 

(4-2-419-) centius Victor mentioned in the twentieth chapter of the 
First Part, who also quickly recanted. St. Austin, in a letter to 

St. Hieromes, says, ‘ Whoever should affirm that infants which die 
‘ without partaking of this sacrament shall be quickened in Christ, 
‘would both go against the apostles’ preaching, and also would 
‘condemn the whole church: waiversam ecclesiam. And of the 
Pelagians, who, believing no original sin, had therefore the most 
favourable opinion of any that was then held, of the natural state 
of infants, he says; ‘that even they, being awed by the authority 
‘of the Gospel, or rather Christianorum populorum concordissima 

« fider conspiratione perfracti, beng overswayed by the agreeing 

“ consent in the faith of all Christian people, sine ulla recusatione 
‘ concedunt quod nullus parvulus, nisi, &e., do without any tergiver- 

‘ sation own, that no infant that is not born again of water and of 

‘ the Spirit, does enter into the kingdom of God,’ 

Tertullian himself, who at one place advises to keep children 

unbaptized till the age of reason, is thought by the pedobaptists, 
and confessed by some of the other side, to mean ‘ when there is no 

‘danger of death before :’ because he owns it for a standing rule, 
that ‘ without baptism there is no salvation for any person,’ 

And Nazianzen, who advises to defer their baptism till they are 
three years old or thereabouts, expresses himself with this limita- 

tion, ‘if there be no danger of death.’ And if there be any danger, 
advises it to be given out of hand, as a thing without which they 

will, he says, ‘not be glorified*.?, And except these two, none speak 

of any delay of it at all. 
V. But that party that believed no middle state, and thought 

that the Scripture obliges us to confess that infants are under some 
degree of condemnation, and that they are dy nature children of that 
wrath mentioned Eph. 11. 3; yet believed that it is a very moderate 
and mild punishment which they shall suffer, if they die unbap- 

tized. This I speak of the times of our period of the first four 
centuries: for afterward the opinion grew more rigid, as we 

shall see. 

& Epist. 28. [166. in edit. Benedict.] i See part i. ch. 4. § 3. 
h Kpist. 105. ad Sixtum, prope finem. kK See part i. ch. 11. § 6. 

[eap. 7. sect. 52. Epist. 194. ed. Benedict. ] 
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St. Austin does very often assert this mild degree of their con- 
demnation ; because the Pelagians did not fail to represent the 
doctrine of original sin odious, upon the account of such infants as 
missed of baptism, sometimes not by their parents’ fault, but by 
some unavoidable accident. He thinks it necessary to maintain 
against these men the doctrine itself, though it be severe: but he 
takes care not to represent it more severe than he thought the plain 
words of Seripture enforced. Therefore as in one place of his 
book!, De Peccatorum Meritis, he says, ‘ Let us not therefore of our 

‘own head promise any eternal salvation to infants without the 
‘baptism of Christ, which the holy Scripture, that is to be pre- 
‘ ferred to all human wit, does not promise.’ So in another chapter 
of that book he has these words : 

‘It may well be said, that infants departing this life without 

‘ baptism will be under the mildest condemnation of all. But he 

‘ that affirms that they will not be under condemnation, does much 
‘ deceive us, and is deceived himself: when, as the apostle says, 
‘ Judgment came on ali men to condemnation™, &c. To the same 

purpose he speaks in his Enchiridion, cap. 93. 

In another book of his it appears how mild he thought this con- 

demnation might be: even so mild, that to be in that state might 

be better than to have no being at all. For Julian the Pelagian 

had objected, that if the doctrine of original sin were true, it were 
a cruel and wicked thing to beget children; who would be born in 
a state of condemnation, and consequently in such a state as that it 
were to be wished they had never been born: citing that of our 
Saviour, Well were it for that man that he had never been born. To 

this St. Austin answers", that God is the author of being to all 

men; many of whom, as Julian must confess, will be eternally 

condemned: and yet God is not to be accused of cruelty for 
creating them. And further, that all godly parents will take all 
care possible for baptizing their children, which will take off that 
original guilt, and make them heirs of a glorious kingdom. And as 
to those infants that yet die unbaptized, answers thus: 

“1 do not say, that infants dying without the baptism of Christ 
‘will be punished with so great pain, as that it were better for 
‘ them not to have been born: since our Lord spoke this, not of all 
‘sinners, but of the most profligate and impious ones. For if in 
‘ the day of judgment some shall be punished in a more tolerable 
‘ degree than others; as he said of the men of Sodom, and would 

' Cap. 23. m Cap. 
n Lib. v. contra Julianum, cap. 11. [Sect. 44. Op. tom. x. p. Ps edit. Benedict. | 
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“be understood not of them only: who can doubt, but that infants 
‘ unbaptized, who have only original sin, and are not loaded with 
“any sins of their own, will be in the gentlest condemnation of all ὃ 

‘ Which as I am not able to define what or how great it will be ; so 
41 dare not say that it would be better for them not to be at all, 
‘ than to be in that state. 

‘ And you yourselves, who contend that they are free from all 
‘ condemnation, are not willing to consider to what condemnation 
«you make them subject, when you separate from the life of God 
‘and the kingdom of God so many images of God: and also when 
‘ you separate them from their pious parents, whom you expressly 
‘ encourage to the begetting of them. If they have no original sin, 

‘it is unjust that they should suffer so much as that: or if they 
‘ suffer that justly, then they have original sin.’ 

He shews that the future state im which the Pelagians thought 
such infants would be, is not so different from that in which he 

judged they would be, as they did invidiously represent. For they 

confessed that without baptism they could not come to the king- 
dom of God, but must eternally be separated from God and from 
their parents: but they would not call this condemnation. He 
judged that they were under condemnation, but so gentle, that pro- 

bably that state would be better than no being at all; and conse- 
quently, that they or their parents would have no reason to wish 

that they had never been born. 
St. Austin does so generally observe this rule of speaking with 

great caution and tenderness of the degree of their condemnation ; 
that when Erasmus came to revise his works, he quickly found that 

the de fide ad Petrum was none of his®; for this reason among 
4io. others, because the author (who is since known to be Ful- 

(4.D.510,) gentius) does express the condemnation of infants that 
die unbaptized in such rigid terms, as that ‘whether they die in 

‘their mother’s womb, or after they are bornP, one must hold for 
“ certain and undoubted, that they are zguis @eterni supplicio sempi- 

“ terno puniendi, to be tormented with the everlasting punishment 

“ of eternal fire ;? and again4, zxterminabilia gehenne sustinere sup- 

plicia: ubi Diabolus, &e. ‘to suffer the endless torments of hell ; 

‘ where the Devil with his angels is to burn for evermore. This,’ 
says Erasmus, ‘I never read any where else in St. Austin; though 

‘he does frequently use the words punishment, condemnation, perishing. 

© Erasmi Censura ad istum librum. ὑπο Benedictine edition | 
[See this, among the supposititious pieces, P Cap. 27. 
in the Appendix to tom. vi. p. 19, &c. of 4 Cap. 3. [sect. 36.] 
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Erasmus’ observation is true for the general. Yet it must be 
confessed, that in one sermon’ of his, where he is eagerly declaiming 
against the Pelagians, who taught that infants were baptized not 
for eternal life but for the kingdom of heaven, and that if they die 
unbaptized they will miss of the kingdom of heaven indeed, but 
have eternal life in some other good place; he confutes their 
opinion thus: ‘Our Lord will come to judge the quick and the 
‘dead: and he will make two sides, the right and the left. To 
‘ those on the left hand he will say, Depart into everlasting fire, &c. 
‘To those on the right, Come, receive the kingdom, &c. He calls one 
‘ the kingdom ; the other, condemnation with the Devil. There is no 

‘middle place left where you can put infants.’ And afterward ; 
‘Thus I have explained to you what is the kingdom, and what 

‘ everlasting fire: so that when you confess the infant will not 
‘be in the kingdom, you must acknowledge he will be in ever- 

© lasting fire. 
But these words came from him in the midst of a declamatory 

dispute. He would, if he had been to explain himself, have said, 

as in other places, that this fire would be to them the most mode- 
rate of all. Though he speak of this matter one or two thousand 
times, yet he never, as I know of, mentions the word eternad fire in 

their case but here. So that we must either conclude that the heat 
of controversy carried him in that extempore sermon beyond his 
usual thought; or else we must conclude, by Erasmus’ rule, that 

that sermon is none of his. 
It was the foresaid book of Fulgentius, (which asserts this dog- 

matically, and over and over,) being commonly joined with his 
works, and taken for his, that fixed on him in after-ages the title of 
Durus infantum pater: ‘The father that is so hard to infants.’ It 

410, was Fulgentius, that lived one hundred years after, and 

(4-D-510.) not he, that most deserved that name. 

Whereas Grotius observes’, that St. Austin never expressed any 
thing at all of their condemnation, not even to those lesser pains, 

till after he had been heated by the Pelagian disputes ; seeming to 

intimate that he was not of that opinion before ; but took it up then 

in opposition to the Pelagians: I have shewed beforet what St. 
Austin himself says to that imputation ; for it was objected by some 

in his lifetime. 
VI. I shall here make a short excursion beyond my limits of four 

τ De verbis Apostoli, Serm. 14. [294. s Annot. in Matth. cap. xix. 14. 
edit. Benedict. Op. tom. v. p. 1185.] τ Part i. ch. 15. sect. 3. § 2. 
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hundred years: and see how the opinions of men did come to some 
433. abatement of this rigour after the time of Fulgentius, who 

(4-D.533.) died anno 533. 
500. In pope Gregory’s time, anno Dom. 600, the opinion of 

(4.D.600-) their being tormented continued. For he speaks thus": 
‘Some are taken from this present life before they come to have 
‘any good or ill deserts by their own deeds: and having not the 
‘sacrament of salvation for their deliverance from original sin, 
‘ though they have done nothing of their own here, yet there they 
“come ad tormenta, to torments.’ And a little after; perpetua tor- 

menta percipiunt, ‘they undergo eternal torments.’ 
The same, or at least the opinion of moderate torments, continued 

290. down to Anselm’s time: for he speaks thus on that 

(4-039) subject ; ‘Though all shall not be equally tormented 
‘in hell. For after the day of judgment, there will be no angel or 

‘human person, but what will be either in the kingdom of God 
‘or else in hell. So then the sin of infants is less than the sin 
‘of Adam: and yet none can be saved without that uni- 
‘ versal satisfaction, by which sin, be it great or small, is to be 

“ forgiven.’ 
Thus far it continued. But about this time the doctrine of the 

church of Rome and the western world took a great turn in this 
point: and they came over to the opinion of the Greek doctors that 

1oso. I mentioned. For Peter Lombard, anno Dom. 1150, 

(4-P.1150.) determinesy, that the proper punishment of original sin 
(where there is no actual sin added to it) is pena damni, non pena 

sensus, ‘The punishment of loss, (viz. loss of heaven and the sight 

‘ of God,) but not the punishment of sense, viz. of positive torment.’ 

1100. Pope Innocent the third confirms this, by determining 
(A.D. 1200.) that the ‘punishment of original sin is carentia visionis 
« Dei, being deprived of the sight of God: and of actual sin the 
‘ punishment to be gehenne perpetue cruciatus, the torments of an 

‘ everlasting hell.’ 
Then Alexander de Ales* and Aquinas>, and so the whole troop 

1130. of schoolmen, do establish the same by their determination. 
(A.D. 1230) They suppose there is a place or state of hell or hades, 
(4.D.1255.) which they call dimbus, or infernus puerorum, where un- 

u Lib. ix. Exposit. Moral. in Job. 2 Decret. lib. 3. cap. de Baptismo, can. 
cap. 16. [c. 21. tom. i. p. 303. edit. Bene- Majores. 
dict. | ἃ Summa, part. 2. Quest. 122. membr. 

x Lib. de conceptione Virginis et pec- 10. 
cato originali, cap. 22. b Parte tertia, Queest.i. Art. 4. 

y Lib. 2. Sentent. Distinct. 33. 



CH. VI. § 6.] The Schoolmen’s Limbus Puerorum. 461 

baptized infants will be in no other torment or condemnation but 
the loss of heaven. 

But they did not know what to do with that authority of the 
book de Fide ad Petrum which I mentioned, and which they took to 

be St. Austin’s, which says; ‘We must believe most firmly, and 
‘make no question of it, that they are tormented with eternal fire.’ 
Yet see the power of distinctions. Alexander de Ales answers‘, 
‘To be punished with that fire may be understood two ways: 

‘ either on account of the heat of it, or of the darkness of it. They 
‘that have actual sins will be punished with the heat: but the 

‘ other, only with the darkness of it, as wanting the sight of God,’ 
&e. Now darkness without heat is, one would think, but improperly 
expressed by jive. But he says, (and true enough,) ‘ that if we do 
“ not understand it so, it will be contrary to what St. Austin says at 
‘ other places of the mildness of their punishment.’ 

This was, as I said, the general opinion of the schoolmen. Yet 

Gregorius Ariminensis¢ (who is called the tormenter of children) 
1260. and Driedo*, endeavoured to revive the opinion of Ful- 

(4-D. 1360.) ventius: but found no followers, after that the other 
opinion had been countenanced. The doctrine of eternal torments 
finds a difficulty in sinking into men’s belief, (if they have consi- 
dered what eternity is,) when it is applied to the case of wicked 
men. Much more in the case of infants, who have in their own 

person not known or committed good or evil, and have only the 

stain of nature. And our Saviour, speaking of grown men, says, 
They shall be beaten with few stripes, if they be ignorant persons, and 
such as knew not their master’s will. Wow much more must that 
rule hold in the case of infants, who never were capable of any sense 
at all about it! 

Dr. Field, in his book of the churchf, is pleased to call this 
opinion of the schools a Pelagian conceit. But I have proved that 

it is elder, especially in the Greek church, than Pelagius; and was 

held by those that acknowledged original corruption: which cor- 

ruption, they confessed, carried with it, in unbaptized persons, 

condemnation. But they thought the loss of heaven for ever was 
that condemnation ; and that when there was no actual sin in the 

case, there would no positive punishment, or a very gentle one, be 

© Loco citato. tract. 3. [See Joannis Driedonis a Turn- 
ἃ Lib. 2. Distinct. 31. Quest. 3. [See hout Opera, tom. iii. fol. 69, &c. fol. Lova- 

Gregorius de Arimino in primo et se-  nii 1552—1556. The author was pro- 
cundo sententiarum, fol. Venetiis 1503. fessor of divinity in the university of Lou- 
part. ii. fol. 104, τα. vain. } 

€ Lib. i. de gratia et libero arbitrio, f Lib. iii. Appendix. 
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added. They thought that that alone made a mighty difference 
between infants baptized, and those that die unbaptized ; that the 
one should enter into the kingdom of heaven, the other eternally 
miss of it: according to that sentence of our Saviour before men- 
tioned, John iii. 5. 

This opinion of no positive punishment, or a very gentle one, was 
afterward so general, that when the contrary one was anew set up 
by the protestants, it was by some adjudged to be heresy. For 
Father Paul, m giving an account how the council of Trents pre- 
pared their decrees about original sin, (which were determined in 

1446. the fifth session, June 17, 1546,) mentions their disputes 
(4.D 1546.) among themselves, whether they should condemn as here- 
tical that proposition of the Lutherans, ‘that the punishment for 
‘ original sin is hell fire:’ and says it missed very narrowly being: 

anathematized : 1t was only out of respect to St. Austin and Gre- 
gorius Ariminensis that they forbore. The good Fathers doubtless 
mistook, as well as other men, Fulgentius’ book for St. Austin’s, so 

that the blow had in great measure missed him: but by what I 
produced before out of pope Gregory the first, ‘They shall undergo 
‘ eternal torments ;’ it appears that they were nigh doing a greater 
mischief. There wanted but an ace but they had branded one of 
the most renowned bishops of the infallible see for a heretic. A shot 
that would have recoiled on themselves. 

VII. All mentioned hitherto have taken for granted that there 15 
no hope of such infants entering the kingdom of heaven: only they 
differ about their positive punishment, or the degree of it. But 

some others have conceived hopes of their obtaiming that also m one 

case: which is, when the parents, being good Christians, do in 

heart and purpose dedicate their child to God, and pray for it, and 

do their best endeavour to get it baptized; but are prevented by its 
sudden death. 

I have taken some pains (more perhaps than such a particular 
thing deserves) to find who was the first that ventured to declare 
this charitable opinion, after it had been so decried by the ancients, 
and recanted by Vincentius. I find none elder than Hinemarus arch- 

760. bishop of Rhemes, anno Dom. 860, who expressed such 
(4.D.860.) hopes; but it was in a case that was very particular. A 
certain rash and stubborn bishop in his province, named Hinemarus 

too, bishop of Laudun, had excommunicated all his clergy, so that 

there was nobody to give baptism, absolution, or burial. The arch- 

s History of the Council of Trent, book ii. [page 167, 168. edit. Brent. 
London, fol. 1676.] 
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bishop writes a severe reproof to him}, and in it takes occasion to 
speak of the fate of such infants as had in the meantime died 

without baptism; hoping that they by God’s extraordinary mercy 
might be saved, though he had done what lay in him for their 

perishing. He argues thus; ‘As in the case of infants that are 
‘ under the guilt of the sin of nature, that is, the sins of others; the 

‘ faith of others, that is, of their godfathers that answer for them in 

‘ baptism, is a means of their salvation: so also to those infants to 

‘whom you have caused baptism to be denied, the faith and godly 

‘ desire of their parents or godfathers, who in sincerity desired bap- 
‘tism for them, but obtained it not; may be a help (or profit) by 
‘the gift of him whose Spirit (which gives regeneration) breathes 
‘ where it pleases.’ I have occasion to mention this Hinemarus of 

Laudun again in the next chapter, ὃ 1, because Danvers, reading 

somewhere that his metropolitan reproved him for suffering infants 

to die unbaptized, concluded that he was doubtless a bishop for 
his turn. 

1155. Then for the case of an infant dying in the womb, the 
(4-D-1255-) schoolmen before mentioned, Alex. de Ales and Aquinas, 

do sayi, that ‘such an infant being subject to no action of man, but 
“ of God only ; he may have ways of saving it for aught we know.’ 
They extend this no further than to the case of a stillborn infant : 

though the reason seems much the same for one that dies before he 

can possibly be baptized. 
Vossius brings in St. Bernardi, Petrus Blesensis, Hugo de Sancto 

Victore, and even St. Austin himself, as asserting a possibility of 

salvation, and the kingdom of heaven, without baptism: and he 

seems to understand this their assertion to extend to the case of 

infants. But the places of St. Austin and Bernard are no other 

than those I recited at § 4 of this chapter: which do expressly 
exclude infants, and speak only of grown men, whose actual faith 
and desire of baptism makes amends for the want of it where it 
cannot be had. And the places in the other two, Blesensis and 
Hugo, do, if one examine them, speak to no other purpose. 

The next therefore that I know of, that has any favourable 

opinion, or rather suspends all opinion, of the case of such infants, 

is our Wickliffe: whose words are these‘; ‘ When an infant 

h Opusculum 5.5. capitulorum, cap. 48. Wiclefi Dialogorum libri quatuor, 4°. sine 
i Part. 111. Queest.68. Art. 11. loco, 1525. fol. 118, 119.—This rare piece 
ji De Baptismo, Disp. 7. Thesi.22, 23. | was reprinted (according to Brunet) at 

[Op. tom. vi. p. 281.] Frankfort in 1753, and at Bareuth in 
k Trialog. lib.iv. cap. 11. [SeeJoannis 1754.} 
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‘of believers is brought to church, that according to Christ’s 
‘rule he may be baptized; and the water or some other requisite 
‘is wanting; and the people’s pious intention continuing, he dies 

‘in the meantime naturally by the will of God: it seems hard to 
‘ define positively the damnation of such an infant; when neither 
‘ the infant nor the people have sinned, that he should be damned. 
‘ Where then is the merciful liberality of Christ ?’ &e. 

Then he discourses some things preparatory to his answer, too 

large to repeat here: but his answer is this; chap. xii. ‘And by 

‘this, 1 answer your third objection, granting that God, if he will, 
‘may damn such an infant, and do him no wrong; and if he will, 

‘he can save him: and I dare not define either part. Nor am I 
‘ careful about reputation, or getting evidence in the case; but as a 
‘dumb man am silent, humbly confessing my ignorance, using con- 

‘ ditional words: because it is not clear to me whether such an 
‘ infant shall be saved or damned. But I know that whatever God 

‘does in it will be just, and a work of mercy to be praised of all 
‘ the faithful.’ Then he calls them presumptuous that of their own 

authority define any thing in this case. He counts it rash to 
determine their damnation: and, on the other side, says, ‘he that 

‘ says, “that in this case put, an infant shall be saved, as is pious to 

‘ believe,” puts himself more than needs, or will profit him, upon an 
“uncertainty.” In the next chapter he handles the degree of their 
punishment in case they be damned: and he determines it contrary 
to the schools, that it will be not only loss of heaven, but sensible 

punishment. 

It is to be noted, that he had spoke his mind before of the state 

of infants that are baptized, as being out of denger. For in 
chap. xii, having discoursed of three sorts of baptism; viz. of water, 

of blood, and of the Spirit; and that the third is the chief; and 

that God, for aught we know, may sometimes grant that without 
the other: he adds, ‘ Reputamus tamen absque dubietate, quod 

‘infantes recte baptizati flumine, sint baptizati tertio baptismate, 
‘cum habent gratiam baptismalem.’ ‘ But we hold that to be with- 

‘ out doubt, that infants that are rightly baptized with water, are 
‘ baptized with the third baptism, [viz. that of the Spirit,] when as 

‘ [or seeing that] they have the baptismal grace.’ 
This last I note, because Mr. Danvers! had brought this man for 

one of his witnesses against infant-baptism; taking a great deal of 
pains to shew how great a man Wickliffe was. And what is worse, 

1 Treatise of Baptism, part ii. ch. 7. p. 280. edit. 2. 
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he had cited some passages out of this book, and these very chapters ; 
taking here and there a scrap, which by itself might seem to make 
for his purpose. 

Mr. Baxter™, to answer him and vindicate Wickliffe, transcribed 

the whole passage of the length of several pages. A thing that is 
tedious, but yet necessary in answering such quoters. ‘ And now 
‘reader judge, says Mr. Baxter, ‘what a sad case poor, honest, 
‘ignorant Christians are in, that must have their souls seduced, 

‘ troubled, and led into separations,’ το. by such a man, when a 

man as ‘ pleading for Christ and baptism dare, not only print such 

‘ things, but stand to them in a second edition, and defend them by 
“a second book.’ 

But all this did no good upon him. For that he might shew 
himself the most tenacious man that ever lived, of what he had once 

said, he does in another reply» after that, go about with a great 
many words to maintain his point. 

I shall be so civil to my reader as to take for granted that the 
words of Wickliffe here given, though but a small part of those 
produced by Mr. Baxter, do satisfy him: for if an author give his 

opinion in plain words, that all baptized infants are in a state of 

salvation; but make a question of those that die unbaptized, 
whether they can be saved or not; and do also speak of the 
baptizing of an infant as being according to Christ's rule, and 

do call the people’s intention of doing it @ pious intention: one 
needs no plainer account of his approving it. If Wickliffe had 
ever spoke a word against the baptizing of infants, the council 

1215. Of Constance would not have failed in those forty-five 

(4-D-1415-) articles drawn up against him, after his death, to have 
objected that; for they commonly overdo that work: whereas 
they object nothing about baptism; and what others object is, 
that he gave hopes that some unbaptized infants might come to 

heaven. 

The same thing appears in the tenets of Wickliffe’s scholars that 
survived him. For Foxe, in his Martyrology°, recites out of the regis- 

ter of the church of Hereford, a declaration of faith made by one 
Walter Brute, a scholar of Wickliffe, examined before the bishop of 

1293. Hereford, anno Dom. 1393. in which he says, ‘ I greatly 

(A.D. 1393.) ¢ marvel at that saying in the decrees which is ascribed 

‘to Austin, that little children that are not baptized shall be tor- 
‘mented with eternal fire, although they were born of faithful 

m More Proofs, part iii. p. 353. 2 [See Danvers’ Second Reply, 8°. 1675. p.120, &c.] 
© Second edition, vol. i. p. 453. 
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‘ parents, who wished them with all their hearts to have been bap- 
‘ tized ————-How shall the infant be damned that is born of 
‘ faithful parents that do not despise, but rather desire to have their 

1305. ‘children baptized?’ ὅθ. And afterward, in the time 

D.1405-) of Henry IV, one of the articles usually enjoined for the 

Lollards, who were the disciples of Wickliffe, to recant, was, as 

Foxe? recites it, this; ‘that an infant, though he die unbaptized, 

‘shall be saved.’ But there is no such thing in Foxe, as Danvers4 

would prove out of a book he calls Dutch Martyrology, that one 
Clifford informed the archbishop, that a Lollard, if he had a child 

new-born, would not have him baptized. Foxe does indeed tell 
1328. how a good while after, in the time of Henry VI, some 

(4.D.1428.) Lollards of Norfolk had, among other articles, this objected 

to them; that they held or taught, ‘ that Christian people be suffi- 
‘ ciently baptized in the blood of Christ, and need no water: and 
‘that infants be sufficiently baptized if their parents be baptized 
‘ before them: and that the sacrament of baptism used in the church 

‘by water is but a light matter and of small effect... But he shews 
at the same place, that in all probability both this and several other 
of the articles charged on them, were by the informers altered in 

words from what they had said, on purpose to make them odious: 

which was the constant vein of the popish accusers of those times. 
Wickliffe had said, that the water itself, without the baptism of the 

Spirit, is of little efficacy. And he and his followers had said, that 
if the parents be good Christians, and pray for their child, there is 

hope that it may be saved, though it do by some sudden chance die 

before it can be baptized. And if these men said no more than so, 

yet that was enough for their adversaries to frame such a slanderous 

information. But if we suppose that they did really hold what was 
objected, then they were not of the antipsedobaptist opinion, (as 
Danvers by altering the words something the other way, would 
represents,) but of the humour of the Quakers, to shght all water- 

baptism. . 
13:0. The Hussites also in Bohemia had the same hopeful opin- 

(a.D. 1450.)ion, viz. that imfants dying unbaptized may be saved by 

the mercy of God, accepting their parents’ faithful desire of baptiz- 
ing them for the deed: as appears by their history, both in Foxet 

and the writers from whom he copies. And this was objected to 
them as an error by the papists there, as it was to the Lollards 

(A. 

P Second edition, vol. i. p. 485. 5 Treatise, part ii. ch. 7. [page 304. | 
4 Treatise, part ii. ch 7. [p. 303. | t At the year 1415. 
r Foxe, as above, p. 608. 
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here. Indeed they were disciples of our Wickliffe as well as the 
139s. Lollards. For John Huss, the first reformer there, imbibed 

(4-D.1495-) the sense of religion which he had from Wickliffe’s books ; 
and took this principle among the rest. 

Nay, even in the church of Rome some doctors have shewn a 

great inclination to this opinion, and have expressed it as far as 

they durst. Cassander quotes Gerson, Biel, Cajetan, and some 

others, as expressing some hopes in this case, and encouraging the 

parents of such children to pray for them. But I doubt that Ger- 

son and Biel do mean only such infants as die in the womb : which 
amounts to no more than what the old schoolmen had said, as I 

shewed. Yet Gerson’s words are ambiguous: I will set them down. 

131s. He had been observing" that God does not always tack 
(4-D-1415:) his merey to the scraments: and thereupon advises ‘ wo- 
‘men great with child, and their husbands, to use their prayers for 
‘ their infant that is not yet born, that (if it be to die before it can 

‘come to the grace of baptism with water) the Lord Jesus would 

‘ vouchsafe to sanctify it beforehand with the baptism of his holy 
‘Spirit. For who knows but that God may perhaps hear them ? 
‘ Nay, who would not devoutly hope, that he will not despise the 
‘ prayer of his humble servants that trust in him? This considera- 

‘tion is useful to raise devotion in the parents, and to ease their 

‘trouble of mind, if the child die without baptism; forasmuch as 

‘all hope is not taken away. But yet there is, I confess, no cer- 

‘ tainty without a revelation.’ 
This is part of a sermon preached before the council of Con- 

stance, where Huss was condemned and martyred. And one error 
whereof Huss was accused was, that he held the salvation of infants 

that by mischance die unbaptized. Therefore if Gerson means this 
of children born alive, it shews that he was of another temper than 

the rest of that bloody popish council. 
ae Cardinal Cajetan was another of the better sort of pa- 

(A.D. 1525.) pists ; and he* ventures to say of children that die after 
they are born, and yet before they can be baptized, that ‘it is not 
‘unreasonable to say, that baptism in the desire of the parents 1s 

‘in such case of necessity sufficient for their salvation :’ but says, he 
speaks ‘under correction.’ And he has been corrected. For some doc- 
tors have called him an heretiey for this: others, that are not so severe, 

uSerm. de Nativitate Marie Virginis, Art. 1, et 2. 
Consid, 2. [Op. tom. ili, p. 1350, edit. y Vasquez in tertiam partem Thome, 
1706. | tom. 2. Disp. 141. cap. 3. 

x In tertiam partem Thome, Queest. 68. 
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yet say it is an erroneous and rash opinion to think this to be possible. 
1339. | Indeed the council of Florence had determined, that ‘the 

(A-D.1439) ¢ souls of all that die in actual mortal sin, or even in ori- 

« ginal sin alone, do go ad infernum, to hell’ I suppose they mean 

that mfants go toe that part of hell which they eall /imbus puerorum, 

where there are no torments. 

1470. But above all, Cassander himself has shewn a very com- 

(4-D-1579-) passionate temper, in the pains he has taken to encourage 
parents to some hopes, and to earnest prayers for their child so 
dying’. But withal a very modest one, when he adds these words ; 

‘This opinion of mine concerning mnfants, I will not defend with 

‘contention or obstinacy: nor rashly condemn those, who being 

‘ persuaded by the authority of the ancients, and of almost the 

‘ whole church, do allow salvation to those infants only, to whom 
“ God, in his secret but just judgment, does vouchsafe the sacra- 
‘ment of regeneration and baptism.’ 

VIII. Upon the reformation, the protestants generally have 

defined that the due punishment of original sin is, in strictness, 
damnation in hell. I suppose and hope that they mean with St. 

Austin, a very moderate degree of it mm the case of mfants, in 
whom original corruption, which is the /omes or source of all 
wickedness, has not broke out into any actual sin. 

But if their doctrine has in this respect been more rigid than 

that of the church of Rome, or of the ancient Greek doctors ; they 

have in another respect, viz. in the case of Christian people’s chil- 
dren, given such a mitigating explication of our Sayiour’s words, 

as to allow better hopes than either of them. For they do generally 

incline to think, that if a child by misfortune die before it can 

have baptism, the parents’ sincere intention of giving it, and their 

prayers, will be accepted with God for the deed; and will be 

available to procure of God’s mercy pardon of original sin, and even 
an entrance into the kingdom. Whereas the schoolmen and Fathers 

have thought that Christ at the day of judgment will proceed by that 

sentence, John iil. 3, 5, (such an one cannot enter into the kingdom 

of God,) in the manner that a judge in a court of common law 

proceeds upon the words of a statute, having no power to make 

allowance for circumstances: the protestants do hope that he will 
act in the manner that a judge of a court of equity does, who has 
power to mitigate the letter of the law in cases where reason would 
have it. The Fathers themselves thought this allowance would be 

made in the case of a grown man, who had a personal desire of 

2 De Baptismo Infantium. [Op. p. 778. edit. Paris. 1616.] 
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baptism: and that if it was an invincible necessity that kept him 
from water, he might enter the kingdom without being born of 

water. The protestants think the same in the ease of the desire 
of the parent for his infant.- They think thus; the main thing in 

God’s intention in this case is, that a parent, as he dedicates him- 
self to God, so he should likewise dedicate his child, and get him 

entered into that covenant made in Christ, without which there is 

no hope of heaven: and that he should accordingly make use of 

that symbol, or outward sign which God has appointed to be the 
way of admission into that covenant, if he can possible: and that 
his refusal to do the latter will be looked on as a refusal of the 

covenant itself. But that ‘if, notwithstanding his sincere desire 
and endeavour of obtaining the outward symbol, he be by some 

accident disappointed of it; God will yet grant the same favour 

that he had promised upon the use of it: because it is the heart 

that God regards; and where that is ready, outward things are 

accepted according to what a man hath, and not according to what he 

hath not: especially if some act of God himself, as the sudden death 
of the infant, &e. do render it impossible for him to have them. 

Luther and his followers do indeed speak more doubtfully of 

this: and do lay so much stress on actual baptism, as that they 
allow a layman to do the office in times of necessity, rather than 

that the infants should die without it. 

But Calvin, and those that follow him, (who to the great pre- 

judice of religion made a needless schism from the others, or else 

the others from them, I know not which,) sunk the doctrine of the 

necessity of baptism a pitch lower. They own® that baptism 15 
necessary not only necessitate precepti, by God’s command, but also 

thus far, necessitate medii, that it is God’s ordinary means to rege- 

nerate and give salvation. But they determine it as a thing certain, 

that the child of a godly believing parent shall obtain the kingdom 

of heaven, though he do by sudden death, &e. miss of baptism : 
‘ provided this happen by no negligence or contumacy of the 

‘parent.’ And they deny that there is or can be any such necessity 

as to justify a layman’s giving it. And Calvin takes an oceasion to 

jeer some papists> that had said that ‘if a child be lke to die, and 

ἃ Calvini Antidotum ad acta Synodi large collection of his works, Geneve, 
Tridentin, sess. 7. Canon. 5. item Anti- 1617, &e. and in vol. viii. of that publish- 
dotum ad Articulos Parisienses, Art. 1. 
item Institut. lib.iv. cap. 15.§ 22. [The 
first of these pieces was printed in 12mo, 
in the year 1547: and the second in 1542: 
(both editions are excessively rare :) they 
are found in the seventh volume of the 

ed at Antwerp in 167r.] 
» [The words of the Theological Faculty 

of Paris are, ‘ Ventilatur ardua quistio 
‘inter Doctores, utrum infans in pericu- 
‘lo mortis, si non adsit aqua, debeat 
“ potius projici in puteum quam commen- 
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“no water to be had but what is in the bottom of a deep well, and 

‘nothing to draw with; the best way is to throw the child down 
“into the well, that 1t may be washed before it be dead.’ 

The church of England have declared their sense of the necessity, 
by reciting that saying of our Saviour, John 11. 5, both in the 

office of baptism of infants, and also in that for those of riper years. 
And in the latter they add these words; ‘ Beloved, ye hear in this 
‘ Gospel the express words of our Saviour Christ, that, Hxcept a man 

“ be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of 

‘ God. Whereby ye may perceive the great necessity of this sacra- 
‘ment, where it may be had.” And archbishop Laud, shewing that 
infant-baptism is proved from Scripture, and not from the tradition 
of the church only, (against the Jesuit, his adversary, who, to cast 

in a bone of contention, had asserted the latter,) gives his sense 
of it thus¢; ‘That baptism is necessary to the salvation of infants 
‘ (in the ordinary way of the church, without binding God to the 

‘ use and means of that sacrament, to whieh he hath bound us) is 

‘ express in St. John iii, Hvcept, &e, 

Concerning the everlasting state of an infant that by misfortune 
dies unbaptized, the church of England has determined nothing, (it 

were fit that all churches would leave such things to God,) save 

that they forbid the ordinary office for burial to be used for such an 

one: for that were to determine the point, and acknowledge him for , 

a Christian brother. And though the most noted men in the said 

church from time to time, since the reformation of it to this time, 

have expressed their hopes that God will accept the purpose of the 

parent for the deed; yet they have done it modestly, and much as 
Wickliffe did, rather not determining the negative, than absolutely 
determining the positive, that such a child shall enter into the king- 
dom of heaven. Archbishop Laud’s words, we see, are; ‘ We are 

‘not to bind God, though he hath bound us. And archbishop 
Whitgift, disputing with Cartwright, says, ‘I do mislike as much 
‘as you the opinion of those that think infants to be condemned 
‘which are not baptized" All this is modest. But there are in- 
deed some, that do make a pish at any one that is not confident, or 

does speak with any reserve about that matter; and they despise 

him and his seruples as much, and with as much success, as Vincen- 
tius the talkative did those of St. Austin on the same point®. 

‘dari Deo cum expectatione eventus. numb. 4. 
‘ Hoe autem esset homicidium dignum 4 Defence of the Answer to the Ad- 
‘morte, nisi diceretur quod baptisma sit | monition, tract 9. chap. 5. Divis. 2. [p. 516. 
‘ de necessitate salutis.’ | edit. Lond. 1574.] 

© Relation of the Conference between € See part 1. ch. 20. 
Archbishop Laud and Mr, Fisher, § xy. 
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For the opinion of the English presbyterians, I shall content my- 
self with citing these words of Mr. Baxter: ‘I have hereby been 
“made thankful that God has kept me from the snare of anabaptis- 

‘try. For though I lay not so much as some do on the mere 
‘ outward act or water of baptism, believing that our heart-consent 
“and dedication qualifieth infants for a covenant-right before actual 
‘baptism, (which yet is Christ’s regular solemnization and investi- 

“ture,) yet I make a great matter of the main controversy : not- 
‘ withstanding that I hereticate not the anabaptists for the bare 

“ opinion’s sake, nor would have them persecuted!,’ &c. 

The antipedobaptists, as they allow no advantage to an infant by 
its baptism, nor yet by its beimg the child of a godly and religious 
parent ; so they do not all agree about the state of infants dying 
before actual sin. One sort of them determine with great assurance, 

that all infants, of heathens as well as Christians, of the wicked as 

well as of the godly, shall be saved, and shall enter into the king- 

dom of God.» And they dissuade men from having their children 
baptized, or born again of water, &c., seeing by this determination 
they are secure of heaven without it. To which the other commonly 
answer, that they desire such a safety for their children, as has 
some ground in God’s word, and not in their determination only : 
since an infant has no promise, right, or expectation of the kingdom 

of heaven, merely as it is a human creature, or born of human race; 

but only as beg entered and interested in the covenant of Christ, 
by which is promised an eternal life after this; and the said co- 
venant does require, as a condition of all that are to enter into the 
kingdom, that they de born again of water, &e. 

Another sort of antipzdobaptists have not this assurance con- 

cerning all infants, but do suppose a different state of them on 
account of the decrees of election and reprobation. 

IX. Concerning the state of a baptized infant dying before 

actual sin, the whole Christian world has agreed that it is un- 

doubtedly saved, and will be admitted to the joys of heaven: since 
it has all that the church of Christ can give it. St. Austin says, 

as I shewed beforeg, ‘He that does not believe this is an infidel.’ 

And, ‘ God forbid that we should doubt of it It is certain, there 

was never any doubt made of it till the times of the late managers 

of the doctrine of predestination. Some of these have added several 

limitations and provisoes to this proposition, relating to the election 

or sanctification of the parents, or their right to church member- 

€ Reply to Hutchinson, p. 39. fi.e. Bax- Infants, &c. 8vo. London, 1676.] 
ter’s Review of the state of Christians’ g Parti. ch. 15. sect. 5. ὃ 6. 



472 All agree that baptized Infants are saved. [PART 11. 

ship: and some of them have used such expressions, as that they 
seem to think that even among the infants of faithful parents, 
some are so reprobated by the eternal decree of God, that though 
they be baptized, and die in infancy, yet they will be damned. 
Some sayings of Parzus, Perkins, Zanchius, &c. are by their adver- 

saries produced to this purpose®. And it is known what ex- 

ceptionsi some have taken at the rubric of the last edition of the 
English liturgy at the end of the office of baptism; that ‘it 15 
‘certain by God’s word that children which are baptized, dying 
‘ before they commit actual sin, are undoubtedly saved.’ 

What enemies soever that assertion may have now, it had none 

in those times of which I am writing. The maintainers of predes- 
tination in those days spoke thus of the case of an infant dying 

before actual sin; that if he was baptized before he died, it was 

thence manifest that he had been elected: if not, it appeared that 

he was not elected. Or thus; that those infants which were pre- 
destinated to salvation, came by God’s providence to obtain bap- 

tism: but the others missed of it. 

This is plain in the discourses of St. Austin, Prosper, Fulgentius, 

&e. ‘There are,’ says St. Austin*, ‘two infants born: if you ask 

what merit they have; they both are of the lump of perdition. 

But how comes it that the mother of the one brings him to the 

grace (viz. of baptism); the mother of the other in her sleep 

overlies it? You will ask me, What merit had one, that he should 

be brought to the grace? What merit had the other, that was 
overlaid by his sleeping mother? Neither of them deserved any 

good. But the potter has power over his clay, of the same lump to 

make one vessel to honour, another to dishonour? 

And he puts a harder case yet. The Pelagians, who held that 
the grace of God is given according to men’s merits, were urged by 
St. Austin to tell what foregoing merit one infant that was baptized 
and then died, could have above another that died without the grace 

of baptism. ‘If you should say,’ says he!, ‘ that he merited this by 
‘the piety of his parents: you will be answered, Why then do the 

‘ children of godly parents sometimes miss of this benefit, and the 
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h See Acta et Scripta Synodalia Dor- 
dracena Ministrorum Remonstrantium, 
&c. in scriptis dogmaticis, p. 45, 46. 

i [See ‘an Account of all the proceed- 
ings of the Commissioners of both persua- 
sions appointed by His Sacred Majesty, 
for the review of the Book of Common 
Prayer,’&c. 4to. London,1661. Particularly 
p- 25, (signature E) or p. 27. (sign. E 2) 

of another edition of the same date: also 
p. 118, of ‘the Papers that passed be- 
‘tween the Commissioners,’ &e. zbid.] 

k Serm. de verbis Apost. xi. [Sermo 
XXVi. cap. 12. sect. 13. in edit. Benedict. 
Op. tom. v. p. 141.] 

1 Lib. ii. contra duas Epistolas Pela- 
gianorum, cap.6, [Op. tom. x.] 
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n children of wicked parents obtain ‘it? Sometimes a child born of 
‘ yeligious parents is taken away as soon as it is born, before it be 
‘ washed with the laver of regeneration: and an infant born of the 
‘enemies of Christ is, by the compassion of some Christian, bap- 
‘ tized in Christ. A baptized and chaste mother bewails her own 

«son dying unbaptized; and yet, finding another child left in the 
‘ street by some strumpet, takes it up and procures it to be bap- 

‘tized. Here for certain the merits of the parents can have no 
‘place, &e. He goes on to shew by several other reasons or in- 

stances, that it was impossible to assign any other ground of 
difference, except the free purpose of God, ‘why some infants 

‘ being baptized should obtain, and others dying unbaptized should 
‘miss of, so excellent a benefit of being made the sons of God, 

‘ without any merit of their parents or of their own.’ 

340. So Prosper (or be it Hilarius, or pope Leo, that was the 

(A-D.449.) author of the book) de Vocatione Gentium, lib. i. 6. 7, 

challenges those who attributed the difference that God makes in 
calling one nation or one person to the means of salvation, and not 

another, to the different use that they had made of freewill, to give 
any tolerable account of the case of infants; ‘why some being 
‘ regenerated, are saved; others not being regenerated, do perish.’ 

‘ For I suppose,’ says he, ‘that these patrons of freewill will 

‘ not be so shameless, as either to say that this difference happens 

‘by chance; or to deny, that those that are not regenerated do 

“ perish.’ 

320. And those who were at that time (from the year 420 to 

Ges 500) the opposite party in the church, to those that held 

(a.D.500.) this absolute election and reprobation, and were called by 

the others semipelagians, as in reference to the adult they main- 

tained that God had elected those who he foresaw would be faith- 

ful; so for infants that die in infancy, they said; that those of 

them which God foresaw would have been godly if they had lived, 

those he in his Providence took care should be baptized: and those 

that would have been wicked if they had lived, he by some provi- 

dence causes to miss of baptism. So that both these contrary 
parties agreed in this; that of infants so dying, all the baptized 

ones were saved: and (as the opinion then was) all the unbaptized 

missed of it. 
Of the modern predestinarians or Calvinists, if some have been 

so rigid as to think that some baptized infants dying m infancy do 

perish ; yet they are not all of that opinion. Vossius allows it to 
be an infallible rule which is expressed in the rubric aforesaid. ¢ It 
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‘is, says he™, ‘not the judgment of charity only, but of charity 
‘that cannot be mistaken, that we account baptized infants go to 
‘heaven, as many of them as die before the use of reason, and 
“ before they have defiled themselves with actual sins.’ 

X. From the last quoted place of St. Austin, one may observe, 

that the ancients did not, in the baptizing of children, go by that 

rule which some presbyterians would establish, viz. that none are to 
be baptized but the children of parents actually godly and religious. 

For he speaks of the case of a strumpet’s child, or a child ‘born of 
‘ the enemies of Christ,’ viz. of heathens, found in the streets and 

baptized, as a common instance. And in his epistle to Auxilius®, a 

young bishop that had rashly excommunicated a whole family for 

the parents’ crimes, he desires him to shew a reason if he can, how 

a son, a wife, a slave, can justly be excommunicated for the fault of 

the father, husband, master. And then adds; ‘Or any one in that 

‘ family that is not yet born, but may be born during the excom- 

‘ munication: so that he cannot, if in danger of death, be relieved 

‘ by the laver of regeneration ?” 

Bishop Stillingfleet has fully shewn° the absurdity and incon- 

sistency of this opinion of such presbyterians; and how they can 

never in many cases that may be put, come to a resolution or agree- 

ment what children may be baptized, and what not: and has 
cleared the grounds of baptism from such scruples. And as for the 

text, 1 Cor. vi. 14, on which they build those scruples, I have 
shewnP that the ancients do understand it in a sense much more 
plain and natural, and more agreeable to the scope of St. Paul’s 

arguing there, which gives no foundation for any such scruple. 

And we see by the instances here brought, and many other, that 

they willingly baptized any infants, if the parents, or any other 

that were owners or possessors of such infants, shewed so much 

faith in Christ as to desire baptism for them. 

m De Baptismo, Disput. iv. Thes. iv. ° Unreasonableness of Separation, part 
n Epist. 75. [Ep. 250, sect. 2. inedit. 11. sect. 36. 

Benedict. | P Part i. ch..19. § 19. item, ch. 11.§ 11. 
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Cie. Vit: 

An account of the state of this practice from the year 400 till the rise 
of the German antipadobaptists. Of the Waldenses, and their chief 

accusers, St. Bernard, Petrus Cluniacensis, Reinerius, Pilichdorf, 

Se. The Confessions of the Waldenses themselves. 

1.1 GAVE befored a note of reference to the books of some 

authors that lived after the year 400, for the use of those that 
would trace this practice for one century further. The general 
account of them is, that they speak of infant-baptism as a thing 
uncontroverted. And so it holds for all the following times till 
after the year 1000. The antipzdobaptists who do put in their 
plea for the first 300 or 400 years, yet do (so many of them I mean 
as have any tolerable degree of learning and ingenuity) confess, that 
in all these followmg ages the baptizing of infants did prevail. 

Mr. Tombes says', ‘The authority of Augustine was it which 

‘ carried the baptism of infants in the following ages, almost with- 
‘out control” And though it appear plainly by St. Austin’s 
writings, which I have largely produced, that there was no Christian 

in the world that he knew or heard of, that denied it, (except those 
that denied all- baptism,) so that he need not say, ‘ St. Augustine’s 
‘ authority carried it:’ yet 1t is however a confession of the matter 

of fact for the after-times. 

Only whereas he puts in the word ‘almost ;’ as if some, though 
few, did oppose it: there is, on the contrary, not one saying, quo- 
tation, or example, that makes against it, produced or pretended, 
but what has been clearly shewn to be a mistake. As im the first 
400 years there is none but one, Tertullian, who advised it to be de- 
ferred till the age of reason; and one, Nazianzen, till three years of 

age, in case of no danger of death: so in the following 600 there is 
no account or report of any one man that opposed it at all. 

Some places of authors have been cited indeed: but there wants 
nothing but looking into the books themselves to see that they are 

nothing to the purpose. So Mr. Danvers created to Mr. Wills and 
Mr. Baxter a great deal of trouble, in sending them from one book 

to another to discover his mistakes and misrepresentations of several 
authors within this space: but withal a great deal of discredit to 
himself; for there 1s not one of his quotations, that seemed material 

enough to need searching, but proved to be such. Mr. Wills had 

q Part i. ch. 22. r Examen, part i. § 8. p.12. 
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at first yielded him two authors as being on his side: but Mr. 
Baxter coming after, (and Mr. Wills himself upon a second review,) 

rectified that erroneous concession ; as was easy to do by consulting 
the original authors, for it was taking the scraps and breviates of 

things out of the Magdeburgensian epitomizers, which occasioned 
that there was any possibility of mistake. 

“60. One of the two I spoke of was Hinemarus, bishop of 

(4-D.860.) Taudun, whom I had occasion to mention in the last 

chapters on another account. He had upon a quarrelt execommuni- 

cated all the clergy of his diocese, so that there was for a time none 

to baptize, bury, absolve, &e. Some children died by that means 

without baptism: complaint was made to his metropolitan: he 

reproves him, shews him the pernicious consequences, hopes that 

the children that died, and others that died without absolution, the 

communion, &c., may by God’s merey be saved; (I quoted his 

words for that before,) but adds, ‘ But as for you, you cannot be 

“secure, 1f any by your order have died without the said sacra- 

‘ments, that you shall not be severely Judged, (though the merey 
‘ of Almighty God make it up in them,) unless your true humility 

‘do procure your pardon, &e. The stubborn bishop would not 
obey ; but recriminated: he sent word to the archbishop", saying, 

‘You gave me an example: I have a village in your diocese,’ &e. 

‘and you excommunicated them: and I have an account of how 

770 ‘many infants died without baptism, and men without 
(4D. 870.) ¢ the communion,’ &e. The archbishop denied this; the 

matter is brought before the synod held in Attiniaecum*. They 
condemn the bishop of Laudun. 

Now see what Mr. Danvers makes of this; (which I set down as 

a specimen: not that I mean to trouble the reader with tracing him 

any further, whatever I have done myself) he relates it thusy: 

“ Hinemarus, bishop of Laudun in France in the ninth century, 
“renounced children’s baptism, and refused any more to baptize any 
‘of them, so that they grew up without baptism, yea, many died 

‘ without it,’ &e. ‘For which he and his diocese was accused in 

‘the synod of Accinicus in France, in these words; ‘ Ne missas 

‘ celebrarent, aut infantes baptizarent, aut poenitentes absolverent, 

S [See above, p. 462.] a place of considerable antiquity, and 
τ Hincmari Rhemensis Opuseul. 55. memorable as the seat of several import- 

capitum, cap. 28, &c. ad 48. ant synods and councils, and the resi- 
u Tbid, Preefatio. dence of several of the early kings of 
x [Attiniacum, now Afttigny, isa small France. ] 

town of France, in the province of Cham- y Treatise, part ii. cap. 7. p. 233. edit. 
pagne, seated on the river Aisne. At 1674. 
present it is the head of a canton. It is 
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‘aut mortuos sepelirent ;”’ (which he translates, contrary to the 

idiom of Latin phrase, and to the tenour of the history, ‘that they 
‘ neither celebrated mass, baptized children, absolved the penitents, 

‘ or buried the dead.’ Whereas the accusation was not against the 

diocese, but against the bishop only, that he had excommunicated 

them and interdicted his clergy, ‘ne missas celebrarent,’ &c. ‘ that 

‘ they should not [or could not] say mass, baptize children, absolve 

‘ penitents, or bury the dead.’ And he quotes for this, ‘ i6/. Pa- 

‘s trum, tom. ix. part. u. p.137; Magd. Cent. ix. c. 4. p. 40,41, 43; 

‘ Dutch Martyrology, p. 244. part 1.’ 
Now for Dutch Martyrology I will by no means answer. But 

this I will undertake, that whoever looks into [Minemarus’? Opuscu- 

lum, which is recited in Bibl. Patrum, tom. ix. part. 1. p. 93, &e. 

[p- 137 seems to be a mistake of the printer,] ed. Colon. 1618 ; or 

into Magd. Cent. ix. 6. 9. p. 443, [which is the place that must be 
meant, though his print be c. 4. p. 40, 41, 43,] edit. Basil. 1547, 

[p- 443. tit. Synodus apud Acciniacum, edit. Basil. 1565,] will find 

the account of the matter as I have told it, and no other. 

Now at such a rate of quoting, reciting, translating, and altering, 

he may find antipedobaptists in every age and at any place. It is 
abundance of the quotations that he has brought, which I as well 

as Mr. Baxter and Mr. Wills have searched, and never found any, 
not so much as one, (of those 1 mean which are for the centuries 

aforesaid from 400 to 1000, and seemed to be any thing material,) 
but what had some such mistake as this, or a worse, in the applying 

of them. But I shall not go on to recite them, especially since the 

foresaid writers have done it already. One would wonder what he 
meant to make of this Hinemarus: if we can conceive that he 

thought his opinion to be against baptizing children, did he think 

that he judged burying the dead unlawful too ? 
II. But about the year of Christ 1050, there are quotations that 

have better foundation, and a greater appearance of truth, and do 
at least deserve an examination; concerning Bruno, bishop of 
Angers, and Berengarius, archdeacon of the same church; and 

about a hundred years after, some concerning the Waldenses of yet 

greater credit. 
Bruno and Berengarius seem to have aimed at a reformation of 

some corrupt doctrines then in the church of Rome. They had an 
opportunity more advantageous than ordinary, one being bishop, 

z Baxter, More Proofs, &c. Wills, Infant-baptism asserted ; item, Infant-baptism 
reasserted. 
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and the other archdeacon of the same place. They are said to have 
935. begun their attempt about 1035, when Berengarius was 

(4-D. 1035-) hut a young man, for he lived fifty years after that time. 

They opposed transubstantiation, for which they had a great many 
mouths open, and many pieces wrote against them. Among which 
many, there is one (not written by one of the same nation, but a 

foreigner, who owns that he speaks by hearsay) that charges them 
with some error that did overthrow infant-baptism. It is a letter 

gso. Written by (Durandus, bishop of Liege, as Baronius and 

(4-D. 1050.) the editors of the BiL/. Patrum had supposed; but as 

bishop Ussher? and F. Mabillon> have fully proved, by) Deod- 
winus, bishop of Liege, to Henry I. king of France. The words 
arec: 

‘ There is a report come out of France, and which goes through 

‘all Germany, that these two do maintain that the Lord’s body 
“ [the host] is not the body, but a shadow and figure of the Lord’s 
‘body. And that they do disannul lawful marriages: and as far as 
‘in them lies, overthrow the baptism of infants.’ 

Of Bruno we hear no more: probably he died. 

But of Berengarius, the report that Deodwinus had heard was so 

far certainly true, as that he did deny the real presence in the 
sacrament, in that proper and corporal meaning, in which a great 
many then began to understand it. And there are a little after this 

955- a great many tracts written, and a great many councils 4 

a Sa held against him and others of his opinion, for that sup- 
(a.b.1063.) posed error. But none of those tracts, nor any of those 

councils, do object any error held by him in reference to matrimony 
or infant-baptism. And since he is found three or four several 
times to have been received to communion by his adversaries upon 

his recantation of that his opinion of the eucharist, without mention 

of any other; it 1s probable, and almost certain, that the report 

which Deodwinus had heard of his holding those other opinions 

was a mistake: or else that (as bishop Ussher® guesses) he had 
denied that baptism does confer grace ev opere operato: which was 

enough at that time to make his adversaries say, he did overthrow 

baptism. And that is Deodwin’s word: he does not say, they 

a De Success. Eccles. p. 196. [cap. 7. ad Concil. Turonense. Anno 1055. [edit. 
sect. 24. p. 99. edit. fol. 1687.] Mansi, tom. xix. p. 839.] Romanum 

Ὁ Analect. tom. iv. p. 396. [Hdit. 8vo. τού. [or 1059. See Concilia. edit. Mansi, 
Lut. Paris. 1685: p. 446. edit. fol. Par. tom. xix. p. 897.] 
1723. € De Success. Kecles. cap. 7. sect. 37. 

e Bibl. Patr. tom. xi. edit. Colon. τό 18. p. 105. edit, fol. Lond. 1687. ] 
Durandi Epist. [p. 432.] 
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denied it; but his words are, ‘Quantum in ipsis est, parvulorum 

‘baptismum evertunt.’ ‘They, as far as in them lies, overthrow 
‘ the baptism of infants.’ 

Guitmund indeed, who is one of those many that I said wrote 

975. against Berengarius toward the latter end of his lie 

(4-D.1075-) about his opinion of the other sacrament, does take 

notice of Deodwin’s letter, and of the report therein mentioned of 

his holding those other opinions: but he speaks of them as of tenets 

which Berengarius, if he ever held them, never did think fit to own 

or publish: for his words! are, that ‘ Berengarius finding that those 
‘ two opinions [of marriage and baptism] would not be endured by 
‘ the ears even of the worst men that were: and that there was no 

“pretence in Seripture to be brought for them: betook himself 
n wholly to uphold the other, [viz. that against transubstantiation, ] 
‘in which he seemed to have the testimony of our senses on his 

‘side, and agaist which none of the holy Fathers had so fully 
n spoken, and for which he picked up some reasons and some places 
of Scripture misunderstood,’ &e. n 

970. (A.D. 1070.) This is what he says as by report from Deod- 

950. (A.D.1050.) win’s letter. And for his other adversariess, 

1030. (A.D.1130.) Lanfranc, Adelman", Algerus', and others, they 

do not at all, as I can find, mention any thing about baptism. 

One thing I do here note by the by: that both this Guitmund, 

and the others mentioned, do so maintain the doctrine of transub- 

stantiation against Berengarius, as that they say nothing of 

worshipping the host, nor any thing from whence one may gather 

that it was then practised in the church of Rome itself. I believe 

they then held transubstantiation, as the Lutherans do now consub- 

stantiation, so as not to worship the host as the papists do now. 

Now for the next age after this ; the author of the acts of Bruno 
archbishop of Triers cited by bishop Ussher* says, that the said 

Bruno taking on him to expel those that were of the Berengarian 

sect out of his diocese, there were some found among them, who 

upon examination confessed their opinion to be, that ‘baptism does 

“no good to iniants for their salvation.’ And the said author tells 

it upon his credit, that he was present at their confession, and heard 
them say so. 

fDe Veritate Corporis et Sanguinis dc. [Bibl. Patr. xi. p. 348, &c.] 
Christi, lib. i. [apud Biblioth Patrum, i De Sacramento Corporis et Sanguinis 
tom. xi. p. 350, &c. edit. Colon. 1618.] [Dominici, apud Bibl. Patr. xii. 410.] 
De Eucharistie Sacramento. [Apud k De Success. Eccles. 6. 7. p. 207. 

Bibl. Patr. tom. xi. p. 337-] [p. 105. edit. 1687.] 
h Epistola ad Berengarium de Veritate, 
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III. But it is probable that these were a sort of people that have 
1os0. been since called Waldenses. For it must be observed, 

(4D. 115°.) that in this age, viz. the twelfth century, several societies 
of men began to make a figure in the world, who differing from one 
another in some other matters, all agreed in renouncing the pope 
and see of Rome, and denying transubstantiation, and the worship 

of images, and some other grosser corruptions lately brought into 
that church. These were at first in several places called by several 

names and nicknames, but have been since by our English writers 
denoted by the general name of Waldenses. And one of the nick- 
names in use at this time was to call them Berengarians. Now 

whether those in Bruno’s diocese, that were so called, did mean by 

that saying of theirs, that baptism itself is a thing of no use, to 

infants or any one else; or whether they put the emphasis on the 
word zxfants, does not appear: and there were about this time some 

sects that would say the one, and some that would be apt to say 
the other; as I shall shew. 

Beside the name of Berengarians, other names that were severally 
used at several places and times, were these ; Cathari [or Puritans], 

Paterines, Petrobrusians, Lyonists, Albigenses, Waldenses, and 

several more. And these, though differmg many of them very 

much from one another, have been of late confusedly and by one 

general name called Wa/denses. But the more exact accounts, and 

particularly Mr. Limborch’s! history of the inquisition, do distin- 
guish the Waldenses from the Albigenses, both as to their tenets 

and their places of abode. And it is, I think, only among the 

latter, that any antipedobaptists were found. As France was the 
first country in Christendom where dipping of children in baptism 
was left off; so there first antipedobaptism began. 

But of these Waldenses so taken in a lump, the pedobaptist and 

antipedobaptist writers do at this time hotly dispute whether they 
held for or against infant-baptism. 

The antipxdobaptists produce the evidence of the popish writers 
of that time, who wrote against them: some of which do plainly 

and fully charge some of them with denying it. 
The protestant pzdobaptists say, this was one slander of many 

with which those their adversaries endeavoured to blacken them, 

because they condemned the errors and corruptions of the church of 

Rome: and produce for evidence several confessions of the Wal- 

1 Philippi a Limborch Historia Inquisi- 1731. The same work abridged, 1 vol. 
tionis, fol. Amst. 1692. lib. i. cap.8. p.30. ὅνο. London, 1816, ] 
In English, by Sam. Chandler, 2vols. 400, 
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denses themselves, wherein they own infant-baptism. | Now such 
confessions were doubtless more to be relied on than the accusations 

of their adversaries, if they were as ancient as they. 
The present Waldenses, or Vaudois in Piedmont, who are the 

posterity of those old, do practise infant-baptism: and they were 
also found in the practice of it, when the protestants of Luther’s 
reformation sent to know their state and doctrine, and to confer 

1430. With them: and they themselves do say, that their 

(4.D.1530-) fathers never practised otherwise. And they give proof 
of it from an old book of theirs, called the Spiritual Almanack™, 

where infant-baptism is owned: and Perrin, their historian, gives 
the reason of the report that had been to the contrary, viz. that 
their ancestors ‘ being constrained for some hundred years to suffer 

‘ their children to be baptized by the priests of the church of Rome, 
‘ they deferred the doing thereof as long as they could, because they 
“ had in detestation those human inventions that were added to the 

‘ sacrament, which they held to be the pollution thereof. And for- 
‘ asmuch as their own pastors were many times abroad, employed in 
‘ the service of their churches, they could not have baptism admin- 

‘istered to their infants by their own ministers. For this cause 

‘ they kept them long from baptism: which the priests perceiving, 

‘and taking notice of, charged them with this slander.’ 
many other confessions of theirs of like import, produced by Perrin, 

Baxter, Wills, &. This is the account the Waldenses give of 

themselves in those confessions, some of which seem to have been 

1408. published about two hundred years ago. One, of the 

(4-D.1508-) Bohemian Waldenses is dated 1508”. 
But the antipedobaptists (some of them) say, this was by a 

corrupt compliance: for that ‘about this time they made a great. 

‘ defection from their former principles and integrities, and have 

‘too much gendered since into the formalities of the Hugonots.’ 

1417. As if they had done it in compliance with Luther, who did 

(4-D-1517-) not begin till 1517. 

There are 

m Perrin. Hist. of Waldenses, lib.i. c. 4. 
[See Histoire des Vaudois, par J. P. Per- 
rin. 12mo. A Geneve, 1619. Also Lu- 
ther’s Fore-runners, or a cloud of witnesses 
deposing for the Protestant faith, gather- 
ed together in the history of the Walden- 
ses, &c. collected by J. P. P. L. [Jean Paul 
Perrin, Lionois] translated out of French, 
by Samson Lennard, 4to. London, 1624. 
—Lennard also translated and published 
at the same time, Perrin’s ‘ Histoire des 
‘ Christiens Albigeois ;’ which had appear- 
ed by itself at Geneva, r2mo. 1618, but 

WALT, VOL: 1, 

in fact is only the second part of the joint 
work, embracing a history of both these 
people, together with such points of dis- 
cipline and doctrine, as were common to 
the two. Some confusion arises from the 
mode of publication : parts two and three 
having appeared together, in 1618, paged 
consecutively, I—156: 157—333, and 
part i. dated 1619, paged 1—248. | 

nfAnother, presented by them to the 
king of Bohemia, in the year 1533, is 
given at length in Leger’s Histoire, &c. 
part i. p. 96. 

tl 



482 The Confessions of the Watdenses. [PART II. 

Yet they can produce no other or elder confession of theirs, that 

speaks contrary to these. There are extant several of their elder 
confessions, which express particularly the points in which they 

protested against what they held to be corrupt in the Romish doc- 

trine and way, as against transubstantiation, chrism, extreme 

unction, &c., but do mention nothing, one way or other, about 

infant-baptism: which is a sign that that was none of the things 
they disowned. They do in several of their old books, copied in 
Perrin’s history of them, speak of baptism and the other sacrament 

(for they owned but two). And in them they oppose themselves 
against the popish doctrine of the sacraments: and particularly they 

blame the papists for relying too much on the outward or visible 
part of them (as the protestants do now to the same purpose blame 

that tenet of theirs; that ‘sacraments do confer grace ex opere 
« operato, by the outward work done’). And there is one of them 

also that does mention the baptizing of children, but so as to leave 

the main question still ambiguous. It is their Treatise concerning 
1or0, Antichrist: written, as is pretended, anno 1120°. But I 

(A-P-1120-) do not believe that ; not having found any other account 
of this people so early. In it they say (as Perrin recites it at the 
end of his historyP:) ‘He [Antichrist] attributes the reformation 
‘ of the Holy Spirit to a dead, outward faith, and baptizes children 
‘into that faith, that thereby baptism and regeneration must be 

“had, and gives and receives orders, and other sacraments by that, 

‘ grounding therein all his Christianity, which is against the Holy 

‘ Spirit.” One party say, they do hereby condemn all baptizing of 
children, as a dead, outward work. The other say, they ought by 

these words to be understood to own baptizing of children; and to 
except only against the foresaid popish tenet: for, whether it be in 

children or grown persons, it is an antichristian or popish abuse to 

ascribe the regeneration to the dead outward work, or mere outward 
act; which ought especially to be ascribed to the grace or mercy of 
God, sealing and confirming the covenant to them. Perrin himself, 
who produces it, understands it so. And there is a Catechism of 

theirs, which Perrin says4, is composed out of their old books, that 

does expressly mention and own infant-baptism. But of what date 

that Catechism is, I know not. 

° (See ‘ Histoire générale des Eglises P [Page 267. French edition, 1618. p. 75, 
évangéliques des Vallées de Piemont, ou —_ English edit. 1624 ] 
Vaudoises: par Jean Leger,’ folio, ἃ ᾳ Part iii. lib.i. ch. 6. [p. 213. French 
Leyde, 1669. Livr.i. ch. 4. p. 26.] edit. 1618 ; p. 43. English edit. 1624.] 
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1070. Bishop Ussher quotes out of Hoveden’s Annals in 
(4.D.1170.) Henry II. fol. 319. edit. London, a confession of faith 
made by the Bonz homines of Tholouse, (this was one name given to 
one of those sorts of men that have been since called Waldenses,) 

who being summoned and examined before a meeting of bishops, 
abbots, &c. repeated it before the assembly; but being urged to 
swear to it, refused. In the body of which confession they say ; 

‘Credimus etiam quod non salvatur quis, nisi qui baptizatur: et 

“ parvulos salvari per baptisma.’ ‘ We believe also that no person 15 
‘saved, but what is baptized: and that infants are saved by bap- 
‘tism.? Mr. Baxter having been called upon by Danvers to produce 
any confession of theirs of any ancient date that owned infant-bap- 

10,6,  tism, produces this’, which was about the year 1176, and 

(a-D.1176.) says, “Would you have a fuller proof?’ But the other an- 
swerst, that this confession was not what they naturally and usually 
held: but what the court forced them to say by way of recantation : 
which proves rather, that they usually held the contrary, or were 
suspected so to do. This latter appears by the story to be the 
truth of the matter: and it is wonder Mr. Baxter would urge it. 

But however it signifies nothing to the purpose. For these men 
were Manichees, (as appears by the other opinions the court made 

them recant, viz. that there were ‘two Gods, whereof the evil God 

“made the visible world, &c.) and consequently the opinions they 
held against baptism were against all baptism of old or young, hat 
it is good for nothing: and so when they denied ‘that infants are 

‘saved by baptism ;’? their meaning was, that no person is ever the 

more saved for being baptized. This they then recanted. And this 
is a known tenet of the Manichees": of whom there were many in 

these parts, whose story is confounded with that of the other 

Waldenses, as I shall shew by and by. 
It is to be noted, that they that write against them do accuse 

them of abundance of heresies and monstrous doctrines: and that 
with great variety*. One writer of one time and place accuses those 

that he writes against (whom he calls by such or such a name, as 

Puritans, Apostolies, &e.) of one set of false doctrines ; and another 

writer, of another time and country, lays to the charge of those that 

he writes against, whom he names perhaps by some other name, as 
Arnoldists, &e. another catalogue of heterodox opinions. But one 

τ De Success. Eccles. cap. vili. p. 242. x [See a collection of these, edited by 
[§ 34. p. 122. edit. 1687.] the Jesuit Gretser, 4°. Ingolstadt, 1614, 

8 More Proofs, p. 380. and reprinted in the ‘Bibliotheca Pa- 
τ Second Reply, [ch. ii. § 5. p-&4.] ‘trum,’ tom. xilil. p. 228-344. edit. Co- 
u See ch. v. § 3. lon. 1618. | 

ih? 
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general thing that they were all guilty of, is their renouncing and 
defying the church and pope of Rome. 

And for the other opinions, (such I mean as are really false ones, 

and not only by the papists so accounted,) they run for the most 
part on the vein of the old Manichean heresy ; and they do often 

expressly call them Manichees. The old Manichees held two 
principles, or gods; the one good and the other evil; and that the 
evil god made the material world: they renounce and blaspheme the 
Old Testament, and part of the New: they denied the resurrection 
of the body, believing that a man survives after death only by his 
soul: they had no use of baptism nor of marriage: they abhorred 
the eating of any flesh, &e. These same opinions, and other of the 

old Manichees, are generally the chief ingredients in the heresies 
imputed to these men. 

There is also great variety in the account of their morals. Some 
give to those they describe, the character of sober, just, and con- 

scientious men; though of heretical opinions. Others paint those 
they write against as men of lewd lives as well as doctrines. Most 

royo. Of the books against them are between the year 1140 and 

(4-D-1140) the year 1400. What was done against them afterward 
was chiefly by fire and swordy. Several armies were, by the 
instigation of popes, and the forwardness of princes, sent against 

them: which sometimes dispersed them but could never extirpate 
them. 

The countries that were fullest of them, were the south parts of 
France, for the Albigenses; and the north parts of Italy, and the 
valleys between the Alps, for the Waldenses. Which last place 

proved so good a refuge for them, that they have continued and do 
continue there to this day: save that the French king has lately 

y [The reader, who is desirous of ob- tory of the Ancient Churches of Pied- 
taining more ample information on these mont, by Peter Allix, 40. London, 
matters, is referred to the following i690 ; reprinted at Oxford, 8°. 1821. 
works : 8. Remarks on the Ecclesiastical His- 

1. Perrin’s Histoire des Vaudois, 1619. tory of the Ancient Churches of the 
2. Or, its translation by Lennard, 1624; Albigenses, by the same, 4°. London, 

as described in a former note. 1692 ; reprinted at Oxford, 8°. 1821. 
3. P. Gilles, Histoire des Eglises Re- g. Henri Arnaud, Histoire de la glori- 

formées de Piedmont, 49. Geneva, euse Rentrée des Vaudois dans leurs 
1644. Vallées, 80. 1710. 

4. S.Morland’s History of the evange- 1o. A translation of the preceding 
lical Churches of the Valleys of Pie- work, with a compendious history of 
mont, folio, London, 1658. that people, by H.D. Acland, 80, 

5. Jean Leger, Histoire des Eglises London, 1827. 
évangéliques des Vallées de Pie- 11. An Excursion to the Mountains of 

_mont, folio, a Leyde, 1669. Piemont, and researches among the 
6. The History of the Vaudois, by Vaudois, by W.S. Gilly, 49. London, 

Peter Boyer, 12°, London, 1692. 1824; 8°. corrected and enlarged 
- Remarks on the Ecclesiastical His- edition, 1825.] uy 
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driven out those that lived within his limits, and forced them to 

seek habitations in Germany and elsewhere. Yet some say that the 

inhabitants of the Cevennes, that are now in arms, are also the off- 

spring of this people. 
It must be noted further, as to the matter of baptism, that some 

of the foresaid writers do represent those against whom they write, 
as denying all baptism: some others do so speak of them whom 

they oppose, as if they allowed baptism to the adult, but not to 
infants: and others, among all the false doctrines which they 
charge on those they write against, mention no error about bap- 

tism at all. 
Now see the power of prejudice, which it has to make each 

party construe and interpret the same relations of matter of fact 

to the sense that their side would have to be true. The papists 

believe that all the accusations of these people are true: and that 

they were such in all points as those old monks and inquisitors 

have painted them. The protestant padobaptists think that they 
really held those tenets against the church of Rome; but that all 

the rest are false and malicious accusations; among which they 

reckon that of their denying infants’ baptism for one. And this 
is what the present Waldenses themselves do affirm. he anti- 
pedobaptists say, that all the protestant doctrines are truly im- 

puted to them, and so is their denial of infant-baptism, but all 

the rest are false. 
IV. I shall by no means undertake a recital of all the par- 

ticular quotations: partly because they are so numerous, confused, 

and contrary to one another; but especially because they are so 
far below the date of those times which I have set myself to 

examine. Whatever the tenets of these men were, they are much 

too late to give us any direction about the sense of the primitive 

church. I shall only take hold of a handle which some of each of 
our opposite parties do give of an expedient to reconcile this 
historical difference. Which is by slitting the matter in dispute, 

and supposing that some sects of these people did deny infant- 

baptism, and others not. 
For as Mr. Baxter says at one place’, ‘ Now I leave it to the 

‘reader, among many uncertainties, which of these he will believe 

‘most probable. 1. That all the parties were slandered: 2. Or 

“that Peter and Henry were slandered, by occasion of the mixed 

‘ Manichees, or by the vulgar lying levity, or popish malice. 3. Or 
‘ whether Peter and Henry were guilty, as some now, though the 

z More Proofs, p. 411. 
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‘rest were not. 4. Or,’ &c. 

‘ find most cause.’ 

So hkewise on the other side, Mr. Tombes says?: ‘ As for the 
“ Albigenses and Waldenses, it might be true that some might be 

‘against infant-baptism, yet others not :—Or it may be that they 

‘all at the beginning held so; but after left it And Mr. Dan- 

vers?: ‘Neither would I be thought to assert such an universal 
‘harmony amongst the Waldenses in this thing, but that it is 
‘possible there might be some difference among some of them, 
‘even in this particular.’ 

. ‘Believe which of these you 

So far they come toward a compliance. And there is nothing 
in so obscure a matter, and so perplexed an account, more probable 
than this. And to evince it, I shall, 

1. Shew that there were many several sects of those men, whom 
we now call by one general name Waldenses. 

2. Produce what proofs there are that some of them denied 
infant-baptism: and what probability they carry. 

3. Shew how it appears of the most of them, that they did not 
deny it. 

First, however later writers have agreed for method’s sake to call 

them by one general name of Waldenses, (because that is the 
name that those which now remain call themselves by,) yet it is 
plain that at the beginning they were of several sorts, names, and 

opinions. Bishop Ussher, in his book de Successione Ecclesia, has 

proved, by good historical evidences, that there were some real 
Manichees that crowded in amongst them: which, as he supposes, 
gave occasion to the papists to slander the whole body. For the 
Manichees did really contemn all baptism, as the Quakers do now: 
and held many other of the worst opinions which are now affixed 
to the Quakers. 

[esa Eckbertus Schonaugiensis» wrote, anno 1160, a treatise 

(4-D.1160.) aoainst a people then spread in many countries, ‘whom,’ 

says he, ‘ our Germans call Cathari, puritans; the Flemish call 
them Piphiles ; the French, Texerant¢: (I suppose it is misprinted, 
‘he interprets it weavers.) Their tenets, which he repeats, shew 

them to be Manichees: such as, the unlawfulness of marriage; of 
eating any flesh, as being the creature of the Devil; that Christ 

had no true human nature, ἕο. He had disputed with several of 

ἢ Precursor, p. 30 [4to. London, 1652.] Colon. 1618. [p. 898.] 
ἃ Treatise, part ii. ch. 7. p. 321. second ¢ (This seems to be a misprint for T%s- 

edition. serands. | 
b Serm. i. Bibl. Patrum, tom. xii. edit. 
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them: and he says, Serm. 1. ‘ They are also divided among them- 

‘selves; for several things that are maintained by some of them 

‘are denied by others.’ And of baptism particularly, he says ; 

‘Of baptism they speak variously: that baptism does no good to 
- ©infants, because they cannot of themselves desire it, and because 

‘they cannot profess any faith. But there is another thing which 

‘they more generally hold concerning that point, though more 

‘secretly, viz. that no water-baptism at all does any good for 

‘salvation: and therefore such as come over to their sect they 

‘yebaptize by a private way, which they eall dantism with the Holy 

© Spirit and with fire.’ 

And in Serm. 8, which is a chapter on purpose to prove to them 

the use of water-baptism, (as the 7th is to prove infant-baptism,) 

_ he tells how this daptism with fire was: and he says he had heard 

it from one that had been at their secret meetings. It is in short 

thus; in a close room they light candles or torches, as many as 

can be placed, round by the walls and every where. The company 

stand in order with great reverence: the person that 1s to be 
baptized (sive catharizandus, or puritanized) is placed in the midst : 
the Archicatharus standing by him, with a book used to this 

purpose, lays the book on his head, and pronounces certain bene- 

dictions, the rest praying the while. This is called baptism with 

fire, because of the lights around, which make the room look 

almost as if it were on fire. But he tells them; ‘ This is not the 

‘way, you heretics; nor to the purpose that you pretend. You 
‘ ought to make a good roasting fire, and put him in,’ We. 

What he says of their slighting all water-baptism, but especially 

infant-baptism, does help to make one understand many passages 
that we meet with in the writings against these men. The sayings 
of many sorts of them, that are quoted as speaking against infant- 

baptism, ought not to be so taken as that they approved baptism of 

the adult, and denied it to infants: but they really looked on all 
water-baptism as a superstitious thing; only they thought it yet 

more absurd in the case of infants. They laughed at the Christians 

for two things: one, that they placed religion in washing people at 
all; and the other, that they did it to infants. When their argu- 

ments failed against baptism in general, they took the advantage of 
the incapacity of infants. And so do now the Quakers, some of the 
Socinians, the Deists, and such other sects as would have men go by 

reason rather than by Scripture; they undervalue this sacrament 

in general, but they particularly deride the applying of it to 

infants. 
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1295. Pilichdorf also, writing against these men‘, gives an 

(4-D-1395) account of the difference of their several sects: he says, 

[ch. 12.] ‘the Waldenses do dislike, and even loath the Runcarians, 
‘ Beghards, and Luciferians.’ And that ‘ whereas all catholics from 
‘ the four quarters of the world agree in the unity of the faith, the 

‘ hereties do not so, but some of them condemn the rest,’ &e. 

1154. But above all the rest, this is clearly made out by Rein- 

(4-D. 1254.) erius. He knew all the sorts, differences, and circum- 

stances of those people that have been since styled Waldenses, 
better than any man. He had lived among them, and had been one 
of one sort of them for seventeen years, and then after his re- 
nouncing of them was made an inguisitor against them. ΤῸ is pity 
that he had neither a style to write clearly, nor the candour to 

express their tenets fairly: he in representing their opinions fre- 

quently gives a turn to the expressions, which shews that his aim 

was to paint them as odious as he could. And that especially in 

the case of the Lyonists: for the others, they could not well be 
painted worse than they were. But these had gained such a repute 

by the innocence of their lives, and the soundness of their faith ; 

that they did more hurt to the church of Rome than all the rest: 

therefore he does, as any one will perceive, endeavour to blacken 

their opinions in the recital. 

He gives an account of seven sects of these mene. The Lyonists, 
or poor men of Lyons, the Runcarians, the Siscidenses, the Orth- 

benses, the Paterins, the Ordibarians, and the Cathari, or puritans. 

It was of these last that he had been: which held the worst and 

most blasphemous opinions; ‘That the Devil [or evil god] made 
‘ this world and all things in it: that all the sacraments of the 
‘ church, viz. the sacrament of baptism of material water, and the 

other sacraments, profit nothing to salvation, and are no true 

“sacraments of Christ and his church, but vain and devilish. 

‘ Also that all infants, etiam non baptizati, even those that are not 

‘baptized, are punished eternally, no less than murderers and 

‘ thieves.’ After a great many horrid opinions, he describes a 
practice which they used instead of baptism. They called it the 
consolation&, and the spiritual baptism, or the baptism with the Holy 

Spirit. It had no use of water, nor of the Christian form of 

baptism. 

It is remarkable what he says of one sect of these Cathari: 

€ 

4 Contra sectam Waldensium, c.12.> Bibl. Patr. tom. 13. edit. Colon. 1618. 
{apud Bibl. Patrum, tom. xiii. p. 312, &e.] —[p. 297, &e.] 

e Lib. adv. Waldenses, cap. 5, 6. apud f Cap. 6. & [ Consolamentum. | 
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that they held ‘ that Christ did not take on him human nature of 
‘the blessed Virgin, but took on him a body that was heavenly 
‘for from heaven].’? This was the opinion of some old heretics, 
and is said to be held by the present Minnists. 

He says, the first of this sect came from Bulgaria, and a country 
that he calls Dugranicia. They were doubtless an offspring of the 
old Manichees ; who, as well as these later, made use of the name 

of Jesus Christ, but denied the true history of him; and framed a 

notion of him more enthusiastical than that which the worst sort of 

our Quakers do by the name of Jesus Christ within them. 
These Cathari, it seems, thought water-baptism a devilish thing: 

but that even without it infants (and men too that were not 1η1- 

tiated in, and rescued by their rites) would be damned, as being of 

the Devil’s make. Yet here, the Albanenses, one sect of the 

Cathari, dissent, Reimerius says; and say, ‘ No creature of the good 

‘ God shall perish.” I suppose they meant, that their body shall be 

damned; but their soul, because that is made by the good God, 

shall be saved. 

The Runearians and Paterins say likewise, ‘ that Lucifer created 

‘all visible things.” One would think these should be the same 
that others call the Luciferians ; but that Pilichdorf, in the place I 
mentioned, distinguishes them. These (and the Ortlibenses and 
Siscidenses, of whom he says little) have nothing about baptism. 

The Siscidenses, he says, hold the same as the Waldenses: ‘save 
‘ that they receive the communion.” Now whom he means by the 

1154. Waldenses I know not; for this is the only place where 

(A.D. 1254-) he uses the name. This man wrote anno 1254. 
The Ordibarians say, ‘The world had no beginning ; that Christ 

‘ was a sinner till he became of their sect. They deny the resur- 
‘rection of the body, but not the immortality of the spirit [or 
‘soul]: they say, baptism is of no further value than are the 
‘ merits of the baptizer: and that it does no good to infants, unless 
‘ they be perfect in that sect.’ So the words are; nisi sint perfects 

in illa secta. 1 think they mean, unless they be initiated in that 

sect, τελειούμενοι. 

Of the Lyonists he says thus}: 
‘ There is no sect more pernicious to the church than they,’ &c. 
Of the sacraments he says, ‘they condemn them all.’ This 

appears to be invidiously expressed ; for, by his own account of the 
particulars, they did (to say the worst) only hold some heterodox 
opinions about them. 

h Gap. 4. 
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First, for baptism, ‘they say that catechism is nothing.’ This 

also must be maliciously worded ; for no people ever, that believed 
the articles of the Creed, would hold catechising of children to be 
useless. But I guess by catechism here is meant the interrogations 
and answers at the baptizing of an infant. ‘ Also, that the washing 
‘ that is given to children does no good.’ By words so short one 

cannot tell which of these three tenets he would accuse them to 
hold: either, 1, that all baptismal washing is good for nothing. 
For so a Quaker now would say, ‘the washing you give your 
‘children is good for nothing:’? when his meaning is, that all 

baptism is so. But these people do not seem to have been Mani- 
chees. Or, 2ndly, that baptism is of no force when it is given to 

infants. But then it would have been plainer expressed: and he 
would have used the word Jdaptismus, and not ablutio, which 15 

spoken in disdain, and signifies an ordinary washing. Or, 3dly, 
that in baptism, the washing itself, or outward act taken by itself, 

is not that which saves, but God operating saves by it, as St. Peter 

says', 72 is not the washing off the dirt of the flesh that saves. This 

last I take to be what they might be likely to say. And this was a 

great heresy in those times, to deny that the sacraments do confer 

grace, ex opere operato: ‘even by the mere outward work done.’ 

Also, ‘that the godfathers do not understand what they answer to 

‘the priest.’ Also, ‘ that the offering which is called anwegung is 

‘an invention.’ Also, ‘they dislike all the exorcisms and benedic- 

‘ tions of baptism.’ 
Here is evidence more than enough that there were several 

sects of this people. Which is what I proposed to prove by these 

passages. 
V. And now, secondly, that some of them (I do not say, any of 

the Waldenses strictly so called; but some of these sects, which 

about the same time and the same places opposing the church of 
Rome, are therefore by late writers huddled together under the 

name of Waldenses; that some of these, I say) did deny infants’ 
baptism, there is this ground of probability. 

First, one Evervinus of the diocese of Cologne, a little before the 

1oyo. year 1140, writes to St. Bernard a letter, (which is lately 

(4-D.1140) brought to light by F. Mabillon, Ana/ect. tom. 111.) * 
giving him an account of two sorts of heretics lately discovered in 

that country. One sort were, by his description, perfect Manichees. 

Of the other sort, he says; ‘They condemn the sacraments, except 

‘ baptism only; and this only in those who are come to age, who 

it Ep. iii. 21. k [And p. 473, of the later edition, fol. Paris, 1723.] 
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‘ they say are baptized by Christ himself, whoever be the minister 
‘ of the sacraments. _ They do not believe infant-baptism : alleging 
‘ that place of the Gospel; 26 that believeth, and is baptized, &e. 
‘ All marriage they call fornication, except that which is between 

‘ two virgins,’ &e. 
1046. Then at the year 1146, Peter, abbot of Clugny, writing 

(4.D. 1146) aeainst one Peter Bruis, and one Henry his disciple, and 

their associates!, charges them with six errors: the first of which 

was their denial of infant-baptism. The other five were: 2. ‘that 

“churches ought not to be built; and if built, ought to be pulled 
‘down.’ If we were to credit all the reports that come now from 
France, the Cevennois would seem to be of this opinion, by their 

destroying so many churches: but I hope that those reports are not 

true. 3. ‘That crosses ought not to be worshipped, but broken and 
burnt.’ Peter Bruis had been, a little before the writing of this, 
taken and burnt himself. This writer says, it was a just judgment 
on him, who had burnt so many crosses. 4. ‘ That not only what 

« Berengarius had said, viz. “ That there is no transubstantiation in 

‘the sacrament,” was true: but also that that sacrament is no 

‘more to be administered since Christ’s time.” 5. ‘ That dead men 
‘receive no benefit from the prayers, sacrifices, &c. of the living.’ 

6. ‘That it is a mocking of God to sing in the church.’ 
He also says, that they were reported to ‘renounce all the Old 

‘ Testament, and all the New, except the four Gospels.’ But this 

he was not sure of: and would not impute it to them, for fear he 
might slander them. So it appears that he did not certainly know 
what they held. Yet to make his proofs unquestionable, he first 
proves the truth of the Acts of the Apostles and the Epistles, by 
their agreement with the Gospels: and then the Old Testament by 
the New. And then out of the whole proceeds to refute their 
tenets, bestowing a chapter on each. The first of them was, as I 

said, against infant-baptism ; and is thus expressed. 
The first proposition of the new heretics. They say, 
‘ Christ sending his disciples to preach, says in the Gospel; Go 

«ye out into all the world, and preach the Gospel to every creature. 

© He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved: but he that believeth 

“μοί shall be damned. From these words of our Saviour it 1s plain 

‘ that none can be saved unless he believe and be baptized ; that is, 
‘ have both Christian faith and baptism. For not one of these, but 

‘ both together, does save. So that infants, though they be by you 

1Epist. contra Petrobrusianos, [apud Bibl. Patrum, tom. xii. p. 206, ἃς. edit. 
Colon. 1618.] 
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‘ baptized, yet since by reason of their age they cannot believe, are 

“not saved. It is therefore an idle and vain thing for you to wash 
‘ persons with water, at such a time when you may indeed cleanse 
‘their skin from dirt in a human manner, but not purge their 
‘souls from sin. But we do stay till the proper time of faith: and 

‘when a person is capable to know his God, and believe in him; 

‘then we do (not, as you charge us, rebaptize him, but) baptize 

‘him. For he is to be accounted as not yet baptized, who is not 
‘ washed with that baptism by which sins are done away.’ 

This is, as to the practice, perfectly agreeable with the modern 

antipeedobaptists: but, as Cassander observes™, it is upon quite 
contrary grounds. For the antipedobaptists now do generally 

hold, that all that die infants, baptized or not, of Christian or of 

heathen parents, are saved; and so it is needless to baptize them: 
whereas these held that, baptized or not, they could not be saved ; 

and so it was to no purpose to baptize them. And this writer does 

accordingly spend most of the chapter, which is in answer to this 

tenet of theirs, in proving that infants as well as grown men are 

eapable of the kingdom. ‘ Abate,’ says he, ‘of that overmuch 

‘ severity which you have taken upon you, and do not exclude 

‘infants from the kingdom of heaven; of whom Christ says, Of 

“ such is the kingdom of heaven’ Also he argues that the mfants of 

the Jews had a possibility of being saved, viz. if they were circum- 
cised ; and if the children of Christians have no means to be saved, 

we are in much worse case than they: and at last he coneludes that 

chapter: ‘Oh the difference that 1s between mercy and cruelty, 

‘ between a tender regard to one’s children, and unnaturalness, 

‘between Christ lovingly receiving infants, and the heretics im- 

‘ piously repelling them,’ &e. 
It is to be noted, that this author speaks of this opinion as then 

1026. _ lately set on foot; and says, it might have seemed not to 

{4.D.1126.) need or deserve any confutation, ‘were it not that it had 
* now continued twenty years®. That the first seeds of it were sown 
“by Peter de Bruis’ (who was living when the book was written, 
but put to death before it was published, of which mention is made 
in the preface). It was first vented in the mountainous country of 
Dauphiné, and had had there some followers: from whence being 
in good measure expelled, it had got footing in Gascoigne, and the 
parts about Tholouse, being propagated by Henry, who was a dis- 

ciple and successor of the said Peter. 

m De Baptismo Infantium. 
n Preefatio et initium libri. [p. 206 G. et 208 B.] 
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This writer aggravates this charge of novelty, by urging, that if 
baptism given in infancy be null and void, as they pretended ; then 
‘all the world has been blind hitherto, and by baptizing infants for 
‘ above a thousand years, has given but a mock-baptism, and made 
‘ but fantastical Christians, &e. And whereas all France, Spain, 

‘ Germany, Italy, and all Europe, has had never a person now for 

‘ three hundred or almost five hundred years baptized otherwise than 
‘in infancy, it has had never a Christian in it.’ 

1047. The next year, 1147, Bernard, abbot of Clareval, com- 

(4°P.1147-) monly called St. Bernard, was desired by pope Eugenius to 

accompany some bishops whom he sent into those parts, to stop the 
spreading of these doctrines, and to reduce those that had been led 
into them. And when they were come nigh to the territory of the 

earl of St.Gyles’, Bernard writes a letter to the said earl®, who at 

that time harboured the foresaid Henry in his country, recounting 
what mischiefs that heretic, as he calls him, had done. ‘The 

‘churches are without people, the people without priests, ἕο. 

‘ God’s holy place is accounted profane, the sacraments are es- 

*teemed unholy, ἕο. Men die in their sins, their souls carried to 

‘ that terrible judicature, alas! neither reconciled by penance, nor 
‘ strengthened by the holy communion: the infants of Christians 
‘are hindered from the life of Christ, the grace of baptism being 

‘denied them: nor are they suffered to come to their salvation, 
‘ though our Saviour compassionately ery out in their behalf, saying, 
‘ Suffer little children to come to me, &e. He tells the earl, that it 

is little for his credit to harbour such a man that had been ex- 
pelled from all places of France where he had come. The issue 
was, Henry was banished. 

I know not whether it was before this, or after, (I think it was 

after,) that St. Bernard writing his sixty-fifth and sixty-sixth 
Sermon on the CanticlesP, takes occasion to discourse largely 
against a sort of heretics, whom he names not, but says they called 
themselves apostolical men. He describes them thus in several 

places of those two sermons: Ist, ‘that they held it unlawful to 

‘ swear in any other case: but being examined of their tenets, they 

‘ would swear and forswear in the denial of them.’ And that ‘to 
‘ conceal their opinions, they would give catholic answers to all 

“ questions of the faith ; they would go to church, shew respect. to 
‘the minister, offer their gift, receive the sacrament,’ &c. He 

shews by Scripture that all true religion owns itself. And this’ 

receiving the communion in dissimulation, is what Reinerius, 

° Kpist. 240. [Ὁρ. tom. ii. p. 275. edit. Paris. 1586.] [? Op. tom, i. p. 988, &c.] 
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154. about a hundered years after this time, observes, that the 

(4-D.1254-) Siseidenses would then do, and the Lyonists, he says, 

would ; but the Waldenses would not. 2. ‘That they held mar- 

‘riage to be a wicked uncleanness, (only some of them said that 
‘virgins might marry, but none else,) and yet they kept company 
‘ with women in a way that gave great scandal: and women used to 

‘run away from their husbands and come and live with them. 
‘That they held uncleanness to be only in the use of a wife’ 
whereas that is, as he shews, the only case which makes it to be 

none. 3. ‘That they held the eating of all flesh, and milk, and 
‘ whatever is generated of copulation, unlawful.’ He says if they 
did this out of desire to keep under the body, he would not blame 

them: but if it was out of a Manichean principle, (for this as well 
as the foregoing was a tenet of the old Manichees,) they fell under 
that censure of the apostle4, teaching doctrines of devils—forbidding 
to marry, and commanding to abstain from meats, &e. 4. «That they 

‘ owned not the Old Testament, and some of them none of the New, 

‘but the Gospels.’ 5. ‘That they denied purgatory.’ 6. ‘They 
‘laugh at us,’ says he, ‘for baptizing infants, for our praying for 

‘ the dead, and for desiring the prayers of the saints.’ So he gives 
in opposition to them the grounds of infant-baptism, as well as of 
the other doctrines by them denied. 

The heretics he speaks of here, appear plainly to have been of 
Manichean principles ; and so probably to have derided all baptism : 

whereas Henry, as well as Peter Bruis, allowed of water-baptism to 

the adult: so that probably these mentioned in the sermons are not 
the same with those in the letter; for Peter and Henry are charged 

with no Manichean doctrine, save that Peter of Clugny had heard 
some say, that they denied all the Scripture but the Gospels; but 

he owns that he had no certain account of that: and probably the 
report that imputed it to them arose by mistaking the tenets of 
these for those. 

1092. Then at the year 1192, one Alanus reckoning up the 

(4-P-1192-) oninions of the Cathari, says, some of them held baptism 
of no use to infants; others of them to no persons at all. 

It is to be noted, that neither Petrus nor Bernard do call them 

that they write against, Waldenses ; nor do so much as mention the 

name: nor was there, I believe, any such name then known. 

These are the only four writers that I know of, that do plainly 

accuse those they write against, of denying baptism peculiarly to 

infants. And the only persons they mention are, that Peter and 

ἀν Dim sive: 
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Henry, and their followers: for those of Cologne seem to have 
rambled thither from Dauphiné where Bruis had begun to preach 

about twenty years before. 
Mr. Stennet, in his answer to Russen, ch. iv. p. 84, would indeed 

925. have us believe that there were, above one hundred years 
(A.D. 1025.) hefore this time, viz. anno 1025, some that denied baptism 

peculiarly to infants, namely, the followers of Gundulphus. For this, 

he quotes a passage reported by Dr. Alix’ from the history of a 
synod held at Arras that year, which is lately brought to ight by 
Dacherius, Spici/eg. tom. xiii, where these men, being examined by 
the bishop of Cambray, do indeed deny that baptism can do any 

good to infants. But in the same examination being farther 
interrogated, the men confessed that they thought water-baptism 
of no use or necessity to any one, infant or adult. Now this is not 
fair quoting, to take the first of these, and leave out the latter part 

which follows in Dr. Allix’s book. These men, whom Mr. Stennet 

represents as antipedobaptists, (and if they had been so, they would 
have been the earliest that any history mentions,) were, as to the 
point of baptism, Quakers or Manichees. 

And so all the other writers that I have seen (except the four 

aforesaid) do, if they have any thing at all about the denial of 
baptism, impute to the heretics they speak of, the denial of all 

water-baptism. As the fragments of the history of Aquitain, cited 
by Pitheus; Joannes Floriacensis cited by Massonius; Radulphus 

Ardensis, and many more, whose sayings are produced by bishop 

Ussher*. The words of HEckbertus I gave before', ‘that infants 
‘ ought to have no baptism, and grown persons no water-baptism.’ 
Reinerius, as 1 said, about the Lyonists speaks ambiguously. Er- 

brardus and Ermingardus are cited by Danvers, as witnesses that 
some of whom they write denied infant-baptism: but Mr. Baxter 

having searched them says’, that they speak of those people as 

denying the law and the prophets: maintaining the two gods, 

whereof the evil one made the world: denying the resurrection, and 
all use of marriage, or the lawfulness of it. So that they must have 
been Manichees, who do all of them deny all baptism, but especially 
infant-baptism. 

William of Newburg, who lived then in England, describes some 

of these men by the name of Publicaniy, and by their being Gas- 

r{In his ‘Remarks on the Ancient name, Ermengendus.] 
Churches of Piedmont,’ chap. ii.] Χ More Proofs, p. 394. 

S Lib. de Success. Eccles. |cap. viii. y [Gulielmi Neubrigensis Historia re- 
§ 22.] t§ 4. rum Anglicarum, cura Tho. Hearnii, 

ἃ Treatise, part ii. chap.*. page. 250. 3 tom. 8°. Oxorii, 1719.] lib. ii. cap. 13. 
[Danvers however misspells the latter 
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coigners; and says, about thirty of them came out of Germany 
ro7o. ἰηΐο England under Henry II, about 1170, and being ex- 

(4-D-1170) amined of their faith, they denied and detested holy 
baptism, the eucharist, and marriage. Foxe?, out of Historia 
Gisburnensis, mentions the same men: and that the chief of them 
were Gerhardus and Dulcinus Navarensis. He gives no account of 
any opinion they had against baptism. But Holinshead: says, they 
derogated from the sacraments such grace, as the church by her 
authority had then ascribed to them. 

Several councils and decretals made about this time do establish 

the doctrine of baptism both in general, and also particularly that 

of infants, in opposition, as it seems, to some that denied all bap- 

tism, and to others that denied that of infants. As for example, 
i115. the Lateran council under pope Innocent III, anno 121 5» 

(4-D-1215.) cap. i: <The sacrament of baptism performed in water 

‘ with invocation of the Trinity is profitable to salvation, both to 
‘adult persons and also to infants, by whomsoever it is rightly 
‘administered in the form of the church.’ And the said pope has 

1099. mM his Decretals a letter in answer to a letter from the 

(4.1199) bishop of Arles in Provence, which had represented to 
him that ‘some? heretics there had taught that it was to no pur- 
‘ pose to baptize children, since they could have no forgiveness of 
‘sins thereby, as having no faith, charity,’ &e. 

1039. Also the Lateran council under Innocent II, 1139, did 
(4-2-1139-) condemn Peter Bruis, and Arnold of Brescia, who seems 
to have been a follower of Bruis, for rejecting infants’ baptism. 

These proofs do, I think, evince that there were some about this 

tame that denied all baptism ; and some others that denied peculi- 
arly infant-baptism ; among those parties of men that have been 
lately called Waldenses. 

I know many pedobaptists believe neither of these, and Perrin 
their historian does endeavour to clear them of this as of a slander. 
Two things the padobaptists say to this matter, which are very 
considerable. 

I. That it is common for men to slander their adversaries about 
the opinions they hold: as appears not only by many instances in 
that ignorant age; in which the monks, who were then the only 
writers, verified in themselves too much that character quoted by 
St. Paule, always liars, evil beasts, slow bellies: but also by too 

2 [Acts and Monuments, vol. i. p. 262. ' Opera Innocentii Tertii, tom. ii, p. 
edit. 1641.] 776. edit. Colon. 1575. 

a (Chronicles, year 1160, vol. iii. p. 68. ς Tit. i. 12. 
edit, 1586. ] 
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many in this age; as Vicecomes a learned papist has in this very 
matter to his own shame‘? left on reeord, that Luther, Calvin, and 

Beza were adversaries of infant-baptism. 

2. That we ought in all reason either to deny credit to these 
popish writers concerning these men, or else to believe them in one 
thing as well as another. If we allow them for good witnesses, then 

those that they describe were men of such unsound opinions in other 

things, as that no church would be willing to own them for prede- 

cessors ; but 1 we account them slanderers, we ought not to con- 

clude from their testimony that any of these men denied infant- 
baptism; which does not appear by any of their own confessions, 
and which the present Waldenses do account as a slander cast on 

their ancestors. 
These considerations do in great measure justify those pzedobap- 

tists, who maintain that there is no certain evidence of any church 

or society of men that opposed infant-baptism, till those in Ger- 
1422. Many about 180 years ago. The proof concerning any 

(4-D. 1522.) sort of the Waldenses is but probable. I owned before 

that the probability is such as does weigh with me for the Petro- 
brusians, and perhaps some of the Albigenses. But for the main 

body of Waldenses there is no probability at all. 
VI. And now, thirdly, that there were several sects or sectaries 

of them that did not deny the baptism of infants, is proved from 
this; that a great many writers against them, diligently reciting 
the erroneous opinions of those they write against, and that often in 

smaller matters, yet mention nothing of this. 
1136. Lucas Tudensis4 writes largely against the Albigenses 

(4-0-1236) that were then in Spain: but among all the accusations 

of them, true or false, has nothing of this. Petrus de Pilichdorf 

1295. (in the year 1395, as he himself gives the date, cap. 30,) 

(4.D.1395-) writes a book of confutation of the several pretended 
errors of the Waldenses of his time in thirty-six chapterse, but has 
nothing of baptism; though he descends to speak of many lesser 
matters, and aggravates all with very railing words, yet he finds 

nothing to accuse them of, but such things as the protestants now 

hold, except one or two, as the ‘ unlawfulness of all oaths,’ &e. 

1358. Adneas Sylvius wrote in 1458 his Historia Bohemica, in 

(4.D.1458.) which he reckons up the tenets of the Picards, a sort of 

ς De Rit. Bapt. lib. ii. cap.1. [See 13 of the Bibliotheca Patrum. Cologne 
Josephi Vicecomitis Observationes Hecle- edition, 1618.] 
siastice, 4 tom. 49. Mediolani, 1615, &c. e [See this in the same volume of the 
tom. i. p. 103.] above-named collection. | 

d {See his work in four books, in vol. 

WALL, VOL. I. Kk 
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these men. Butf he mentions no difference they had with the then 
established church about infant-baptism, save that they spoke ~ 

against chrism, &c. And Foxe, reciting their tenets out of him, 
mentions only this, ‘that baptism ought to be administered with 
‘pure water, without any hallowed oil.” Nauclerus also in his 

1400. Chronicon, written 1500, recites their doctrines particu- 

(a-D. 1500.) Jarly¢, and mentions no such thing as the denial of infant- 
baptism; yet he also takes notice of so small a matter, as that they 
affirmed water to be sufficient without oil. There are in Gretzer’s 

Collection» of pieces written against the Waldenses, six treatises m 
all (beside Reinerius and Pilichdorf mentioned already) reckoning 
up their heterodox opinions; but not one word of this. One of 
them is a direction to the inquisitors, in the examining of these 
men, how to discover and convict them; for it seems they kept 
their opinions very close; whereas if they had not baptized their 

children, nothing would have been a more ready conviction. The 
Magdeburgenses' have a catalogue of their opinions, taken as they 

say out of a very old manuscript; and nothing of this. 
cee ie Bishop Ussher quotes* also Jacob Picolomineus, Anto- 
(A.D. 1495.) nius Bonfinius, Bernardus Lutzenburgensis, and several 

others treating of these sorts of men, who object nothing of this. 

VII. I have, more than ever I meant to do, troubled myself in 

inquiring into the history of these men; and all that I can make of 

the inquiry 15 this: 

First, there were a great many among them that really held the 

impious opinion of the Manichees: some of this sect were in these 
countries before the Waldenses, whom the protestants own for pre- 

decessors, arose or were taken notice of ; which was after the year 
1100. These, all of them, denied a// water baptism. So the 
Quakers may claim kindred of them if they please ; but no baptist, 
whether pdobaptist or antipedobaptist, can. They had an in- 

vention of their own, which they used instead of the Christian 

baptism, and which they called spiritual baptism: and they said', 

‘ by it forgiveness of sins, and the Holy Spirit was given. It con- 
‘tained in it imposition of their hands, and the saying of the 
‘ Lord’s Prayer. Only one sect of them, the Albanenses, said the 

1360. 

f Ussher de Success. Eccles. cap. 6. 
[Sect. 15, '6. p. 80. edit. 1687.] Baxter, 
More Proofs, &c. p. 380. 

g [See Johannis Naucleri Chronica, fol. 
Colonie, 1579. vol. ii. Generat. 47. 
p- 1033.] Vol. ii. part ii. p. 265. 

h Bibl. Patr., t. xiii. edit. Colon. 1618. 

i Cent. 12. cap. δ. p.1206. [tom. vii. 
edit. Basil. 1569. ] 

k De Success. Eccles. cap. 6. p. 155. 
Item, p. 306, &c. [p. 80. et 149, edit. fol. 
1687.] 

1 Reinerius, cap. 6. 
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‘hand did no good; being, as all other flesh is, created by the 

‘ Devil. So they used the prayer only.’ 
These men were thus far on the antipedobaptists’ side, that this 

mock-baptism of theirs they gave to the adult only. And they 
derided the Christians for two things: one, that they used baptism 
with water at all; and the other, that they gave it to persons that 
had no sense of it, viz. infants. And this, for aught I know, 

might be all the ground of the Waldenses (who by the first writers 

are not well distinguished from these men) being accused of denying 

infant-baptism. 
This sort of men continued a considerable time. Reinerius says™, 

1154. [ἢ his time ‘there were not above 4000 in all the world 

(4.D. 1254.) « that were Cathari, quite pure [or perfect] of both sexes ; 
‘ but of Credentes (so they called their disciples that were not yet 

‘ perfect) an innumerable multitude.’ 
Though the authors do not well distinguish the names, yet most 

generally this sort, that denied all baptism, and held the other vile 

opinions, are denoted by these names, Cathari, Apostolici, Luci- 

ferians, Runearians, Popelicans, alias Publicans. 

2. There were another sort that held none of those impious tenets 

of the Manichees, concerning two Gods, &e. But they joined with 
the other in inveighing against the church of Rome, which in these 
times began to be very corrupt. And the papists do sometimes 
confound these with the other, and affix to these some of the 

opinions of the other. 
If any of these that owned water-baptism denied it to infants, 

and if Petrus Cluniacensis did not mistake their opinion upon the 

occasion aforesaid, it was the Petrobrusians, otherwise called Henn- 

cians. What Reinerius says of the Lyonists is very general and 
obscure: and of the others no such thing is said. Especially this is 
constant ; that no one author that calls the people he writes of Wal- 

denses, does impute to them the denial of infant-baptism. 
3. If there were any such, they seem not to have continued long, 

but to have dwindled away or come over to those that practised 
infant-baptism ; for none of the later writers concerning these men 

do charge them with any thing of this. This the reader will 
observe, 1f he mind the date of the year which I have affixed to 
each writer. And it is a manifest sign that either none of those 

whom we now denote by the name Waldenses, that owned water- 

baptism, held any thing against infant-baptism ; but that the elder 

writers imputed it to them upon the mistake aforesaid of taking: 

m Reinerius, cap. 6. 

Kka 

e 
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the Manichees’ opinions for theirs; or upon vulgar reports, which 

by this time appeared to be false: or else, that if there had been 

formerly any such sects in that great variety, they were by this time 

extinguished. 
Pilichdorf writes against them under the name of Waldenses. 

Reinerius does but once just mention that name, as denoting one 
sect: one cannot tell which. But Pilichdorf entitles his book 

Against the Sect of the Waldenses, and calls them at every word 
Waldensian heretics ; but ascribes no opinion to them that deserves 
that name, nor any error at all about baptism. He is the only 

man of their adversaries, who though he give them ill language, yet 

charges them with no particular opinion (or no material one) but 

1295. What they themselves own in their confessions. He 

(4.D.1395-) wrote, as I said, anno I 395, by which time their opinions 

must be justly and distinctly known. If they had formerly been 
mistaken to be of the same opinion with those Manichean sects, 
they had now had time to clear themselves from that imputation. 

And so we find by his words they did; for he says", the Waldenses 
‘do dislike and even loathe the Runcarians, Beghards, and Lucife- 

‘rians.2. And they seem by his description to have been in the 

1425. same state of religion that they were found in 130 years 
(4-P.1525-) after by the protestants. 

And he also supposes that from their beginning they had been 
free from any false doctrine about the sacraments; for in his first 
chapter he speaks of their original: that it was from one Peter 

rogo. Waldensis (others call him Waldus), who in the time of 
(s-P-714°) Tnnocent the Second, (so he says, but others place him at 
(A.D. 1160.) 1160, which was the time of Alexander the Third,) 

reading that command of our Saviour to the rich young man, Matt. 
xix. 21, (some others also add, that he was also affrighted at the 

sudden death of one of his companions,) took a resolution of selling 
all he had, and giving it to the poor: and was imitated by 

some others, particularly one John of the city of Lyons. After a 
while they took on them to preach; and being forbid, (for they 
were laymen,) they refused to forbear, and so were excommunicated. 
Then they betook themselves to preaching privately; and, as he 
adds, ‘out of hatred to the clergy and the true priesthood, they 
‘ began out of the errors of old heretics, and adding some new and 
‘ pernicious articles, to destroy, condemn, and reject all those means 
‘ by which the clergy, as a good mother, do gather their children, 
“except the sacraments only.’ 

n Cap. 12. 
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He means, as appears by what follows, they rejected indulg- 
ences, pardons, canonical hours, prayers to the saints, &e. But if 

they had rejected infant-baptism, he would not have failed to have 

mentioned that. By which it appears, that either this man had 
never heard of the Petrobrusians, or else had not heard that they 
denied infant-baptism; or else did not take them to have been 

Waldenses. 

And in this last mentioned sense Cassander® speaks of the Petro- 

brusians, as a sect that, together with the salvation of infants, 

denied their baptism: but of the Waldenses, as practising it. 
The Petrobrusians could not properly be called Waldenses, be- 

cause they set up their party before Waldus did his. For Peter 

Bruis had preached twenty years when Cluniacensis wrote, as I 
1026, (A.D.1126.) shewed before: which was 1146. And Waldus 

1046. (A.D.1146.) began, by the earliest account, mm the time of 

1030. (A.D.1130.) Pope Innocent the Second, whose first year was 

1130. 
So if we take the name [Waldenses] strictly, for one sort of men, 

as those old writers generally do; then there is no account that any 

of them were antipedobaptists. But if we take it in that large 

sense as many late writers do, to include all the sorts that I have 

rehearsed, then there is probable evidence that one sort of them, 

viz. the Petrobrusians, were so; but not that the general body of 

the Waldenses were. And that opinion of the Petrobrusians seems 

to have been in a short time extinguished and forgotten. 

VIII. Now because I take this Peter Bruis (or Bruce perhaps his 

name was) and Henry to be the first antipaedobaptist preachers that 

ever set up a church or society of men holding that opinion against 

infant-baptism, and rebaptizing such as had been baptized in in- 

fancy ; I will, for the sake of the antipedobaptists, give the history 

of them, so far as it is upon record. And the same thing may 

gratify the Quakers ; for I believe they were the first likewise of all 

that have owned the Scriptures, (as I see no reason to conclude but 

this people did; though there was a report that they rejected some 

books of them,) that ever taught that the use of receiving the Lord’s 

Supper is not to be continued. 

They were both Frenchmen. Both of mean rank or quality: for 

Peter of Clugny? bespeaks them thus: ‘ Because the darkness of a 

© De Baptismo Infantium. [In prefa- 1522: or, in the collection entitled, Bzb- 

tione, pag. 671. Oper. Omn, fol. Paris. liotheca Cluniacensis, fol. Paris, 1612: or, 

1616. in vol. xii. part 2. of the Bibliotheca Pa- 

p [See the works of this author, Peter — trwm, Cologne edition, fol. 1618. | 

Mauritius, abbot of Clugny, fol. Paris, 
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_~mean condition kept you obscure, had you therefore a mind by 
< some very wicked exploit to make yourselves to be taken notice 
οἵα ῥ᾽ Yet they had been in priest’s orders, and had each of them a 

place or employment in that office; but the benefices belonging to 

them were, it seems, but small. Because he says; ‘If the places 

‘ wherein you ministered as presbyters afforded you but little gain, 
‘ would you therefore resolve to turn all into confusion and pro- 
‘faneness?’ Peter had had a church or parish, but was turned out 

of it; and, as this writer insinuates, for some misdemeanour. Henry 

had been a monk, and had deserted the monastery. For so he adds ; 

‘ because one of you was for a reason (he knows why) turned out of 

‘ the church which he had,’ &c, ‘ The other throwing off the monk’s 
‘ habit, turning an apostate,’ &e. 

The places where Bruis first made a party and gained proselytes 

were in that country which is since called Dauphinég. For the book, 
which Peter of Clugny writes against them, is by way of a letter to 

three bishops, within whose dioceses this had happened: and the 
bishops were Eberdunensis, Diensis, and Wapiensis; the bishops of 

Embrun, Die, and Gap. In the preface (which was written some 

time after the book, and after Bruis was dead) there is added the 

archbishop of Arles in Provence. But it is said in the book, that 

the city of Arles itself was free from the infection ; only some parts 

of his province had been drawn into this persuasion. It was in the 
mountainous and wild parts of the said dioceses that it first took 

footing: for so Cluniacensis writes": ‘I should have thought that 
‘it had been those craggy Alps, and rocks covered with continual 

‘ snow, that had bred that savage temper in the inhabitants; and 
‘ that your land, being unlike to all other lands, had yielded a sort 
‘ of people unlike to all others; but that I now perceive,’ &c. 

1026 The time that it began, he mentions to have been 
Venom twenty years before. And at the time when the book 
(A.D.1146.) was writ, (which was 1146,) those foresaid dioceses were, 

he says, clear of it. By the care of the said bishops it had been 
rooted out there; but that the preachers, when expelled thence, had 

planted it in the plain countries of Provincia Narbonensis. And 
there, says he, ‘the heresy which among you was but timorously 
‘ whispered or buzzed about in deserts and little villages, does now 
‘ boldly vent itself in great crowds of people and in populous towns.’ 

And the places specified in the books are, the places about the 

a4 Answer to their fourth Article. apud t. xii. Bibl. Patr. ed. Colon. 1618.] 
{Contra id quod dicunt, Missam nihil r Prope initium Epistole. [p. 208. C. 
esse nec celebrari debere, pag. 228. G. Bibl. Patr.] 
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mouth of the Rhone, the plain country about Tholouse, and particu- 
larly that city itself, and many places in the province of Gascoigne. 

1044. About the year 1144, Bruis being then in the territory of 
(4-D-1144-) St. Gyles’, where he had made many proselytes, he was, by 

the zeal of the faithful people (so Cluniacensis calls it) taken, and 
in that city, according to the laws then, burnt to death. The time 

I compute thus: Cluniacensis had wrote that letter to the bishops 
aforesaid ; but understanding that Bruis was put to death, and the 

doctrine expelled out of their dioceses, he suppressed the publishing 

of his letter; but hearmg that Henry, whom he calls the heir of 
Bruis’ wickedness, did still propagate it in several places, and that 
there was danger of its reviving where it seemed to be extinct, he 

1046. | put a new preface to his work and published it; which 

(4.D.1146-) was in the year 1146. 

Of the morals of Peter Bruis this writer gives no account, save 
that he describes in how tumultuous and outrageous a way things 

were managed by him and his party, where they prevaileds; ‘ The 
‘ people rebaptized ; the churches profaned ; the altars dug up; the 
‘ crosses burnt; the priests scourged ; monks imprisoned,’ &e. And 

he tells how they would, on a Good-Friday to choose, get together 

a great pile of crosses which they had pulled down, and making a 

fire of them, would roast meat at it; on which they would make a 

feast, in defiance of the fast kept by Christians on that day. 
As for Henry, after he had gone about preaching in many cities 

and provinces of France, he was on the year 1146 or 7 found in the 

said territory of the earl of St. Gyles’, when St. Bernard and some 
bishops came to those parts to confute these new doctrines. And of 
him Bernard does give a character in his letter to that earl ; and it 

is a very scurvy character for a preacher. 
‘ The man,’ says he, ‘ is a renegado, who, leaving off his habit of 

‘ religion, (for he was a monk,) returned, as a dog to his vomit, to 

‘ the filthiness of the flesh and the world: and being ashamed to stay 
‘where he was known, &e. he became a vagabond; and being in 

‘ beggary, he made the gospel maintain him; (for he is a scholar ;) 
‘and setting to sale the word of God, he preached for bread. What 

‘he got of the silly people, or of the good women, more than would 
‘ find him victuals, he spent in gaming at dice, or some worse way ; 

‘ for this celebrated preacher, after the day’s applause, was at mght 
‘often found in bed with whores, and sometimes with married 

“women. Inquire, if you please, noble sir, how he left the city 

‘ Losanna, what sort of departure he made out of Mayne, and also 

S Prope ab initio. [p. 208. A. ibid, | 
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‘from Poictou, and from Bordeaux: to none of which places he 
‘dares return, having left such a stink behind him.’ If any one 
shall think that in the credit one is to give to this description there 
ought to be some allowance made for the malice of his enemies, I 
have nothing to say against that. 

He that writes the hfe of St. Bernard', says, that upon this 
mission Henry fled, and lying hid for some time, but ‘ nobody being 
‘ willing to receive him, was at last taken and delivered chained to 
‘ the bishop,’ (the bishop of Ostia, I suppose ; who was a cardinal, 
and the chief man of the mission,) but what was done with him is 
not said. But of the people it is said, that ‘those who had erred 
‘ were reduced, the wavering were satisfied, and the seducers so 

1048. * confuted that they durst no where appear.’ And a little 
(4.D.1148.) after this, Bernard has a letter to the people of Tholouse2, 
congratulating their recovery from the confusions that had been 
among them on account of those opinions. 

Their way of preaching against the other sacrament, of the Lord’s 
Supper, is thus represented by Cluniacensis*: ‘ Your words, as near 
‘as I can learn them, are these: “Oh good people, do not believe 
‘your bishops, presbyters, and clergymen that seduce you. As 
‘ they deceive you in many other things, so they do in the office 
‘of the altar; where they tell you this lie, that they do make the 
‘ body of Christ, and give it you for the salvation of your souls. 
‘They he notoriously. For the body of Christ was only once 
‘made by himself at the supper before his passion; and was once 
‘ only, viz. at that time, given to his disciples. Since that time it 
“ was never made by any one, nor given to any one.”’’ 

As the people of this way were from Peter Bruis commonly 
called Petrobrusians; so they were, from Henry, sometimes called 
Henricians, 

CHAP, VIE. 

Of the present state of the Controversy. That all the National 
Churches in the World are Pedobaptists. Of the Antipadobaptists 
that are in Germany, Holland, England, Poland, and Transylvania. 

I. ALL the opinions that had any great number of abettors in 

 Gaufrid. lib. iii. chap. 5. [See the life 
of St. Bernard, in seven books, (three of 
which are by Gaufridus, his secretary, 
afterwards abbot of Clairvaux,) prefixed 
to the edition of Bernard’s works by Hor- 
stius, published at Lyons in folio, 1679, 
book iii. chap. 6. sect. 17. p. 34. In 
former editions only five books were 

given, and the passage cited was found in 
chapter 5. (not 6.) as in the edit. of 1586: 
tom. 11. p. 828.] 

u Ad Tolosanos, Epist. 241. [apud Ber- 
nardi Op. tom. ii. p. 276. edit. 1586. ] 

x Ad Artic. 4tum. [apud Bibl. Patr. ut 
supra, p. 228. A.] 
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the ancient times, though they may have been condemned by 

general councils, yet have so continued or sprung up afresh, that 

they have in some country or other become the general opinion. 

So Nestorianism, Eutychianism, &e. have each of them found some 

place, in which to this day they do prevail as the national con- 

stitution. 
As for antipedobaptism, whatever be judged of the proofs 

brought to shew that there have been some societies of men that 

have owned it, as the Petrobrusians lately mentioned, &c. there is 
no pretence that it has been, or is now, the opinion of any 

national church in the world. Wherever there are at present any 

Christians of that persuasion, they are as dissenters from the 

general body of Christians in that place. If this admit of any 
exception, it is in the country of Georgia, or Circassia: of which 

I shall speak presently. 
This, for all Europe, is notorious. The papists do not only own 

infant-baptism, but do generally still hold that an infant dying 

unbaptized, though by misadventure, cannot come to the kingdom 

of heaven; but must go to the region of Hades, called imbus in- 
fantum. And they have scarce any antipedobaptists mixed among 
them in the countries where they have the government. 

In many of the protestant or reformed countries there are some 
of this persuasion; in some more, in some fewer, and in some none 

at all: but in none of them has it prevailed to be the established 
religion. And though the contrary be not at all pretended, yet 
Mr. Walker has taken pains to prove this by recitingy their several 
confessions, wherein they own infant-baptism ; and among the rest, 

that of the Waldenses or Vaudois assembled at Angrogne. 
1438. The church of England is taken notice of by some to 

(4.D.1535) sneak very moderately in this matter?: ‘The baptism of 
‘young children is in any wise to be retained in the church, as 

‘most agreeable with the institution of Christ.? Yet they own, 

as I shewed before®, the ‘necessity of this sacrament where it may 

‘be had’ And they do not think fit to use the office of burial 
(in which the deceased is styled a brother) for infants that die 

without it. 
The Greek Christians also of Constantinople, and other parts of 

Europe under the Turk’s dominion, are known to baptize infants. 
Sir Paul Ricaut, among others, has given a full account? of their 

y Modest Plea, ch. xxvii, [sect. 5 and 6. b Present State of the Greek and 
Ῥ. 226—228. ] Armenian Churches, ch. vii. [p. 161. 8°. 

z Article 27. a Ch. vi. § 8. London, 1679. | 
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manner of doing it ; and wherein they differ from the ceremonies of 

the Latins. 

The same may be said of the Muscovites; who were from their 

first conversion a part of the Greek church, but do of late choose 

a patmarch of their own. Of their practice in this matter for 
the last centuries, Mr. Walker has recited evidences in the chapter 

aforesaid ; and for their present practice every one knows it. They 

are said formerly to have baptized none before the fortieth day, 
except in case of necessity ; but Dr. Crull, who has wrote latest of 

them, says‘, that now ‘they baptize their children as soon as they 
‘ are born.’ 

II. In all the countries of Asia, the government is either 
Mahometan or Pagan. Yet in many of them, and especially of 
those under the Turks, the greatest part of the people are still 

Christian: there are also many Christians in several of the 
countries that are under the Persian government; and some in 
those of the Mogul. These have all continued now a long time 
under persecution and daily hardships, and in great wants of the 

means of instruction; yet have kept most of the main articles of 

the Christian religion. They are some of them Nestorians, as 
those who acknowledge the patriarch of Mosul; some Eutychians, 
as the Jacobites, the Maronites, (and the Armenians, as most say ; 

but sir Paul Ricaut judges otherwise of them). An account of 
their several tenets is given by Brerewood, in his Inquiries, Heylyn 
in his Cosmography, &e. They do all hold and practise infant- 

baptism. 

Col. Danvers says", that ‘ the Armenians are confessed by Heylyn, 

‘ Microcosm, p. 573, to defer baptism of children till they be of 
‘ grown years.’ Heylyn in his youth wrote a short tract of geo- 
graphy, called Microcosm®; and afterward living to a more mature 

age, he wrote a large volume on the same subject, called Cosmo- 
graphy ; wherein he added a great many particulars concerning each 
nation, that were not in the former piece: also several things he altered 

and amended upon better information; and he left out such things 
as he had not found to be confirmed. Now in that former piece 

he had divided Armenia into three parts: 1. That which is 

ὁ Present State of Muscovy, vol. i. 
cap. 11. [p. 192.] 

ἃ Treatise, part i. 
[p. 81.] 

e (Dr. Heylyn’s first piece came out 
under the title of ‘ Microcosmus, a Little 
“ Description of the Great World.’ This 
appeared first in 1621, again in 1624. 

ch. 7, cent. 16. 

Third edition, in which he acknowledges 
the errors and defects of the former two, 
in 1627. 

In 1665 the enlarged work was pub- 
lished, entitled ‘Cosmography, in Four 
‘ Books,’ ὅσ. folio, being the fourth 
edition. The fifth in 1677. 
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properly so called; 2. Georgia; 3. Mengrelia: and of the Christ- 
ians of Armenia properly so called, had said, that one of the things 

in which they differ from the western Christians is, ‘in receiving: 

‘ infants to the Lord’s table presently after their baptism.?, Which 

he also confirms in the later book. Of the Georgians, [Colchians, | 

he had indeed said in that former piece, that ‘they baptize not 
‘their children till eight years old” But in the later and larger 
tract says no such thing: but, on the contrary, says, ‘they are 

‘agreeable in doctrinal points to the church of Greece, whose 
‘rituals also the people do to this day follow: not subject for all 
‘that to the patriarch of Constantinople, (though of his commu- 

‘nion,) but to their own metropolitan onlys.’ 

For what he had said of them in his former piece, ‘ that they 

‘baptize not till the eighth year,’ he had quoted in the margin 

Brerewood. But Brerewood, in the edition that I have, (London, 

1622",) does not say this of the Georgians: but making one 
chapter (chap. xvi.) of the Georgians, Circassians, and Mengre- 

lians; (whom he makes three several people all bordering to- 
gether ;) of the Georgians says the same that Heylyn does in his 
later book, viz. that they are conformable to the Greeks: but says, 

that ‘the Cireassians baptize not their children till the eighth 

‘year, and enter not into the church (the gentlemen especially) 

‘till the sixtieth (or as others say, till the fortieth) year, but 

‘hear divine service standing without the temple; that is to 
‘ say, till through age they grow unable to continue their rapines 
‘and robberies, to which sin that nation is exceedingly addicted : 
‘so dividing their life betwixt sin and devotion, dedicating their 
‘youth to rapine, and their old age to repentance.’ 

Concerning these Georgians and Mengrelians, [or Circassians, | 
I shall speak more particularly presently. But for the Armeni- 

ans; both Brerewood in his inquiriesi, and Heylyn, as I quoted 
before, and all others, do agree that they constantly baptize m- 

fants. And if the reader need any larger satisfaction, he may 
have it from sir Paul Ricaut, who writes distinctly of them, not 

from remote report, but from the converse he had with them: 
for many of this people do frequent Smyrna, Constantinople, &c. 
He givesk a full account of their baptism of infants; and that 

‘they esteem it necessary, as being that which washes away ori- 

f Lib. iii. in Turcomania. [p. 125. edit. i Cap. 24. [p.173. in edit. 1614 and 
1676. 1622. | 

& (Ibid. p. 130.] k Present State of the Armenian 
h (It is exactly the same in the earlier Church, cap. 8. [p- 432.] 

edition of 1614. | 
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‘ginal sin.’ And also, that (as Heylyn and Brerewood had said) 
‘they administer to the child after it the holy eucharist, which 
* they do only by rubbing the lips with it.’ 

The Maronites give baptism to infants with this particularity), 
that they baptize not a male child till he be forty days old, nor 
a female till eighty days: which is the time limited, Levit. xii. 
for the purification of the mother. Also they, as well as the 
Armenians, give the eucharist to infants presently after their 
baptism. 

Of all these sorts of Christians the western part of the world 
has all along had some knowledge and account: but it is other- 
wise of those in India, called the Christians of St.Thomas, in- 

habiting about Cochin, Cranganor, and all that vast tract or 
promontory, lying between the coast of Malabar and the coast of 
Coromandel. These were utterly unknown, and not heard of by 

1400. Us of the West for a thousand years and more, viz. till 

(4.D.1500.) about the year 1500, when those parts were discovered 
by the Portuguese. There were then estimated to be fifteen or 

sixteen thousand families of them, living among the heathens, to 

whom they were subject. They were found in the practice of 
infant-baptism ; but they did not administer it till the child were 
forty days old, except in the case of danger of death. An account 
of the state of religion in which they were found, and of this 
among the rest, is given by Hieronymus Osorius ‘de rebus gestis 

ts00. ‘ Emanuelis™” And of the methods by which they 

(A.D. 1600.) were, one hundred years after, brought over to a com- 

munion with the church of Rome, by Mr. Geddes", in his Account 
of the Synod of Diamper. The practice of these Indian Christ- 
ians may convince our antipedobaptists of their mistake in think- 
ing that infant-baptism began in the known parts of the world 
but of late years: for how then should it have been communi- 
cated to these men, who had never heard of such a part of the 
world as Europe ? 

In short, there can be no question made of the practice of any 
Christians in Asia as to this matter; unless it be of those I men- 

tioned before, that inhabit the countries of Georgia and Mengrelia 

for Cireassia]. And therefore I will be a little more particular 
about them. 

1 Heylyn, Cosmograph. Syria. {Book iii. n See ‘The History of the Church of 
p- 40. edit. 1676.] ‘Malabar: together with the Synod of 

m Lib. iii. prope finem. [H. Osoriide ‘ Diamper, celebrated A. D. 1599: by 
rebus gestis Emanuelis regis Lusitaniw, ‘ Michael Geddes.’ 8vo. London, 1694. ] 
libri sex. 80, Colon. 1574. iterum 1576. ] 
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Georgia was formerly called Iberia, and Mengrelia [or Circassia] 
was called Colchis. They bordered together, lying in the remote 
part of Asia, between the Euxine and Caspian sea; and are in 
religion much the same. 

It is to be noted that these people were converted to the 
230. Christian faith in the time of Constantine, by the means 

(A-D.330-) of a Christian servant maid; much after the same 

manner as Naaman the Syrian was to the knowledge of God. 
The maid by prayer to Christ cured the queen of Iberia of a 
sickness: this and some other evidences converted the king; and 

he sent messengers to Constantine to desire some preachers to be 
sent to instruct the people, which was readily granted: and the 

nation became Christian. This is related by authors that lived 

about that time, such as Rufinus®, Socrates?, &e. 

300. And as they received the faith from that church un- 

& a der Constantine, so they are recorded in the succeeding 
(a D.440.) times to have held communion with the same, viz. the 

Greek church. And how that church (as well before their division 

from the Latins, as since) managed in the matter of baptism, has 

been already shewn. In after-times the Saracens, and then the 

Turks, possessing those parts of Asia that le between the Greeks 
and them, must needs break off the correspondence in great 

measure: and they themselves, as well as the Greeks, have been 

since conquered by the Mahometans. Yet they have and do still 
keep up some face of Christianity, though in great ignorance. 
And the generality of late historians and geographers do still 
speak of them as conformable to the Greek church, so far as they 
practise any Christian worship at all: as I shewed even now that 
Heylyn in his last book does. 

But sir Paul Ricaut, who was consul at Smyrna, and travelled 
1577. Im some other parts of the Levant about the year 1677, 

(4-P.1677) heard the same report of them that Brerewood and 
Heylyn at first heard; Heylyn of the Georgians, and Brerewood 

(as he distinguishes them) of the Circassians. Sir Paul Ricaut’s 
words are these’: 

‘The Georgians, which in some manner depend on the Greek 
‘church, baptize not their children until they be eight years of 
‘age. They formerly did not admit them to baptism until four- 
‘teen: but by means of such preachers as the patriarch of Antioch 

‘sends amongst them yearly, they were taught how necessary it 

° Hist. Eccles. lib. x. cap. 1 P Thid. lib. i. cap. 20. 
4 Present State of the Greek Church, cap. 7. [page 169.] 
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‘was to baptize infants; and how agreeable it was to the practice 
‘of the ancient church. But these beg a people very tenacious 
‘of the doctrines they once received, could hardly be persuaded 
‘out of this error: till at length, being wearied with the impor- 
‘tunate arguments of the Greeks, they consented as it were to a 
‘ middle way, and so came down from fourteen to eight years of 
“age; and cannot as yet be persuaded to a nearer compliance.’ 
When I read this first, I thought that we had at last found a 

church of antipedobaptists (though a great way off), and that a 
national one, as far as it may be so called in a nation mostly 
Christians, though under Mahometan government. For the words, 

as they are placed, do intimate that this people keep off children 

from baptism by their principle; and that, as is represented, of a 

long standing. 
But as sir Paul Ricaut could have this only by report, and 

that from a country very remote from the places where he 
travelled, and very unfrequented: so it happened that sir John 
Chardin was actually" travelling in those countries of Georgia and 

Mengrelia about the same time: and also was acquainted there with 
1577. a missionary, called F. Joseph Maria Zampi, who had 

(λ.».1677.) lived there twenty-three years, who shewed him a 
manuscript account drawn up by himself, of the observations he 
had made concerning the religion of the Mengrelians and Geor- 
gians; which account, sir John says, was perfectly agreeable to 

all that he himself observed there. 
Now sir John, and the said missionary both, do observe, that 

these people do indeed many of them put off the baptizing of 

their children for a great while: and that many of the people 
there are never baptized at all. But they speak of this, not as a 
principle or tenet of theirs, that so it ought to be done: but as 

proceeding from a wretched neglect and stupid carelessness, which 

they shew in that and in all other points of the Christian religion. 
Christianity is there, as it seems, almost extinguished: and who- 
ever reads the book, sees the most deplorable face of a church 

that is in the world. It may be necessary to recite some passages 

of the book, and of the manuscript there exhibited. 
Sir John Chardin himself sayss, ‘Their religion was, I believe, 

‘formerly the same with that of the Greeks.’ But for the pre- 

τ Voyage into Persia, p. 86. [See have used some other edition; and his 
Travels of Sir John Chardin into Persia quotations, though the same in sense, are 
and the East-Indies, through the Black ποῦ given in the exact words found in 
Sea and the country of Colchis, folio, Lon- that above mentioned. | 
don, 1689, p. 77, ἄς. Dr. Wall appears to 5. Page 85. [93. edit. 1686.] 
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sent state of it, says; ‘I could never discover any religion in any 
‘ Mengrelian; having not found any that know what religion, or 

‘ law, or sin, or a sacrament, or divitte service is.’ 

The MS. says‘, ‘This people have not the least idea of faith or 

‘religion. The most of them take eternal life, the universal 
‘ judgment, the resurrection of the dead, for fables. And a little 

after", ‘God only knows the deplorable estate of these wretched 
‘ priests, or the validity of their priesthood. For it is always un- 

‘ certain whether they are baptized; and whether the bishops that 
‘have ordained them have been consecrated or baptized them- 

« selves.’ 

And of their baptism, gives this account* : 
‘They anoint infants as soon as they are born, on the forehead. 

‘The oil for this anointing is called myrone. The baptism is not 

‘administered till a long time after. No man baptizes his child 
‘ till he has means [or unless he have ability, s’7/ wa moyen] to 
‘make a feast at the christening. Hence it comes to pass that 
‘many infants die without receiving it. 

‘ When they administer it to any infant, they do not carry it to 

‘the church: but in a common room the priest, without putting 
“on any priestly habit, sits him down, and reads a long time in 
‘a book. After a long reading, the godfather undresses the 
‘infant, and washes him all over with water: and then rubs him 

‘over with the myrone which the priest gives him. This done, 

‘ they clothe the infant again, and give him something to eat,’ &e. 
‘There is not one priest among them that understands the form 

‘ of baptism: so that there is no question but their baptism is 
‘utterly valid. On this regard the fathers Theatins baptize as 
‘many infants as they can. They give them baptism under pre- 

‘tence of applying some medicine to them,’ &e. 
Sir John himself, at another place in his book, tells how the 

Romish priests that are there, do this. A priest that is called to 
see a sick child, calls for a bason of water, as it were to wash 

his hands: then before his hands be dry, he touches the forehead 

of the child with a wet finger, as if he observed something con- 
cerning his distemper: or by shaking his hand causes some drops 
of water to fly in the face of a child that stands by, as it were 

in sport; saying the form of baptism either mentally or with a 
muttering voice. One would think this as defective a sort of 
baptizing as that of the ignorant native priests. 

Sir John was invited to two christenings there. He went, 
Page 86. [94.] u Page 89. [97.] « Page 93. [1o1.] 
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that he might see the fashion of it. He gives an account of 

one of themy. It was much after the manner related in the 
manuscript. The priest read, but talked at the same time to 
those that came in and out. The people went irreverently to and 
fro in the room; and so did the boy that was to be baptized, 
chewing a piece of pig the while. ‘He was,’ he says, ‘a little 

‘ boy of five years old.’ 
It is to be noted that the manuscript gives this as the common 

account of the rites both of the Mengrelians and Georgians. And 

so sir John himself, when he comes to the Georgians, has only 
this of their religion. ‘The belief of the Georgians is much the 
‘same with that of the Mengrelians. The one and the other 

‘received it at the same time; viz. in the fourth century: and 
‘by the same means, of a woman of Iberia that had been a 
‘ Christian at Constantinople. In a word, the one as well as the 
‘other have lost all the spirit of Christianity: and what I said 
‘of the Mengrelians (that they have nothing of Christianity but 
‘the name, and that they neither observe nor hardly know any 
‘ precept of the law of Jesus Christ) is no less true of the people 
‘ of Georgia?.’ 

This state of the matter, as it is different from what sir Paul 

Ricaut gives, (for this people do baptize infants when they think 
of it, and when they have got their good cheer ready,) so it might 
give occasion to the report which he, and Heylyn formerly, had 
heard. For it is probable the patriarch of Antioch might send to 

them to be more diligent in baptizig their infants. But the 
arguments that this people needed to persuade them to it, were 

not such as are used to antipedobaptists, but such as we should 
use to Christians that are falling back into heathenism, or total 

irreligion. 
III. In Africa there are but two sorts of Christians: the Cophti 

of Aigypt, who are the remains of the old Christian church 

there; and the Abassens. Both of these baptize their infants, 

as is clear by accounts given of them by all historians and 
travellers. Brerewood@, Heylyn>, and others, speak of their par- 

ticular observations about it. The Cophti baptize none till he be 

forty days old, though he die in the interim. The Abassens (as 
we said before of the Maronites in Asia) baptize the male 
children at forty days, and the female at eighty days, after their 
circumcision ; for they circumcise their children of both sexes. 

y Page 140. [p. 154.] 2 Page 206. [p. 192.] 
ἃ Inquiries, ch. 22, 23. Ὁ Cosmographia, Algypt, and Asthiopia Superior. 



CH. VIII. § 4.] Cophti. Abassens. 513 

But these last do in the case of peril of death baptize sooner. 
They do both give the eucharist to infants after baptism. 

But here also a mistake in a late book of travels needs to be 

rectified. Mr.Thevenot tells in his account of Mgyptc¢, that 
while he was at Grand Cairo, he had some conference with an 

ambassador that was there from the Abassens’ country, about the 

religion and other affairs of those parts. This ambassador told 
him, that the Abassens circumcise their children ‘at eight days old, 

‘as the Jews; and fifteen days after, baptize them. Before that 

‘the Jesuits came thither, they did not baptize them till thirty 
‘ or forty years, 

Whoever reads what all other historians say of this people, viz. 

that they baptized forty days after circumcision, will easily observe 
that Monsieur Thevenot has here mistaken in the last word of 

the sentence, years for days. Hither he misheard the ambassador, 
or else mistook in setting it down: or else the French printer 
mistook it, for it is so in the French4, as well as in the trans- 

lation of the book into English. There are a great many of 
those eastern Christians that put off the baptism forty days: but 

if any had delayed baptism till forty years, (to which age half of 
mankind does never arrive,) we should have heard more of it than 
from that hour’s conference. 

IV. This is the account of the practice of the national churches. 
But though there be no national church but what baptizes infants ; 
yet there are, and have been for about one hundred and eighty 
years last past, in several countries of Europe, considerable 
numbers of men, that differ from the established churches in 

this point. The history of their beginning and progress in 
Germany is so well known, and so much talked of, that I shall 
say the less of it. It is im short this: 

1417. No sooner had the reformation begun by Luther, 
(4-P-1517-) anno 1517, taken good footing in Saxony, and some 

other parts of Germany, great numbers of people and some princes 
(who were at this time generally weary of the abuses and cor- 
ruptions of popery, and longed for a reformation) greedily em- 

1422, bracing it, but that within five or six years there arose 

(4.D. 1522.) a sort of men that pretended to refine upon him. One 

Nicolas Storck, and Thomas Munzer, seconded within a while by 

one Baltazar Hobmeier, preached that the baptism of infants was 
also an abuse that must be reformed; and they baptized over again 

¢ Travels, tom. i. part 2. ch. 69, [p. 238. edit. fol. London, 1687.] 
4 [Printed in four volumes folio, at Paris, 1683.] 

WALL, VOL, I. Ll 
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such as became their disciples. They added also other things ; that 

it was not fit, nor to be endured in the kingdom of Jesus Christ, 

that some should be so rich, and others so poor; or that the boors 

should be held to such burdensome services by their landlords. 

Abundance of people flocked to them. And the more, for that 

there had been before discontents, and some insurrections, and of 

those poorer sort of people, because of their foresaid hardships. 

There was this difference between Luther’s method and theirs ; 

that he and his partners preached up obedience to all lawful 

magistrates in temporal things; but they carried things with a 

higher hand, in defiance of magistracy ; and Munzer called him- 

self The sword of the Lord, and of Gideon®. 

1425. Luther and the protestants entered their protestation 

(4.D.1525.) goainst their proceedings, as bringing a scandal on the 

new-begun reformation; but they went on, and after some time 

(great numbers of disorderly people joming with them) became 

masterless, made a sort of army, committed great ravages on the 

1434. estates of rich men, where they marched. And at last, 

(A.D. 1534) anno 1534, a strong party of this sort of men coming 

mostly from Holland, seized on the city of Munster, where one 

John Beeold, called John of Leyden, being advanced to be their 

king, they pretended to prophecy and revelation; and did under 

the name of Christ’s kingdom practise several tyrannies and 

enormities, as polygamy, plundering, &c. 

Some regular forces being brought against them, they were 
subdued: and the king and some of the heads of them being 

put to death, the rest were dispersed into several parts of Ger- 

many; and a great many of them fled into the Low Countries, 

where there were already great numbers of them. 
The antipedobaptists, that are now, do not love to hear of these 

men, nor do own them as predecessors; neither is there any 
reason that their miscarriages should be imputed to them, pro- 
vided that they renounce and keep themselves from all such 
seditious practices: especially since many of the people professing 

that opinion did a little after separate themselves from the 
tumultuous rabble, and made a declaration of better principles 
under better leaders, as I shall shew by and by. Almost all 
alterations in religion, either for better or worse, have at the 

beginning some disorders. It is happy where magistrates, pastors, 

and people, do all at one time agree and conspire in any reform- 
ation that is thought necessary: but it is seldom known. 

e Judges vii. 18. 
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That which is more material to the history of infant-baptism, 
is to inquire whether this Storck, Munzer, Hobmeier, &c., did at 

1422, that time, viz. anno 1522, set up this tenet as a thing 
(4-D.1522.) then new or newly revived; or whether it had been 
continued and handed down by some dispersed people, from the 

roso, times of the Petrobrusians (of whom I spoke in the last 
(4-D. 1150.) chapter, ᾧ 5) to this time. Danvers saysf, that ‘the 
‘present Belgic anabaptists do with one mouth assert and main- 
‘tain the latter.” The chief reason he brings either of his own 

or of theirs is, because it appears that there were great numbers 

of them in several parts of Germany in Luther’s time; and that 
1422. (A-D.1522.) he and others of the first protestants had 

1425. (A.D.1525-) disputations with them in Saxony, Thuringia, 
1429. (A.D.1529.) Switzerland, &c., ‘whereby it is evident that 

‘they had a being in those parts before Luther’s time; for it 
‘cannot rationally be supposed that they should all of a sudden 

‘ be spread over so great a territory as the Upper Germany.’ 

But of the sudden increase both of the protestants and of these 
men, I gave some account before. He brings also some author- 
ities. But they are out of books of no credit for any thing before 
their own time: Dutch Martyrology, Frank, Twisk, Merning, &c. 

If there were any continuation of the doctrine for the said two 
or three hundred years, it must have been very obscure, and by a 
very few men, because there is in all that interval no mention of 
them in any good author. The only authority that I remember 

1160. (A.D.1160.) to have read after 1260, and before 1522, which 
1422. (A.D.1522.) may seem to make any thing to the purpose of 

antipedobaptism, is a letter written to Erasmus out of Bohemia 
i419. by one Joannes Slechta Costelecius, dated October roth, 

(4-D-1519) 1519; a part whereof is published by Colomesius in his 
Collection of Letters of Men of Note, Epistle 308. This letter, 
as it is dated three years before Storck and the rest are said to 
have begun, so it speaks of a sect that had been then in being 

in that country for some time. I will recite that part of the 
letter entire, because, though it be not all to this purpose, yet it 

is all worth the reading, that we may see what schemes of doc- 
trine were abroad in the world a little before Luther began to 

oppose the church of Rome. 

‘The third sect is of those whom they call Pyghards: they 

{ Treatise, part ii. ch. 7. page 257. edition of Clemens Romanus, published by 
edit. 2. 1674. Colomesius, 12°. London, 1687. ] 

&[This Collection is subjoined to an 

His 
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‘ have their name from a certain refugee of the same nation, who 
‘came hither ninety-seven years ago, when that wicked and 

1320,  ¢ sacrilegious John Zizka declared a defiance of the church- 

(a-D.1420.) ¢ men and all the clergy.’ (This was 1420.) 

‘These men have no other opinion of the pope, cardinals, 

‘bishops, and other clergy, than as of manifest Antichrists: they 
“call the pope sometimes ¢he beast, and sometimes the whore, men- 

‘tioned in the Revelations. Their own bishops and priests they 
‘themselves do choose for themselves, ignorant and unlearned 
‘laymen that have wives and children. They mutually salute one 

‘ another by the name of brother and sister. 
‘They own no other authority than the Scriptures of the Old 

‘and New Testament. They slight all the doctors both ancient 
‘and modern, and give no regard to their doctrine. 

‘ Their priests, when they celebrate the offices of the mass, [or 

“communion,] do it without any priestly garments: nor do they 
‘use any prayer or collects on this occasion, but only the Lord’s 

‘ Prayer ; by which they consecrate bread that has been leavened. 
‘They believe or own little or nothing of the sacraments of 

‘the church. Such as come over to their sect must every one be 
‘ baptized anew in mere water. They make no blessing of salt nor 
‘ of the water; nor make any use of consecrated oil. 

‘They believe nothing of divinity in the sacrament of the 

‘ Eucharist ; only that the consecrated bread and wine do by some 
‘ occult signs represent the death of Christ: and accordingly, that 
‘all that do kneel down to it or worship it, are guilty of idolatry. 

‘That that sacrament was instituted by Christ to no other purpose 
‘ but to renew the memory of his passion, and not to be carried 
‘about or held up by the priest to be gazed on. For that Christ 
‘himself, who is to be adored and worshipped with the honour of 
‘latria, sits at the right hand of God, as the Christian church 

‘ confesses in the Creed. 
‘ Prayers of the saints and for the dead they count a vain and 

‘ridiculous thing: as likewise auricular confession, and penance 
‘enjoined by the priest for sins. Eves and fast days are, they 
‘ say, a mockery, and the disguise of hypocrites. 

‘They say, the holydays of the Virgin Mary, and the apostles 
‘and other saints, are the invention of idle people. But yet they 

1419. ‘ keep the Lord’s day, and Christmas, and Easter, and 

(4.D.1519.) « Whitsuntide, &e. He says there were great numbers of 
this sect then in Bohemia. 

Where it is here said that they rebaptized, it is not certain 
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whether they did it as judging baptism in infancy invalid, or as 

judging all baptism received in the corrupt way of the church 

of Rome to be so. The coherence of the words seems to incline 

to the latter. And Ottius, Hist. Anabapt.) anno 1521, affirms the 

latter to be true. 
There is, I think, no doubt but these Pyghards were the same that 

“ineas Sylvius gives an account of in his Historia Bohemica! 
written sixty years before, and calls Picards. He in that history 
says nothing of their denying infants’ baptism, as I observed in 

the last chapter §6. Baltazar Lydiusk and Burigenus do both of 
them recite the confessions of these men, offered by themselves to 

1408. king Uladislaus, in which they expressly own it. John 
(ads 508.) Huss, whose doctrine these men followed, is never said to 
(a.p. 1415.) have denied it: only he is accused to have consented to 

that opinion of Wickliffe!, that a child that misses of baptism may 

possibly be saved. 
These Pyghards do in their confessions say, that they are falsely 

called Waldenses. I am apt to think they had this name of Picards, 

or Pyghards, from the old Beghards, which was one of the sects 
that we do now comprehend under the name Waldenses, though 

the Waldenses, so called by Pilichdorf, did, as he says™, abominate 
the Beghards. One of the authors in Gretzer’s” collection of 
writers against the Waldenses, called Conradus de monte puellarum, 

says, that this sect was then rife in all Germany, and that ‘ the 
‘ men of it were called Beghards, and the women Begines :’ but has 
nothing about their baptism. And I have heard that there are now 
popish monasteries in Flanders of men called Beghards, and women 
Beguines. I know not what signification that name may have in 
any language that can make it applicable to such different consti- 

tutions (for the old Beghards did, as all the rest whom we call 
Waldenses, abominate the church of Rome), unless it signify the 
same as our English word deggar: and so they should have their 

h (Jo. H. Ottii Annales Anabaptistici, 
4to. Basile, 1672.] 

i [This piece is found in the collections 

‘saris Lydii, Ecclesiastee apud Durdrech- 
‘ tanos.’ 2. tom. 12°. Roterodami et Dor- 
draci, 1616 et 1617. In the first volume 

entitled, ‘ Historie Bohemice Scriptores,’ 
published by Dubravius, by Freherus, &c. 
also in vol. i. of the ‘Waldensia’ of B. 
Lydius, 12°. 1616.] 

k [See the collection entitled, ‘ Walden- 
‘ sia, jd est Conservatio vere Hcclesize 
‘“demonstrata ex confessionibus, cum 
‘Taboritarum ante CC, fere annos, tum 
‘ Bohemorum, circa tempora Reformatio- 
‘nis scriptis. Studio et opera Baltha- 

occurs the Confession alluded to in the 
text ; and likewise a Defence of it, trans- 
lated out of Bohemian by Burigenus, 
Doctor de Kornis. See the second part 
of that volume, page 1, &c. and again, 
p- 92, &e.] 

1 Foxe Martyrology, John Huss, 1415. 
m See ch. vii. § 7. 

n [See above, chap. vii. p. 483. n.] 
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name from their poverty, as some sorts both of the friars and also of 
the Waldenses had. The council of Vienna under Clement V. con- 

demns a sort of people then in Germany, the men called Beghards, 
the women Begines, as holding certain distracted opinions there re- 

cited, much the same as the wildest of our Quakers and enthusiasts. 

The council says nothing of their denying infant-baptism, but yet 
they pass a decree in confirmation of it. 

I said that the antipedobaptists, dispersed from Munster, fled 

some into several principalities of the Upper Germany, and some 
into the Low Countries. They that continued in Germany found 
but cold entertainment ; partly because of their new doctrines, and 
partly because of the disorders they had committed during that 
short time of their reign. The papists generally reproached the 
protestants, that they were a sect sprung from them, and would call 
all protestants, in scorn, anabaptists; but the protestants disowned 

them, and wrote against them. And Sleidan gives several instances 
wherein the protestant princes and states declared against harbour- 

ing them; and made answer to the reproaches of the papists, that 
they took more care to rid their countries of them than they 
themselves did. And there are said to be very few of them 
now in either the popish or the protestant countries of the Upper 

Germany. 

Those of them that retired into the Belgie provinces found there 
more partisans than any where else. At Amsterdam particularly 
they were near acting the same tragedy they had done at Munster. 

One John Geles, sent out of Munster by John of Leyden to get 

supplies of men, and to stir up other cities, had formed a design to 

surprise Amsterdam, May 12th, 1535. Which, by his numbers in 

the town, and some from other places, he was like to have effected. 

But they were defeated and killed. Also one John Matthew set up 

for a chief, and chose to himself twelve apostles; and found a great 

many disciples to his doctrine. They prophesied that the end of 

the world would be within a year: and filled people’s heads with 
many other enthusiastical notions. Being suppressed by the magis- 

trates, and some of them put to death, they are said to have 
endured it with great constancy. 

1436. Cassander mentions also®° one John Batenburg, who 
(4-0-1536) after the ceasing of the sedition of Munster began an- 
other. There were several other disturbances of less moment, 

which I pass by. 

) ν fale - . " . . 
' © Prvefat. ad Ducem Cliviz. [prefixed to Cassander’s treatise ‘Testimonia de Bap- 

tismo Infantium,’ page 672 of his works, fol. Paris, 1616. 
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But Cassander and all agree, that a little while after this, one 

Menno, a countryman of Friezeland, a man of a sober and quiet 
temper, that held the doctrine of antipedobaptism, did disclaim and 
protest against the seditious doctrines and practices of those at 
Munster and of Batenburg: and taught that the kingdom of Jesus 
Christ, which they had pretended to set up by external force, con- 
sisted in patience, meekness, and suffering quietly, if occasion should 
be. That one Theodoric succeeded this Menno in the same doctrine. 

1460. And Cassander says, that in his time, which was about 

(4.D.1560.) 740 years ago, ‘ almost all that continued the profession of 

‘ that opinion in the Belgie provinces, were followers of this Menno.’ 
And so to this day they generally call themselves Mennonists, or, by 
abbreviation, Minnists. 

He gives them this character: ‘ Most of them do shew signs of a 
‘ pious disposition; and it seems to be rather by mistake than by 
‘ any wilful wickedness, that they, carried by an unskilful zeal, have 

‘departed from the true sense of the Scripture and the uniform 

‘agreement of the whole church.’ And says, ‘that they seem 
‘ worthy rather of pity and due information, than of persecution, or 
‘ being undone.’ 

One thing he saysP of this Menno that is particular, viz. ‘That 
‘whereas the credit of antiquity and perpetual tradition carries 
‘ great authority with it, even with those that set up new doctrines,’ 
&e. 

“to fix the orgin of infant-baptism upon some pope of Rome: 

‘Menno had more sense [or was more wary, prudentior] than so. 

‘ He was forced to own that it had been in use from the apostles’ 

‘time. But he said that the false apostles were the authors 

Holy iti? 

Cassander does there confute this notion with so good reasons, 

that I wonder he should call it a more wary one than the other. 

For as it had been indeed an unwary thing in Menno to deny that 

the baptizing of infants was in use in the ages next the apostles ; 
when he might, for aught he knew, be convicted of falsehood by the 

remaining acts and records of those times: so to maintain that all 

the books that were preserved by the church were such as were 

written by the followers of the false apostles, and none by the 
followers of the true, is an imagination rather more absurd than the 

other. There were false apostles indeed, but they set themselves to 
slander, and speak and write against the true ones, as appears by 

And accordingly ‘ some of these men had first endeavoured 

P Prefat. ad Testimonia contra Anabaptistas, [being a second preface to the before- 
named treatise, p. 675. ibid. | 
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what St. Paul and St.John do say of them. But the books and 
writings which the church has preserved are of such as do own the 
authority of the apostles. 

1599. As for the present state of the Minnists, a late writer of 

(A.D. 1699-) those parts, an extract of whose book is given by Mr. 

Boval4, says, ‘ Except Holland, where they live peaceably, they are 
‘almost extinct.” By Holland, I suppose he means the united 
provinces. 

In those provinces there are considerable numbers of them, 
especially in Holland and Friezeland. They have the repute of 
being very fair traders and very sober men. They use a plainness 
in their garb to some degree of affectation, as the Quakers in 
England do. And they hold opinions something hke theirs, against 

the lawfulness of oaths, of war, &e. 

The other tenets attributed to them are’; That there 15. no ori- 

ginal sin. That only the New Testament is a rule of faith. That 
Christ had his flesh, not of the Virgin Mary, but from heaven. 

That it is possible to live without sin in this life. That departed 
souls sleep till the resurrection, το. 

But some that have lived in that country say, that all these 

opinions are not common to them all: but that some churches of 
them hold some of these opinions, and other churches others of 
them. For their general humour is to divide into several churches 
on the least difference of opinions. Those of the old Flemish way 
keep a very strict discipline, and excommunicate people on very 

nice oeccasions: the Friezelanders receive all. Some of them allow 
of no baptism but by immersion, or putting the baptized person into 
the water; but the most part of them admit of baptism by affusion 
of water. In short, every congregation of them almost does 

espouse some particular tenets, only they do all of them renounce 

infant-baptism. 
One cannot impute this, as any peculiar fault or folly, to the 

Minnists, that they are apt to divide and separate from one another 

on any small differences of opinion. It is a humour too general, 
and prevailing among many other people of that country, (as well 
as of ours,) to think that they ought to separate from all that hold 
any thine in religion different from what they themselves hold. 
Whereas the great aim and interest of religion is unity and commu- 
nion in the worship of God, notwithstanding different sentiments in 

4 History of the works of the learned, [See ‘La Religion des Hollandois,’ 12mo. 
July 1699. 1673. lettre 3. p. 49, 50, 51-] 

TStoup, Religion of the Hollanders. 
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points not fundamental; and schisms and parties are forbidden, as 
courses that will certainly ruin it: there is no sin that such people 
think to be a less sin than schism is. The papists do upbraid the 

protestants in general with this humour; as if it were the natural 
principle, and the millstone on the neck of protestantism. It is too 

true, that the protestant religion and interest has been much im- 

paired by it in many countries ; where it has grown and increased, 
in spite of the best endeavours of the ministers in shewing and 
declaring to the people the sinfulness of it. About which the 
papists, of all men, should make no noise, because they are the only 
men that get ground by it: they, and some few designing persons, 
who propose an interest by heading of parties. But they cannot 
say that this is true of a//. There are some protestant countries so 
happy, as to keep their people in great union and uniformity. 

But some of the Minnists do differ from the rest, and from all 

catholic Christians, in points more material, and such as are indeed 
1558. inconsistent with communion. For about the year 1658, 

(A.D. 1658.) the Socinians, that were grown to a considerable number 

in Poland, were expelled thence. Many of them sought a refuge in 

these parts. They had most of them added the opinion of antipzedo- 
baptism to what Socinus had taught them against our Saviour’s 
divinity : and the common name by which they had in Poland been 
ealled was anabaptists. So when they came to Holland, they 
essayed mostly to strike in with the Minnists; and they have since 
brought over many of them to their opinion concerning the nature 
of Christ. One sort of the Minnists, called collegians, are generally 
Socinians, believing in nothing but the human nature of Jesus 
Christ, and holding it unlawful to pray to him; wherein they 
surpass the impiety of Socinus himself. - These hold a general 
assembly twice a year at Rhinsburg: where it is said they observe 
this order, that he that comes first distributes the communion to all 

the assistants : for they have no regard to the ordination of ministers. 
Others of the Minnists are Arians: of which opinion one 

Galenuss, now living in Amsterdam, is said to be the chief patron. 
And so these are by some called Galenists. 

And generally speaking, the Minnists, though they do not all 
profess these opmions derogatory to our Saviour’s divinity, yet do 
refuse the use of the words Trinity, Person, &e. and such other 

words concerning the nature of God, as are not in Scripture, but 
are used by the church to express the sense thereof. 

The first Socimians that were in Holland (for there were some 

5 [Galenus Abrahamides de Haan.] 
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few before the year I spoke of) had, as Socimus himself had, but a 

slender opinion of infants’ baptism: yet did not absolutely refuse it. 
1528. For at the synod of Dort, anno 1618, ‘ was read the con- 

(a-D.1618.) « fession of the two brothers, John and Peter Geysteran, 

‘ Remonstrant ministers: and was rejected by all with detestation. 
‘ For it appeared that they, under the name of Remonstrants, and 

‘under pretence of the five articles, did maintain the horrid and 

‘ execrable blasphemies of Socinus and the anabaptists.? So say the 
actst of the synod. But all that their confession says of baptism 
is; ‘That infants are baptized, not by any positive command of 
‘ God, but to avoid scandal.’ And that ‘they value the baptism of 
‘the adult more than that of infants.’ 

V. In England there were now and then some Dutchmen found 
of the antipsedobaptist opinion ever since the time that it had taken 
footing in Holland: but none of the English nation are known to 

1328. have embraced it in a long time after. Danvers indeed 

(4-D.1428.) would find some of this opinion in England even before 
those of Munster. He would persuade" that the Lollards held it. 
But they held nothing but what I mentioned before, ch. vi. ὃ 7, that 
infants dying unbaptized may yet be saved, as I shewed then, and 
appears more fully by Foxev. 

1433. In the year 1533, 25th of Henry VIII, John Frith 
(A.D. 1533.) (who was martyred that year) wrote a short tract, which 

he calls a Declaration of Baptism: (it is published with his other 
works, London 1573*:) in it he takes notice of the antipedobaptist 

opinion, as then lately risen in the world, (it was about eleven years 
standing in Germany, and was but lately got into Holland, for this 

was a year before the outrage and dispersion at Munster). What 
he says of it 15 thisy, ‘ Now is there an opinion risen among certain, 

‘which affirm that children may not be baptized until they come 
‘unto a perfect age; and that because they have no faith. But 

‘ verily methinketh that they are far from the meekness of Christ 
‘and his Spirit; which, when children were brought unto him, 

“ received them lovingly,’ &e. And after a short discourse, he breaks 

off from that point thus : ‘ But this matter will I pass over ; for I trust 

‘the Enghsh (unto whom I write this) have no such opinions.? And 
that the English Lollards had been all along free from any such 
opinion, is evident from a very ancient tract of theirs, which they 

presented to the parliament, which is recited by one Roger Dim- 

t Acta Synodi Dordrac. Sess. 138. x [Published with those of Tyndal and 
u Treatise, part ii. ch. 7. pag. 303, 304. Barnes. See part ii. p. go.| 
Υ In Henry VI. page 608. [p. 661, edit. y [At page 93.] 

1583; p. 868, edit. 1641; p.752, edit. 1684.] 
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mock, who writes an answer to it, and dedicates that answer to king 
Richard II, which must be about or before the year 1390. This 

tract is brought to light from some ancient manuscripts at Cam- 

bridge, by the learned Dr. Allix, at the end of his Remarks on the 
History of the Churches of the Albigenses?. In it the Lollards, 
complaining of popish abuses, reckon this for one; the forbidding 
of marriage, and keeping men from women; from whence did 

follow effects worse than those of fornication itself committed with 
women. For, they say, though ‘slaying of children ere they be 

‘ christened, be full sinful; yet sodomy was worse.’ 
1436. The convocation, anno 1536, do take notice of the 

(4.D.1536.) antipeedobaptists’ opinions, of which they must have heard 

from Holland and Germany, (the Munster business having been 

two years before,) and do pass some decrees against them. The 

rather, because some people in England began to speak very irreve- 
rently and mockingly about some of the ceremonies of baptism then 

in use. 
The lower house of Convocation sent to the upper house a pro- 

testation, containing a catalogue of some errors and some profane 
sayings that began to be handed about among some people ; craving 
the concurrence of the upper house in condemning them. Some of 

them are these* : 

17. ‘ That it is as lawful to christen a child in a tub of water at 

‘home, or in a ditch by the way, as in a font-stone in the 
‘ church.’ 

I think it may probably be concluded from their expressions, 
that the ordinary way of baptizing at this time in England, whether 

in the church or out of it, was by putting the child into the water. 

18. “ That the water in the font-stone is alonely [only] a thing 

“ conjured. 
Ἐπὶ ‘ That the hallowed oil is no better than the bishop of Rome’s 

‘ grease or butter. 

63. ‘ That the holy water is more savoury to make sauce with 

‘than the other [water,] because it is mixed with salt ; which 

‘is also a very good medicine for a horse with a galled back : 
‘yea, if there be put an onion thereunto, it is a good sauce for 

‘a gibbet of mutton.’ 

But there is none of all these foolish sayings that reflects any 

1436. thing on infant-baptism. Yet the king and convocation 

(4.D.1536.) (apprehensive, I suppose, of what might be) setting forth 

(Chapter xxii. p. 205, edit. a ck J 
a Fuller’s.Church History, book y. sect. 3. [p. 209. 211.] 
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several articles about religion, to be diligently preached for keeping 
people steady in it, have these about baptism : 

1. ‘ That the sacrament of baptism was instituted and ordained 
‘in the New Testament by our Saviour Jesus Christ, as a’ 
‘ thing necessary for the attaining of everlasting life: accord- 
‘ing to the saying of Christ; Msi quis renatus fuerit, &e. 
© Unless one be born of water, &e. 

2. ‘ That it is offered unto all men, as well infants, as such as 

‘have the use of reason, that by baptism they shall have re- 
‘ mission of sins,’ &e. 

3. © That the promise of grace and everlasting life, which promise 
“is adjomed to the sacrament of baptism, pertaineth not only 
“to such as have the use of reason, but also to infants,’ &e. 

‘ they are made thereby the very sons and children of 
‘God. Insomuch as children dying in their infancy shall un- 

“ doubtedly be saved thereby : otherwise not. 
4. ‘Infants must needs be christened, because they be born in 

‘ original sin; which sin must needs be remitted: which can- 
‘not be done but by the grace of baptism, whereby they 
‘ receive the Holy Ghost, which exercises his grace and efficacy 
‘in them, and cleanses and purifies them from sin by his most 
“ secret virtue and operation. 

6. ‘ That they ought to repute and take all the anabaptists’ and 

‘ Pelagians’ opinions contrary to the premises, and every other 
‘man’s opinion agreeable unto the said anabaptists’ and 

“ Pelagians’ opinions in this behalf, for detestable heresies, and 
“ utterly to be condemned.’ 

These precautions shew, if there were at this time in England no 

doctrines held by any against infant-baptism, yet that they feared 
1438. lest such should be brought over hither. And two years 

(4.0. 1538.) after, anno 1538, Fuller* recites out of Stowe, that 

‘four anabaptists, three men and one woman, all Dutch, bare 

‘fagots at Paul’s Cross:’ and that ‘three days after, a man and 
‘woman of their sect was burnt in Smithfield.’ And says, ‘ This 
‘year the name of this sect first appears in our English chro- 
« nicles.’ 

But Foxe had spoke of some two or three years before. For 
taking notice of the influence that queen Anne Boleyne had over 
Henry VIII, he observesb, that during her time ‘we read of 
‘no great persecution, nor any abjuration to have been in the 

a Fuller’s Church History, book v. sect. 4. [p. 229.] 
Ὁ Martyrology, p. 956. ed. 2. [vol. ii. p. 325, edit. 1641.] 
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‘ church of England: save only that the registers of London make 
‘mention of certain Dutchmen, counted for anabaptists; of whom 

1435. ‘ten were put to death in sundry places of the realm, 
(4-D.1535-) « anno 1535, other ten repented and were saved.’ This 

must have been the year before the said convocation. 
The bishop of Salisbury, History of the Reformation, part 1. 

book 3, p. 195°, mentions these men, but not under the name of 
anabaptists. He says, that in May this year (1535) nineteen 
Hollanders were accused of some heretical opinions: ‘ Denying 
ς Christ to be both God and man; or that he took flesh and blood 

‘of the Virgin Mary; or that the sacraments had any effect on 
‘those that received them: in which opinions fourteen of them 

‘remained obstinate and were burnt by pairs in several places.’ 
Here is nothing peculiarly about infants’ baptism. But the arcum- 
stance of time, May 1535, leads one to think that they were some 
of them that were to have made a part in the insurrection at 

Amsterdam. For the author of an English pamphlet‘, written 

1647, called A short History of the Anabaptists, (who has made a 

good collection out of Sleidan, Hortentius, &c.) says, that many 

Dutchmen from several parts, who had been appointed to assist 
John Geles in the surprise of Amsterdam beforementioned, hearing 
the ill success, fled into England in two ships. Now this insur- 

rection was on this very month. And that author reckons those 
two shiploads to be the first seminary of Dutch antipzedobaptists m 
England. But however that was, there were no English among 

them. 
But although during this king’s reign (and for a good while 

after, as we shall see) there were no Englishmen that held any 
opinion against infant-baptism ; yet, as I said, that in Germany the 
papists upbraided the protestants with the name of anabaptists, so 
it was done here also in the latter times of this reign. For this 
king Henry VIII, in a speech made at the proroguing of the par- 

liament, Dec. 24, 1545, (recited by the Lord Herbert? at that year,) 

complaining of the great discord among his subjects, and of the 
reproachful names they gave one to another, says; ‘ What love and 

‘ charity is amongst you, when one calleth another heretic and ana- 
‘baptist: and he calleth him again papist, hypocrite, and 

‘ pharisee ?” 

ς [Edit. fol. Lond. 1679. | e[See The Life and Reign of King 
ἃ [See ‘A short History of the Ana- Henry the Highth, by Edward Lord Her- 

‘baptists of High and Low Germany.’ bert of Cherbury, folio, London, 1649, 
4to. London, 1642, [not 1647 as stated by Ρ. 535, 536.] 
Wall,] pages 48 and 55.] 
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1440. In king Edward’s time: in the third year of his reign, 
(4-D-1549:) Heylyn saysf; ‘At the same time the anabaptists, who 
‘had kept themselves unto themselves in the late king’s time, began 

‘to look abroad, and disperse their dotages ; for the preventing of 
« which mischief, before it grew unto a head, some of the chiefs of 

‘them were convented,’ ἕο. He does not say whether these were 
Dutch or English. And at the same year 1549, Ottius, in his 
Annales Anabaptist. recites a letter from Hooper to Bullinger, 

wherein he complains that England was troubled with a sort of 

anabaptists ; but reciting their tenets, he mentions nothing of 
infant-baptism, nor does he say whether they were English or 
foreigners. 

In queen Mary’s time, Philpot had, a little before his martyrdom, 
an occasion to write a letters to a fellow-prisoner of his, to satisfy 
him in some doubts that he had concerning the lawfulness of infant- 

baptism. This shews that the question was then ventilated in Eng- 

land. Philpot, besides the arguments from Scripture, brings some 
of the quotations from antiquity that I have produced; and con- 
cludes; ‘The verity of antiquity is on our side; and the ana- 
‘ baptists have nothing but hes for them, and new imaginations ; 

‘which feign the baptism of children to be the pope’s com- 
‘ mandment.’ 

But this good man grants a great deal more of the question in 

point of antiquity than he should have done, when he says in his 
280. letter, ‘ Auxentius, one of the Arian sect, with his ad- 

ve ma ‘ herents, was one of the first that denied the baptism of 

(a.p.415.) € children; and next after him Pelagius the heretic. And 

(ith τ Ὁ ‘some other there were in St. Bernard’s time, as it doth 

‘ appear by his writings. And in our days the anabaptists,’ &e. 
The ground of his mistake concerning the Amrians, that they 

should be against infants’ baptism, is, that the Arians are by some 

old writers called anabaptists ; but that was because they rebaptized 
all that had been baptized by the catholics, in infancy or at age; 
not that they disliked infants’ baptism: as I shewed before?. 
And the particular mistake concerning Auxentius must have been 
caused by those words of St. Ambrose in his oration against Auxen- 
tius!; ‘why then does Auxentius say, that the faithful people, who 
‘have been baptized in the name of the Trinity must be baptized 
‘again ?? Where any one that will read the place will see that Aux- 

f History of the Reformation, p. 73. [of h Ch. iv. § 3. 
the third edition, fol. London, 1674.] 1(§ 37. tom. ii. p. 874, of the Bene- 

& Foxe, Martyrol. page 1670. edit. 2. dictine edition of St. Ambrose’ Works. ] 
[vol. iii. p. 606, 607, 609. τον 1641.] 
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entius’ reason for saying so, was not any difference that the two 
parties had about infants’ baptism, but the different faith they 

had about the Trinity, in whose name baptism was given. 
Pelagius denied original sin: from whence Philpot, by too visible 

a mistake, concluded he had denied infants’ baptism. 
1465. In the beginning of queen Elizabeth’s reign, as there 

(4.D.1565-) were no English antipedobaptists, so there were very few 
left in Holland; till after the revolt of those provinces from Spain 
they increased again. 

For bishop Jewell, in his Defence of his Apology, written about 

the seventh year of this queen, being twitted by Harding with the 
anabaptists ; ‘ Are not these your brethren ?? And Harding having 

said that the Roman Catholic countries were cleared of them, (among 

which he expressly there reckons Base Almaign, i. e. the Dutch 
Low Countries,) Jewell replies to him; ‘ They find harbour amongst 
‘you in Austria, Silesia, Moravia, and such other countries where 

‘ the gospel of Christ is suppressed: but they have no acquaintance 
‘ with us, neither in England, nor in Germany, nor in France, nor in 

‘ Scotland, nor in Denmark, nor in Sweden, nor in any place else 
‘ where the gospel of Christ is clearly preached*.’ 

1465. From whence we may gather, that this sort of people 

(Α.}. 1505.) were at this time (which was about forty years after 
their rise) almost totally suppressed in all these parts of the world. 

1472. But yet about the sixteenth year of queen Elizabeth, a 
(4-D. 1572.) congregation of Dutch antipedobaptists was discovered 
without Aldgate in London; whereof twenty-seven were taken and 
imprisoned. And the next month one Dutchman and ten women 
were condemned. One woman recanted; eight were banished; two 

were burnt in Smithfield, as Fuller! out of Stowe relates. Their 

tenets are recited these; ‘Infants not to be baptized. Christians 

‘not to use the sword. All oaths unlawful. Christ took not flesh 

‘of the Virgin Mary.’ This agrees in every point with the account 
given before of the doctrine of the Minnists. These were the 

first that that queen ever caused to be burnt for any opinion in 

religion. 
Foxe, that wrote the Book of Martyrs, was then living; and he 

ventured to intercede with the queen for the life of those two, but 
could not prevail; she shewing such a sense of the necessity of sup- 
pressing any new sect by severity at the beginning. In his letter 
to her there are these words: ‘ As for their errors indeed, no man of 

k [See The Defence of the Apology, of Jewell’s Works, fol. London, 1609.] 
part i. chapter 4, division 3, page 25, 26. 1 Ch. Hist. 9th book, sect. 3. [p.104.] 
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‘sense can deny that they are most absurd; and I wonder that 
‘ such monstrous opinions could come into the mind of any Christ- 

‘ian. But such is the state of human weakness; if we are left 

‘never so little a while destitute of the Divine light, whither is it 
‘ that we do not fall? And there is great reason to give God thanks 
‘ on this account, that I hear not of any Englishman that is inclined 
‘to that madness,’ ὅθ. He entreats the queen that these two may 

be banished as the rest were; or otherwise punished. ‘ But to roast 

‘alive the bodies of poor wretches, that offend rather by blindness 
‘of judgment than perverseness of will, in fire and flames raging 
‘ with pitch and brimstone, is a hardhearted thing, and more agree- 
‘able to the practice of the Romanists than the custom of the 

« Evangelies™.’ 
From his words Fuller concludes, that this opinion had not then 

taken any footing among the English: for Foxe was likely to know 

if it had. 
VI. At what time it began to be embraced by any English I do 

not find it easy to discover. But it is plain that no very consider- 

able number in England were of this persuasion till about sixty 
tsar. yearsago. The first book (except some books taken in a 

(A.D.1641-) Jesuit’s trunk, which he had brought over on purpose to 
spread this opinion, which I must mention by and by, but except 

them the first) that ever I heard of, that was set forth in English, 
upholding this tenet, was a Dutch book, called A plain and well 

grounded Treatise concerning Baptism. This was translated and 
1518. printed in English anno 1618, the sixteenth year of James 

(A.D. 1618.) the First. But neither in that king’s reign, nor in that 

of his son king Charles the First, till toward the latter end of it, 

have we any account of any considerable number of people of this 
way, very little mention of them, or of that question, in any 

English books. 
Dr: Featly, who wrote in 1645, says in his preface ; 

- . 1655.) ¢ This fire in the reigns of queen Elizabeth, king James, 

‘and our gracious sovereign, till now, was covered in England 

‘ under the ashes; or if it broke out at any time, by the care of the 

‘ ecclesiastical and civil magistrates it was soon put out. But of 

‘late, since the unhappy distractions, this sect hath rebaptized 

‘ hundreds of men and women together in the twilight, in rivulets, 

‘and some arms of the Thames,’ &c. And in his letter to Mr. 

Downham, (prefixed to the above-named work,) mentioning the 

great increase of monstrous sects and heresies at that time, espe- 

τὰ Jbid. [Fuller gives the letter, which is in Latin, from Foxe’s own handwriting. } 
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cially of papists and anabaptists, he says, ‘They boast of their great 
‘draught of fish; the papists of twenty thousand proselytes, the 

‘anabaptists of forty-seven churches". Upon which view of sects 
arising in such times, he does in another place of his book set forth 
the mischiefs of a general toleration in any state: which observation 

of the doctor’s, made upon the first toleration that had ever been in 

England, the experience of all times since following has shewn to be 
a just one. None can deny but that this evil does follow upon it, 

how necessary soever it may sometimes be on other respects. 
1542. It was during the rebellion against king Charles I, and 

ene 1642.) the usurpation of Oliver Cromwell, that this opinion began 
(a.p.1653.) to have any great number of converts to it. In those 

times of stirs, they boasted in their books that that prophecy was 
fulfilled; many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased”. 

That usurper gave not only a toleration, but great encouragement 

to all sorts of religions that opposed the church of England and the 
presbyterians. Neither of these could he trust; but laboured to 
weaken them what he could. And the more dissenters and separaters 
there were from these, the safer he reckoned he sat. The event of 

these joing afterward together to vindicate their country from ty- 

ranny and utter confusion, shewed that he was in the right. 
In these times of general liberty, this opinion increased mightily; 

many owning it out of conscience, (we must in charity judge,) as 
thinking it to be the truth; but many also for advantage. For 

Oliver, next to his darling Independents, favoured this sort of men 

most ; and his army was in great part made up of them. You must 
suppose, then, that they left out of their scheme of doctrines that 

tenet of the Minnists, ‘ that the sword is not to be made use of by 

‘ Christians ;? for they had, many of them, the places of troopers, 

captains, major-generals, committee-men, sequestrators, &e. 
1558. It appears by a passage in the life of judge HaleP, how 

(a-D.1658.) much that party was favoured at that time. For it is there 
related how that judge having the case brought before him ‘of some 

“ anabaptists who had rushed into a church, and disturbed a congre- 

‘ gation while they were receiving the sacrament, not without some 

‘ violence; at this he was highly offended. For he said it was in- 

‘ tolerable for men, who pretended so highly to hberty of conscience, 
‘to go and disturb others, &. But these were so supported by 

Or 

n [See ‘The Dippers dipt: or the Ana- © Daniel xii. 4. 
‘ baptists ducked and plunged over head p Burnet’s Life and Death of Sir Mat- 
‘ and ears, at a disputation inSouthwark: thew Hale, p. 44. [8vo. London, 1682 ; 
‘by Daniel Featly, D. D. 4to, sixth edi- and frequently reprinted.} 
‘tion, London, 165r.’] 
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“some great magistrates and officers, that a stop was put to his 

‘ proceedings. Upon which he declared, he would meddle no more 
‘with the trials on the crown 5146. Yet some time before the 
death of the usurper, many of the antipzdobaptists as well as of the 

other separate parties that had raised him, fell into a dislike of him, 
and he of them. So far that he, as one captain Dean relates, 

cashiered several of them; and they, as the lord chancellor Claren- 

don relates, entered into several conspiracies to assassinate him. 

I have been advertised that I ought im this second edition to 
insert, in order to their vindication, their address to king Charles II, 

recited by that noble lord in the fifteenth book of his excellent 
History of the Rebellion™. I will therefore give the substance of it 

in short; being sorry that it does not tend more to their credit than 

it does. They (as well as all the other parties of that time except 

the churchmen) seemed to have returned to their allegiance to the 
king, not out of conscience, but because they found themselves 

undone without him. 
Several sorts and sects of men joined in the address; but it was 

sent to the king, being then at Bruges, by a gentleman, an antipz- 
dobaptist of special trust among them. They recount how under 
king Charles I. there had been ‘ many errors, defects, excesses, 

‘irregularities, &e. as blots and stains upon the otherwise good 
‘ government of that king ;’ whom they own to have been ‘of the 
‘ best and purest morals of any prince that ever swayed the English 
‘sceptre:’ that the parliament had raised war to free him from 
‘evil counsellors: that they among the rest, had on this account 
taken arms: and that though they are since sensible that under pre- 
tence of ‘liberty and reformation,’ the secret designs of ‘ wicked and 

‘ ambitious persons’ had been hid; yet that they themselves had ‘gone 
‘ out in the simplicity of their souls,’ having never had thoughts of 
‘ casting off their allegiance, or extirpating the royal family,’ but only 
of ‘restraining the excesses of government. Thus far,’ they say, 

‘they had gone right,’ and had ‘as yet done nothing but what they 
‘ thought themselves able to justify’ [strange that they could say this]. 
But that in all their motions since they had been ‘roving up and down 

« in all the untrodden paths of fanatic notions ;? and now found them- 
selves ‘involved in so many labyrinths and meanders of knavery,’ 
that they know not how to extricate themselves. ‘Into what crimes, 
‘ impieties, wickednesses, and unheard-of villanies, have we,’ say 

they, ‘ been led, cheated, cozened, and betrayed, by that grand im- 

r [At the year 1658: vol. iii. p. 488, &c. of the folio edit. 1704; and vol. vii. p. 254. 
&c. edit. 8vo. Oxford, 1826. ] 
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‘postor, that loathsome hypocrite, that detestable traitor, that 
‘ prodigy of nature, &e. who now calls himself our protector !— 

‘We have trampled underfoot all authorities; we have laid vio- 

‘lent hands upon our own sovereign; we have ravished our 

‘ parliaments, &c.: we have put a yoke, a heavy yoke of iron, 

upon the necks of our own countrymen; broken oaths, vows, en- n 

“ gagements, covenants, &e., lifted up our hands to heaven deceit- 

fully ;—and added hypocrisy to all our sins. We were some- 

times wise to pull down; but we now want art to build. We were 

ingenious to pluck up; but we have no skill to plant. We were 
strong to destroy ; but we are weak to restore. Whither shall we 

‘ go for help? If to parliaments; they are broken reeds. If we turn 

to the army ; they are a rod of iron to bruise us. If we go to him 

who had treacherously usurped, and does tyrannically exercise an 
unjust power over us, &c.; he says, “I have chastised you with 

whips, and will henceforward with scorpions.” At last 

we began to whisper among ourselves,—“ Why should we not 

‘ return to our first husband ?” &c.’ 
And so (after many long turns of canting expressions) they come 

at last to this; that they find themselves engaged in duty, honour, 

and conscience, to make this humble address, &e.; but yet declare 

that “ lest they should seem altogether negligent of that first good 
“cause, which God had so eminently owned them in,’ &c., they 

think it necessary to offer the following propositions, (which his 
lordship justly calls ‘extravagant and wild’ ones,) to which if his 

majesty would condescend, then they would hazard their lives to re- 

establish him. 
τ. ‘That the king do resettle the long parliament, with the ex- 

“ cluded members. 
2. ‘ That he ratify all the concessions made by his father at the 

‘ treaty in the Isle of Wight. [Now those concessions were (as 

‘ this noble historian observes in another place, book 16. p. 723, 

“ &e. ed. Oxf. 1706.") “such as in truth did, with the preser- 

‘ vation of the name and life of the king, near as much esta- 
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‘ blish a republican government, as was settled after his murder.” 

« And such as “his Majesty yielded to with much less cheer- 

“ fulness than he walked to the scaffold.’ 

3. “ That he should set up an universal toleration of all religions.’ 

4. © Abolish all payment of tithes.’ 

5. © Pass a general act of oblivion.’ 
The gentleman added in a letter of his own, that he desired the 

r[Vol. iii. p. 565. fol. edit. 1702.] 
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sum of two thousand pounds to be remitted to him from the king; 
which sum not being at that time in his majesty’s power, this pro- 
posal came to nothing. 

It was by reason of the increase which had been of this opinion 
in those times, that the convocation which sat presently after the 

1561. _ restauration of king Charles II, when they made a review 
(4.D. 1661.) of the Book of Common Prayer, found it necessary to add 

to it an office for the baptism of those who having been born in 

those times had not yet been baptized; whereof there were many 
that were now grown too old to be baptized as infants, and ought 

to make profession of their own faith. They give in the preface to 
the said book an account of the occasion that made this necessary 

then, though not formerly, in these words: ‘Together with an 

‘ office for the baptism of such as are of riper years. Which 
‘although not so necessary when the former book was compiled ; 

“yet by the growth of anabaptism, through the licentiousness of the 

‘ late times crept in among us, is now become necessary.’ 

The parliament, assembled upon the said restauration, expressed 
the dislike the nation had conceived against the tenets and be- 

haviour of these men; when making an act for the confirming’ all 

ministers in the possession of their benefices, how heterodox soever 

they had been, provided they would conform for the future, they 
excepted such as had been of this way. 

It is to be noted, that when this opinion began first to increase, 

they did not all of them proceed to separation from the established 
church ; they held it sufficient to declare their sentiment against 

infant-baptism, to reserve their own children to adult-baptism, and 
to be baptized with it themselves; without renouncing communion 
in prayers, and in the other sacrament, with the pdobaptists. In 

154s. the year 1645, when Marshall had in a sermon objected 
(4-2. 1645.) to the antipedobaptists the sin of separation, Tombes — 
answers’, that this was practised only by some: that it was the 
fault of the persons, not of the principle of antipzedobaptism: that 
he himself abhorred it: and he quotes, as concurring with him, 

1544.‘ the Confession of Faitht in the name of seven Churches 
(A.D. 1644.) « of Antipedobaptists in London, Art. 33.7 

But these that continued in communion were not for Oliver’s 
turn. There was great care taken to instil into them principles of 

total separation ; which proved too effectual: and within a while 
they did all, or almost all, renounce the settled congregations, and 

5 Examen, part 11. § 9. [p. 31. edit. 1645. ] 
ὁ {Published at London, in 4to, in the year 1644. ] 
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became great enemies to them. In which separation they do still, 

almost all, continue. 

The present state of them is this: 
They that are now, are as commendable as any other sort of men 

are, for a sober and grave, quiet and peaceable way of living. 
They profess obedience to magistrates: and they will commonly 

express a dislike and abhorrence of those plunderings and other 

violences committed by some of their party, as well as by the rest 
of the army of that usurper aforesaid, of odious memory. They 
are particularly commended for maintaining their poor liberally, 

(which is a way that never fails to attract the good-will of the mul- 

titude, and to make proselytes,) as also for passing censures upon 

such members of their own congregations as live disorderly. 
This character, of obedient subjects, is what they now own and 

profess; and what I hope is the real sentiment of most of them. 

One Mr. Hicks did indeed about twenty years ago (if what was 
informed against him were true) give a most ugly and reproachful 
account of the whole body of this people as to this point. 

There was at that time, 1683, a villanous conspiracy, headed 

by Shaftsbury, Monmouth, &e. against king Charles; either to 

murder, or at least depose him. The conspirators sent their emis- 

saries about, to see what numbers and parties of the people could be 

drawn in to join in the rebellion. And amongst other discoveries 
made afterward of this treason, there was this following information 
given upon oath by one Mr. West of the Temple, which is printed 

in the account of that plot. Copies of Informations, p. 41. 
‘ This examinant further says, That Mr. Roe told this examinant, 

‘ that he had discoursed with one Mr. Hicks a tcbacconist, an ana- 

‘ baptist preacher, a great ringleader of the anabaptists ; and that 

‘the said Hicks had told him that the anabaptists could, and he 

‘believed upon good consideration would, make up an army of 
‘ twenty thousand men, and fifteen hundred of the twenty thousand 

‘ would be horse : and though perhaps there would be a necessity of 
‘making use of some great men at the beginning, (and this 
‘ examinant thinks he mentioned the duke of Monmouth,) yet when 
‘the anabaptists were once up, they would not lay down their arms 

“ till they had their own terms.’ 
If Hicks did never say so, he ought to have publicly disowned 

it. And if he did, the antipedobaptists ought to have disowned 

him from being a leader. Whether either of them were done, or 

whether Hicks be now living, I know not. God Almighty keep 
all sorts of people from such leaders, as will lead them in a way to 
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which the Scripture expressly assigns damnation. But however, 
there were but two men of the twenty thousand that appeared 

then to have been guilty; and those two were among some of the 

first that made an ingenuous and voluntary confession. And 
besides, it is not credible that that party of men could at that time 
have made up such a number, if they had been never so unanimous 

in the wickedness. P.S. I hear since" that Hicks is dead; but 

that he lived in London many years after this; and that the fore- 

said accusation was not made good against him; but that king 
Charles II, upon a hearing of his case in council, discharged him. 

1560. The number of them had been considerably abated upon 
(4-D.1660.) the restauration, and the resettling of the church of 
England. Many at that time returned to the church, and brought 

the children which they had had in the mean time, to be baptized 
according to the order thereof. And during the remainder of king 

Charles’ reign the number of them stood much at a stay, or rather 
1587. decreased; but since late times of general hberty and 

(4.P. 1687.) toleration, they have increased again. In some of the 
counties of England they are the most numerous of any sort of men 
that do separate from the established church. This is chiefly in the 
east parts; Essex, Kent, Sussex, Surrey, &c. There are very few 

in those parts that make any separation from the church, but they. 
Which is the occasion that I, as I am placed in those parts*, have 

the more minded what I have read in any ancient book relating to 
that question; from whence have sprung the notes that make the 

first part of this work. In other parts of England they are much 

over-numbered by the Quakers. There are also great numbers of 
them in London and the suburbs. And it is observed from some 

late passages, that the presbyterians look as if they would court 
their friendship, and as if they aimed to add this stick also to the 

other two. 

Their tenets are, besides the denying infants baptism, these : 
1. They do many of them hold it necessary, as I said, to renounce 

communion with all Christians that are not of their way. Many of 
them are so peremptory in this, that if they be in the chamber of a 
sick man, and any pedobaptist, minister or other, come in to pray 

with him, they will go out of the room. And if they be invited to 
the funeral of any pedobaptist, they will go to the house, and accom- 
pany the corpse with the rest of the people to the church door: but 
there they retreat; they call it the Steeple-house. They seem to 

« [His informant was Mr. Stennett ; see ‘ Defence,’ chapter vi.] 
x [He was at this time vicar of Shoreham in Kent. ] 
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judge thus: those that are not baptized are no Christians, and 

none are baptized but themselves. So they make not only baptism 

itself, but also the time, or age, or way of receiving it, a funda- 

mental. 
It is strange to see how deeply this principle of division is rooted 

in some of them by the care that many of their teachers take to 
cultivate it. If any one that has been one of them, be afterward 

prevailed on to go ordinarily to church, and hold communion in all 
things that he can, though he keep still his opinion of antipzedo- 

baptism, they of them that are of this principle bemoan him as a 
lost man ; and speak of him as we should do of one that had turned 

an apostate from the Christian religion. If any man, being not 

satisfied with the baptism he received in infancy, do desire to be 

baptized again by them, but do at the same time declare that he 
means to keep communion with the established church in all things 

that in conscience he can; there are (or at least have been) several 
of their elders that will not baptize such a man. ‘To renounce 

‘the Devil and all his works,’ &c. has been always required of 

persons to be baptized into the Christian religion; but to require 
them to renounce communion with all Christians that are not of 

their opinion, is to baptize into a sect. It is a clear case from 

Scripture, and particularly from Phil. in. 15, 16, that the duty of 

Christian unity does require that they (and the same is to be said 
of all others that differ not in fundamentals) should hold commu- 
nion as far as they can; even though they do still continue in their 

opinion for adult-baptism. Of which I shall say something more 

in the last chapter. 

I said before that this scrupulous stiffness is not universal among 

them. Tombes, and several more had, and some of them still have, 

truer sentiments concerning ‘the communion of saints in the 
“ catholic church.’ And I have received of late a credible account, 

that the most considerable men, and of chief repute among themy, 

do more and more come over to these sentiments. 

2. They are, more generally than the antipedobaptists of other 
nations, possessed with an opinion of the absolute necessity of the 

immersion, or dipping the baptized person over head and ears into 

the water. So far, as to allow of no clinical baptism: 1, e. If a man 
that is sick in a fever, &c. (so as that he cannot be put into the 
water without endangering his life,) do desire baptism before he 

y (Compare Wall's Defence, chap. vi. in reply to Gale’s remark at p, 239. of his Re- 
flections. | 
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dies ; they will let him die unbaptized, rather than baptize him by 
affusion of water on his face, &e. 

They are contrary in this to the primitive Christians. They, 

though they did ordinarily put the person into the water, yet in 
case of sickness, &e. would baptize him in his bed. 

They bring three proofs of the necessity of immersion or dipping: 
1. ‘The example of John baptizing Christ, of Philip baptizing 

‘the eunuch, and generally of the ancient Christians baptizing 
‘ by immersion.’ 

. §That baptism ought, as much as may be, to resemble the 
‘ death and burial and rising again of Christ.’ 

3. “ That the word fo baptize does necessarily include dipping in 
‘its signification ; so that Christ, by commanding to baptize, 

ιο 

‘has commanded to dip.’ 

To which these answers are commonly given: 
The first proves what was said before, that in Scripture times, 

and in the times next succeeding, it was the custom in those hot 
countries to baptize ordinarily by immersion: but not that in cases 
of sickness, or other such extraordinary occasions, they never bap- 

tized otherwise. Of this I shall speak in the next chapter. 
The second proves, that dipping, where it may safely be used, is 

the most fitting manner. But our Saviour has taught us a rule, 

Matt. xii. 3, 4, 7, that what is needful to preserve life is to be pre- 

ferred before outward ceremonies. 
The third, which would if it were true be more conclusive than 

the rest, is plainly a mistake. The word βαπτίζω in Scripture sig- 
nifies ¢o wash in general, without determining the sense to this or 
that sort of washing. The sense of a Scripture word is not to be 
taken from the use of it in secular authors, but from the use of it in 

the Scripture. What βαπτίζω signifies among Greek writers, and 

what interpretation critics and lexicons do accordingly give it, is 
not much to the purpose in this case to dispute, (though they also, 
as Mr. Walker in his Doctrine of Baptism? has largely shewn, 
beside the signification immergo, do give that of /avo in general,) 
when the sense in which it is used by the penmen of Scripture may 

otherwise be plainly determined from Scripture itself. Now in order 
to such a determination these two things are plain: 

First, that ἐο daptize is a word applied in Scripture not only to 
such washing as is by dipping into the water the thing or person 

z (See ‘The Doctrine of Baptisms; or “ other ways of baptization, besides that 
‘a discourse of dipping and sprinkling: ‘of a total immersion. By William 
‘wherein is shewed the lawfulness of ‘ Walker, B.D.’ Svo. London, 1678. ] 
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washed ; but also to such as is by pouring or rubbing water on the 
thing or person washed, or some part. of it. 

Secondly, That the sacramental washing is often in Scripture ex- 
pressed by other words beside baptizing; which other words do 
signify washing in the ordinary and general sense. 

For the first there are, besides others, these plain instances : 

The Jews thought it a piece of religion to wash their hands 
before dinner: they blame the disciples, Mark vu. 5, for eating 

with wnwashen hands. The word here is vizrw, an ordinary word 

for washing the hands. Their way of that washing was this: they 
had servants to pour the water on their hands, 2 Kings 1. 11, who 

poured water on the hands of Hlijah,i.e. who waited on him as a 

servant*. Now this washing of the hands is called by St. Luke 
the baptizing of a man, or the man’s being baptized, Luke xi. 38. 
For where the English is, 776 Pharisee marvelled that he had not 
washed before dinner, St. Luke’s own words are, ὅτι οὐ πρῶτον 

ἐβαπτίσθη πρὸ τοῦ ἀρίστου. ‘that he was not baptized before dinner.’ 

And so they are translated in the Latin. A plain instance, that 
they used the word ¢o baptize for any ordinary washing, whether 
there were dipping in the case or not. 

Also that which is translated, Mark vu. 4, the washing of pots, 

cups, brasen vessels, tables, is in the original, the baptizing of pots, 

Χο. And what is there said, When they come from market, except 

they wash, they eat not ; the words of St. Mark are, Harcept they be 
baptized, they eat not», And the divers washings of the Jews are 
called διάφοροι Banticpol, divers baptisms, Heb. ix. το. Of which 

some were by bathing, others by sprinkling, Numb. ν 11. 7. Item 
aS ΤΌΣ 

For the second there are these : 
Baptism is styled λουτρὸν rot ὕδατος, the washing of water, Eph. 

v.26. λουτρὸν τῆς παλιγγενεσίας, the washing of regeneration, Tit. 

ii. 5. And to express this saying; having our bodies baptized with 

clean water ; the apostle words it, λελουμένοι τὸ σῶμα, having our 

bodies washed, καὶ ἐρραντισμένοι τὰς καρδίας, and our hearts sprinkled, 

Heb. x.22. These words for washing are such as are the most 
usual for the ordinary ways of washing: the same, for example, 

with that which is used, Acts xvi. 33, He washed their stripes. No 

man, will think they were put into water for that. 

a Dr. Pocock has largely proved from dix to his Porta Mosis, 4to. Oxoniz, 1655, 
Maimonides and others this was the especially p. 365. ] 
Jews’ way. ‘Non lavant manus nisi e » This was not dipping. ‘ Lavantes a 
“vase affusa aqua.’ Not. Misc. ὁ. 9. ‘foro totum corpus non mersabant.’ Po- 
[See Note Miscellanee, being an Appen- cock, Not. Mis. ο. 9. 
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They had several words to signify washing. And they used them 
promiscuously for the sacramental washing, and for other washings. 
It is the Christians since, that have appropriated the word daptize 

to the sacramental washing: much after the same rate as they have 

appropriated the word Bit/e, which in Greek is any book, to the 
book of God; or the word Seripture, which in the Scripture itself 

signifies any writing, to the Divine writings. 

I did not in the first nor second edition proceed to give any in- 
stances out of any other book beside the Scripture of the word 
βαπτίζω used for washing by perfusion partly because it does not 

belong to the main matter of my book, which is a history, not of 

the manner of administering baptism, but of the subjects of it; 

infants, or adult only: and partly, because I had, as for other 

authors, referred the reader to Mr. Walker’s Doctrine of Baptisms ; 
where there are a great many. But yet having lately met with a 

very plain instance of that use of the word in Origen, which I think 

is not among Mr. Walker’s, I will give it to the reader. It is in 

his Comment. in Joann. tom. vii. p.116. ed. Rothom. 1668¢. 

He is there examining the ground of that upbraiding demand 

made by the Pharisees to St. John; why he baptized, if he were 

not the Christ, nor Elias, nor that prophet; and says, that they had 

no reason to think that either the Christ, or Elias, when they came, 

would baptize in their own persons. And accordingly that Jesus 

(who was the Christ, and that prophet) did not baptize in his own 

person, but his disciples. And concerning Elias, speaks thus to the 
Pharisees : 

Πόθεν δὲ ὑμῖν πεπίστευται HaAlav βαπτίσειν τὸν ἐλευσόμενον ; οὐδὲ 

τὰ ἐπὶ τὰ τοῦ θυσιαστηρίου ξύλα, κατὰ τοὺς τοῦ ᾿Αχαὰβ χρόνους, δεόμενα 

λουτροῦ, ἵνα ἐκκαυθῆ, ἐπιφανέντος ἐν πυρὶ τοῦ Κυρίου βαπτίσαντος ; ἐπι- 

κελέυεται yap τοῖς ἱερεῦσι τοῦτο ποιῆσαι, &C.——6 τοίνυν μὴ αὐτὸς 

βαπτίσας τότε. ἀλλ᾽ ἑτέροις τοῦ ἔργου παραχωρήσας, πῶς κατὰ τὰ ὑπὸ 

τοῦ Μαλαχίου λεγόμενα ἐπιδημήσας βαπτίζειν ἔμελλε 

‘ How come you to think that Elias, when he should come, would 

‘ baptize; who did not in Ahab’s time baptize the wood upon the 
‘altar, which was to be washed before it was burnt by the Lord’s 

‘ appearing in fire? But he orders the priests to do that ; not once 

‘only, but says, Do it the second time; and they did it the second 
“ time: and, Do it the third time; and they did it the third time. He 
‘ therefore that did not himself baptize then, but assigned that 

‘ work to others, how was he likely to baptize, when he, according 

‘ to Malachy’s prophecy, should come ” 

© [Comment. tom. vi. sect. 13. apud edit Benedictin. Op. vol. iv. pag. 125.] 
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In the text, 1 Kings xvii. 33, the order given by Elijah is; Δ 

Jour barrels with water ; and pour it on the burnt sacrifice, and on the 

wood. And he said, Do it the second time, &e. 

This Origen calls the baptizing of the wood. 

But to proceed with the tenets of the antipedobaptists of 

England. 

3. As exact as the antipedobaptists are in imitating the primitive 
way used in the hot countries, they do not baptize naked: which 

~ those ancient Christians always did, when they baptized by immer- 
sion; as I shew in the next chapter. They usually spoke of the 
putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, as a thing signified by the 

unclothing of the person to be baptized. I suppose it is for 
preserving modesty that they dispense with that custom. So it 

seems in some cases they can allow of dispensing with the primitive 
custom. 

4. But a more material thing, in which some of them do deviate 

both from the express command of our Saviour and the received 

practice of the church, is in the form of baptism. One sort of them 
do count it indifferent whether they baptize with these words; Jn 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit: or 

with these; Ln the name of the Lord Jesus. And do in their publie 
confession@ allow either of the forms. And I have heard that some 
of them do affectedly choose the latter. But I am told, by one who 

should knows, that whatever has been done formerly, they that do 
so now are very few; and those, men not well thought of by the 
general body of them, but only such as are suspected to be under- 
hand Socinians; for they have many such among them: and it is 
not for the use of those that have a mind to obliterate the belief of 
the Trinity, to baptize their proselytes into the faith and name of 
it. I believe one reason why Socinus had such a mind to abolish all 

use of baptism among his followers, was because persons baptized in 
the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, would be 

always apt to think those names to express the Deity in which they 
were to believe: which he did not mean they should do. And some 

of his followers have been so disgusted with that form of baptism, 
that they have given profane insinuations that those words were 

not originally in the Seripture, but were taken from the usual dox- 
ology into the form of baptism, and then inserted into the text of 
Matt. xxvii. 10. 

Those that baptize only in the name of the Lord Jesus plead the 
4 Confession of the Anabaptists, re- chap. vi.] 

printed, Lond. 169r. £The Judgment of the Fathers, &c. 
e (Mr. Stennet. See Wall’s Defence, part i. page 22. 
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examples of the apostles, Acts vil.16; item, xix. 5. But though in 

those passages, where the matters of fact are related in short, there 
be mentioned in the recital only the name of the Lord Jesus, because 
that was the name that the apostles found it most difficult to per- 

suade the Jews to own, (they having already, as St. Cyprian says, 

the ancient baptism of Moses and of the law, were now to be bap- 
tized in the name of Jesus Christ,) yet interpreters have taken it for 
granted, that in the conferring those baptisms the apostles used the 

whole form which our Saviour had prescribed. Origen in Rom. v1. 

Didymus, hb. 1. de Spiritu Sancto. Cyprian. Epist. ad Jubaianum. 
Augustinus passim. Canon Apostol. 41, 42. aliis 49, 50. And Atha- 

nasius saysh, ‘ He that is baptized only in the name of the Father, 
‘or only in the name of the Son, or without the Holy Spirit, &c. 

* receives nothing.’ In short, it is true which St. Austin saysi, that 

‘in Church-History you shall oftener meet with heretics that do 
‘not baptize at all, than with any that do baptize with any other 
‘ words,’ viz. than those of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

295. Yet we do find one sort of heretics that did so. [Ὁ was 

(4-D.395-) one sect of the Eunomians, who, Sozomen saysk, were the 

first that ever did it. And he gives his opinion that they are in as 
ill case as if they were not baptized at all. 

5. Some other singular opinions they hold that do not at all 

relate to baptism. Some of them (but I think it is but few in 
England) do hold that error which has of old been attributed to the 

antipedobaptists of Germany, and is said to be still held by the 

Minnists of Holland, that Christ took not flesh of the Virgin Mary, 

but had it from heaven; and only passed through her, as water 

through a pipe, without receiving any of his human substance from 

her. The Belgie confession! calls this the ‘heresy of the anabap- 
é tists.’ 

It is strange to observe in how many heresies, old and new, this 
odd opinion, so plainly contrary to Scripture, has made an ingre- 

20.  ient. It was first invented by the Gnostics and Valenti- 

(4-P-120-) nians; for they explained all that they believed of our 

Saviour’s human nature in this manner; as we perceive by Irenzus™. 
yo. Also by Tertullian" we understand that beside them Mar- 

{4.D.140.) ion and Apelles (that was one of his followers) held the 

g Kpist. ad Jubaianum. * formandee Ecclesize editarum,’ 89, Oxon. 
h Epist. ad Serapionem 1804 ; again 1827. ] 
i Lib. vi. contra Donatistas, cap. 25. m Lib. i. cap. 1. circa medium. Item, 
k Eccles. Hist. vi. cap. 26. lib. iii. cap. 17. 
' Artic. 18. [See this confession in the n De Carne Christi, cap. vi, &c. 

“Sylloge Confessionum sub tempus re- 
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88. same, but with this difference; Marcion said our Saviour 

(4D-185) had no real flesh at all, but only in appearance; Apelles 
owned real flesh, but not of human race; but made of the substance 

of the stars and heavenly bodies, which was brought into the Virgin’s 
body only to pass through her. Athanasius also ascribes this opinion® 

Ito. (a.p.210.) to the Marcionists. GennadiusP, besides that he 

348. (a.p.448.) also names Marcion, says that Origen and Euty- 
270. (a.p.370.) ches taught that Christ’s flesh was brought from 

heaven. And Gregory Nazianzen, in an epistle to Nectarius4, tells 
him that he had met with a book of Apollinarius, that maintained 
this heretical tenet, ‘ that in the dispensation of the incarnation of 

‘ the only Son of God, he did not take flesh from without to repair 

“our nature, but there was the nature of flesh in the Son of God 

‘ from all eternity.’ But I hear that Canisius” has found and pub- 

lished an epistle of his wherein he disowns it. I shewed befores 

that this of Christ’s flesh only passing through the body of the Vir- 

1150. gin made one of the monstrous tenets of one sort of the 

(ai pease) Cathari, spoken of by Reinerius, who were Manichees in 

(a.p.320. the main. The old Manichees held that he had properly 

no flesh at all, that he was not born of Mary, but came from the 

first man, which first man was not of this earth. 

Most of the old heretics that taught this, did it because they 
would not yield that our Saviour did really condescend so far as to 

take on him human nature, and be properly @ man made (as St. Paul 
expresses 10) of a woman: so they made use of it to impugn lis 
humanity. But we have reason to judge that most that hold it now, 

do it to impugn his divinity: for by this subterfuge, that his flesh 
was sent originally from heaven, and only passed through the body 
of the Virgin, they evade the arguments for his divinity and preex- 
istence, taken from those places of Seripture which speak of his 

coming from heaven, coming forth from the Father, and coming into the 

world, &e. expounding: these texts, not of an eternal prxexistence, 

but of his flesh made in heaven and sent down. For they do not 

understand it, as Apollinarius 15 said to have done, that this heavenly 

flesh was from eternity, but made at a certain time before the world, 

as the Arians said his divine nature was. 

So that this opinion, as well as the former, fits those antipedo- 

baptists best that are inclined to Socinianism. But what then will 

these men make at last of our blessed Saviour? The old heretics, 

© De Salutari Adventu adv. Apollina- τ Antique Lectionis, tom. v. [4°. In- 
ristas. golstadii, 1601, &c.] 

P De Kecles. dogm. cap. 2. 5 Chap. vii. § 4. 
q Apud Sozom. Hist. Eccl. lib. vi. cap.27. 
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some of them denied him to be God, and others of them denied him 

to be properly man: but these deny both, and say that he is neither 

God, nor properly man; as not being made of a woman, nor the 
seed of David. Will they make no more of him than the ‘ Jesus 
‘ Christ of the Quakers,’ many of whom speak of Jesus Christ as 

being nothing else but something within themselves, a notion of 
their brains? But there are, as I said, few of the English antipedo- 

baptists that hold this: some foreign ones, it seems, do. 

Whereas Gennadius imputes, as I said, this opinion to Origen: I 
did suspect it (when in the first edition I wrote it down) to be Gen- 

nadius’ mistake, (having never observed any saying of Origen tend- 
ing this way,) and I do since find that Huetiust has proved it to be 

so. He must have mistaken it for another, which Origen did indeed 

hold, and which is in the consequence so near akin to this, that they 

are by Athanasius both condemned in one sentence. He held a pre- 
existence (not of Christ’s flesh, but) of his human soul. 

He had imbibed from Plato’s notions a fancy that all souls were 

created at the beginning: and then he thought it probable that in 

that prwexistent state some of these souls behaved themselves better 

than others, and so were put into better bodies. And then (accord- 

ing to that rambling faculty that he had of building castles in the 
air, one on the top of another) he imagined that there might be 
some one soul among these, that might behave itself far better than 
any of the rest, and so might be chosen by God out of the rest to be 
assumed by the λόγος. ΤῸ which sense he interprets Psalm xlv. 7 ; 

making it to be said to this soul, Zhou hast loved righteousness, &e. 
therefore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness 

above thy fellows. After which he finds out a great many pieces of 

work for this soul to do, before the time that it was united to the 

body that was born of the Virgin Mary. 
The Christians of those elder times took great offence at his thus 

bringing the romantic notions of the heathen philosophers and the 

fictions of his own brain into the most sacred points of the Christian 
faith; the main property whereof is, that it be kept whole, undefiled, 

unmixed, and unaltered, and (as Tertullian says) ‘not to be mended.’ 

And when his works came abroad in the world, there was for several 

ages a debate among the churches, whether they should receive his 
books, and honour his memory, as of a catholic Christian ; or hold 

both in execration, as of a heretic. And though the admiration they 

had of his great parts, learning, memory, pains, &c. (which were 

greater than had been in any Christian before, or perhaps havé been 

τ (See Huetii Origeniana, lib. ii, cap. 2. quest. 6. p. 92, 93. | 
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since,) and their love to the piety that he had shewn did much pre- 
judice them in his favour; yet because of this and other heterodox 

tenets, he was by the greatest part condemned, (such a zeal the 

Christians of that time shewed against any one that went about to 

bring any alteration into their ‘form of sound words,’) but many 
on the other side did attempt apologies for him. The first and best 

of which is that which was drawn up by Pamphilus" the martyr, 

assisted by Eusebius, in six books. 

Some of his tenets these apologists do endeavour to justify by 

giving a qualifying explication of them; and some that were im- 

puted to him they shew to be imputed wrongfully. But this, which I 
have been speaking of, there is not one of them pretends to justify : 

but yet they say he ought not to be accounted a heretic, because he 

did not affirm it positively, or teach it dogmatically, or hold it 

obstinately; but only proposed it to the consideration of the hearers 

or readers, whether such a thing might not be. So Pamphilus (after 
he had endeavoured to refute the rest of the accusations against him 

from his own words) when he comes to this (which is the eghth of 

the nine capital errors there discussed) says*; ‘I must make answer 

‘ here myself.’ The answer he makes is, ‘ that Ongen knowing that 

‘that tenet of the sou! is not plainly contained in the doctrine of 

‘the church, did (whenever some words of Scripture gave him oc- 
‘ casion, or a hint rather, of disputing of it, and he did discuss and 

‘ handle what seemed probable to him thereon) propose his thoughts 

“to be judged of and approved by the readers, not defining any 
‘ thing as a plain [or positive] point [dogma], or having the autho- 
‘rity of an article [sententia], and did generally add to it such 
‘ qualifying words as these; “If that account which I give of the 
‘ soul do seem to any one to have any probability in it.”’ And that 

he never wrote any treatise particularly ‘of the soul ;’ (as he had 

done of almost every thing else,) which Pamphilus says is a sign 
that he ‘did not venture to define any thing dogmatically about it.’ 

This part of the apology is true. For whereas there are but two 
places in his works where he insists purposely on this praexistence 

of Christ’s soul; one, Contra Celsum, lib.1; the other, wept ἀρχῶν, 

lib. ii. ὁ. 6. (in other places he only touches it by the by): In the 
first of these he (as soon as he begins to talk of that matter of the 

preexistence of souls, upon which it is that he proceeds to speak of 
Christ’s soul) admonishes the reader thusy: ‘I speak this according 

ἃ [See what remains of this work, in edit. Benedict. ] 
the Appendix to vol. iv. of the Benedic- y Contra Celsum, lib. i. p 26. ed. Cant. 
tine edition of Origen’s works, p.17, &c.] (Sect. 32. Op. tom.i. p. 351. edit. Bene- 

x Pamphili Apolog. prope finem. [p.43.  dictin. ] 
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‘to the notion of Pythagoras, Plato, and Empedocles, whom Celsus 

‘ often quotes.’ And in the latter of them, where he purposely insists 

on the article of Christ’s incarnation, he first confesses it to be a 

miracle and mystery, which it is beyond the power of the apostles, 

or even of the highest angels, to explain: but yet in the next words 

ventures on the explication of it, (which he gives to the purpose 

aforesaid, of a soul preexisting and united to the Adyos, and then 
incarnated,) but premises that he will not define rashly {temeritate 
aliqua|, but propose rather Ais own guesses [or imaginations, suspi- 

ciones nostras |‘ than any positive affirmations.’ He does not say, ‘It 

‘is every whit as clearly revealed as any article of faith whatso- 

“ever ;’ or, ‘ No Christian doctrine is more clearly delivered than is 

‘ this of my discourse.’ 

These excuses did alleviate, but not quite take off, the scandal 

taken at this innovation in the faith. When a man in his station, a 

presbyter of the church, does vent any such odd and singular fancy 
in religion ; though he do it with never so much caution and decla- 

ration, that he is not positive in it, yet it always does some hurt, 

because of the inclination and itch that people have to catch at a 

newfangled opinion: and it cannot be so absurd, but that it will 

meet with some sorts of men, or women at least, whose brains stand 

awry in that particular enough to make them embrace it. It is al- 
ways remembered among the heads of accusation afterward brought 

against him: and in that solemn and authoritative denunciation of 

him for a heretic given out by Theophilus, the patriarch of Alexan- 

dria’, as the preexistence of souls in general makes the first, so this 

preexistence of Christ’s soul in particular makes the sixth of the 

thirty-five errors there imputed to him. And the patriarch is parti- 

cularly enraged at his perverting the sense of that text, Philipp. ii. 

6, 7, ἐκένωσεν ἑαυτὸν, by giving a new interpretation of it adapted 
to his new hypothesis. 

I believe Theophilus must have taken this from some book of his 
not now extant; for he never, as I remember, misapplies it so in 

those that are. He often applies that text, as other Christians do, 

to the Adyos. I will give an instance in the next chapter, § 10. And 
so for Johni.10. Col. 1.15, 16. He even in the midst of his dreams 
did never dream of a man-creator. 

The place of Athanasius, where he condemns in one sentence, as I 

said, both this opinion of the human soul, and the other of the flesh, 

z Epist. Paschal. i. [published in the οἵ St. Jerome’s Works, and at vol.i.p.555, 
fourth volume of the Benedictine edition οὗ that by Vallarsius. ] 
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of Christ preexisting, 15 in his Epistle to Epictetus®: Εἰκότως κατα- 

γνώσονται ἑαυτῶν πάντες οἱ νομίζοντες πρὸ τῆς Μαρίας εἶναι τὴν ἐξ αὐτῆς 

σάρκα, καὶ πρὸ ταύτης τινὰ ἐσχηκέναι ψυχὴν ἀνθρωπίνην τὸν [Θεὸν] λό- 

γον, καὶ ἐν αὐτῇ πρὸ τῆς ἐπιδημίας ἀεὶ γεγεννῆσθαι. ‘So they will all 

“ condemn themselves that think that Christ’s flesh was before Mary: 

‘and that before her God the Word had a human soul, in which he 

‘ was before his coming into the world.’ God Almighty preserve to 
us the old Christian religion, and keep us in the love of it, and de- 

liver us from all new ones, and from any such hankering after them 

as may argue our being weary of the old. But to return to the tenets 

of the English antipzedobaptists. 
6. Another opinion which they hold more generally, is the mil- 

lennary opinion. They do, many of them, take that prophecy, 

Rev. xx. 4, 5, of the souls of them that were beheaded for the witness 

of Jesus, &e. and which had not worshipped the beast, &e. living and 

reigning with Christ a thousand years, in a proper sense: so as to reckon 

that the saints shall rise from the dead one thousand years before 
others shall. And they think that Christ will then come down, and 

be here upon the earth (though that be not said in the text) for that 
thousand years: and then, Satan being let loose to deceive the 

nations for some time, the general resurrection and the end of the 

world will be. 
In the reciting and inculeating this doctrine to other people that 

are not of their way, many of them are apt, instead of saying, ‘ The 

« saints shall rise before the wicked, to say, ‘ We shall rise before 

‘you. 

7. Another thing, which almost all the antipedobaptists in 
England do hold, is, that that decree of the apostles at Jerusalem, 
mentioned Acts xv. 29, of abstaining from blood and from things 
strangled, does still oblige all Christians. So they will eat of no such 

things. 
In these two last-mentioned opinions they have many of the most 

ancient catholic Fathers on their side. And in the latter of the two, 

the Greek church has all along been, and still is, of their opinion. 
The council in Trullo, which is accounted a general one, forbids 

‘the making¢ of the blood of any animal into a sauce.’ And so does 
one of the ‘canons called apostolic forbid4 the eating of blood, or 

‘any thing strangled, or torn by beasts.’ 
8. They do, many of them, (but not all,) hold the opinion, which 

a [See Athanasii Opera, edit. Benedic- Ὁ Sir Paul Ricaut, Hist. of Greek 
tin. 2tom. folio, Paris. 1698. tom.i. p.g07. Church, chap. xx. 
sect, 8.7 © Can. 67. 4 Can. 63. 
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Calvin in a treatise on purpose® confutes, as held by the German 
antipeedobaptists, and which by the foregoing account is said to be 

still held by the Minnists of Holland, from whom our antipzdobap- 
tists must have had it; that the soul sleeps, or is senseless, from 

the time of a man’s death till the resurrection of his body. 
This opinion is very wide from that of the primitive Christians ; 

yet many of the most ancient of them held an opinion that is middle 
between this and that which is now commonly held. They held, 
that the soul at death goes not to heaven, (at least none but martyrs’ 
souls,) but to Aades; and that after the general resurrection the soul 
and body united again are received to heaven. That the souls of the 
patriarchs were in hades; and that Christ’s soul went to hades. By 
hades they mean the general receptacle, or state, of souls good and 

bad till the resurrection ; save that some few of them make hades 

the place of the bad, and Abraham’s bosom of the good; but gene- 
rally they speak of Abraham’s bosom as one part of hades. So that 
it was counted a place or state quite different from heaven and from 
hell ; as we English do commonly now understand the word hell. 

It is great pity that the English translators of the Creed and of 
the Bible did not keep the word hades in the translation, as they 
have done some original words which had no English word an- 
swering to them. By translating it /e//, and the English having no 

other word for gehenna (which is the place prepared for the Devil 

and the damned) than the same word /e// likewise ; it has created a 
confusion in the understanding of English readers. We say, Christ 
descended into hell. We ought to mean hades: for so it is in the 
Greek, κατέβη εἰς Gov. And so St. Peter, Acts 1. 31, His soul was 

not left, eis ἅδου, m hades. But when we read of hell, Matt. v. 20, 

21. 29, 30, and such other places where the original word 15 
gehenna, we ought to understand the hell of the damned. And the 

import of these two words in the original differs so much, that 

whereas all Christians ever believed that Christ descended into 

hades; yet if any had said, he descended into gehenna, he would 
have been accounted to blaspheme. And yet the English expresses 

both by the same word. 
To give an account at once of all the places in the Bible where 

the word /el/ is used. Where we read /e// in these texts following, 
it is in the original gehenua, or else tartarus ; and ought to be under- 
stood, the hell of the damned. Matt. v.22, 29, 30. x. 28; Luke xu. 

5; Matt. xviii. 8,9; Mark ix. 43—48; Matt. xxii. 15, 33; James 

e Psychopannychia, [published separately in 8°. 1558; and in vol. vii. of the Col- 
lection of Calvin’s Works, folio, Amsterdam, 1671.] 
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ii. 6; 2 Peter 11.4. But where we read /e// or grave in these texts 

following, the word is 4ades ; and ought to be understood only, the 

state or receptacle of departed souls: or, in some of them, no more 

than in general a state of dissolution. Matt. xxi.23; Luke x.15; 
Matt. xvi. 18; Luke xvi. 23; Acts 11. 27, 31; 1 Cor. xv. 55, where it 

is translated grave. Rev.i. 18, item vi. 8, item xx.13,14. And in 

the Old Testament, wherever we read /e//, it is to be understood 

hades. Jacob and David, &c. whenever they speak of their dying, 
eall it their going to sheol, hades. Which words our English trans- 
lates sometimes e//, sometimes grave, &c. And this shews St. 

Austin’s observation to be a mistake; for he says‘, that znfernum, 

which is the translation of 4ades in many places, is never taken in 
Scripture in a good sense, or as the fate of a good man. 

It is plain that Tertullian took it otherwise, by the following 

passages, beside many other. In his book de Anima, 6. vii, he speaks 
of the different state of departed souls, receiving either ‘ torment in 
‘ fire, or comfort in Abraham’s bosom, 27 carcere seu diversorio in- 

« feréim, in the prison or receptacle of Hades.’ And in his book de 

Idololat. ch. xii. he speaks of Lazarus being ‘apud inferos in sinu 

‘ Abrahe.’? Which translated into English in our common way of 
speaking would be; in hell in Abraham’s bosom. It must be trans- 

lated hades. 
Note, that in all the texts of the Revelation, death and hades, 

θάνατος καὶ dns, are joined together, and that at the general resur- 
rection death and hades deliver up the dead that are in them, viz. to be 

tried at that great judgment; and then death and hades are cast into 
the lake, &c., 1. e. there is to be no more death nor hades; but all is 

to be either heaven or hell, i. e. an eternal and unchangeable estate 

of woe or bliss. 
Beside the places aforesaid, several, if not all, of the most ancient 

copies of the Acts of the Apostles had the word ἅδης, in ch. 11. 24. 

For where we read, having loosed the pains of death ; for it was not 

67. possible, &e., they for θανάτου read τοῦ ἅδου, the pains of 

- pane hades. So reads Irenzus, lib. iii. ch. 12. St. Austin, 
(a.D.400.) Hist. gg, and other places. And Polycarp, Hpist. ad 

Philipp. 
Now the ancients did not think that the state of the soul in hades 

was to sleep, or be senseless. On the contrary, our Saviour in the 
parable, Luke xvi. 22, 23, represents Dives and Lazarus both in hades, 

(or one in hades and one in Abraham’s bosom, if we take Abraham’s 
bosom as out of hades,) but a great way off from one another, in very 

f Epist. 99. [Epist. 164. sect. 7. in tom. ii. edit. Benedictin.] 
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different states; neither of them asleep, but one in torment, the 

other in repose. And all the ancients do instance in this parable as 
a proof that, before the general judgment, there will be a difference 

100. made between the state of good men’s souls and those of 

(a-D.200-) wicked men. Tertullian speaks of some who argued that 
there will be no judgement before the great one, when the soul and 

body shall be joined; and answers them; ‘ Quid ergo fiet in tem- 

‘pore isto? Dormiemus?’ &c. ‘What then shall we do in the 

‘mean time? Shall we be asleep? Souls do not sleep, not even 
roo ‘when they are in the bodies,’ &c. And Eusebius" tells 

(A-D.220.) of some heterodox people in Arabia, who held ‘that the 

‘ soul for the present dies together with the body, and is raised to 

‘life again together with it.’ He says, Origen being sent thither 

presently convinced those people. 
But as the foresaid Christians of these ancient times did not 

think that the soul sleeps; so neither were they, generally speaking, 

of the opinion that the souls of dying men go presently to heaven 

or to gehenna. 1 shall, for brevity, only recite what Justin Martyr 

and Irenzeus do say. Justin in his dialoguei speaking of some 
heretics, of λέγουσι μὴ εἶναι ἀνάστασιν νεκρῶν, ἀλλὰ ἅμα τῷ ἀποθνή- 

σκειν, τὰς ψυχὰς αὐτῶν ἀναλαμβάνεσθαι εἰς τὸν οὐρανόν : μὴ ὑπολάβητε 

αὐτοὺς Χριστιανούς. “Ὗ ΒΟ say there is no resurrection of the dead ; 

‘but that when they die, their souls are taken up to heaven :’ adds, 

‘Do not take these men for Christians.’ And Irenzus in like 

manner had been saying*, that most of the heretics denied the 
resurrection of the body; but held instead of it, that when they 

died, their souls should presently fly away up to heaven; and that 

some erroneous catholics held with them in this latter tenet, though 

not in the former. He urges against them the example of our 

Saviour; ‘ Who,’ says he, ‘observed in himself the law of dead 

‘ persons, and did not presently after his death go to heaven, but 

« stayed three days in the place of the dead.’ It is plain then, by 

the way, that he took that paradise where the thief was to be that 

day with our Saviour, to be not properly heaven, but a station in 

hades. Then a little after he argues thus; ‘ Whenas our Lord went 

‘into the midst of the shadow of death, where the souls of deceased 

‘persons abode; and then afterward rose again in the body, and 

‘was after his resurrection taken up to heaven; it is plain that 

‘ the souls of his disciples, for whose sake the Lord did these things, 

& De Anima, cap. ult. London, 1719; and in the editions of his 
h Hist. Kecles. lib. vi. ch. 37. Works, fol. 1722 and 1742. } 
1 [Dialogus cum Tryphone Judzxo, 8yo. k Lib. v. cap. 31. 
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‘ shall go likewise to that invisible place appointed to them by God, 

‘and there abide till the resurrection, waiting for the time thereof ; 
‘and afterward receiving their bodies, and rising again perfectly, 
‘j.e. in their bodies, as our Lord did, shall so come to the sight οἵ 

‘God. or the disciple is not above his master, but every one that is 
“ perfect shall be as his master? 

‘ As therefore our Master did not presently fly up to heaven; but 
‘ waiting till the time of his resurrection that was appointed by the 

‘ Father, which had been foreshewn by Jonas; and rising the third 
‘ day was so taken to heaven: so we must also wait the time of our 

‘ resurrection appointed by God, which is foretold by the prophets ; 
“and so, rising again, be taken up, so many of us as the Lord shall 

‘ account worthy.’ 

This, as might be shewn by many more quotations, was the most 

general opinion of those times. It is true indeed that some Fathers 

spoke of the soul as going directly to heaven; and that this became 
afterward the prevailing opinion in the western church; which is 
also affirmed in a Homily! of the Church of England, set forth in 
the time of Queen Elizabeth: so that 1t seems to have been the 

general opinion of the protestants in England at that time. But 

before the making of that homily, several of our first reformers de- 

clared against it ; as Tyndal in his answer to sir Thomas More, and 
Frith in his answer to bishop Fisher™. And ever since the making 

of it, there have been, and still are, some divines of great note and 

station in that church, who do plainly enough shew their sentiment 

to be otherwise. 

The reason given by the former, viz. Tyndal, Frith, &c. were to 

this purpose; that the placing of the soul in heaven does destroy 

the arguments wherewith Christ and St. Paul do prove the resur- 

rection of the body. As when our Saviour proves that Abraham, 

Isaac, and Jacob shall rise again in their bodies; because God, who 

is since their death called in Scripture their God, is not the God of 

the dead, but of the living, for all live to him: whereas, if Abraham’s 

soul had been then in heaven, that had been no proof that his body 

must arise; for God then might have been his God, though his 

body had not risen. And St. Paul proves to the Corinthians the 

resurrection, because else the Christians would be of all men most 

miserable, as having hope only in this life. And he comforts the 

Thessalonians concerning their friends departed, not by saying that 

they were gone to heaven, but that they should rise again at the 

| Third part of the sermon concerning prayer. 
m (See the works of Tyndal, Frith, and Barnes, folio, London, 1573. ] 
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last day, and so go to heaven. That the opinion of separate souls 
going to heaven was the invention of the heathen philosophers, who 
knowing nothing of the resurrection, did so salve the hopes of a 

future state; and that some Christians (the papists, Tyndal says) 
had confounded and mixed the Christian and the heathen doctrine 
together. And again, if the souls be in heaven, ‘Tell me,’ says 

Tyndal, ‘why they be not in as good case as the angels be: and 
‘ then what cause is there of the resurrection?’ All this while these 
men would not determine in what state the separate souls really are: 

but Frith? says, ‘I dare be bold to say that they are in the hand of 
‘ God, and that God would that we should be ignorant where they 
‘be, and not to take upon us to determine the matter’ And 

Tyndal speaks to the same purpose, and adds concerning the souls 

of good men; ‘I believe they are in no worse case than Christ’s 
‘ soul was before his resurrection.’ 

To these reasons the later divines, of whom I spake, do add; that 
by the order of the last judgment, in Matt. xxv, and the pleas there 

used, and sentence there given, it should seem that the souls had 
not as yet been sentenced and sent either to heaven or hell. Come, 
ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you, &e. 

Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, &e. For I was 

an hungred, &e. Lord, when saw we thee, &c. And then afterward ; 

And these shall go away into everlasting punishment ; but the righteous 

into life eternal, &c. does not look as if they had been called out of 
heaven and hell to receive a sentence to go to heaven and hell; but 
that they had been till this time in expectation of their final sen- 
tence. Though the souls had been, (as these men do constantly 
hold against the antipzdobaptists,) the bad ones in some degree of 
torment and horror, the good in a quiet repose and hopeful expec- 

tation, and as the office of burial says, ‘in joy and felicity.’ Or, as 
the ancients express it, 22) refrigerio. 

To this may be added; that whereas the general hypothesis is, 
that the souls of the patriarchs were taken by Christ out of hades, 

and carried up with him into heaven at his ascension thither ; 
St. Peter, on the contrary, preaching after Christ’s ascension, says 
expressly, Acts 11. 34, that David was not then ascended to heaven. 

The answer to which (being, I suppose, that David was not ascended 
to heaven in body, as Christ was, but his soul might be there) seems 
inconsistent with St. Peter’s reasoning at that place. For he is 
shewing that that saying of David, Thou wilt not leave my soul in 
hades, could not be understood of David himself, who was both 

°(Tbid. page 55.] 
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dead and buried, and his sepulchre then extant; but that David, 

being a prophet, and seeing this before, spake of the resurrection of 

Christ, that his soul was not left in hades: where St. Peter seems to 

understand it, that David’s soul was in hades (as well as his body in 
the sepulchre) to that day. The rest of their arguments I leave to 
be seen in their books. 

But as to the antipedobaptists’ opinion of the sleep of the soul ; 
a late writerP that lives in a part of Kent that abounds with them, 
ascribes to some of them an opinion much worse than the ordinary 
one of the sleep of the soul till the resurrection. For he says, some 
of that sect have been heard to say, (and he believes it is the private 
tenet of others of them,) ‘That infants dying before actual sin, 
‘their souls consume with their bodies; and they die never to be 
‘any more. Therefore they forbear the giving of baptism, as un- 

‘necessary for them.’ I hope and believe that this can be the 
opinion of but very few, and those some ignorant people, among 
them. And I am lately assured by a man4 of chief note among 
them, that he never knew any one man of any sort of them that 
held this. And indeed since our Saviour shewed such a concern 
and tender regard for infants, saying withal, Of such is the king- 

dom of heaven: and since God and nature have implanted in the 

heart of all pious parents such an earnest desire of the eternal good 
of their infants: it is an unnatural thought, that neither that con- 

cern of our Saviour, nor that desire of godly parents, shall ever have 
any satisfaction in the case of such infants as die; but that one 

must despair of them, as persons that will be lost for ever, notwith- 
standing any means that can be used for their salvation. P. S. 
One party of the antipedobaptists do deny any sleep of the soul. 
And I have it from good hands, that they that do now hold it are 
but few in comparison, and such as are accounted of the more 

ignorant sort. 
g. Many of the antipedobaptists in England are said to be 

against any singing of Psalms in divine worship. I recited before’, 

1040. Out of Petrus Cluniacensis, that the Petrobrusians held 

(4.D.1140-) that ‘it is a mocking of God to sing in the church.’ And 

the Lyonists said, ‘it is a hellish noise.’ I believe the disgust 
ogo. taken at that time was against the excessive regard then 

(4-D.1140-) oven in the popish churches to the sound and music, which 

hindered the attention to the sense of the prayers. But to condemn 
all singing of praise to God, is a thing too contrary to the Semp- 

P Case of an Infant dying unbaptized, page 18. fe 
a [Mr. Stennet. See Defence, p. 170.] τ Chap. vii. ὃ 5. 
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tures both of the Old and New Testament. Some of them do not 

dislike singing in general; but say that the Psalms of David are 
not so proper now, as some that may be composed on purpose for 

the use of the Christian church. And some others of them are not 
at all against singing, any more than other Christians are. And it 

grows of late to be more and more in use with them. Though 
many of them formerly have scrupled the use of Psalms, as sung by 

the whole congregation jointly ; yet of late that humour is in great 
degree worn off: and the practice of smging David’s Psalms, and 

in the way that other people do, has generally obtained among 
them. 

10. The same may be said of the use of the Lord’s Prayer. 
Many of them do, out of an odd and unaccountable humour, reject 

the use of it. But though this be an imputation laid by some people 
on the whole body of them, yet I know that some of them, and 

beheve that most of them, do both use it, and teach their children 

to use τὸ The Petrobrusians, as well as all the other sorts of the 

Waldenses, extolled the use of it. 

11. So for extreme unction of the sick, spoken of James v. 14, 15, 
Mr. Russen of Hythe in Kent, a place that is full of these people, 

says’; ‘I am sure it is both their opinion and practice, as to some, 

‘ though probably all do not use it.’ 

Ρ S. This I find to be confessed since by Mr. Stennet. But he 
tells me, it is but rarely practised: and that not (as the papists use 

it) only or chiefly in cases desperate ; but mostly in hopes of recovery, 

and for that end. ; 

12. Mr. Russen mentions alsot a way of marriage used among 

them, not according to the use of the church of England, and so of 

doubtful validity in the law of the land. And he says, ‘ This was 

‘introduced to give room for the Jesuits and Romish priests to take 

‘women: for they being prohibited marriage, and accounting mar- 
‘riage one of the seven sacraments, durst not take a wife, or be 

‘ married after the manner of either the Romish or English church, 

‘ &e. but would take women in the congregations of anabaptists or 

‘ Quakers.” But he (though writing against them something 

angrily) confesses, and it is a known thing, that ‘many of them are 

‘married at our churches: but more,’ he says, ‘in their private 

‘assemblies.’ But this, all of them, that I can speak with, deny to 

be true in matter of fact. They are for the most part married in the 

church. That scruple diminishes among them. 

5. [See David Russen’s Fundamentals without a Foundation ; or a true] Picture of 

the Anabaptists, chap. viii. p. 60 t Ibid. page 58. 
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13. Their way of receiving the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is 
in a posture that shews, outwardly at least, less of devotion than the 

way of most other Christians. They receive it sitting at a common 
table, and (as the foresaid writer expresses it) ‘with the hat on, and 
‘ handing the elements one to another". 

P.S. I find since that the hat on is denied: the sitting confessed. 

14. Some of them are Sabbatarians, 1. e. they hold it still neces- 
sary, even for the Gentile Christians, to keep every Saturday as a 
Sabbath-day. One Bampfield*, a man of note among them, formerly 

wrote a treatise on that subject, wherein he has, they say, said more 

for it than one could imagine could be said for so heterodox a tenet. 

There are however in the country few or none of this opinion ; what 

are, are at London. Whether the same men do keep the Lord’s- 
day too, I know not. 

15. They differ more among themselves about the practice of 

Confirmation, or laying on of hands after baptism. Some of them 

do wholly omit and reject the use of that ordinance, as being popish, 
or having no foundation in Scripture, or at least not now to be 

continued. And this it seems was the way of those churches or 

societies of them, that in the times I spoke of, did first 

Others of them account it a 
1544. 

(A.D. 1644.) onenly set up at London. 

necessary thing. And some of these latter making it an order 

among themselves, as the church of England does, that none shall 
be admitted to the holy communion, until such times as he be con- 

firmed, (the church of England adds, ‘ or be ready and desirous to be 

‘ confirmed,’) there necessarily follows a breach of communion 

between the two parties. And therefore Danversy says, ‘must not 
‘all those churches of that constitution (which require this ordi- 
‘ nance) necessarily be supposed to be founded in sin and schism, as 

‘well as in great error and ignorance?’ He says, ‘It doth not ap- 

‘ pear that any baptized church or people did ever in any age or 

‘ country own such a principle or practice to this day, except some in 

1546. ‘this nation in these late times.’ And gives this account 
(4.D.1646.) of the rise of it; ‘That about the year 1646, one Mr. 

‘ Cornwell, heretofore a public preacher, then a member and min- 

Ὁ Page Β΄. 
x [See a work entitled, ‘The Judge- 

“ment of Mr. Francis Bamfield late 
‘minister of Sherborne in Dorsetshire, 
‘for the observation of the Jewish or 
‘ seventh-day Sabbath, &c. in a letter to 
‘Mr. Benn of Dorchester. Together 
‘with Mr. Benn’s sober answer to the 
‘same.’ 12°, London, 1672. See also a 
piece of Mr. Thomas Bampfield, ‘on the 

‘Sabbath,’ printed for the author, 1692 : 
‘Dr. Wallis’ Defence of the Christian 
‘Sabbath in answer to the foregoing 
‘treatise,’ 4°. Oxford, 1692: and Tho- 
mas Bampfield’s ‘Reply to Dr. Wallis,’ 
4°. London, 1693.] 

y Treatise of Laying on of Hands, Con- 
clusion. [page 56.57: This piece is sub- 
joined to his Treatise of Baptism, 8°. 

1674. ] 
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‘ ister of a baptized congregation in Kent,—coming into that bap- 
‘ tized congregation then meeting in the Spittle, Bishopsgate-street, 

‘ London, preached the necessity of laying on of hands; inferring 
‘from thence that those who were not under laying on of hands, 
‘ were not babes in Christ, ὅσο. Whereupon several were persuaded, 
“ &c. and made a rent and a separation :—and from that very schism 

‘ propagated the same principle and practice among many others in 
‘the nation ever since. But this account of Danvers is looked on 
by the moderate men that are now among them, to be no just one. 
They say, that the most of those that do now use confirmation, 

admit to the communion and receive as brethren those that scruple 
the using it: and ὃ contra. 

16. As to the point of predestination: those of them that are of 
the Arminian opinion, they call ¢he general men; as holding a 

general and universal redemption by Christ : and the Calvinists they 
eall the particular men, as holding a particular and absolute redemp- 

tion of some particular persons. 
I had said in my first edition, that they generally made a 

different opinion about this to be a bar against communion one 
with another. Some of them do tell me, that this is not general ; 

but only the temper of some hot and eager spirits on both sides: 
that the country where I dwell, is full of such of them as are of the 

least repute; but that the major part of their elders or rulers all 
over England do now admit either sort. Iam glad if this last be 
in fact the truer account of the generality of them: for (as I said 

then) if the church of Christ be never to be one, till all Christians 

do explain themselves alike in the nice disputes that happen in re- 
conciling God’s prescience and predestination with man’s freewill ; 

it will never be one in this world. All protestants that make divi- 
sions on this account, should learn wit from our common enemies. 

They, though they do in their books carry this dispute to the 
height, yet do keep themselves from separation for 1t: in which 
practice they are, both in point of interest and of duty, certainly in 

the nght. 

The antipedobaptists may be sure I am not their enemy, when I 

note this their humour of dividing from one another, as an impru- 

dent thing. For as it is the interest of the great enemy of mankind 
that Christians should be divided as much as is possible; and of the 

papists, that protestants should be so: so whoever were an enemy 
to these men in particular, would wish to see ten parties or divisions 
for every one that is among them. 

17. Many (but it seems not all) of the general men are Pelagians 
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in the point of original sin. They own nothing of it. The other 

do: as appears both by the “ confession of faith’ of seven churches 

of them, which I mentioned before; and also by their present pro- 

fession. Some of the general men say, they wonder how these that 

own sin in infants can be against their baptism. The Pelagians, 

that owned no sin in infants, yet granted. the necessity of their bap- 

tism to obtain the kingdom of heaven ; these believe they have sin, 

yet they deny them baptism for the forgiveness of it. 
18. Socinians they have some that creep in among them: but 1 

have not heard of any church or congregation of them that makes 

profession of that doctrine; but, on the contrary, that they that 

profess it openly are rejected from their communion. And as much 
as I have said against their divisions, I do not see how they that 
worship and believe in Christ as God, can join with them that 

either renounce the worship of him, or believe him to be only a 

creature lately made, and even still to be, in the best nature that he 

has, of finite worth, dignity, and capacity. 
A late confession, published in the name of one hundred churches 

of them, shews those churches to be catholic as to the faith of the 

Trinity. But yet some printed papers, of much the same date with 
that confession, passing between some of their congregations, do 

shew that there are great scandals given or taken by some of them 

against others on account of Socinian tenets. There are some of 

these papers signed by several of their messengers, elders, and 
representatives, and printed 1699, renouncing that assembly of anti- 
pedobaptists, which they call the General Assembly, held at Goswell- 
street, London, and persuading others to do the like; saying, that 
it is to the reproach of Jesus Christ and the pollution of the 

churches to hold communion with that assembly: and that it is 

inconsistent for any who hold the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ 

to do so. 
But all this is not (as far as I can learn) that they charge the 

General Assembly with Socinian tenets ; but only with refusing to 

turn out some that are accused of holding them: which accusations 

they think to be fully proved; but the others, it seems, say they 

are not. 

Since my first edition, there is printed in 1706, a Socinian pam-~- 

phlet, entitled, ‘ The Unreasonableness of making and imposing 
ς Creeds.’? It is without a name; but the author seems to be an 

antipedobaptist, that is angry with two parties of his brethren, one 

2 Art. 4, 5, 21, ὅσ. 
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called, the General Assembly, the other, the General Association. 

Which, as he represents, having been at some variance, did on 

June g, 1704, unite on the following terms: 

First, they set down two articles of faith concerning God the 
Father, and our Lord Jesus Christ; containing an orthodox con- 

fession of the Trinity, and being much of the same sense as are the 
first two of the Thirty-nine Articles of the church of England. 
[This he calls a specimen of modern creed-making. | 

Then they enact, that 1 any of their members shall publish or say 

any thing contrary to that faith, he shall be ‘esteemed disorderly, 
“and dealt with accordingly.’ But they add, that if any member 
receiving this faith, shall reflect on any member that does not 
receive it (provided he do not teach the contrary), he also ‘ shall be 
“ esteemed disorderly, and dealt with accordingly.’ 

And on these terms, ‘ that the Assembly and Association do pre- 

‘sently meet together as formerly, and unite. And they enact, 
‘ that all papers that have been published, relating to any difference 

‘ between them, be suppressed.’ I suppose they had in their eye the 
papers that I spoke of. 

Upen which this author observes, that ‘ they that have not throats 
‘wide enough to swallow this rough creed, must not tell their reason 
‘why. But if they will hold their tongues and only think, they 

‘ shall have the favour not to be reflected οὐ. Upon which he falls 

ito a vein of the vilest raillery, burlesque, buffoonery, and mockery 

of the doctrine of the Trinity, that this impious age has produced. 
And it has produced a great deal; too much in all conscience to be 

borne with. That Socinian doctrine seems to have infected all its 

disciples (this antipzedobaptist as well as the pedobaptist ones) with 
such a degree of searedness, that they do no longer discourse in any 
serious way ; but, as if they were talking of some play or jest, make 

themselves sport with the awful mystery of God the Father, the Son, 

and the Holy Spit. And since they cannot argue, would laugh us 

out of our faith. One would think that if their consciences urge 

them to argue against the God of the Christians, they should in a 

Christian nation be compelled to do it with less effrontery and 
impudence. 

These antipedobaptists, as he tells us afterward, met again in 

1705, and agreed that none should be a member of the ‘General 

‘ Assembly,’ (which, it seems, is a body made up of the represent- 

atives of particular churches,) ‘unless he do subscribe the whole of 
‘ the foresaid draught of 1704.’ So that no Socinian can be chosen 
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a representative [or proctor] to sit in the General Assembly : for 
which he is very angry with them, though all the world beside must 
think it but a necessary caution. 

At last, he tells them im a laughing way, that ‘to make any 

‘canons without the queen’s license is a premunire.” Which is, I 
suppose, brought in to insult, and triumph over, the Convocation of 

the church of England, for its being under such restraint: whereas 
these bodies of men do in their assemblies make and publish any 
rules that they think needful on any emergent occasion; and do 
actually inflict and execute their church censures on such of their 
members as do not observe them. 

1g. They are generally much inclined to hold public disputations 
about religion before the multitude. Having plain places of Serip- 

ture to produce concerning adult-baptism, and several examples of 

it; they work much on such of the people as had not minded this 

before, and had not had a right state of the question between the 
pedobaptists and the antipedobaptists: wherein the former grant 

that in a nation newly converted to Christianity, (and such are all 

the cases mentioned in the Scripture,) the adult people must be 
baptized first, before their infants can be baptized. 

Their most eager disputes are against the Quakers. And they 

have reason. [or since so great a part of their zeal is spent in 
setting the time and manner of baptism right, as they judge: and 

it happens among them (as indeed the like does among all parties) 

that there are some that have little religion beside their zeal in that 
matter: the Quaker gives them the foulest affront possible. He 

cuts off all their religion at one stroke; saying that all water- 
baptism, at what age soever it be given, is an useless thing: and 

perverts all the places of Scripture where it is spoken of, with some 
farfetched interpretations ; as he does likewise in the case of the 

other sacrament. And though among people of sense that do own 

the Scripture, (as some at least of the Quakers do,) one would 

think that this dispute should quickly be at an end; yet it is 

strange to observe what numbers there do continue in many places 

of England of that enthusiastical sect, that can turn the plainest 
places of Scripture into a riddle. ; 

It is a great discredit to the climate and air of England, that that 

sort of distemper of brain that disposes men to Quakerism should 

be nowhere so epidemical as there. The same men in the popish 
religion would have been visionary saints, hermits, Carthusians, &c. 
In the Indian religion they would have been Ghebers@, and their 

a See Mr. Thevenot’s Travels into Persia. 
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cant now is much hke the other’s Ghiberish. In the Mahometan, 

they would have been of those dervises that have raptures of crying 
Allah, Allah, till their heads grow giddy, and they fall down. If 
the sets of opinions for the late sects have, as some think, been con- 

trived by the Jesuits; that Jesuit that contrived this, shewed so 
dull a faculty for the work, that he might, one would have thought, 

have despaired of any disciples: and yet it is become one of the 
most spreading in England. A late author saysb, he has been 
credibly informed that a St. Omer’s Jesuit declared, that they were 
twenty years hammering out the sect of the Quakers. It is strange 
they could not forge nor smoothe it any handsomer. For as all 

poetry, fiction, or play, ought to represent, if not true history, yet 

something that may look, or be conceived, like it; so they that 

would frame a religion pretending to be founded on the Scripture, or 
to be believed together with it, should dress it up with tenets that 
have some appearance of likeness to the declarations of Scripture ; 

and not make it to renounce such things as the Scripture does 

enjoin in so plain words as it does the two sacraments. But there 
is a sort of people that take a malicious pleasure in trying how 

broad affronts the understanding of some men will bear. 
It is the vulgar people among the Quakers that we speak of as 

thus led by the nose, and possessed with this sort of enthusiasm. 
Their leaders and the politic men among them (if they be not of the 
foresaid hammerers) seem to have for the bottom of their religion, 
deism ; and to think that reason and human philosophy is a better 
rule for a man to direct his conversation by, than any tradition or 
revealed doctrine. For what other than such is the consequent of 
that principle; that the light within us, which comes at last to be no 

other than our own reason, is better than any light without us, 1. e. 

than any Scripture ? 

20. The English antipedobaptists have for their church-govern- 
ment, Elders, or Presbyters: these have a ruling power in the congre- 

gations. Deacons; these take care of the poor. Teachers; any 

whom the congregation approves of for that purpose, as fit to teach: 
so of these they have abundance. Yet those congregations of them 

that are accounted the most regular, do not appoint or suffer any 
(that are not yet ordained elders) to preach publicly, but only in a 
probational way, in order to be ordained if they continue to be 
approved: except on some case of necessity, as in the want of elders, 

&c. They have some whom they call messengers, which is the 

> Foxes and Firebrands, part i. p. 4, [by Robert Ware, 4°. 1680, 8vo. 1682-1689. | 
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English word for apost/es. And there are of these two sorts. Some 
are such of their presbyters, as being found of the best ability, judg- 
ment, &c. are appointed (beside the care of their own congregation) 

to go sometimes about a certain district, diocese, or province. And 
when any of these come to preach in any other man’s congregation, 

or to be present at any meeting of their churches; he is received 
and heard with greater respect than ordinary, and his authority 

more regarded than of ordinary presbyters. But for direct and 
proper jurisdiction over other presbyters or people, he has none: nor 

any power of ruling but in his own congregation. The other sort is 
of such as are nothing else but messengers in the ordinary sense of 
the English word: viz. men appointed as messengers to carry the 

sense and opinion of some congregations to other congregations at 
a distance. 

They have some whom they eall representatives : 1. e. men chosen 

and delegated by the particular churches that they have all over 
England, to meet at London every Whitsuntide, to consider of the 
common affairs of their religion. This meeting of representatives, 
is, as I take it, that which is called the General Assembly ; some- 

thing resembling our lower house of Convocation. The place is in 

Goswell-street, London. But one congregation does sometimes send 
two or three representatives. 

All these are chosen with the approbation of the people: only the 
people themselves are in their approbation much swayed by the 
advice of their messengers, elders, &c. and by the opinion which 

they give concerning the fitness of any one. And then they are 
ordained by the laying on of an elder’s hands. 

They do, in the disputes which they hold with people of the 
church of England, frequently urge that this their way, viz. for the 
people to have their suffrage in the choice of church-officers, is the 
most regular way ; as being that which was used by the primitive 
Christians. Which is a piece of history that cannot fairly be denied. 
It was certainly the primitive way for the bishop to choose the pres- 
byters with the approbation of the people: and for the presbyters 
and people together, being for the most part assisted by some 

neighbouring bishops, to choose a new bishop in the room of one 
that died. This continued for many hundred years: and those 
Christians that have gone about to mend this way have made it 

much worse. 
But the antipedobaptists have upon the whole no reason to boast 

of the regularity of their management in this matter. For whereas 
the primitive practice was, as I said, for the bishop to choose the 
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presbyters with the approbation of the people; the antipedobaptists, 
as they have preserved and increased the privilege of the people; 
have quite shut out the office of a bishop, (for by the foregoing 
account, the messenger has not any of the power of a bishop,) which 

of the two is the more necessary. For the multitude, partly for 
want of judgment concerning the fitness of any one, and partly by 

their inclination to faction and party, and being puffed up for one 

against another’, are found by woful experience, in all churches 
where that way is used, to be wretched choosers for themselves. 
The original and primitive pattern is the best. 

21. They have this way of adjusting differences that arise among 
themselves on account of trespasses, dues, or other money matters ; 
which I recite as being worthy of imitation. If any one of them 
does wrong to another, or refuses to do or to pay what is equitable 
in any case: if he will not be brought to reason by a private 

arguing of the matter, nor by the verdict of two or three neigh- 

bours added ; the plaintiff brings the case before the congregation, 

when they with their elder are assembled in the nature of a vestry. 

And in difficult cases, there lies an appeal from a particular congre- 

gation to some fuller meeting of their church under a messenger. 

And he of the two that will not stand to the ultimate determination 

of the assembly by their usage appointed, is no longer acknowledged 
by the rest as a brother. 

As this is very much according to our Saviour’s’ and St. Paul’se 
direction in such cases; so I have been told that it has the good 

effect to prevent abundance of lawsuits, and end many quarrels: 
very few of them offermg to withstand the general verdict and 

opinion of all their brethren. And there is no reason to doubt but 
that a like course would, if it were put in practice, have a like good 

effect among other societies of Christians. 

22. The lke discipline (of renouncing brotherhood) they use 
against such of their communion as are known to be guilty of any 

such immorality, as is a scandal to the Christian profession of a 

sober and godly life: for which care of their members there is no 

man but will commend them. And therefore I do not mention the 

ordering’ of this as particular in them: all churches by their consti- 
tution do order the same thing to be done. But the administration, 

or putting in execution of this order, is in some churches very slack 

and neghgent; and in some, very much perverted by corrupt 
officers of the courts. The bishop’s visiting of every parish in par- 

ticular (which when it began first to be omitted by some bishops, 

© x Cor. iv. 6. ἃ Matt. xviii. 15, τό, 17. e x Cor: vi. 1,.2, ὅσ. 
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was so earnestly enjoined by canons‘) is now almost antiquated and 
forgotten. And there is many times a very huddling work made of 
a visitation. 

So far as this discipline is omitted or perverted in any church ; so 
far is that church fallen into a very dangerous decay. Among all 
the exceptions made by the several sorts of dissenters against the 
church of England, there is none nigh so material as this: nor is 
there any neglect, the amending whereof would, beside the stopping 
of the mouths of gainsaysers, produce a greater spiritual advantage 
to their people. In the meantime the dissenters ought to consider 

and allow these things following : 
1. That this is much more difficult in a national church than in 

one of their societies. For none side with them but what do it out 

of some zeal: whether it be a true and godly zeal, or an ignorant 
and factious one; still it is zeal, and may be made use of to a 

vigorous execution of the orders passed among them. But there is 
in all nations, besides the zealous men, a sort of “ flymg squadron,’ 

that have really no concern at all for any religion, but bemg 
perfectly indifferent, do of course fall in with the national church, as 
being the most fashionable at that time. These, wherever they 
light, are a great hinderance to the due execution of any canons for 

discipline. They are, either by their riches and power too big, or 
else by their number too many, for the force of the law. The 
dissenters, notwithstanding the boasts of their exactness of discipline, 

would find themselves embarrassed if this were their case. 
2. That though the Scripture does command churches to excom- 

municate wicked men, yet it does not allow private men to make 
separations from a church that does not duly practise that command. 
Let a man but take care that he do not deserve by his own wicked- 

ness to be turned out of the church; and if others who do deserve 

it, be not, upon a motion made, turned out, that is not his fault, nor 

will be imputed to him. The church of Corinth was faulty in this, 

when St. Paul wrote his first Epistle to them: and though he does 

theres reprove them for this fault; yet at the time of his second 

Epistle, there were still many wicked men® whom they had not yet 

turned out; and yet in both his Epistlesi he charges that none go 

about to make any division. And from that time to this time, there 

has been no church free from these ‘ spots in the feasts of charity.’ 

It is indeed impossible for any church, while it is in this world, ab- 

f See Bochelli Decreta Eccles. Gall. lib. _ tation, page 54, &c. 
v. tit. 15. 6. 2, 5,9, &c. Item, Bishop & 1 Cor! v. 2. h 2 Cor. xii. 20, 21. 
Stillingfleet’s Charge at his Primary Visi- i1Cor.i. 10; 2 Cor. xiii. 11, 12. 
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solutely to free itself. In the mean time, private Christians are 
advised to withdraw their familiarity’ and conversation from those 
that they know to be such. And so far, every private man has the 
power of excommunication in his own breast. 

3. That whereas there are but four sorts of men whom the Scrip- 

ture does command to be excommunicated: 1. Idolaters!, unbe- 

lievers™, teachers of false doctrine in the fundamentals" of the faith ; 

2. Men of vicious and immoral lives®; 3. Such as in points of tres- 
passes or differences between man and man will not hear the 

churchP; and fourthly, those that make divisions in or from a 

church :—the dissenters and dividing parties should, amidst all the 

zeal that they shew for executing the law upon the first three sorts, 

remember that the law is as full, as plain, as peremptory against the 

fourth sort as against any of the other. For there is not a text im all 
the Scripture that is plainer against any sin, or that does more ex- 

pressly command any sort of simners to be excommunicated, than 15 
that of St. Paul, Rom. xvi. 17; Now 1 beseech you, brethren, mark 

them which cause divisions and offences, contrary to the doctrine which 

ye have learned ; and avoid them. 'Therefore he that thinks adultery 

to be a sin, and drunkenness to be a sin, &c. and schism to be none; 

or that a man is to be avoided or excommunicated for the one, but 

not for the other; is one that does not take Christ’s commands as 

they lie in Scripture, but picks out some that he will observe, and 
others that he will slight, according as they please or displease his 

humour. The word of God is,that every one should avoid, or sepa- 
rate from him that goes about to make a separation. The dissenters, 

if they apply this, will be inclined to a little more moderation and 

charity in the censures that they pass upon national churches, for 

their want of so severe a discipline as they call for. 
23. The English antipedobaptists have, as the other separating 

parties in England have, some Jesuits, that in disguise do ever now and 
then strive to insinuate and get in among them. This society did 

at first exert the chief of their strength, and employ the ablest men 

they had, in writing books of controversy agaist the protestants : 
and they had the repute of having puzzled the cause better than any 

other popish writers had. This way, however unfairly managed by 
them, had yet this commendation; that it was fighting im open 
field. But having been there repulsed with some loss, it is now a 
long time since, that they have wholly taken to that way which Dr. 

K 1 Cor. v If. 1 2 Cor. vi. 16, 17. m 2 Cor. xiv. I5. n 2 Tim. ii. 16, τ 18. 3." εξ, ’ ᾽ 

οὐ ΘΟ 175 7 12. P Matt. xviii. 17. 
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Stillingfleet, thirty years ago4, called their ‘ present way of pickeer- 
‘ing and lying under hedges.’ They will turn themselves into any 
shape, pretend to be of any religion, put on the disguise of trades- 
men, handicraftsmen, soldiers, physicians, &c. to get an opportunity 

either of making proselytes to the church of Rome, or of promoting 

divisions among protestants. But there is no employment they love 
so well, as that of a preacher in any of the separate congregations. 
They can act this part notably. They stick not in their sermons to 
rail as fiercely as any against the pope of Rome, so that they may 

use the credit, which they thereby get with the deluded people, to 

engage them deeper in principles of separation from the established 
church of the countries where they live. Sometimes they have been 
detected in their lifetimes; and sometimes the cheat has not appeared 
till a good while after. 

The author of a book called Foxes and Firebrands" has collected 

out of histories, records, letters, &e. abundance of instances wherein 

they have been found instilling or inflaming principles of separation 
among all the sects or divided parties in England and Scotland ever 

since the reformation. And out of him the author of a book, called The 

Picture of the Anabaptistss, has recited such, wherein they have been 

concerned with the antipdobaptists. I shall not here repeat them. 
One instance, which shews how long it 1s sometimes before the 

intrigue is discovered, is this: in the former years of queen Eliza- 

beth’s time, there were a sort of people called Puritans, that ex- 

pressed some dislike at some orders or ceremonies of the church of 

England; but yet did not proceed to separation, but, on the con- 

1467. trary, declared an abhorrence of it. But about the year 

(4.D-1567.) 7567, “there succeeded them (as Fuller relating the mat- 

ter expresses itt) ‘ another generation of active and zealous nonecon- 

‘formists. Of these Coleman, Button, Hallingham, and Benson 

‘ were the chief: inveighing against the established church-disci- 
‘ pline: accounting every thing from Rome, which was not from 
‘ Geneva: endeavouring in all things to conform the government of 

‘the English church to the presbyterian reformation.’ 

Camden" and Heylyn* do mention the same men with the same 

character: as opposing the discipline, Liturgy, calling of our bishops 
as approaching too near to the church of Rome, ἧτο. 

Now neither Camden, Heylyn, nor Fuller, who recite the names 

q Discourse concerning the Idolatry of 8 | David Russen: see above, p. 552.] 
the Church of Rome, preface. [This work € Ch. History, lib. ix. (sect. 9. p.8r.] 
was published in the year 1676, 8°.] u Annal. Elizab. ad ann. 1568. 

τ |Robert Ware: see above, p. 558. | x History of Presbyter. book vi. p. 257. 
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of these men, ever knew any thing to the contrary, but that they 
were really such as they pretended, viz. protestants puritanically in- 

clined: much less did the people that were led into separation by 
them know any thing. 

1585. But a hundred years after the time that these men and 

(4.D.1685.) their first associates must have been dead, viz. about 

twenty years ago, it was discovered that three of the four, viz. Halling- 
ham, Coleman, and Benson, were Jesuits; and that, by the sagacity of 

bishop Stillingfleety comparmg the histories of those times with 

some Jesuits’ letters intercepted about the same time. 

The chief letter to this purpose is recited by the foresaid author 

of Foxes and Firebrands’, and averred by him to be ‘a true copy 
‘ taken out of the registry of the episcopal see of Rochester, in that 

‘book which begins anno 2 and 3 Philip and Mary, and is continued 
‘to 15 Eliz.’ 

1468. What he recites from that book is to this purpose. In the 
(4-D.1568.) year 1568, one Heth went about the lower parts of Kent, 

preaching up division and a purer reformation: he came to Roches- 
ter, and they, not knowing what seditious doctrmes he had preached 

in the country places, admitted him to preach in the cathedral. The 
next day there was found in the pulpit a letter that had dropped 
from him, written to him from one Malt, a Jesuit at Madrid, (which 

is there recited at large,) applauding the course he took, and adver- 

tising him of the success of some others sent on the like errand: and 

adding these words: ‘ Hallingham, Coleman, and Benson have set 

‘a faction among the German heretics, so that several who have 

‘turned from us have now denied their baptism.’ This and other 

evidences being brought, he was convicted in the bishop’s court at 
Rochester to be a Jesuit, and could not any longer deny it. In his 

boots were found his beads, and a pope’s bull for the Jesuits to 

preach what doctrine they pleased for dividing of protestants, parti- 

cularly naming the English. And in his trunk were several books 
for denying baptism to infants. 

The author of this recital makes no use of this passage of the let- 
ter about Hallingham, Coleman, and Benson. But bishop Stilling- 
fleet shews, that they must have been the same men mentioned by 
the foresaid historians: and that by German heretics are meant any 
protestants ; that religion being then called the German heresy. 

The book from whence this is quoted must probably have been 

then in the registry, because the said author (who was accounted a 
man of credit) would not else so positively have referred to it. But 

y Unreasonableness of Separation, preface. z Parti. page I5. 
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I understand by inquiry that it is not now there. By what interest 
it can have been taken away since that time, (which was about 

thirty years ago,) is hard to guess. But however, it seems that Mr. 

Russen, who says* at present, ‘if they look upon this story as un- 
‘ true, let them search the register, &c. where they shall find to their 

“ignominy the verity thereof, is mistaken. 
P.S. Since the writing of this, 1 understand that it is said to 

have been stolen away in the late king James’ time. A neighbour 

clergyman, the reverend and learned Mr. Edward Brown, rector of 
Sundrish in Kent, now deceased, was told so by an old officer of 

the church of Rochester. And he left a memorandum of it in writ- 
ing with Dr. Barker, rector of Brasthead, who since Mr. Brown’s 

death told me he had it. But the persons are now all dead, and the 

written memorandum is lost. 
I shall mention but one case more; and that is one which is not 

taken notice of by theforesaid collectors. All that I understand of 
it is from a pamphlet printed by one Everard in the year 1664. By 
which it appears that he in Cromwell’s time had been a captain of 

horse, and a noted preacher against infant-baptism. He speaks as 
if he had had a great many converts. This time at which he printed 

his pamphlet was a time in which it was impossible for him to carry 
on that trade in a disguise any longer. So he faces about, and en- 

deavours to decoy them over with him to the church of Rome. To 
this purpose he pretends that it had pleased God to bring him to an 
opportunity of discoursing concerning religion with a very grave 

and judicious gentleman, who ‘ examining every thing from the 

« bottom, and laying the axe to the root of the tree, &e. asked him 

‘in the first place, whether he was sure and certain, that the 

‘ Christian religion in general was more true than the religion of 
‘the Turks, Jews, &c. In short, this man had by degrees made 

him see that there is no firm reliance for one’s faith either on the 

Scripture, or on the direction of the Spirit, or on reason; but only 
on the authority of the catholic church, by which he all along means 

the church of Rome. So he gives to his pamphlet this title; ‘ An 
« Epistle to the several Congregations of the Nonconformists: by 

‘ Capt. Robert Everard, now by God’s grace a member of the Holy 

‘ Catholic Church of Christ: shewing the Reasons of his Conversion 

‘ and Submission to the said Catholic Church,’ printed 1664°. 

a Ch. vii. ¢ (This work was printed at Paris, and 
> [In the ‘ Additions and Alterations consists of forty pages in quarto. The 

‘in the third edition, &c.’ appended to Bodleian library possesses a copy formerly 
his ‘ Defence,’ Dr. Wall had added here belonging to bishop Barlow, and contain- 
the words, ‘who was born and bred at ing a few MS. notes by him. | 
“ Rochester.’] 
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But the reasons therein given are so exactly the same with the 
ordinary sophisms which the Jesuits commonly use to amaze and 
confound the minds of ignorant people, and the writer of them sets 
them forth with so much of the same sort of art; that he that reads 

the book will easily discern, that Everard was not now converted, 

but was a papist before. 

We must think that the instances of this nature that have been 
discovered are probably but few in comparison with those that never 
have been so. We oftener find where these men have been, than 
where they are: and it were happy for England, if they had some 
mark, whereby they might be known. 

There is one tenet of the antipsdobaptists in which the Jesuits 
concur with them, not only when they are in this disguise, but also 

in their late books to which they set their names: that is, ‘that 
‘infant-baptism cannot be proved from Scripture.’ The old books 
of the papists, and even of some Jesuits, do, as well as the books of 

protestants, prove it by arguments from Scripture, as archbishop 
Jaud and Vossius have largely shewn¢. But the late Jesuits have 
given a politic turn to that point of the Romish doctrine, and say, 

that it can be proved only by the custom and tradition of the 
church. They serve two designs by this device. One is, to puzzle 
the protestants in general, who maintain that the Scripture is a 
sufficient rule. The other is, to encourage the antipedobaptists that 
are among the protestants, in their opinion and separation. To which 
purpose they do in their books furnish them with answers to all the 
arguments brought from Scripture. 

Col. Danvers says¢, ‘A great papist, lately in London, going to a 
‘dispute about infants’ baptism, told his friend, he was “ going to 
‘ hear a miracle, viz. infants’ baptism to be proved by Scripture.’”” 

And one E.P. an antipzdobaptist preacher, formerly of Deptford, 
now, I think, about Dover in Kent, in a pamphlet which he enti- 

tles, A threepenny Answer, &c. has this remarkf, ‘A popish 

‘ priest confest to a minister of the baptized way, that “ there is no 

‘ Scripture for baptizing infants: but yet it ought to be done, be- 
‘ cause the church has commanded it.” This was a true and inge- 
‘nuous confession.’ There is no doubt but this priest would, if 

Mr.P. had given leave, have preached the same in his congregation. 
And if he might have preached in a vizor, would have said it ought 
not to be done at all. 

But I do not so much wonder at these two, as I do at Mr.Stennet, 

[In his treatise ‘De Baptismo,’ Op. © Treatise of Baptism, second ed. p. 134. 
om. Vi. folio. ] f Page 25. 
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who, in his late Answer to Mr. Russen§, has thought fit to strengthen 
his cause not only by quoting cardinal Perron, Fisher the Jesuit, 
&e. but has spent eleven whole pages in giving us an harangue of 

Mr. Bossuet, a late popish author, written in favour of the antipe- 
dobaptists. Is it news to Mr Stennet too, that the papists for these 
eighty years past do this against their own conscience, and out of a 
design against the protestants in general? If it be, let him consult 

and compare the popish writers, and he will find that before that 
time they do themselves all of them prove infant-baptism by Scrip- 
ture, and that it is only the later ones that have altered their tale. 
There seems to have been about that time a consult of the Jesuits, 

wherein it was resolved to give this cue to the writers of their side. 

Cardinal Perron began this course: and the learned Rivet even then 

smelled the design, and gave the world notice of it, as I shewed 
eh.u. $9. Yet even still the papists carry it on in new writings 

every day: and it takes, it seems, (not only as Saffold’s bills do with 

the new folks that come to town every year, but) even with some of 
the wiser sort. If the discourse that he recites so at length, had any 

thing of new argument in it; it might be used, come it from whom 
it would. But there is nothing of that, but what is common, and 

even trivial, and has been answered a hundred times. It aflirms that 

infant-baptism depends solely on the tradition of the church: but 

this is said dictator-like. 
And for the complying answer, that is there given, and fills four 

or five pages more; which was written, it seems, by Mr. de la 

Roque: I thought at first it had been a sham; it looks as if the 
author himself, or some other papist or antipzedobaptist, had framed 
an answer under the name of a protestant, such as they would 

have. But Mr. de la Roque was, it seems, a learned man in other 

points, and has well refuted the main of his adversary’s book ; 

which is of communion in one kind: but having occasion to speak 
of this matter only by the by, and having not studied it, but 

depending on Grotius, and having not well minded what Grotius 
says neither, he has yielded even more than his opponent pretended 

to. The opponent had said that infant-baptism depends ‘solely on 

‘ the tradition of the church.’ The answerer throws away even this 
grant; and says, ‘The primitive church did not baptize infants,’ 

p- 188, and proves it by nothing but an allegation, that is quite 

mistaken in matter of fact: he says, ‘the learned Grotius proves it 
‘in his Annotations on the Gospel.’ Let any one read the annota- 

tions, and he will see that Grotius, (how much soever he acts the 

5. [8vo. London, 1704; p. 174—184.] 
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prevaricator at that place,) so far from proving, does not pretend 
that there ever was a time in which the church ‘did not baptize 
‘infants’ but only ‘ libertatem et consuetudinis differentiam,’ ‘ the 
‘liberty and difference of the custom ;? viz. that some in the 
church did, and some did not. And how groundless his pretence 
even of that is, I have endeavoured to shew at the foresaid ch. u. 

§ 9. 
One would think, that even the weakest among the antipzedo- 

baptists should apprehend, that this new favour and lovingkindness 
which the priests and Jesuits shew to their side, is all of the same 
stamp and design, as was that which the late king James, by 
counsel of the same men, shewed to the dissenters in general; viz. 

that by furthering the division they might weaken us all. And as 
all the honest men among the dissenters then did scorn and refuse 
those favours, when they saw whither they tended, so ought the 
antipedobaptists in this case. But if they will not be dissuaded 
from tampering with the deceitful gifts of the enemy; then their 
best way is, to do as some have done before them, viz. to borrow 

the arguments of the Jesuits without saying where they have 

them. For people will be never the more persuaded that infant- 

baptism cannot be proved from Scripture, because a papist says so. 

The English antipzdobaptists are as careful as men in their cir- 
cumstances can well be, against this intrusion of papists in disguise ; 
by requiring an account of any new preacher coming to them: but 

it is a thing that can hardly be ever totally prevented without 
a draught of articles of religion, to which every preacher should 
subscribe. 

VII. Of the antipeedobaptists in Poland I have not much to say ; 

save that they were formerly there in great numbers. Lelius 
1450. Socinus about the year 1550, and after him his nephew 

(4-D.1550-) Faustus, broached there a most desperate opinion against 
the divinity of our Saviour Christ; Who is over all, God blessed 
Jor ever. Amen. Some heretics of old (but yet none within one 
thousand years of that time) had held that Jesus was a mere man: 
and that the worp or Λόγος did only come upon him, or inhabit in 
him. But these men taught, that even the worp himself, of whom 
St. John speaks, was a creature. Which was a heresy perfectly 
new, and surpassing in impiety almost all that ever were. So they 
renounced the doctrine of the Trinity. The form of words by 
which Christians are baptized, Jn the name of the Father, the Son, 

hk Romans ΙΧ. 5. 
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and the Holy Spirit, stood in their way. Socinus therefore expressed 

a very slighting opinion of all water-baptism. He would have it be 
accounted needless in a nation that is settled in the profession of 
Christianity. He saidi, the apostles practised it ; but they had no 
command so to do: and so other Christians might use it as an 
indifferent thing. That they may baptize, if they will; or let it 

alone, if they will. And if they will give baptism, they may give 
it in infancy or in adult age: it is muchwhat one. His followers, 

many of them, took him at this last proposal. They would baptize, 

but not in infancy. 
There were also some other antipedobaptists that were not So- 

cinians. But they were so generally mixed, that the ordinary 

1g50. name given to all Socinians was Anabaptists. About the 

(a.D.1650.) year 1650, they were by public edicts expelled that king- 

dom: as the protestants in general have since been. 
And the same may be said of Bohemia and Moravia, and some 

other countries thereabouts. There were for about one hundred 

years many antipdobaptists mixed with the protestants in those 

countries. But both one and the other have since been by popish 
persecutions either perverted, or forced to seek new seats. 

In Hungary and Transylvania, but especially the latter, there are 
said to be still considerable numbers of them; some towns and 

villages consisting mostly of these men. But it is said withal*, that 

they are mostly Socinians. There were in Transylvania so long ago 
as the time of the later Socinus beforementioned, viz. Faustus 

Socinus, some of these that were deeper in that heresy, if possible, 

than he himself was. They held, as he tells us!, ‘the doctrines of 

‘the Trinity and of InFantT-Baptism to be the chief errors of 
‘the other churches. So that if any one would renounce these 
‘ two, and would firmly hold, that all that have been baptized in 
‘infancy must be baptized when they are grown up; they would 
‘ own such an one for a brother in point of doctrine,’ ἕο. though he 

differed in some other things. 
This is a gracious condescension. But yet I question whether, as 

the case stands, it will induce many to accept of the proposal ; 
because all people thereabouts know, that by complying but a very 
little further, they may be admitted for true Mussulmen, and 
allowed to wear white turbans in the city of Stambol, an honour 

iDisput. de Baptismo. Epist. de Baptis- | Socinus’ works in folio. | 
mo ad Virum nobilem. Epist. altera de k Osiander, Appendix Histor. 

Baptismo. [printed in 8°. at Rakow, ἴῃ 1 Epist. de Baptismo ad Virum no- 

1613: and again, in the collection of — bilem. 
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which these gentlemen seem very ambitious of. But as for those 
that desire to keep the name of Christians, God preserve them from 
the folly of buying the brotherhood of these men at so dear a rate 
as the renouncing of their God. 

CHAP. TX. 

Of the most ancient Rites of Baptism. 

I. THE rites and circumstances attending baptism have been 
largely handled by Josephus Vicecomes™. I shall only briefly 
mention some of the most ancient. 

It was the custom of every church of Christians to require adult 
persons that were to be baptized, to spend some time in prayer and 
fasting before their entrance into that holy covenant: that they 
might come with greater seriousness and steadfastness of resolution 
to the sacrament thereof. And the church did use to fast and pray 
with them and for them. 

This fasting, though it be nowhere mentioned in Scripture, yet 
40. is expressly put among the customs of the Christians by 

τ ΟΠ ΠΤ Martyr, (who must have been born in the Scrip- 
ture-times,) in that apology which he makes to the heathen em- 
perors concerning the tenets and practices of the Christians. The 
place I recited before». 

100. And so it is also by Tertullian. ‘They,’ says he, 
(A.D.200.) « that come to baptism, must use the devotions of frequent 
‘ prayers, fastings, kneelings, and watchings, and the confession of 
‘ all their past sins; that they may at least do as much as was done 
‘in John’s baptism: They were baptized, it is said, confessing their 
« sins.’ 

I said before?, that it is probable that this was none of the least 
reasons for keeping the Lent fast; because the baptism of so many 
people was to be at Easter. The council of Laodicea do order4, 
‘ that none be admitted to baptism at Easter that does not give in 
“his name before a fortnight of Lent be out. And that they must 
‘all be able to say the Creed by Thursday before Easter. And 
‘ that, if any be baptized in sickness, when they recover, they must 
‘ learn and recite it.’ 

II. Their general and ordinary way was to baptize by immersion, 
or dipping the person, whether it were an infant, or grown man or 

m [See above, at p. 497, a notice of his © Lib. de Baptismo, cap. 20. 
work on this subject. ] P Part i. chap. 17. ὃ 5. 

n Part i. ch. 11. § 3. q Can. 45, 46, 47. 
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woman, into the water. This is so plain and clear by an infinite 
number of passages, that, as one cannot but pity the weak en- 
deavours of such pxdobaptists as would maintain the negative of 

it; so also we ought to disown and shew a dislike of the profane 
scoffs which some people give to the English antipedobaptists 
merely for their use of dipping. It is one thing to maintain that 
that circumstance is not absolutely necessary to the essence of 
baptism, and another, to go about to represent it as ridiculous and 
foolish, or as shameful and indecent ; when it was in all probability 
the way by which our blessed Saviour, and for certain was the 
most usual and ordinary way by which the ancient Christians, did 
receive their baptism. I shall not stay to produce the particular 

proofs of this. Many of the quotations which I brought for other 
purposes, and shall bring, do evince it. It is a great want of pru- 

dence, as well as of honesty, to refuse to grant to an adversary what 

is certainly true, and may be proved so. It creates a jealousy of all 
the rest that one says. 

Before the Christian religion was so far encouraged as to have 
churches built for its service, they baptized in any river, pond, &e. 

roo. So Tertullian says"; ‘It is all one whether one be washed 

(4-D.200.) «in the sea or in a pond, in a fountain or in a river, in a 
‘standing or in a running water: nor is there any difference 

‘ between those that John baptized in Jordan, and those that Peter 
‘ baptized in the river Tiber.” But when they came to have 
churches; one part of the church, or place nigh the church, called 
the baptistery, was employed to this use, and had a cistern, font, or 
pond large enough for several at once to go into the water ; divided 

into two parts by a partition, one for the men and the other for the 
women for the ordinary baptisms. 

On the other side, the antipedobaptists will be as unfair in their 
turn, if they do not grant that in the case of sickness, weakliness, 
haste, want of quantity of water, or such like extraordinary occa- 
sions, baptism by affusion of water on the face was by the ancients 
counted sufficient baptism. I shall, out of the many proofs for it, 

produce two or three of the most ancient. 
rst. AnnoDom.251.Novatian was by one party of the clergy and 

(A-D.251-) people of Rome chosen bishop of that church, in a schisma- 

tical way, and in opposition to Cornelius, who had been before chosen 
by the major part, and was already ordained. Cornelius does in a 

letter to Fabius bishop of Antioch vindicate his right: and shewss 
that Novatian came not canonically to his orders of priesthood ; much 

r De Baptismo, ὁ. 4. 5 Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vi. cap. 43. 
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less was he capable of bemg chosen bishop: for ‘ that all the clergy, 
“and a great many of the laity, were against his bemg ordained 

‘ presbyter, because it was not lawful (they said) for any one that 
‘ had been baptized in his bed in time of sickness, [τὸν ἐν κλίνῃ διὰ 
‘ νόσον περιχυθέντα,] as he had been, to be admitted to any office of 

‘ the clergy.’ 
This shews that at the time when Novatian turned Christian, 

oor which could not by this account be much above one 

(a-D.220.) hundred years after the apostles, it was the custom for any 

one that in time of sickness desired baptism, to have it administered 

to him in his bed by affusion: as in another part of this letter is 
said of him; ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ κλίνῃ 7 ἔκειτο περιχυθείς : ‘baptized by 
‘ affusion in the bed as he lay.’ It is true, the Christians had then 
a rule among themselves, that such an one, if he recovered, should 

never be preferred to any office in the church. Which rule they 

made, not that they thought that manner of baptism to be less 
effectual than the other, but for the reason expressed by the council 

“14. οὗ Neocesarea held about eighty years after this time ; 

(A-D. 314.) the twelfth canon whereof is; ‘ He that is baptized when 
“he is sick, ought not to be made a priest (for his coming to the 
« faith is not voluntary, but from necessity) unless his diligence and 

‘ faith do afterward prove commendable, or the scarcity of men fit 

‘ for the office do require it.’ 
155. Another instance about the same time is this; one 

(A-D.255-) Magnus, a countryman, writes to St. Cypriant, desiring to 

be satisfied in some points relating to the schism of the Novatians. 
One was: whether those that were baptized in that schism must be 

baptized again if they come over from the schism to the church ? 
This, St. Cyprian answers, must be; because all baptism, given by 

such as are in a state of division from the church, is void. The 

other was: whether they that in the communion of the church are 

baptized in bed, as Novatian was, must likewise be baptized again, 

if they recover? To this St. Cyprian answers as follows: 
‘ You inquire also, dear son, what I think of such as obtain the 

‘ grace in time of their sickness and infirmity ; whether they are to 
‘ be accounted lawful Christians, because they are not washed all over 
‘with the water of salvation, but have only some of it poured on 
‘them. In which matter I would use so much modesty and humi- 
‘lity, as not to prescribe so positively, but that every one should 

‘ have the freedom of his own thought, and do as he thinks best. I 
‘ do, according to the best of my mean capacity, judge thus; that 

t Cypriani Epist. 69. edit. Oxon. [76. edit. Benedictin, Paris. 1726.] 
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‘the divine favours are not maimed or weakened, so as that any 
‘ thing less than the whole of them is conveyed, where the benefit 
‘ of them is received with a full and complete faith both of the giver 
‘ and receiver. 

‘ For the contagion of sin is not in the sacrament of salvation 
‘ washed off by the same measures that the dirt of the skin and of 
‘the body is washed off in an ordinary and secular bath; so as that 
‘ there should be any necessity of soap and other helps, and a large 
‘ pool or fish-pond by which the body is washed or cleansed. It is 

‘in another way that the breast of a believer is washed ; after 
‘ another fashion that the mind of a man is by faith cleansed. In 

‘the sacraments of salvation, when necessity compels, the shortest 
‘ ways of transacting Divine matters do, by God’s gracious dispen- 
‘ sation, confer the whole benefit. 

‘ And no man need therefore think otherwise, because these sick 

‘ people, when they receive the grace of our Lord, have nothing but 
‘an affusion or sprinkling; whenas the Holy Scripture by the 
‘ prophet Ezekiel says", Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, 

“and ye shall be clean, &e. 
He quotes to the same purpose, Numb. xix. 13, and vii. 7, ἕο. 

And having applied them, says a little after ; ‘if any one think that 
‘ they obtain no benefit, as having only an affusion of the water of 

‘ salvation, do not let him mistake so far, as that the parties, if they 

‘ recover of their sickness, should be baptized again. And if they 
‘must not be baptized again, that have already been sanctified with 
‘the baptism of the church ; why should they have cause of scandal 

‘ given them concerning their religion and the pardon of our Lord ? 

‘ What! shall we think that they have granted to them the grace 
‘of our Lord, but in a weaker or less measure of the divine and 

‘ Holy Spirit; so as to be accounted Christians, but yet not in 

‘equal state with others? No: the Holy Spirit is not given by 
“ several measures, but is wholly poured on them that believe,’ &c. 

And having, in order to set forth this equality, alluded to what is 
said, Exod. xvi. 18, of every man’s having an equal homer of manna, 

he adds; ‘by which it was signified that the mercy and heavenly 
* grace of Christ which was to come in aftertimes would be divided 

‘ equally to all; and the gift of the spiritual grace would be poured 

‘on all God’s people without any difference on account of sex or 
‘ years of age,’ [which words are another proof of his owning infant- 
baptism, ] ‘ or of respect of persons.’ 

‘ We see,’ says he, ‘this proved by the experience of the thing’: 

u Ezek. xxxvi. 25. 
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‘ that such as are baptized and do obtain the grace in their sickness, 
“when need so requires, are freed from the unclean spirit with 

‘ which they were before possessed; and do live commendably and 
‘ approved in the church, and do every day proceed by the increase 
‘ of their faith to an increase of the heavenly grace,’ &e. 
A little after, he argues thus; ‘Can any one think it reasonable 

‘that so much honour should be shewed to the heretics, that such 

“as come from them should never be asked whether they had a 
‘ washing all over, or only an affusion of water; and yet among us 

‘any should detract from the truth and integrity of faith Ὁ’ &e. So 
that it appears, that the several sects did, as well as the church- 
party, use clinical baptism in case of necessity. 

158. The Acts also of St. Laurence, who suffered martyrdom 

(4-2. 258.) about the same time as Cyprian, do tell how one of the 
soldiers that were to be his executioners, being converted, brought 

a pitcher of water for Laurence to baptize him with. And though 

these Acts, as they are now, are interpolated and mixed with false- 

hoods*; yet this passage seems to be genuine, because it is cited by 
Walafridus Straboy, who lived before those times in which most of 

the Roman forgeries were added to the histories of their saints. 

130 Eusebius” also mentions Basilides baptized in prison by 

(4-D. 230.) some brethren. The strict custody under which Christian 
prisoners were kept, their tyrannical jailors hardly allowing them 

necessaries for life, much less such conveniences as they desired for 

their religion, makes it very probable that this must have been done 
by affusion only of some small quantity of water. And the lke 

may be said of the jailor baptized by St. Paul in haste, the same 

hour of the night, (in which he was converted,) he and all his, 
straightwaya, 

These are some of the most ancient instances of that sort of bap- 
tism that are now extant in records. But the further one proceeds 
in reading the following times, the more frequent they are: inso- 

395. much that Gennadius> of Marseilles in the fifth century 

(4-D.495-) speaks of baptism as given in the French church indif- 

ferently, by either of the ways, of immersion or aspersion. For 
having said, ‘we believe the way of salvation to be open only to 
‘ baptized persons ; we believe that no catechumen, though he die 
‘in good works, has eternal life;’ he adds; ‘except the case of 

x [See these extended to the length of Ρ, 339 of this volume. ] 
fifty folio pages, in the Acta Sanctorum, z Hist. Keel. lib. vi. cap. 5. 
at the roth day of August. | a Acts xvi. 33. 

y De Rebus Ecclesiast. cap. 26. [See b De Eccles. Dogmatibus, cap. 74. 
some account of this author above, at 
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‘ martyrdom, in which all the sacraments of baptism are completed.’ 
Then, to shew how martyrdom has all in it that baptism has, he 

says; ‘the person to be baptized owns his faith before the priest : 
‘and when the interrogatories are put to him, makes his answer. 
‘ The same does a martyr before the heathen judge: he also owns 
‘his faith; and when the question is put to him, makes answer. 
‘The one after his confession is either wetted with the water, or 

‘ else plunged into it; and the other is either wetted with his own 

“ blood, or else is plunged [or overwhelmed] in fire.’ 
1158. In the times of Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventure, 

(4-D- 1255) immersion was in Italy the most common way ; but the 
other was ordinary enough. Thomas speaks thus¢; ‘baptism may 

‘ be given not only by immersion, but also by affusion of water, or 
‘sprinkling with it. But it is the safer way to baptize by 
“immersion, because that is the most common custom.’ And 

again: ‘by immersion the burial of Christ is more lively repre- 

‘sented; and therefore this is the most common and commendable 

‘way.’ Bonaventure says“, that the way of affusion was probably 
used by the apostles, and was in his time used in the churches of 
France, and some others: but he says; the way of dipping into the 

water is ‘ the more common, and the fitter, and the safer.’ 

One would have thought that the cold countries should have 

been the first that should have changed the custom from dipping to 
affusion, because in cold climates the bathing of the body in water 
may seem much more unnatural and dangerous to the health than 
in the hot ones; (and it is to be noted by the way, that all those 
countries of whose rites of baptism, and immersion used in it, we 
have any account in the Scripture, or other ancient history, are im 
hot climates ; where frequent and common bathing both of infants 

and grown persons is natural, and even necessary to the health). 
But by history it appears, that the cold climates held the custom of 
dipping as long as any; for England, which is one of the coldest, 
was one of the latest that admitted this alteration of the ordinary 
way. Vasquez¢ having said that it was the old custom both in the 
East and the West to baptize both grown persons and infants, that 
were in health, by immersion: and that it plainly appears by the 

490. words of St. Gregory, that the custom continued so to be 

(A-D.590-) in his time, adds ; ‘and it continues, as they say, to this 

‘ day among the English, as Erasmus has noted in the margin of 

c Part. iil. Quest. 66. Art. 7. e In Tertiam Partem S. Thome, Dis- 
dIn librum iv. Sententiarum, Dis- put. 145. cap. 2. 

tinct. 3. Art. 2. Queest. 2. 
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‘the 76th Epistle of St. Cyprian.’ Erasmus is there observing how 

the baptism of infants is in different countries variously admin- 

istered: and says; ‘ perfunduntur apud nos, merguntur apud An- 

‘olos.” ‘With us [the Dutch] they have the water poured on 

‘them: in England they are dipped.’ Therefore it is probable that 

Erasmus wrote his Colloquy called ἰχθυοφαγία in England. In 

which he says; ‘we dip children newly come forth from their 

‘ mothers’ womb, all over into cold water, which has stood a long 

‘ time in a stone font: I will not say, till it stinks.’ This is a good 

authority for so late as the time of Henry VIIth, at which time he 

1436. lived in England. And I produced before a passage out 

(A.D. 1536.) of a convocation in that king’s reign, which also shews 

that the general custom in England then was to dip infants. And it 

continued so for two reigns more. 

I will here endeavour to trace the times when it began to be left 

off in the several countries of the west : meaning still, in the case of 

infants that were in health, and in the public baptism ; for in the 

case of sickly or weak infants, there was always, in all countries, an 

allowance of affusion or sprinkling, to be given in haste, and in the 

house, or any other place. 

France seems to have been the first country in the world where 

baptism by affusion was used ordinarily to persons in health, and in 

3905. the public way of administering it. Gennadius of Mar- 

(4-D.495-) seilles, whose words I gave befores, is the first author that 

speaks of it as indifferent. 

It came more and more into request in that country, till im 

1160. Bonaventure’s time it was become, as appears by his 

(A-D.1260.) words last quoted, a very ordinary practice: and though 

he say, some other churches did then so use it, yet he names none 

but France. 

1175. The synod of Angiers, 1275, speaks of dippmg or pour- 

(A-D.1275-) ing, as indifferently used ; and blames some ignorant priests, 

for that they dip or pour the water but once: and instructs them 

that the general custom of the church is to dip thrice, or pour on 

water three times. 

1304. The synod of Langres mentions pouring only ; ‘ Let the 

(4.D.1404-) ¢ priest make three pourings or sprinklings of water on 

‘ the infant’s head,’ &e. 

And so from thence to the year 1600, (and still to this day for 

aught I know,) the synodical acts and canons of the churches in 

France do mention, sometimes dipping or pouring, and sometimes 

f Ch. viii. § 6. & [At page 574-] 
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pouring only: but the practice for a long time has been pouring 

1485. only. The synod of Aix, 1585, says, ‘pouring or dipping, 
(4.D-1585-) ¢ according as the use of the church is ;? and orders, that 
‘the pouring of the water be not done with the hand, but with a 
‘ [ladle or vessel] kept in the font for that purpose.’ This account 
of the synods I have out of Bochelli Decreta Kecles. Gallicane, Vib. 11. 

de baptismo". 

From France it spread (but not till a good while after) into Italy, 

Germany, Spain, &c., and last of all into England. 

For Italy: I have shewn already, that dipping was the more 
t16o, ordinary custom at the year 1260. By what degrees it 

(Δ. Ὁ. 1260.) altered is not worth the while to search. In two hundred 

years’ time the other became the ordinary way. 

In Germany, Walafridus Strabo, 850, Rupertus, 1120, and several 

others, do so speak of baptism, as that it appears by their words, that 

dipping of infants was the general custom ; except of such as were 

1436, sick, &c. and must be baptized in haste. But the council 

(4-D. 1536.) of Cologne under Herman, in the year 1536, speaks of it 
more indifferently : ‘The child is thrice either dipped or wetted with 

‘ the water, &e. And fifteen years after, the Agenda of the church 

14sr. οὗ Mentz, published by Sebastian, do recommend and 

(A.D.1551.) prefer the latter: ‘Then let the priest take the child in 

‘ his left arm; and holding him over the font, let him with his nght 

‘hand three several times take water out of the font, and pour it on 
‘ the child’s head, ita quod aqua tingat caput et scapulas, so as that 

‘ the water may wet its head and shoulders.’ Then they give a note 

to this purpose ; that immersion, once or thrice, or pouring of water, 

may be used, and have been used, in the church : and that this variety 

does not alter the nature of baptism: and that a man shall do ill to 

break the custom of his church for either of them. But they add, 
that it is better, if the church will allow, to use pouring on of 

water. For suppose, say they, the priest be old and feeble, or have 

the palsy in his hands, or the weather be very cold, or the child 
very infirm, or be too big to be dipped in the font ; then it is much 

fitter to use affusion of the water. Then they bring the instance of 

the apostles baptizing three thousand at a time, the instance of St. 
Laurence, that I spoke of before, and the story (which I suppose is 
forged) of Chlodoveus, baptized in that fashion by Remigius : and 

h [Folio, Paris, 1609.] The same book had been published pre- 
i[See ‘Agenda Ecclesiae Moguntinen- viously, namely in the year 1480. Sebas- 

« sis, per Ὁ. Sebastianum, Archiepisecopum tian made some slight additions to it.] 
‘ Moguntinum,’ το. folio, Moguntia, 1551. 

WALL, VOL. I. Pp 
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say; ‘That therefore there may not be one way for the sick, and 

‘ another for the healthy; one for children, and another for bigger 

‘persons; it is better that the minister of this sacrament do keep 

‘the safest way, which is, to pour water thrice: unless the custom 
‘ be to the contrary.’ 

In England there seem to have been some priests so early as the 

“16. year 816 that attempted to bring in the use of baptism 

(4.D.816.) yy affusion in the public administration ; for Spelman re- 

cites a canon of a council in that yeark, ‘ Let the priests know, that 
‘ when they administer holy baptism, they must not pour the water 

‘on the head of the infants; but they must always be dipped in 

‘the font. As the Son of God gave his own example to all 

‘ believers, when he was thrice dipped in the waters of Jordan; so 

‘it is necessary by order to be kept and used.’ 
Lyndewode, who was dean of the arches in the time of Henry V. 

1322. 1422, and wrote the best account of our English Constitu- 
(a.D.1422.) tions, having spoken of the manner of baptizing mfants 

by dipping, adds this note'; ‘ But this is not to beaccounted to be 

‘ of the necessity [or essence] of baptism: but it may be given also 

‘by pouring or sprinkling. And this holds especially where the 
‘ eustom of the church allows it.2 It is to be noted, that France 

had, as I shewed just now, before this time, admitted of the way of 
pouring water; and Lyndewode had lived in France under Henry 

the Fifth of England, who was king there. 

1280. Some do prove from Wickliffe, that τὸ was held indif- 

(4-D.138e.) ferent in England, in his time, whether dipping or pouring 

were used : because he says at one place, ‘ Nor is it material whether 
‘ they be dipped once or thrice, or water be poured on their heads: 

‘but it must be done according to the custom of the place where 
‘one dwells™” But we ought to take the whole context as it hes 

in his book. He had been speaking of the necessity of baptism to 

salvation, from that text, John iii. 5, and then adds ; “ et ordinavit 

‘ ecclesia, quod quelibet persona fidelis in necessitatis articulo poterit 
‘ baptizari [/. baptizare | Nec τοίου, ἕο. « And the church has 
‘ ordained that in a case of necessity any person that is fidel [or that 

Nor is it material ‘is himself baptized] may give baptism, το. 
‘whether they be dipped, &e. Such words do not suppose any 

other way than dipping used ordinarily: but only in a juncture of 
necessity, or fear of the infant’s death. 

k Concil. Anglicana, tom. i. pag. 331. m Trialog. lib. iv. cap.11.[De Baptismo, 
Synod. apud Celecyth. sub Walfredo. pag. 118. edit. 1525. 4to. | 

1 Constit. lib. iii. cap. de Baptismo. 
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The offices or hturgies for public baptism in the church of Eng- 
land did all along, so far as IT can learn, enjoin dipping, without any 
mention of pouring or sprinkling. The Manuale ad usum Sarum, 

1430. printed 1530, the 21st of Henry VIIIth, orders thus for 
(4-D.153°-) the public baptisms; ‘then let the priest take the child, 
‘and, having asked the name, baptize him by dipping him in the 
‘water thrice’, &. And John Frith, writing in the year 1533 a 

Treatise of Baptism, calls the outward part of it, the 

‘plunging down in the water, and lifting up again.’ 
Which he often mentions, without ever mentioning pouring or 
sprinkling. 

T433- 
{A.D. 1533.) 

1449. In the Common Prayer Book printed 1549, the second 
(4-P.1549:) of king Eward the VIth, the order stands thus: < shall 

‘dip 1t in the water thrice, &e.—So it be discreetly and warily 
‘done: saying, Λ΄. I baptize thee, &c. But this order adds; ‘and 

‘aif the child be weak it shall suffice to pour water upon it, saying 

‘the foresaid words.’ Afterward, the books do leave out the word 

thrice: and do say; ‘shall dip it in the water, so it be discreetly,’ 

&e. Which alteration, I suppose°, was made in the sixth of Ed- 

1452. ward the VIth, for then there was a new edition of. the 

(-P-1552-) hook with some light alterations. And from thence it 62. 

ΠΣ stood unaltered as to this matter to the feurteenth of 
Charles 11. 

From this time of king Edward, Mr. Walker? (who has taken 

the most pains in tracing this matter) derives the beginning of the 
alteration of the general custom. He says, that ‘dipping was at 
‘this time the more usual, but sprinkling was sometimes used : 

1450. ‘* “ Which within the time of half a century [meaning from 

(4-2-1550) « 550 to 1600] prevailed to be the more general (as it is 
‘ now almost the only) way of baptizing.” ’ 

But it 1s not probable that in so short a reign as that of king Ed- 
1453. ward, who died in 1553, the custom could receive any 

{4-D-1553-) oreat alteration. Customs, in which the whole body of 

the people is concerned, alter but slowly, when they do alter. 

n [See ‘the works of Tyndal, Frith, and It may be remembered, that in all 
‘ Barnes,’ cited above. | these, even the earliest, we find, in the 

9 [In the edition of 1549 the words are 
as given by Wall: in that of 1552, the 
word ‘ thrice’ is omitted, the rest remain 
as before. In that of queen Elizabeth, 
published in 1559, the same. In king 
James’, of 1607, the same. In king 
Charles’, 1639, the same. 

office for private baptism, a rubric enjoin- 
ing that [first ‘one of the persons pre- 
‘sent,’ and afterwards] ‘the lawful min- 
‘ister’ shall dip the child in water or 
pour waler upon him, saying, &c. | 

P Doctrine of Baptisms, chap. x. p.147. 
[Se. London, 1678. } 

Pp 2 
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And in queen Mary’s time the custom of dipping seems to have 
1458. continued. For Watson‘, the popish bishop of Lincoln, 

(4-D.1558-) did in the year 1558, which was the last of queen Mary, 

publish a volume of sermons about the sacraments: in the fourth 
of which he says; ‘ though the old and ancient tradition of the 
‘ church hath been from the beginning to dip the child three times, 

‘ &e., yet that 15 not of such necessity, but that if he be but once 
‘dipped in the water, it is sufficient. Yea, and in time of great 
‘ peril and necessity, if the water be but poured upon his head, it 
‘will suffice” A sign, that pourmg was not in queen Mary’s 
time used but in case of necessity. 

But there are apparent reasons why that custom should alter 

during queen Elizabeth’s reign. 

The latitude given in the Liturgy, which could have but little 

effect in the short time of king Edward’s reign, might, during the 
long reign of this queen, produce an alteration proportionably 
greater. It being allowed to weak children (though strong enough 
to be brought to church) to be baptized by affusion, many fond 

ladies and gentlewomen first, and then by degrees the common 
people, would obtain the favour of the priest to have their children 

pass for weak children, too tender to endure dipping in the water. 

‘ Especially,’ (as Mr. Walker observes,) ‘if some instance really 
‘ were, or were but fancied and framed, of some child’s taking cold 
‘ or being otherwise prejudiced by its being dipped". 

And another thing that had a greater influence than this, was ; 
that many of our English divines and other people had, during 
queen Mary’s bloody reign, fled into Germany, Switzerland, &c., and 
coming back in queen Elizabeth’s time, they brought with them a 

great love to the customs of those protestant churches wherein they 
had sojourned : and especially the authority of Calvin, and the rules 

which he had established at Geneva, had a mighty influence on a 
great number of our people about that time. Now Calvin had not 
only given his dictate in his Institutionss, that ‘the difference is of 

“no moment, whether he that is baptized be dipped all over; and 

‘if so, whether thrice or once; or whether he be only wetted with 

‘the water poured on him: but he had also drawn up for the use 
of his church at Geneva (and afterwards published to the world) a 

a[*See Holsome and Catholyke doc- 49. London, 1558.—Sermon iv. folio 22, 
‘tryne concerninge the seven Sacra- 23. 
“mentes of Chrystes Church set forth τ [Doctrine of Baptisms, p. 147.] 
‘in maner of short sermons by 8 Lib. iv. cap. 15. ὃ 19. 
‘Thomas [Watson] bishop of Lincolne.’ 
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1436. form of administering the sacraments’, where, when he 

pene comes to order the act of baptizing, he words it thus: 
(4d. 1545.) 4 then the minister of baptism pours water on the infant: 
‘ saying, I baptize thee,’ &e. There had been, as I said, some synods 
im some dioceses of France that had spoken of affusion without men- 
tioning immersion at all; that being the common practice: but for 

an office or liturgy of any church, this is, I believe, the first in the 

world that prescribes affusion absolutely. Then Musculus had deter- 

mined‘, ‘as for dipping of the infant; we judge that not so neces- 

‘sary, but that it is free for the church to baptize either by dipping 

‘or sprinkling.’ So that (as Mr. Walker observes") ‘no wonder if 
‘that custom prevailed at home, which our reformed divines in the 

‘time of the Marian persecution had found to be the judement of 

“other divines, and seen to be the practice of other churches 

‘abroad ; and especially of Mr. Calvin and his church at Geneva.’ 

And when there was added to all this the resolution of such a 

man as Dr. Whitaker, Regius Professor at Cambridge®, ‘Though in 
‘ case of grown persons that are in health, I think dipping to be 

‘better; yet in the case of infants, and of sickly people, I think 
“ sprinkling sufficient ’—The inclination of the people, backed with 
these authorities, carried the practice against the rubric ; which still 

required dipping, except in case of weakness. So that in the 

latter times of queen Elizabeth, and during the reigns of king 

James and of king Charles I, very few children were dipped in the 

font. I have heard of one or two persons now living, who must 

have been born in those reigns, that they were baptized by dippmg 

in the font; and of one clergyman now living, that has baptized 

some infants so: but am not certain. 

P.S. I have'since heard of several. And I myself have had one 

opportunity of administering baptism so, by the parents’ consent. 
But the children were however all that time carried to the font. 

As much as to say; the minister is ready to dip the child, if the 

parents will venture the health of it. 
1545. Mr. Blake, who wrote in 1645 a pamphlet intitled, 

(A.D. 1645.) « Tyfants’ Baptism freed from Antichristianism,’ says, p. 1, 

(in answer to his adversary, who had said that infants, pretended to 

5 Tractat. Theolog. Catechismus, p.57. firms his judgment on the point by quo- 
ed. Bez, 1576, [contained in the eighth tations from Augustine and Cyprian. } 
volume of ΔΙ ΙΕ works, folio, Amster- α Doctrine of Baptism, ch. x. ὃ 107. 
dam edition. | p- 148. 

t Loci Communes de Baptismo, | p. 431. x Prvelectiones de Sacr. de Baptismo, Q. 
[See ‘ Wolfgangi Musculi Loci,;Communes _ 1. ὁ. 2. [See ‘Gul. Whitakeri Prelectio- 
‘ Theologiz Sacre,’ folio, Basileze, 1599. “nes de Sacramentis in genere,’ &e, 4°. 
De Baptismo, § 3. p. 339.—Musculus con- —- Francofurti, 1624, p. 216.] 
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be baptized by the ministers of the church, have not true baptism, 
since they are not dipped, but sprinkled,) <I have been an eyewit- 
‘ness of many infants dipped; and know it to have been the 
“ constant practice of many ministers in their places for many years 
‘ together” And again, p.4, speaking of the present practice of 
that time, says; ‘Those that dip not infants, do not yet use to 
‘ sprinkle them: there is a middle way between these two: I have 
“seen several dipped; I never saw nor heard of any sprinkled, or 
‘ (as some of you use to speak) rantized ———Onur way is not by 
‘aspersion, but perfusion; not sprinkling drop by drop, but 
‘pouring on at once all that the hand contains.’ And for sprink- 
hing says ; ‘I leave them to defend it, that use it.’ 

Of what age Mr. Blake was when he wrote this, I know not; 
but m a pamphlet which he wrote the year before, viz. 1644, called 
‘The Birth Privilege,’ and which he dedicates to his parishioners 
of Tamworth in Staffordshire, he so speaks as that one may guess 
him to have been about forty-two years old. He says in the said 
Dedication, ‘T have served you for Christ a double apprenticeship of 
‘ years almost complete: which time hath seemed to some to have 
‘added more than a third to the years of the days of my pilgrim- 
‘age. What he means by ‘seem to some,’ I cannot imagine. 
But if he at 1644 were about forty-two, and could remember as he 
says; the dipping of infants must have been pretty ordinary during 
the former half of king James’ reign, if not longer. And for 
sprinkling, properly called, it seems it was at 164 5 just then 
beginning, and used by very few. It must have begun in the dis- 
orderly times after 1641; for Mr. Blake had never used it, nor seen 
it used. 

E44! But then came the Directory, which forbids even the 
(4-D.1644.) carrying of the child to the font ; and says, ‘ Baptism is to 
‘ be administered, not in private places, or privately,’ (these are the 
men that have since brought baptism in private houses to be so 
spreading a custom as it is,) ‘ but in the place of public worship, and 
‘in the face of the congregation, &e.—And not in the places where 
‘fonts in the time of popery were unfitly and superstitiously placed.’ 
So (parallel to the rest of their reformations) they reformed the 
font into a bason. This learned assembly could not remember that 

2 [ΤῊ Birth Privilege ; or Covenant- a[See ‘A Directory for the Public 
‘holiness of Believers and their issue in « Worship of God, &e. together with an 
‘the time of the Gospel. Together with ‘ordinance of Parliament for taking 
‘the right of Infants to Baptism. By ‘away the Book of Common Prayer.’ 4°. 
‘Thomas Blake, Master of Arts.’ 40. London, 1644, p. 39, 40, 45.] 
London, 1644, pp. 33. 
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fonts to baptize in had been always used by the primitive Christians, 

long before the beginning of popery, and ever since churches were 

built: but that sprinkling, for the common use of baptizing, was 
really mtroduced (in France first, and then in the other popish 

countries) in times of popery: and that accordingly all those coun- 

tries, in which the usurped power of the pope is, or has formerly 

been owned, have left off dipping of children in the font: but that 

all other countries in the world (which had never regarded his 

authority) do still use it: and that basons, except in case of necessity, 

were never used by papists, or any other Christians whatsoever, till 

by themselves. 

The use was: the minister continuing in his reading desk, the 

child was brought and held below him; and there was placed for 

that use a little bason of water, about the bigness of a syllabub-pot, 

into which the minister dipping his fingers, and then holding his 

hand over the face of a child, some drops would fall from his 

fingers on the child’s face. For the Directory says, it is ‘ not only 

‘lawful, but most expedient’ to use pouring or sprinkling. 

Upon the review of the Common Prayer Book, at the restauration, 

the church of England did not think fit (however prevalent the 
custom of sprinkling was) to forego their maxim; that it is most 

fitting to dip children that are well able to bear it. But they leave 
it wholly to the judgment of the godfathers and those that bring 

the child, whether the child may well endure dipping, or not; as 
they are indeed the most proper judges of that. So the priest is 
now ordered, ‘If the godfathers do certify him that the child may 

‘ well endure it, to dip it in the water discreetly and warily. But 
‘if they certify that the child is weak, it shall suffice to pour 
‘water upon it.’ The difference is only this: by the rubric as it 

stood before, the priest was to dip, unless there were an averment or 

allegation of weakness. Now he is not to dip, unless there be an 

averment or certifying: of strength sufficient to endure it. 

Except such antipzdobaptists as do not allow of affusion in any 
case, (and I think there are few such but in England,) all the rest 

of the world will agree that this order is the most unexceptionable of 

any that could be given; and does keep as close to the primitive 
way as the coldness of our region, and the tenderness to which 

infants are now used, will admit. But in the practice, the god- 
fathers take so much advantage of the reference that is made to their 

judgment, that they never do certify the priest ‘that the child may 
‘ well endure it’ and the priests do now seldom ask that question. 
And indeed it is needless, because they do always bring the child so 
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dressed in clothes, as to make it plain that they do not intend it 
shall be dipped. When dipping in the font was in fashion, they 
brought the child wrapped up in such a sort of clothing as could 
presently and without trouble be taken off, and put on again. I 
think they called it a chrysom”, or some such name. And besides, 
the fonts that have been built since the times I spoke of, are, many 
of them, built so small and bason-like, that a child cannot well be 
dipped in them, if it were desired. 

Since the times that dipping of infants has been generally left 
off, many learned men in several countries have endeavoured. to 
retrieve the use of it: but more in England than any where else in 
proportion. 

Sotus gives his opinion®, that ‘ baptism ought still to be given by 
‘dipping ; so as that it is not lawful to give it otherwise, unless for 
“some necessary, or creditable, and reasonable cause.’ But Vasquez4 
takes him up for this with some anger; and he maintains that now- 

Ὁ [The chrisome (or more properly 
chrisome-cloth, being that which is worn 
specially for the purpose of receiving the 
baptismal chrism or anointing) denotes 
strictly a piece of white linen or cloth, in 
which infants were robed, immediately 
after being baptized, and before they 
were anointed. The rubric in the first 
Service-book of Edward VIth, printed 
1549, directs that at the aforesaid period 
of the baptismal-ceremony, ‘ the minister 
‘shall put upon hym [the child] hys 
‘“whyte vesture commonly called the 
‘chrisome, and say, ‘Take this whyte 
“vesture for a token of the innocency, 
‘which by God’s grace in this holy sa- 
“cramente of baptisme is geven unto 
‘thee; and for a sygne whereby thou 
‘arte admonished, so long as thou livest, 
* to geve thyself to innocencie of living, 
* that after thys transitory lyfe thou may- 
‘est be partaker of the life everlasting. 
* Amen.’ ” 
A subsequent rubric enjoins, that the 

minister ‘shall commaunde that the Cri- 
“ somes bee broughte to the cburche, and 
‘ delivered to the priestes after the accus- 
‘“tomed manner, at the purificacyon of 
‘ the mother of everye chylde.’ 

N.B. This latter clause will explain 
the sentence quoted by Nares in his 
Glossary, out of an old play, called the 
City Match : 

“The preacher 
“is sent for to a churching, and doth ask 
“if you be ready : he shall lose, he says, 
“his chrysome else.’ 

This ceremony being abolished at the 
revisal of our Liturgy in 1551, the fore- 

going rubrics do not appear in the edition 
of 1552, nor in any subsequent ones. 

It is obvious that the chrysome is the 
‘chrismale,’ ‘ vestis chrismalis,’ or ‘ pan- 
“nus chrismalis’ of the Romish Liturgy ; 
from which indeed, the name, the cus- 
tom, and in consequence the rubrics, 
were derived. The following directions, 
given to the baptismal sponsors, in an old 
‘ Manuale secundum usum Ecclesie Sa- 
‘rum,’ are curious in themselves, and to 
the point : " Godfaders and Godmoders of 
‘this chylde; we charge you that ye 
‘ charge the fader and the moder to kepe 
‘it from fyer and water, and other pe- 
‘ rilles, to the age of vii yeres. And that 
‘ye lerne, or set to lerne, the Paternoster, 
‘Ave Maria, and Credo, after the lawe 
‘of all holy churche, and in all godly 
‘haste to be confermed of my lorde of 
‘ the diocese, or of his depute ; and that 
‘the moder bringe agen the crysom at 
‘hyr puryfycation: and wasche youre 
‘hande or ye departe the churche.’ [fol. 
Antwerpiz (circa 1530) fol. 296.] 
A chrysome-child, and sometimes sim- 

ply ‘a chrysome,’ was anciently used to 
denote a child which died within the first 
month. And Nares informs us, that in 
some parts of England, the metaphor is 
extended to a calf killed before it be a 
month old, which is familiarly termed a 
chrysome ealf. | 

¢ In 4. Dist. 3. q. unica, Art. 7. [See 
Dominici a Soto, Segobiensis Theologi, in 
quartum Sententiarum commentarii, folio. 
Duaci, 1613.] 
(In tertiam partem Thome, Disput. 

145. cap. 2. 
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adays, since it is grown the common custom, affusion is perfectly as 
well as dipping. This he says of affusion, or ‘ pouring on of water :’ 

149s. but for sprinkling of water, he says, ‘ That is not at all in 

(1-D.1595-) © use, and so cannot be practised without sin, unless for 

“some particular cause.” Estius also does much commend dipping : 
but now that the other is the common custom, would have nothing 
altered. 

In England Mr. Mede shewed his inclination to retrieve the 

ancient custom plain enough, (indeed he carried the argument for it 

too far,) when he said¢, that ‘ there was no such thing as sprinkling, 
‘ or ῥαντισμὸς, used in baptism in the apostles’ times, nor many ages 

“after them.’ If he takes sprinkling strictly, (as it is distinguished 
from pouring on of water,) it may be true; but if he say so of 

pouring water, it is not true, unless he limit it to ordinary cases. 

Bishop Taylor, in his Rule of Conscience, and also Mr. Dan. 

Rogers, in his Treatise of Sacraments, have said so much on this 
head, that Danvers the antipedobaptist catches hold of their words, 
and brings them among his authorities’, that to baptize is nothing 

else but to dip. But he is forced to curtail and misrepresent their 

words; for they do both of them in their own words (which he has 

left out) own, that baptism by affusion is true baptism. But so 
much is true, that they do both of them plead hard that it ought 
not to be used but in case of necessity, and that the ministers should 
in no other case dispense with the act of immersion. And indeed, 

as the rubric then stood, it required immersion positively, unless the 
child were weak. Here by the way I cannot but take notice how 

much trouble such an adventurous author as this Danvers is able to 

give to such a careful and exact answerer as Mr. Walker. Danvers 

does in this place deal with above twenty other writers after the 
same rate as he does with the two I mentioned; viz. Scapula, Ste- 

phanus, Pasor, Vossius, Leigh, Casaubon, Beza, Chamier, Hammond, 

Cajetan, Musculus, Piseator, Calvin, Keckerman, Diodatus, Grotius, 

Davenant, Tilenus, Dr. Cave, Wal. Strabo, and archbishop Tillotson. 

He does in the space of twelve pages! quote all these, in such words 

as if they had made dipping to be of the essence of baptism. 
Mr. Walker shews that he has abused every one of them; by 

affixing to some of them words that they never said, by adding to 
others, by altering and mistranslating others, and by curtailing the 

e Diatribe on Titus iii, 5. | Works, p.63. 4to. London, 1633. Again, third edition, 
folio. | 4to. 1636. ] 

! [See a Treatise of the two Sacraments 5 Treatise of Baptism, part ii. ch. iv. 
of the Gospel, Baptisme and the Supper h Tbid. from page 192 to page 204. . 
of the Lord. By ἢ, R. [Daniel Rogers}. 
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words of the rest. But what a trouble is this, to go upon such a 
man’s errand from book to book, search the chapters, (which he 
commonly names wrong,) recite the words first as he quotes them, 

and then as they really are in the book? This cost Mr. Walker 
three large chapters!?. And what would it have been to answer the 
whole book, which is all of a piece? This is the book that is so 

much handed about among the antipedobaptists of England. 

But to go on to mention some more learned men of England that 

have wished for the restoring of the custom of dipping such infants 
as are in health. Sir Norton Knatchbull says thus‘ ; ‘ With leave 
‘ be it spoken; I am still of opinion that it would be more for the 

‘ honour of the church, and for the [peace and] security of religion, 

‘if the old custom could conveniently be restored.’ Yet he there 

declares himself fully satisfied with the lawfulness of the other way, 

so far as that nobody ought to doubt of its being true and full bap- 

tism. For avoiding the danger of cold, he thinks it advisable to 

restore another ancient custom also, of baptizing only at certain 

times of the year, except such infants as are like to die. But 

infants were, as I shewed before!, by that ancient custom excepted 

from any obligation to stay till those times. And Easter is in our 
climate no very warm season. And there is nothing commoner 
than for infants to die suddenly. 

Mr. Walker has taken the most pains (I may venture to say it) of 
any man in the world, to shew that baptism by pouring, or sprink- 
ling, is true baptism, and is valid: and that baptism so given ought 

not to be reiterated: and that all ages of the church have been of 

that opinion: and that the antipzdobaptists have no reason to 

separate on that account. And yet in the same book he does in 

several places declare, that he thinks the other way more advisable 
for the ordinary use. In one of the chapters™ which I mentioned, 

where he is vindicating the words of Mr. Dan. Rogers from the 

force which Mr. Danvers had put on them; and where he confesses 

of Mr. Rogers thus much; ‘ Mr. Rogers was for retrieving the use 

‘of dipping, as witnessed to by antiquity, approved by Scripture, 
‘required by the church, (as then it was, with not so much appear- 

‘ance of liberty in the case granted to the minister as now is,) and 

‘symbolical with the things signified in baptism ’—he adds his 
own opinion in these words; “ Which I could wish as well as, and 

i [See Walker’s Doctrine of Baptisms, &c. 8vo. 1659. The word pacem does not 
8vo. 1678.] ch. xi. xii. xiii. occur in the passage. | 

K Annot. on 1 Pet. iii. 20. [See ‘ Anim- 1 Part i. ch. xvii. ὃ 3. 
‘ adversiones in libros Novi Testamenti,’ τὰ Chap. xi. ὃ 52, 53. 
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‘as heartily as he, in order to the making of peace in the church, if 

‘that would do it.’ And in the next paragraph; ‘ If I may speak 
‘ my thoughts, I believe the ministers of the nation would be heartily 
‘ glad if the people would desire, or be but willing to have their in- 
‘fants dipped, after the ancient manner both in this and in other 
‘ churches ; and bring them to baptism in such a condition as that 
‘they might be totally dipped, without fear of being destroyed.’ 

And in the conclusion of that book" he thus bespeaks the antipado- 
baptists; ‘And as some learned persons, who have defended the 
‘lawfulness of sprinkling, have yet in some respects preferred 

‘ dipping before it: so, though I blame your holding an indispens- 

“ able necessity of it, &e. Yet in order to the peace of the church 
‘by your reunion with it, and the saving of your souls by rescuing 

‘you from under the guilt of schism, I could wish the practice of 1t 

‘retrieved into use again; so far as possibly might be consistent 

‘ with decency of baptizing, and safety to the baptized.’ He speaks 

often to the same purpose in his Modest Plea. 
Dr. Towerson, in his Explication of the Catechism®, having 

recited the arguments for immersion, says, ‘ How to take off the 

‘ force of these arguments altogether, is a thing I mean not to con- 

‘sider; partly because our church seems to persuade such an 

‘immersion, and partly because I cannot but think the foremen- 

‘ tioned arguments to be so far of force, as to evince the necessity 
‘ thereof, where there is not some greater necessity to occasion an 

‘ alteration of it.’ 
Dr. Whitby saysp, ‘It were to be wished that this custom [of 

‘immersion|] might be again of general use; and aspersion only 
‘ permitted, as of old, in case of the clinici, or in present danger of 

« death,’ 
These (and possibly many more) have openly declared their 

thoughts concerning the present custom. And abundance of others 

have so largely and industriously proved that a total immersion was, 
as Dr. Cave says4, ‘the almost constant and universal custom of the 
‘ primitive times,’ that they have sufficiently intimated their inch- 

nations to be for it now. So that no man in this nation, who is 

dissatisfied with the other way, or does wish, or is but willing, that 

his child should be baptized by dipping, need in the least to doubt, 
but that any minister in this church would, according to the present 

n Chap. xvii. page 293. by Gabriel Towerson, D.D. 8vo. London, 
© Of Baptism, p. 20, 21, 22. [See a 1687, part ili. page 58.] 

work entitled, ‘Of the Sacrament of Bap- Ρ Comment. on Romans vi. 4. 
‘.tism, in pursuance of an explication of 4 Primitive Christianity, parti. chap. 
‘ the Catechism of the church of England, το. [8vo. 1675.] 
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direction of the rubric, readily comply with his desire, and, as 
Mr. Walker says, be glad of it. 

And as for the danger of the infants catching cold by dipping, 

sir John Floyer has in a late book endeavoured to shew, by reasons 

taken from the nature of our bodies, from the rules of medicine, from 

modern experiences, and from ancient history, that washing or 

dipping infants in cold water is, generally speaking, not only safe, 
but very useful: and that though no such religious rite as baptism 

had been instituted, yet reason and experience would have directed 
people to use cold bathing both of themselves and their children : 

and that it has in all former ages so directed them. For (besides 
that the Jews by God’s law used it on many occasions, and the 

Christians made it the far most usual way of their baptism) he 
shews that all civilized nations, the Aigyptians, Greeks, Romans, 

ἕο. made frequent use of it, and gave great commendations of it: and 
that nature itself has taught this custom to many barbarous nations ; 

the old Germans, Highlanders, Inish, Japanese, Tartars, and even 

the Samoieds who live in the coldest climate that 1s mhabited. 

This learned physician gives a catalogue of diseases for which it 
is good: some of them, for which it is the best remedy that 15 
known. And he says, he cannot advise his countrymen to any 
better method for preservation of health than the cold regimen: to 

dip all their children in baptism; to wash them often afterward 
till three quarters of a year old: to inure them to cold air, drinking 
of water, few clothes: to use them, when boys, to bathing in 

rivers ; when men to cool baths, &e. 

He prognosticates that the old modes in physic and religion will 

in time prevail, when people have had more experience in cold baths : 

and that the approbation of physicians would bring in the old use of 
immersion in baptism. If it do so, one half of the dispute (which 

has caused a schism) between the pedobaptists and antipeedobaptists 

will be over. There are more of the first, who are brought, by the 

arguments of the other, to doubt of the validity of their baptism, 
for that they were not dipped at the receiving it, than there are for 

that they received it in infancy. Neither was there ever an anti- 

pedobaptist in England, as I shewed in the last chapter, till this 

custom of sprinkling children, instead of dipping them, im the ordi- 

nary baptisms, had for some time prevailed. 
What has been said of this custom of pouring or sprinkling 

water in the ordinary use of baptism, is to be understood only in 

r Of Cold baths. [See YYXPOAOYS3IA, ancient and modern: by Sir John Floyer.’ 
or the History of Cold Bathing, both Third edition, 8vo. London, 1709. | 
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reference to these western parts of Europe; for it is used ordinarily 
nowhere else. The Greek church, in all the branches of it, does still 

use Immersion; and they hardly count a child, except in ease of 
sickness, well baptized without it. And so do all other Christians 

in the world, except the Latins. That which I hinted before, is a 

rule that does not fail in any particular that I know of, viz. all those 
nations of Christians that do now, or formerly did, submit to the 

authority of the bishop of Rome, do ordinarily baptize their infants 
by pouring or sprinkling. And though the English received not 

this custom till after the decay of popery; yet they have since re- 

ceived it from such neighbour nations as had begun it in the times 

of the pope’s power. But all other Christians in the world, who 

never owned the pope’s usurped power, do, and ever did, dip their 

infants in the ordinary use. 

And if we take the division of the world from the three maim 

parts of it; all the Christians in Asia, all in Africa, and about one 

third part of Europe, are of the last sort: m which third part of 
Europe are comprehended the Christians of Grecia, Thracia, Servia, 
Bulgaria, Rascia, Walachia, Moldavia, Russia Nigra, &c., and even 

the Muscovites, who, if coldness of the country will excuse, might 

plead for a dispensation with the most reason of any. Dr.Crull gives 
this account of them'; <‘ the priest takes the child stark naked into 

‘his arms, and dips him three times into the water, &c.—The 
‘ water—is never warmed over the fire, though the cold be never so 

‘excessive: but they put it sometimes im some warm place or 

‘ other, to take off a little of the cold” Τῇ they warmed it more, I 
do not see where were the hurt. The Latins, that stayed behind at 

the council of Florence, do determines it to be ‘ indifferent, whether 

‘ baptism be administered in warm or in cold water.’ And an arch- 

bishop of Samost, who has wrote the history of that island, says, at 

p- 45, that they use hot [or warm] water. 
We have no reason to think that the Muscovites do submit to 

this, as to a hardship put upon them by the Christian religion ; for 

they commonly, when they come sweating out of a hot stove, do 

suddenly throw themselves into cold water, and think it medicinal 

so to do, as the said doctor relates. And the neighbour nations 

thereabouts, even those that are not Christians, do ordinarily put 

r State of Muscovy, vol. i. chap. 11. t [See ‘A Description of the present 
p- 193, 194. ‘State of Samos, Nicaria, Patmos, and 

s Cap. de Unione Jacobinorum et Ar- “ Mount Athos. By Joseph Georgirenes, 
menorum. [See the decree of pope Euge- ‘ archbishop of Samos, now living in Lon- 
rius the fourth, addressed to the Armeni- ‘ don, translated,’ &ce. 8°. London, 1678. 
ans, at page 1056 of vol. 31 of the councils The book contains a Greek dedication by 
edited by Mansi. ] the archbishop, to James Duke of York. | 
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their infant children into the coldest water they can get, for health’s 
sake, and to harden them. For so the same author tells of the Crim 
Tartars", that ‘the mothers do use to bathe their infants, once a day 
‘at least, i cold water, wherein a little salt is dissolved, to make 
‘them hardy.’ And the success answers; for these are one of the 
healthiest, hardiest, and most vigorous nations in the world. 

But whereas the said doctor says*, that ‘the Muscovites glory 
‘that they are the only true Christians now in the world; foras- 
“much as they are baptized, whereas others have been only 
‘sprinkled; which is the reason they allege for rebaptizing all such, 
‘of what persuasion soever, that embrace their religion :’—This is 
neither consistent with the aceccunt given by himself in the same 
chapterY of their rebaptizations; that “even Muscovites, who having 
‘ changed their religion in ancther country, are willing to return to 
‘ their own communion, must first be rebaptized nor with the ac- 
count of the practice of other Greek Christians, who do all baptize 
ordinarily by immersion as well as the Muscovites: nor with the 
account given by other writers of the practice of the Muscovites 
themselves. For though Mr. Daillé? do say much the same of them 
as Dr. Crull does here, (he does not say quite the same: he says, 
‘the Muscovites say, that the Latins are not duly and rightly bap- 
‘ tized.)’ Yet other writers say, that the Muscovites themselves do 
in case of the weakness of the child baptize by affusion. Joannes 
Fabri*, in an epistle that he has written purposely of these people’s 
religion, says, ‘if the child be strong, he is thrice plunged all over. 
‘ Otherwise he is wetted with the water. But this last is seldom 
‘used’? ‘conspersio enim minus sufficiens judicatur, < for they 
“count sprinkling not so well [or not so sufficient].? And another 
author quoted by Mr. Walker out of Purchas’ Pilgrims, part 11. 
page 229? says, that in such a case a pot of warm water is poured 
on the child’s head. And another, ‘ the priest pours a whole gallon 
“ of water upon the child, &e. : 

Since the writing of this, I find that Mr. Russen¢, ch. 5) (quoting 
for it Alvarez, ch. 5,) says, ‘the Abassens baptize in the church- 
‘porch, without fonts, with a pot full of water only.” I know not 
what credit is to be given to this. I know that Brerewood* does 

u Chap. vii. p. 112. collection of ‘ Rerum Muscoviticarum 
* Chap. xi. at the beginning, p. 188. 
¥ [Page 194. ] 
2 Lib. 2. de usu Patrum, p. 148, {or 

Ρ. 329, of the edition 4°. Geneve, 1656.] 
Δ [See a work by Johannes Fabri, an 

archbishop of Vienna, entitled ‘ Moscovi- 
᾿ tarum Religio,’ printed at Basle in 1526, 
at Spire in 1582, and to be found in the 

‘ Auctores Varii,’ folio, Francofurti, 1600. 
See p. 136 of this last edition. ] 

» |Folio, London, 1625.] 
¢ [This passage of Mr, Russen is quoted 

in Stennet’s answer to him, p. 129. | 
@ [* Enquiries concerning Languages 

“and Religion,’ ἕο. 4°, 1614.] 
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often note Alvarez as an unfaithful relater. And Brerewood him- 

self, though he say nothing of the manner of their baptizing 
infants, (only that they do it on the fortieth day for a male, 

and the eightieth for a female child,) yet speaking of their 
yearly baptizing themselves on twelfth-day, (not using it as a sacra- 

ment, but as a customary memorial of Christ’s baptism on that day,) 

says, that they do it in lakes or ponds, ch. 23, which makes that 

which Alvarez says very improbable. 
III. What was just now mentioned of the Muscovites baptizing 

stark naked, and dipping three times, is perfectly agreeable to the 

ancient practice in both the usages. The ancient Christians, when 

they were baptized by immersion, were all baptized naked; whether 

they were men, women, or children. Vosstus® has collected several 

proofs of this: which I shall omit, because it is a clear case. The 

English antipedobaptists need not have made so great an outery 

against Mr. Baxter, for his saying that they baptized naked: for if 
they had, it had been no more than the primitive Christians did. 

They thought it better represented the putting off the old man, and 

also the nakedness of Christ on the cross: moreover, as baptism Is a 

washing, they judged it should be the washing of the body, not of 

the clothes. 
They took great care for preserving the modesty of any woman 

that was to be baptized. There was none but women came near or 

in sight till she was undressed, and her body in the water: then the 

priest came, and putting her head also under water, used the form of 

baptism. Then he departed, and the women took her out of the 

water, and clothed her again in white garments. 
There is an account given by Sozomenf of an insult made by the 
303. soldiers in the great church at Constantinople, against 

(A.D. 403.) δῷ, Chrysostom and his adherents: and how in Easter-eve 

they rushed in armed: and he adds, ‘there was a great tumult at 

‘ the font, the women shrieking in a fright, and the children crying: 

‘the priests and deacons were beaten, and forced to run away with 

‘ their vestments on. What else must needs happen in such a con- 

« fusion, they that have been baptized do apprehend; but I shall 

‘ not express it, lest some that are not Christians do ight upon my 

“ book.’ 

But St. Chrysostom himself, in a letter of complaint of this mat- 

ter to Innocent then bishop of Rome, describes the foulness of the 

outrage more particularly : “The women who had undressed them- 

«selves in order to be baptized, were forced by the fright of this 

e De Baptismo, Disput. τ. cap. 6, 7, 8. f Hist. Eccles. lib. viii. cap. 21. 
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‘ violence to run away naked; not bemg permitted in that amaze- 

‘ment to provide for the modesty and credit of their sex. And 
‘many of them were also wounded: the font was stained with blood, 

‘and the holy waters of it dyed with a red colour.’ 

IV. The way of trine immersion, or plunging the head of the 

person three times into the water, was the general practice of all 

antiquity. Tertullian, in a dispute against Praxeas, who held but 

one person in the Trinity, uses this among other argumentss ; our 

Saviour commanded the apostles, that they should baptize unto the 

Father, and unto the Son, and unto the Holy Spirit; ‘not unto one 

‘ person, for we are not plunged once, but three times; once at the 

‘ naming of each name.’ And the fiftieth [alias 42] of those canons 

that are very ancient, though without reason called apostolic, orders 

any bishop or presbyter that does not use the trine immersion in 

baptism to be deposed. 
The ancients do themselves own that there is no command in 

Scripture for this: yet they speak of it as brought into use by the 

apostles. And it is common with them to urge this custom and 

some others, as instances that some rites or orders are derived from 

the apostles’ practice, and yet not set down in Scripture. Tertulhan?, 

arguing against some that pleaded, that ‘in all pretence of tradition, 
‘one must produce some written authority,’ gives an answer, which 
I shall here recite at large, because he instances in this and several 

other customs then received. 
Too ‘ Let us try then, whether no tradition ought to be al- 

(A.D. 200.) ¢ lowed that is not written: and I shall freely grant that 

‘ this need not to be allowed, if the contrary be not evinced by the 
‘examples of several other customs, which without the authority 

‘ of any Scripture are approved, only on the account that they were 

‘ first delivered, and have ever since been used. 

‘ Now to begin with baptism. When we come to the water, we 
‘ do there (and we do the same also, a little before, mm the congrega- 
n tion) under the hand of the pastor make a profession that we do 
n renounce the Devil, and his pomp, and his angels. Then we are 
‘three times plunged into the water: and we answer some few 
‘words more than those which our Saviour in the Gospel has 

‘enjoined. When we are taken up out of the water, we taste a 

‘mixture of milk and honey. And from that day we abstain a 

whole week from bathing ourselves, which otherwise we use every 

‘ day. 
‘The sacrament of the Eucharist, which our Lord celebrated at 

& Cap. 26. h De Corona Militis, ch. 1, 2, 3. 
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‘ meal-time, and ordered all to take; we receive in our assemblies 

‘ before day: and never but from the hands of the pastor. 

‘ We give oblations every year for [or in commemoration of] the 
‘ dead on the day of their martyrdom. We count it an unfitting 
‘ thing to keep any fasts on the Lord’s day, or to kneel at our prayers 

‘on that day. The same liberty we take all the time from Easter to 
“ Pentecost. 

‘ We are troubled at it, if any of our bread or wine fall to the 
‘ground. At every setting out, or entry on business ; whenever we 
‘come in or go out from any place; when we dress for a journey ; 
‘ when we go into a bath; when we go to meat; when the candles 

‘are brought in; when we lie down, or sit down; and whatever 

‘ business we have; we make on our foreheads the sign of the 
* cross. 

‘ If you search in the Scriptures for any command for these and 
‘ such like usages, you shall find none. ‘Tradition will be urged to 

‘ you as the ground of them; custom as the confirmer of them; and 
* our religion teaches to observe them.’ 

Of the oblations and prayers which they made for [or in comme- 
“‘moration of] the dead; as I said before in the first part, chap. xx. 

§ 3. that they were nothing of the nature of the popish ones; so here 
it appears: for they used them for martyrs themselves. And though 
we see here, that the papists were not the first that used the sign of 

the cross; yet they are the first that ever taught that itis to be 

worshipped. 
278. In an epistle of St. Hierome in form of a dialogue’, one 

(4-D.378.) of the parties makes the same use of the same instance of 

trine immersion, as Tertullian does here: saying thus of the custom of 
confirmation after baptism, which he there proves by Scripture, but 

adds; ‘ And if there were no authority of Seripture for it; the consent 

“ of the whole world in that matter would obtain the force of a precept. 

‘For many other things which are by tradition observed in the 
‘ church, have got authority as if they were written laws: as, in the 

‘ font of baptism, fer canut mergitare, to plunge the head thrice under 
“δα. « water,’ &c. St. Basil speaks just after the same manner 

(4-D. 360.) of the same thing’. And St. Chrysostom! says, ‘Our 
‘ Lord has delivered to us one baptism by three immersions.’ 

aoe The Eunomians had the oddest way of baptizing that 

(4.D-380) ever was heard of. For besides that they differed from all 

i Dialogus adv. Luciferianos. [Sect.8. Op. tom. iii. p. 54. edit. Benedict. 1721.] 
Op. tom. ii. p. 180. edit. Vallarsii. | 1 Homil. de Fide. [tom. vii. p. 290. edit. 

k Lib.de Spiritu Saneto, c.27. [Sect.66. Savill. tom. ix. p.854. ed. Montfaucon.] 

WALL, VOL, 1. Qq 



594 The Trine immersion not absolutely necessary. {PART I. 

other Christians in the words used at baptism, one sect of them 
baptizing only in the name of Christ, as 1 said™ ; another sect, in- 

stead of saying, ‘ In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 

‘the Holy Spirit, expressed their own impious opimions in these 
words"; ‘In the name of the uncreated God, and in the name of his 

ς created Son, and in the name of the sanctifying Spirit, created by 
‘the Son, who is himself created.? Besides this, their manner of 

baptizing was to plunge the person but once into the water: and 

that not all his body neither. For they said, all the parts of the 

body below the waist are abominable, and must not touch the water: 

so they used to uncover the person to the waist ; and then holding 
his heels upward, and his head downward, they dipped him into the 

font as far as the waist. They continued this custom till a ridicu-- 

lous accident happened®: a heavy and unwieldy man coming to be 

baptized, they that were to hold him with his head downward let 

him fall, and he broke his head against the bottom of the font. To 

prevent which mischance for the future, they invented another way. 

It was much the same as was one of the devices with which the 

Dutch are said to have tortured the English at Amboyna: only the 

mufiler was larger. They tied one end of it about his waist, and 

turning the other open end upwards, they poured in water till it 

covered the head of the person. So it pleases God to suffer here- 

tics to be infatuated, that must have newfangled ways. 
The Catholics, though they judged the trine immersion to have 

been in use from the beginning, yet since it is not found to be en- 

joined by Christ nor his apostles, did not count it absolutely neces- 

499. sary to baptism. For about the year 590, some Spanish 

(40.590) hishops sent to Gregory, bishop of Rome, for his advice. 

They told him their custom was to put the head of the baptized but 

once under the water: but that some Arians in that country kept 

up the custom of three immersions: and that they made a wicked 

advantage of it, by persuading the people that thereby was signified 
that there are three substances in the Trinity, into which they were 

separately baptized. Gregory makes them answer?; that though 

the custom of the church of Rome and other churches was three 

immersions, yet he in that case would advise them to keep to their 

present custom: that ‘in the same faith different usages of the 
‘church do no hurt: that whereas there is in the three persons but 

‘ one substance, there could be no blame in dipping the infant either 

m Chap. viii. § 6. » Kpist. ad eee Episcopum His- 
Ὁ Epiphanius, Heres. 76. - palensem, lib. i. ὁ. 41. [See Gregorii 
© Theodoret. Hzeret. Fab. lib.iv. cap. Opera; also the Goutal tom. ix, p. 1059. 

de Eunomio. ἡ edit. Mansi.] 
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‘ once or thrice. For that by three immersions the three persons, or 

‘ by one, the singularity of the substance was represented. That if 
‘ they should now on a sudden take up the other custom, the here- 

ἢ tics would boast that they were come over to their side,’ &e. So 
530. the Spaniards kept to the use of one immersion for some 

(4.0.630-) time. For forty years after, it is confirmed in one of their 

~councils4. But Walafridus Strabo says’, that after a while ‘ the old 

“ way prevailed.’ 

The schoolmen among the papists, though they say that either 

way may do, yet speak of trine immersion, where immersion is used, 
as much the more fitting. And for the protestants, Vossius says, 

‘What son of the church will not willingly hold to that custom 

‘which the ancient church practised all over the world, except 

«Spain? ὅσο. Besides, at present the trine immersion is used in all 
‘ countries: so that the custom cannot be changed without an af- 

‘ fectation of novelty, and scandal given to the weak.’ He means all 
countries where immersion is used. 

V. Of the circumstances that anciently attended baptism, some 
are mentioned by Tertullian in the place last recited. One is the 
signing of the forehead with the sign of the cross. This is spoken of 

eh by all the ancient writers as used by Christians upon all 

(4.D.380.) o¢casions. They that nowadays are against the use of it at 

baptism do observe, that though the fathers do often mention this 

custom, yet none of them do speak particularly of its being used at 

baptism. I gave an instance, I think, plain enough to the contrary, 

in the first part, chap. xiv. ὁ 5. And besides, when they say, as Ter- 
tullian here does, that it was used on every occasion that was never 

so little solemn; they I think sufficiently intimate its use at baptism, 

which is. the most solemn act of a Christian’s whole life. Besides, 

that Tertullian speaking of baptism, says, Curo signatur, ut anima 

muniatur. 

250. St. Basil mentions this custom of Christians at the same 
ἘΠ placet, where he mentions that of trine immersion. And 

(a.p.250.) St. Cyprian having occasion to recite that text, Ezek. ix. 

4, 5, 6, where the executioners of God’s wrath are commanded to 

slay all, old and young, maids and little children, that had not the 

mark upon their foreheads, applies it to the Christians, but says, it 

a Concil. Tolet. 4. Can. 5. [or capit.6. ‘ Ecclesia patrum ac Scriptorum libri,’ 
in Mansi’s Councils, tom. x. p.618,619.] . folio, Rome, 1591. p. 352.| 

r De incrementis Eccles. c. 26. {Printed S De Baptismo, Disput. 2. Thes. 4. 
at Venice, 8vo.1572: and in the collection t De Spiritu Sancto, c.27. [Op. tom, iii. 
published by Ferrarius under the title  p. 54.] 
‘De Catholice Ecclesize divinis Officiis ac Ad Demetrianum, prope finem. [{Cy- 
‘ ministerlis varii vetustorum fere omnium __ priani Opera, p.223. ed. Benedictin. | 

Qq2 
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signifies that none now can escape but those only that are renati et 

signo Christi signati, ‘baptized and signed with Christ’s mark.” And 

he frequently in other places speaks of it as a thing used by all 

Christians. And Rufinus says*, ‘it was the custom for every one at 

«the end of the creed, frontem signaculo contingere, to make the sign 

‘on his forehead :’ and we know that every one repeated the Creed 

2go at his baptism, either by himself or his sponsors, as Rufi- 

(4.D.39°.) nus himself in his ‘ Explication of the Creed’ mentions, 

and calls it the ‘ ancient custom.’ [Sect. 3.] 

It was a noble thing that they designed by this badge of the 

cross. It was to declare that they would not be ashamed of the 

cross of Christ: never be abashed at the flouts of the heathens, who 

objected to them that the person in whom they trusted as their God 

had been executed for a malefactor: never be scandalized if it came 

to be their fortune to suffer it themselves. On the contrary, they 

voluntarily owned it as their share and allotment in this world. 

This was according to our Saviour’s rule, ‘to deny themselves, to 

‘take up their cross, and follow him.’ He that does this with a 

firm resolution is the man that has overcome this world. 

VI. Another custom that Tertullian instances in, is, the giving 

to the new baptized person a mixture of ‘ milk and honey.’ There 

is none of the ceremonial circumstances that accompanied baptism, 

of which so early mention is made, as there is of this, if Barnabas’ 

epistle be so ancient as learned men do think. For as Tertullian one 

hundred years after the apostles here speaks of it as a thing ge- 

nerally and constantly used; so it is also plainly intimated in that 

epistle. Which because the interpreters of it have not minded, nor 

have taken any notice that the place does at all refer to baptism; I 

shall recite it something at large: and it will appear that this custom 

used at the Christian baptism gives some light to it, which otherwise 

seems to have none at all. 

He had been shewing that many sayings of the Old Testament 

do in an allegorical way refer to the church of Christians that was 

to be. He instances for one in that description given by Moses of 

the promised land, where he calls it a land flowing with mith and 

honey. To explain how this belongs to the Christians, he says, 

chap. vi, ᾿Επεὶ οὖν ἀνακαινίσας ἡμᾶς ἐν τῇ ἀφέσει τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν, 

ἐποίησεν ἡμᾶς ἄλλον τύπον ὡς παιδίον ἔχειν τὴν ψυχὴν, ὡς ἂν καὶ ἀνα- 

πλασσομένους []. ἀναπλασσόμενος)] αὑτὸς ἡμᾶς, ὅθ. ‘Since God 

X Apol. 1. statim ab initio. [Namely, Jerome’s works edited by Vallarsius. }: 
the first book of Rufinus’ Invectives y [See S. Barnabe Epist. apud Patres 
against S. Jerome. See these in tom.ii. Apostol. edit. Cotelerii, fol. 1698, p. 18.] 
page 583, &c. (especially sect. 4.) of 
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‘having at the forgiveness of our sins [i.e. at baptism] renewed us, 
‘has caused us to have our hearts in another form as the heart of a 

‘ child, just as if he had formed us anew, &c., therefore the prophet 
‘thus foretold it; Hunter into the land flowing with milk and honey, 

“and rule in it. ᾿Ιδοὺ οὖν ἡμεῖς ἀναπεπλάσμεθα, &e. Behold then we 

‘are formed anew. As also he speaks by another prophet, Behold, 
« says the Lord, I will take from them, that is, from those whom the 

‘ Spirit of the Lord foresaw, their hearts of stone, and I will put into 

‘them hearts of flesh. Wherefore we are they whom he has 
‘brought into that good land. But what means the milk and 
‘honey? Because as a child is nourished first with milk, and then 

‘with honey; so we, being kept alive with the belief of his pro- 

“mises, and the word of his Gospel, shall live,’ &e. To the same 

purpose he speaks of baptism as a new formation, chap. xvi. 

The coherence which he seems to mean, is thus. The Christian 

baptism does put us into a new state; by God’s forgiving us all 
that is past, and giving us new hearts, we are in the state of 

children new born. Milk and honey (which are therefore given 

after baptism) being food proper for children, and being the things 
by which Moses did characterise the promised land; that character 

of it does typify the true land of promise, to the enjoyment whereof 

the Christians are now by baptism called. 

The custom of giving milk and honey to the new-baptized person, 
280, | Whether he were a grown man or an infant, continued 

(A.D. 380.) down to St. Hierome’s time; for he mentions it?. And 

how much longer, I know not: for I remember no later mention of 

it. It has however for a long time been forborne. It is natural to 

suppose, that this, being only an emblem to signify that the new- 

baptized person is as a new-born babe, was left off at such time 

when, the world being come into the church, there were hardly any 

more baptisms but of babes in a proper sense, who needed no such 

representation to signify their infancy. 

It was in those first times of general use among the heretics, as 
too. Well as catholics. For Tertullian objecting to Marcion®, 

(A-D.200.) that his Christ, how much soever he undervalued the God 

that made the world, yet was forced to make use of his creatures 

even in his religious offices, says, ‘he does not, for all that, reject 

‘ the water of the Creator, with which he washes his disciples; nor 

‘his oil, with which he anoints them: Nec medlis et lactis societatem, 

6o. « gua infantat: nor the mixture of milk and honey, with 

(4.D. 160.) ¢ which he enters them as infants: nor his bread, &c. 

z Adversus Luciferianos, [Op. tom. ii. edit. Vallars. | @ Contra Marcion. lib.i. cap. 14. 
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‘being forced in his own sacraments to make use of the beggarly 

‘ gifts of the Creator.’ 
VII. The white garment, in which the new-baptized persons were 

clothed, is not mentioned, that I know of, by any of the earliest 

9. Writers. Cyril? mentions it; and in the after-times there 

(A.D. 350.) is much said about it. By it they signified that they were 
now ‘ washed from their sins in the blood of the Lamb, had put on 

‘ Christ, were become children of the light and of the day ; and re- 

‘solved to keep themselves unspotted from the world.’ They wore 
this for a week: and then it was laid up as an evidence against 
them, if they ever revolted from that holy faith and profession. This 

was used in the case of infants, as well as of grown persons. I gave 

an instance before®. 
VIII. There were in some churches two anointings used at bap- 

tism. One, of the naked body with oil just before the immersion. 

250. Of this St. Cyril speaks, Catech. Mystag. 2, and the author 

eget of Questiones a Gentibus Proposite?, Q.137; and St.Chry- 

(A.D. 399.) sostom, Hom. 6. in Epist. ad Coloss. 

The other, which was universally used, and is mentioned by the 

more ancient writers, was after the baptism, with a rich ointment or 

chrism. I observed beforee, that the first mention we have of this 

67. chrism was the use of it by the Valentinian heretics; who, 

(4.D.167-) as Treneus tells us‘, “anointed the baptized person with 

‘balsam ; and said, This ointment is a type of that sweetness which 

‘surpasses all things. But though this be something ancienter 

than any mention of it as used among the Catholics ; yet it is plain 
that it was also used by them generally about the same time ; be- 

cause authors a little after this do speak of it as an unquestioned 

ioe custom. Tertullian recites it thuss; ‘Then when we come 

(A.D. 200.) «© ont of the water, we are anointed with a blessed [or 

‘ consecrated] ointment, according to that ancient rite by which 
‘men used to be anointed for the priest’s office, with oil out of a 
‘horn; ever since the time that Aaron was anointed by Moses: so 

‘that Christ himself has his name from chrism [or unction] : and 

a little after; then we have the imposition of hands on-us, which 

‘calls down and invites the Holy Spirit.2. And St. Cyprian thus? ; 

Ὁ Cateches. Mystagog. 4. [apud Cyrilli edition, fol. Paris, 1742. | 
Hierosolym. Opera, p. 322. edit. Benedict. e Chap. v. §1. 
fol. Paris, 1720. | f Lib. iii. cap. 2. [This reference is un- 

¢ Parti. ch. xviii. §1. doubtedly wrong: the passage quoted oc- 
4 {See Queestiones et Responsiones ad curs in booki. chap. 21, [alias 18.] sect. 3. 

Orthodoxos, a treatise formerly attributed | —p. 96 of the Benedictine edition. ] 
to Justin Martyr, and printed with his & De Baptismo, cap. 7. 
works ; viz. at p. 501. of the Benedictine b Epist. 70. ad Januarium, 
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τι. The baptized person must be anointed also; that by 
(A. B oe ‘ having the chrism, that is, the anointing, he may be the 

(Δ... 367.) © anointed of God” And in the council of Laodicea the 

forty-eighth canon is, ‘ Baptized persons must after their baptism 

‘receive the holy anointing,’ &c. In a word; there is nothing more 

frequently mentioned in antiquity than this anointing and laying on 
of the hands of the bishop, in order to implore the graces of the 

478. Holy Spirit on the baptized. And yet St. Hierome, when 
(A.D.378-) he is in one of his moods, says'; ‘ We find this done in 

‘many places, more for the credit of the episcopal office, than for 

“any necessity of the precept.’ 
The parts of the body, that were anointed, were not in all 

churches the same. In the church of Jerusalem it was the forehead, 

(which was ever in all churches one of the places,) and the ears, the 
250.  hostrils, and the breast: as appears by the third of St. 

(4-D. 359). Cyril’s Mystical Catechisms*. 
The chrism was used presently after the baptism: and so was the 

laying on of hands, if the person were adult, and the baptizer were 
a bishop. But if the person were an infant, the laying on oi hauds 

was deferred till he were of age, with his own mouth to ratify the 
profession made at baptism. And though the person were adult ; 
yet if it was only a deacon or a presbyter that baptized him, the 

laying on of hands was ordinarily reserved for the bishop to do: ac- 

cording to that example of the church at Jerusalem, who having 

heard that many people at Samaria had been converted and baptized 
by Philip, who was but a deacon!, sent unto them Peter and John. 

Then laid they their hands on them: and they received the Holy Ghost. 

205. The council of Eliberis do order™, that if a layman or a 

(A.D. 305.) deacon have in time of necessity given baptism: the 

person, if he live, must be brought to the bishop for imposition of 

hands. But they seem to suppose, that if the baptism was given by 

a presbyter; he, in such case of necessity, might give the imposition 

too, rather than the party die without it. 
t was the custom of the church of Rome, that if the baptizer 

were under the degree of a bishop, he should anoint the other parts 

aforementioned, but not the forehead: and the anointing of that was 

315. reserved for the bishop to do, when he laid on hands, as 1 

oar δ quoted before out of pope Imnocent. But the first council 
(οι 441.) of Orange allows of but one anointing of the baptized, and 

i Adversus Luciferianos. [sect. 8. Op. m Can. 38, and 77. [Concil. tom. 11. p. 12, 
tom. ii. p. 180. edit. Vallars. ] 18. edit. Mansi. | 

k [See the preceding page. | 0 Part i. chap. xvii. § 6. 
1 Acts vill. 14, 15, &c. 
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that to be used presently after the baptism. ‘ But if any one,’ say 
they°, ‘by reason of any accident was not anointed at his baptism ; 
‘ then the bishop shall be advised of it when he comes to confirm 

‘him. For we have but one benediction of chrism. Not pretending 
‘to set a rule to any, but that the anointing may be esteemed ne- 
© cessary.’ 

And in the church of Rome, though the ordinary rule were, that 
none but the bishop should give the chrism on the forehead, as I 

said; yet in case of scarcity of bishops, or of their negligence in 
performing their visitations to do this, it was allowed to presbyters 

4g. todoit. For Gregory? the Great, in the ninth epistle of 
(4.D.59°-) his third book, says, that ‘ presbyters may anoint the breast, 
‘ but none but the bishop the forehead.’ But in Epistle 26 he revokes 

this order in the case of want of bishops, and in such a case allows 

the presbyters to anoint the forehead too. And long before his time, 
the same liberty had been given to presbyters, ‘in the absence of 

‘ the bishop, not else,’ in the first council of Toledog. And the author 
300. Of the comments ascribed to St. Ambrose", in Ephes. ec. 4, 

(4.D. 400.) says, it was the custom at that time in Mgypt; ‘ Apud 

‘ Keyptum presbyteri consignant, si presens non sit episcopus.’ 

‘The presbyters do confirm, if the bishop be not present.’ 
Fan Novatian, it seems, as he was not baptized in the ordi- 

(A.D.220.) nary way, but in his bed; (which was one objection 
against his being made a bishop;) so also he never had had this 

150. anointing and imposition of hands; upon which Corne- 

(40-250) ius founds this other objection against hims: ‘ Neither was 
‘he, after he recovered, made partaker of those other things which 

‘a Christian ought by the rule of the church to have; i.e. to be 

‘ confirmed [or sealed, σφραγισθῆναι] by the bishop: which he not 

‘ having, how was he made partaker of the Holy Spirit ?’ 

If any one had been baptized in a schismatical congregation, and 

afterward desired to be admitted among the catholics; he was by 
the rule of some churches to be baptized anew: but in the church 

of Rome (whose example finally prevailed) he was not baptized 

anew, (provided those from whom he came believed the Trinity, and 

baptized into it,) but he had a new imposition of hands and 
anointing. For they would never yield that the prayers of schis- 
matics could procure the grace of the Holy Spirit. 

° Can. 1. [Concil. tom. vi. p. 435. edit. ρ. 1002.] 
Mansi.] r [See these at p. 82. of the Appendix to 
P [Vide Gregorii Opera: vel Concilia, νοὶ. ii. of the Benedictine edition.] 

edit. Mansi, tom. ix. p. 1161. 1 173.] 5. Euseb. Hist. Eccl. lib. vi. c. 43. [p.m. 
4 Can. 20. [Concil. ed. Mansi, tom. iii. pag. 313. edit. Reading.] 



CH. Ix. ᾧ 9.] The Professions. 601 

Of these two things, the chrism or anointing is not commanded 

in Scripture. Yet it is still practised by all the Christians of the 
east and west, except the protestants. But the laying on of hands 
is plainly mentioned in the Scripture, Acts vii. 17; Heb. vi. 2; and 
is yet continued by all Christians, except some very absurd people. 

It is enjoined in the church of England, with an excellent office 
drawn up on purpose for it. But I think there is never a divine of 

that church, that has not expressed his grief, that it is not more 
frequently offered, and more seriously and solemnly accepted and 

used. I hope so much of what St. Hierome says in the place I last 

quoted from hims, is true; ‘That it is not necessary to salvation : 

‘ for else,’ as he there says, ‘ they are in a lamentable condition, who 

‘in villages and remote places, being baptized by presbyters or 

‘ deacons, do die before the bishop’s visitation.’ 
These were the most ancient rites relating to baptism. Many 

that came up in after-times, and are now used in the church 

of Rome, are not worth the reciting: and it would be tedious to 

do it. 

It is to be noted here, that some learned men, who are skilled in 

the customs of the Jews, do assure us, that those three ceremonies, 

of anointing the body at baptism, and of the trine immersion, and of 

the milk and honey, were all used by the Jews in their baptizing 
of a proselyte, whether infant or adult (as well as the requiring 

undertakers in the case of infants). And this is indeed the most 

probable account of the way from whence it was that the first 
Christians had these customs, of which there is no mention in the 

writings of the New Testament, viz. that they used them by imi- 
tation of the Jewish baptism. Which does still more confirm 
(what I discoursed of in the introductiont) that they reckoned 

their baptism to succeed (with some alterations) in the room of 

the Jewish baptism of proselytes of the nations. 
IX. But the most material thing by far that was done at bap- 

tism was the professions; the sincerity whereof is more to be 

regarded than the external baptism itself: as St. Peter testifies, 

τ Ep.ii.21. They were constantly and universally required; in 
the case of grown persons, to be made with their own mouth in the 
most serious manner; and in the case of infants, by their sponsors 

in their name. That a man may justly wonder at the spirit of 

contradiction in those people that pretend baptism does better with~ 

out them, and do practise accordingly: as if they had authority to 

s Adversus Luciferianos. [See above, p. 267.] t [See above, page 20—24. | 
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entitle persons to the kingdom of God, whether they do, when they 
come to age, keep the commandments or not. 

These professions were of two sorts, relating to the two general 
duties of a Christian: 1. Renouncing of wickedness; and, 2. Faith, 

with obedience to God. Every one that would be entered into the 

holy covenant of Christianity, must promise to renounce the idolatry 

and false worship then used in the world, and all other wickedness. 
oe The Scripture phrase 15, Repent and be baptized. Pliny’s 

(4.D.110) etter to Trajan", concerning the Christians, is, that all 

the ill that he (by examining some that had been of their sect and 
were come off from it) could find in them, was, ‘That they would 

‘ not sacrifice to the gods; that they kept assemblies before day, in 
‘which they sang hymns of praise to Christ as their God; and 

‘ bound themselves (not to any ill thing, that he could hear of, but) 

‘in a sacrament’ (that is Pliny’s word; it signified with them an 

oath or solemn obligation) ‘not to be guilty of any theft, robbery, 

‘ adultery, cheating, treachery, &c. It was probably the obligation 

entered into at baptism, to which he refers; as having heard some 

4o. general reports of their usage in that matter. Justin 

(Α.}. 146) Martyr, in the passage which I recited in the First Part, 

ch. u. ᾧὁᾧ 3, speaking of such as they admitted into their society, 

describes them thus; ‘They who are persuaded and do believe that 
‘those things which are taught by us are true, and do promise to 
‘ live according to them,’ ἕο. 

The particular words in which this profession was made, were, by 

the account of the eldest authors that mention them, much the 

same as are used now; only shorter, and with some little variety in 
1oo. the several churches. Tertullian, in the place lately 

(4.D.200-) quoted °, recites them thus: ‘We do renounce the Devil, 

‘and his pomp, and his angels.’ And he has the said words, with- 

out any alteration, in his book de Spectaculis, cap.4; and in the 

book de Idololatria, though at ch.6, he mentions only ‘the Devil 

‘and his angels: yet at ch. 18, he adds, ‘since you have abjured 
‘the pomp of the Devil, ἕο. So that it is probable those were the 

rec very words of the form of renunciation in the church of 

(42-210) Carthage at that time. Origen brings in the Devil 
triumphing over a wicked Christiany; ‘Lo! this man was called a 
‘ Christian, and was signed on the forehead with Christ’s mark; but 

‘he had in his heart my precepts and designs. This is the man 

u Lib. x. Epist. 97. x De Corona Militis, cap. 3. 
Y In Psalm. 38. Homil. 2. [Op. tom. ii. p. 698. ] 
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‘that at his baptism “renounced me and my works;” but after- 
‘ward engaged himself in all my works, and obeyed my laws.’ 
But Homil.12. in Numeros, he names them thus; ‘his pomp, his 
‘ works, his services, and pleasures.’ 

240. In the church of Jerusalem the form, as we read mn 

(4.0. 340.) St, Cyril, was; ‘I renounce thee, O Satan, and all thy 

‘ works, all thy pomp, and all thy service. And he explains the 
works of the Devil thus; ‘under the name of the Devil’s works is 

‘ comprehended all sin. And he bids them mind, that ‘what they 

“say at that solemn time is written down in God’s book; so that 

‘ what they shall practise afterward to the contrary, will bring them 

300. ‘under the judgment of deserters.’ St. Chrysostom gives 
(4.D.400.) ug the form of the church of Antioch to the same 

purpose?; “1 renounce thee, O Satan, and thy pomp, and thy 

‘ service, and thy angels.’ 

150. St. Cyprian, in the passage that I recited out of him 

(4-P.250:) in the First Part, chap. vi. ὃ 11, styles it, ‘renouncing the 
‘ Devil and the world ;? and he mentions it in the same words, Ld. 

de Bono Patientia, § 7. 

When it was an infant that was baptized, these professions were 
made in his name and stead, by his parents, or others that stood as 

oo sponsors or godfathers for him: as appears by the words 

(4.D.200.) of Tertullian which I recited part i. ch. 4. ὃ 5: where he 
objects that ‘ the godfathers are by this means brought into danger: 

‘because they may either fail of their promises by death, or be 
‘ deceived by a child’s proving wicked.’ Mistaking the design of 
the thing so far, as to think that the godfather stands to the peril 
of that. And among other fathers that lived a little after, the 

mention of the godfathers and of the answers made by them in the 
name of the infant is so frequent, and I have cited so many passages 

where it is occasionally mentioned, that there is no need of more. 

Only in some of them it may be observed, that there were, as I said, 

in several churches several variations of the words of this renuncia- 

300 tion. St. Austin>, 110.1. de Peccatorum Meritis, cap. 19, 

(40-490) says; ‘that infants do profess repentance by the words of 

‘those that brig them, when they do by them renounce the Devil 

‘and this world” And “ist. 23°, he says, it was asked among 

other things, ‘ Does this child turn to God Ὁ’ 

2 Catech. Myst. 1. [p. 307, 308. edit. 5 (Op. tom. x. p. 11. edit. Benedict. ] 
Benedict. | ὁ |Ibid. tom. ii. p. 263. Epist. 98. sect. 

aJIn Epist. ad Coloss. Homil. 6. [Op. 7. edit. Benedict. ] 
tom. xi. p. 370. edit. Montfaucon. | 
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The requiring these obligations of the baptized person was called 
the erorcising him, or putting him to his oath. Which being become 
the common word, it was so called also in the case of infants. 

St. Austin pleads against the Pelagians4, that ‘it is in a real 
‘meaning, and not in a mockery, that the power of the Devil is 

‘ exorcised [or abjured] in infants, and they do renounce it by the 
‘ mouths of those that bring them, not being capable of doing it by 
‘ their own; that being delivered from the power of darkness, they 
‘may be translated into the kingdom of their Lord.’ 

In the later times of the church of Rome, this exorcising has been 

accompanied with so many odd tricks of their invention, that the 
word now sounds ill in the ears of protestants: and they take the 

name exorcist to signify something like that of conjwrer in the 

vulgar acceptation. But as both these words in their original 
signification do import no more than ‘ the requiring of an oath or 
solemn promise: so the use of exorcisinge formerly was no more 

than I have described, and the protestants do practise; save that 

they observed some peculiar gestures, postures, and actions, in the 

time of doing it, which are not worth the particular naming. 

X. They were bound also to profess the Christian FartH. The 
words in which this was done in every particular church, were the 

same which that church used for a form of a Christian creed. The 

form of the creed was not in all churches the same in words, but in 

substance it was. It is great pity that there is not left any copy of 
any very ancient creed. We know both by the Scripture, and by 
their earliest writings, what was the substance of their faith: but 
we should be glad to have the very form of words which was used 
in the offices of each church, and according to which they put the 
interrogatories to the competents at baptism. We have some clauses 
of these left: but no entire form of a creed, till that which was 
agreed on at the first general meeting of Christians from all parts 

225. of the world, at Nice, anno Dom. 325. This is the eldest 
(4-P-325-) copy of any public creed that is extant. 

In the oldest books of all that we have of the Fathers, it is as it 

is in the books of Scripture: the articles of our faith are found 
scattered up and down, but not collected into any one short draught 
or summary. There is nothing more probable than the opinion of 
those learned men, who judge that at first there was no other creed 
necessary for the baptized to repeat, than that which is collected 
from our Saviour’s own words, Matt. xxviii. 19, viz. that they should 

* De Nuptiis, lib. i. cap. 20. [sect. 22. Op. tom. x. p. 291.] 
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say, 7 believe in the Father, and in the Son, and in the Holy Spirit. 
But the heresies that arose did not suffer the church offices to con- 

tinue in that simplicity and brevity. 
I think there is nothing more edifying to a Christian, than to 

perceive that the substance of the faith once for all delivered to the 

saints has continued the same in the catholic church from the Scrip- 

ture-times till now. Therefore I will take the pains to set down 

some of the most remarkable places out of such Christian writers, 
as are elder than any copies of creeds now extant, which do in short 

contain the sum of their belief; and agreeable to which their creed 
proposed to the catechumens must have been. 

40. Justin Martyr apologizes for the Christians, that they 

(4-D.140-) were not atheists, (as they were by some traduced to be ;) 

for though they did not go to the temples, nor worship the gods ; 

‘ Yet,’ says hee, ‘the true God and Father of righteousness, &c. and 

‘his Son, that came forth from him, and has taught us and the 

‘angels, &c. these things; and the prophetic Spirit, we do worship 
‘and adore.’ And having said (in the passage of the same apology, 

which I quoted in the First Part, ch. 1. ὃ 3, about the Christians’ 

manner of baptism,) that they were baptized in the name of these 

Three ; he adds this further explication ; ‘There is named over the 
‘ person [or, by the person] that has a mind to be regenerated, the 

“name of the Father, God, and Lord of allf” Then after a little 

digression, of the reason why the Christians do not affix any name 
to their God, as it was customary for the heathens; as Jupiter, 

Bacchus, &e., he goes on; ‘And also the enlightened person [or 

‘ baptized person] is washed in the name of Jesus Christ, that was 
‘ crucified under Pontius Pilate, and in the name of the Holy Spirit, 

‘ who by the prophets foretold the things concerning Jesus.’ 

67. Irenzeus having to do with the Valentinians, who taught 

(A.D. 167.) that there was another God, above the Creator of the 

world, and when they were confuted by Scripture, appealed to some 

secret traditions; sayss, ‘It is easy for any one to know the 

‘tradition of the apostles declared in all the world: and we are 
80. “able to reckon up those who were by the apostles or- 

(4.D.180.) « dained bishops in the churches, and their successors 
‘to this time; who never taught any such thing. Then he 

recites the succession of some churches from the apostles, Peter, 
Paul, John, &c., and says; ‘Suppose the apostles had left us no 

‘ writings, ought we not to follow the order of that tradition, which 

e Apol. 2. [Apolog. 1. sect. 6. secundum edit, Benedict. Op. Justin. p. 47.] 
f (Ibid. sect. 61.] & Lib. iii. cap. 3, 4. 
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‘ they delivered to those to whom they committed the churches ?’ 
And to that purpose, he instances in many Christians in the barba- 
rous nations that had no writings, and yet had the true faith by 
tradition: that is, says he, 

‘ Believing in one God, who made heaven and earth, and all 

‘things in them by Jesus Christ, the Son of God; who out of 

‘highest love to his creatures vouchsafed to be born of a virgin, 

uniting in himself [or in his own person] man to God, and 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, and rose again, and was received up 
in great glory, and will come a Saviour of those that are saved, 
and a judge of those that are judged; and will send into eternal 
fire all that deprave his truth, and despise his Father, and his 
coming.’ 
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Also on much the like occasion at another place, having given a 

long account how strange things some heretics held, he says ; ‘ Any 
one, that does but keep in his mind unaltered that rule of faith into 
‘ which he was baptized,’ will easily perceive their falsehood. And 

then a little after gives the account of the catholic faith: thus; 

‘ For the church that is extended over all the world to the ends 

‘ of the earth, having received from the apostles, and their disciples 
‘ the faith ; which is; 

‘In one God the Father Almighty, that made heaven and earth, 

and the sea, and all things in them: and in one Jesus Christ, the 
Son of God, who was for our salvation incarnated: and in the 

Holy Spirit, who foretold by the prophets the dispensations of 

God, and the coming, the birth from a virgin, the suffering, the 

resurrection from the dead, and the bodily ascension into heaven, 

of Jesus Christ our beloved Lord; and his coming from heaven in 
the glory of the Father to restore all things, and to raise again all 

the bodies of mankind: that to Jesus Christ, our Lord, and God, 

and Saviour, and King, every knee may, according to the good 
pleasure of the invisible Father, bow; both of things in heaven, 
and things in earth, and things under the earth ; and every tongue 

may confess to him; and he may pass a righteous sentence on 
all; and may send the spiritual wickednesses, and the angels 

that sinned and apostatized, and all ungodly, and unrighteous, 

and unjust men, and blasphemers, into everlasting fire; and give 

life to the righteous and holy, and to such as have kept his com- 
mandments, -and have continued in his love (some from, the 

‘beginning, and some by repentance), and» may bestow upon 

‘them immortality and eternal glory.’ 
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This faith, he says, the church having received, keeps, ‘ as if they 

‘had all one heart and one soul: and that neither the churches in 

Germany, nor those in Spain, or in France, or in the East, or in 

Egypt, or in Africa, or under the middle of the world, had any other 

belief: and that a learned preacher would deliver no more than this; 

nor an ignorant layman any less. 

Tertullian writing against Praxeas (who, not being able to believe 
three persons in one numerical essence, taught that Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit are but one person; and consequently, that the Father 

was incarnated, and was that Jesus Christ that died), opposes to him 

the faith of the church as it had always been held; thusi: 

‘ We believe that there is but one God: but yet with this dis- 

‘ pensation or economy, that this one God has his Son, his word 

‘ coming forth from him ; by whom all things were made, and with- 

“out him was not any thing made. That he was by the Father 

‘sent into the Virgin, and of her born, man and God, Son of man 

‘and Son of God, and named Jesus the Christ. That this is he that 

‘ suffered, died, and was buried according to the Seriptures, and 

raised again by the Father, and taken up into heaven, and sits at 

‘the nght hand of the Father, and will come to judge the living 

‘and the dead. Who sent from thence, according to his promise, 

‘from the Father the Holy Spirit, the Comforter, the ‘sanctifier of 

‘the faith of those that believe in the Father, the Son, and the 

© Holy Spirit. 

‘This rule has been derived down from the beginning of the 

‘ Gospel, before even the eldest of the heretics; much more before 

‘ Praxeas, who is but of yesterday.’ 

And then, reciting the objection of Praxeas, viz. that the unity of 
God can no otherwise be maintained but by holding Father, Son, 

and Holy Spirit to be one person: he answers ; 

‘ As if they were not in our sense all one, inasmuch as all are of 

‘ one, that is, as to unity of the substance : and yet the mystery of the 

‘ economy may be preserved, which dispenses the unity into a Trinity: 
‘ranking three; Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. “ Tres, non statu, 

‘sed gradu; nec substantia, sed forma; nec potestate, sed specie.” 
‘ Three, not in condition, but in order [or rank] ; not in substance, 

‘but in form [or mode] ; and not in power, but in species [which 

‘ word I know not how to translate, beng on so awful a subject] ; 

‘but in one substance, and of one condition, and of one power ; 

‘because they are but one God; out of whom those ranks, forms,’ 

i Cap. 2. 
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‘and species are reckoned under the names of Father, Son, and 
‘ Holy Spirit.’ 

The same author in another book*, writing against heretics in 

general, gives, in opposition to all of them, this summary of the 
Christian faith : 

‘That we may declare what we hold: the rule of faith is; to 
‘ believe that there is but one God, and no other but the Maker of 

‘the world, who created all things out of nothing by his word first 

‘of all sent forth: that that word, bemg called his Son, was in 

‘divers manners seen by the patriarchs under the name of God, 
‘ was in the prophets always heard, and at last bemg by the Spirit 

‘and power of God brought into the Virgin Mary, and made flesh 
‘in her womb, and born of her, was Jesus the Christ; and that 

‘then he preached the new law and new promise of the kingdom of 

‘heaven; did miracles; was crucified; rose again the third day ; 

‘was carried into heaven; sat down on the right hand of God ; 

“sent in his stead the power of the Holy Spirit to lead them that 

‘believe; that he will come in glory to receive the saints into the 
“enjoyment of eternal life and the heavenly promises; and to 
‘ adjudge the profane to eternal fire; having first raised both from 

‘the dead, and restored to them their flesh.’ 

A shorter abstract, yet drawn by the same man upon another 
oceasion!, is this: 

‘The rule of faith is but one, altogether unalterable, and not to 

‘be mended: that is, of believing im one God Almighty, Maker of 
‘ the world; and in his Son Jesus Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, 

“ crucified under Pontius Pilate, who arose the third day from the 

« dead, was taken up into heaven, sits now at the nght hand of the 

‘ Father, will come to judge the living and the dead, by raising the 

“ flesh itself to life again.’ 

110. Origen being to write a book of the “ Principles of 
{4..210.) ¢ Religion,’ makes a preface™ to this purpose; that be- 
cause of the many heretical opinions, it was necessary to set down 

that which is ‘the certain line and manifest rule; and by it to 

‘inquire of the rest.? This he calls ‘the ecclesiastical doctrine 

‘ delivered down from the apostles in the order of succession, and 

“ continuing still in the church.’ And whereas some men that had 
better gifts than ordinary, might study and know some other things 

also ; that this was ‘delivered by the apostles for the use of all, even 
‘ the dullest Christians.’ And he says, ‘ It is this: 

k De Prescriptionibus, cap. 13. 1 De Velandis Virginibus, cap. 1. 
M Περὶ ἀρχῶν. Preefat. [Op. tom. i. p. 47.] 
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‘ First, that there is one God, who has made and ordered all 

‘ things, creating them out of nothing, the God of all holy men 
‘ from the creation: of Adam, Moses,’ &e. 

‘ That this God, who is both just and merciful, the Father of our 

‘ Lord Jesus Christ, gave both the Law and the Prophets, and also 

‘the Gospel; the same being the God both of the Old and New 
‘ Testament. 

‘That Jesus Christ, who came, was begotten of the Father 
‘ before all the creation: that he ministered to [or acted under] the 

‘ Father in the creation of all things: for by him all things were 
‘made. That he in the last days humbled himself to be made man: 
‘he was made flesh when he was God, and continued to be man 

‘ while he was God. He took a body like unto ours, differing only 
‘ in this, that it was by the Holy Spirit born of a virgin. And that 
‘ this Jesus the Christ was born and suffered truly, not in appear- 
‘ance only, but died truly the common death; and did truly rise 
‘ from the dead: and after his resurrection conversed with his disci- 
‘ples; and was taken up. 

‘Then they have also delivered, that the Holy Spirit is joined 
‘ with the Father and the Son, in honour and dignity.’ 

It may be here observed by the by, first, how Origen explains 

that phrase of St. Paul, Phil. u. 7. Being in the form of God, &e. 

ἐκένωσεν ἑαυτὸν, &e. He in the last days, ‘seipsum exinaniens, 
‘homo factus est,’ humbled [or emptied] himself to be made man. 
He does not interpret it, that when he was a human soul, or angel 

in heaven, he humbled himself to take an earthly body. Secondly, 

how Rufinus according to Origen’s sense translates πρωτότοκος πάσης 
κτίσεως, Col. 1.15; he does not say, The firstborn of every creature ; 

much less does he say, ‘ The first of God’s creation.” But, ‘ante 
‘omnem creaturam natus ex Patre.’ ‘ Born [or begotten] of the 

‘ Father before all the creation.’ 
These are some of the most ancient passages, wherein the authors 

undertake to give an account in few words of the faith, into which 

Christians were baptized. They do not say that these were the very 
forms of the creeds, by which the interrogatories were put; but 
they must have been to this purpose. And whereas Tertullian says 
in the place I quoted before, that the custom was for the baptized 
person ‘to answer some few words more than those which our 

‘ Saviour in the Gospel has enjoined ;᾽ we may partly see here what 
they were. For whereas our Saviour had enjoined only those words, 
of believing ‘in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spint: and 

WALL, VOL. I. ΒΤ 
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whereas some heretics in those first ages, though keeping those 
words, yet had introduced monstrous opinions; some of the Father, 
that he was not the God of the Old Testament, but another; and 

some, of the Son, that he was not really a man, nor did really die, 

as some taught; or that he was not really God, as others: the 
church did examine the candidates, not only whether they believed 

‘in the Father, but whether they believed him to be ‘the maker 
‘of heaven and earth” And not only whether they believed ‘in 

‘the Son, but whether they believed his divinity, incarnation, 

death, resurrection, &e. On these occasions it was, that the ordi- 

nary forms of the creed were augmented by some words added for 
explication sake. And these were not in every church the same 
words: but each church added such words as were necessary to 

obviate the heresies that arose in their country, and were in any 

particular contrary to the fundamentals of the faith. 

And besides such explications concerning each person of the holy 

Trinity, they added also some other necessary articles of Christian 
faith to the creed, which the baptized person must make profession 

of. So we see in these passages (beside the doctrine of the Trinity) 
‘the resurrection of the dead, and the ‘future judgment, and 

‘ eternal life’ plainly delivered. And more positively than any of the 
oa rest, the article ‘of the churel’ is by Tertullian men- 

(4.D.200.) tioned, as recited at baptism, in his book on that subject"; 
where having said that ‘our faith is sealed [1. 6. we are baptized] in 

‘the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit ;? he adds, ‘and when the testi- 
‘mony of our faith, and promise of our salvation, are assured by 

‘these three, there is necessarily added a mention of the church. 
‘ For where the three, that is, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are, 

‘ there is the church, which is the body of the three.’ And also the 
same man, in another treatise°, mentioning occasionally the church, 
ealls it, ‘Sanctam ecclesiam, in quam repromisimus,’ ‘the holy 

‘ church, the belief [or owning] whereof we have vowed.’ So that 
it is plain, this article ‘of the church’ was in some of the most 

ancient creeds. The meaning of the profession of this article which 
they had was, ‘I own the catholic church,’ 1. 6. 1 am of no sect or 

schism, but do adhere to the communion and unity of the body: in 
explication of which sense were afterward added these words ; ‘ the 

“communion of saints’ that is, of Christians. This was: their 

meaning of it; and they would baptize nobody without it. In what 

sense the sectaries, that do renounce this communion, and yet still 

n Lib. de Baptismo, c. 6. ° Lib. v. contra Marcionem, cap. 4. 
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say those words with their mouth, do take them, I cannot imagine. 

As for baptism, I think they do, many of them, administer it with- 
out any creed at all. 

150. About fifty years after the time of Tertullian, we have 

(4.D.250.) in St. Cyprian the form in which the baptized were inter- 
rogated in his time concerning those other articles, that followed the 
confession of the Trinity ; or at least a part of it. 

In his sixty-ninth epistleP, disputing against such as would have 

baptism given by the Novatian schismatics to be good baptism, he 
says: 

‘ If any one object, and say that Novatian holds the same rule as 

‘ the catholic church does, and baptizes by the same creed that we 
‘do; that he owns the same God the Father, the same Son Christ, 

‘the same Holy Spirit ; and therefore that he may baptize, since he 

‘ seems not to differ from us in the interrogatories of baptism :—Let 
‘him that objects this, know ; first, that the schismatics have not 
‘the same rule of the creed with us, nor the same interrogation ; 
‘for when they say, “ Dost thou believe the forgiveness of sins, 
‘and the life everlasting by the holy church?” they express a 
‘lie in their interrogation, since they have not [or own not] the 
6 church.’ 

And in his next epistle, to the same purpose: ‘ When we say, 

“« Dost thou believe the life everlasting and the forgiveness of 
“sins by the holy church,” for, by the means used in the holy 
‘ church] Ὁ Ὁ &e. 

XI. From these traces we may perceive what was the substance 
of the most ancient creeds in the several churches: but we come 
now nigh those times, since which there are entire copies of the 

225. public creeds remaining. The eldest of which is, as I said, 

(4-D-325-) that which was at the council of Nice agreed on, as a form 

to be owned by all churches. It was this4: 
‘We believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker of all 

‘ things visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the 
‘Son of God: begotten of the Father: his only begotten ; that is, 
“ of the substance [or essence] of the Father: God of God: light of 
‘light: very God of very God: begotten, not made: being co- 
‘essential [or of one substance] with the Father: by whom all 

‘things were made, both things in heaven, and things in earth. 

‘ Who for us men, and for our salvation, came down, and was in- 

“ carnate, and made man. He suffered: and rose again the third 

Ρ Juxta edit. Oxon. [Ep. 76. in edit. Benedict. ] 
4 Eusebii Epist. apud Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ο. 8. 
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‘day. He went into heaven. He will come to judge the living and 

‘ the dead. 

« And in the Holy Spirit. 
« And those that say, that there ever was a time when he [Christ] 

‘was not: or, that before he was begotten, he was not; or, that he 

‘was made out of nothing; or, do say that the Son of God is of 
‘any other substance or essence; or, that he was created; or, is 

‘changeable, or alterable: such men the catholic and apostolic 
‘ church of God does renounce [or anathematize].’ 

aoe When the council of Constantinople, which was in the 

(A.D. 382-) year 382, asserts this creed to be the ancientest, (as they 

do in a synodical epistle™ written to the church of Rome,) they 
mean, it is the ancientest of any that had been established at any 
general meeting. But the several churches must have had forms 
for the use of baptism before. 

But yet the creeds used before in the several churches must have 
been much to the same purpose: only in this there are some ex- 

225. pressions added particularly against the heresy of Arius. 

(4-D.325.) Eusebius’ creed, which he drew up and offered to the 
council of Nice, as the faith which, he says’, ‘he had received from 

185.  * the bishops before him, and at his catechising, and when 
(4.D.285-) © he was baptized ; and which he had held and taught, 

‘ both while he was a presbyter, and since he had been a bishop,’ 
differed but little. He says, ‘the council accepted of his words, 
‘ making some additions.’ The form which he had offered was this : 

‘ We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, maker of all 
‘things visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the 
‘ Worp of God, God of God, light of light, life of life, the only 

‘ begotten Son, born before all the creation, begotten of God the 

‘ Father before all worlds, by whom all things were made,’ &e. 

Here are recited in the body of the creed those words of the apostle, 
Col. 1. 15. Πρωτότοκον πάσης κτίσεως. And it is observable how they 
are paraphrased in the next words: πρὸ πάντων αἰώνων ἐκ τοῦ Θεοῦ 
Πατρὸς γεγεννημένον : begotten of God the Father before all worlds [or 
ages]: by which we may be sure they would not have translated 
πρωτότοκος πάσης κτίσεως as our English does, the firstborn of every 

creature, (of which English expression the Arians and Socinians 

take advantage,) but ‘born [or begotten] before all the creation.’ 
This, some learned ment do think was the very form of the creed 

that had been used time out of mind at Cesarea. If so, then this is 

τ᾿ Theodoret. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. ὁ. 9. 5 Hpist. apud Socrat. lib. i. ο. 8. 
τ Dr. Cave, Epist. Apologetica, [subjoined to his Historia Litteraria. ] 
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the oldest copy extant of any public creed. But I think Eusebius’ 
words do lead one to conceive that this was the substance, but the 

words his own: because he says, ‘ they accepted of my words with 

‘ some additions.’ 
215. At the time when Arius first moved his controversy, 

(4-D-315-) Alexander the bishop of the place opposed to his novelty, 
that the steady faith of Christians is, and always was, thus": 

‘ We believe in one unbegotten Father, who has no cause at all 

‘of his essence, &ec. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only 

‘begotten Son of God: begotten, not out of nothing, but of the 

‘ Father. We believe him, as well as the Father, to be unchange- 

‘ able and unalterable, &e. And to differ nothing from the Father, 

‘ but only that the Father is unbegotten, ἕο. That the Son does 

‘ever exist from the Father. He took a body, not in show only, 

‘but a real one, of the holy Virgin. In the end of the world he 
‘ came among men to expiate their sins: he was crucified, and died, 

‘ without any diminution of his divinity: he arose from the dead : 
‘ he ascended into heaven, and sits at the right hand of the majesty 

‘ of God. 
‘ Also one Holy Spirit, which inspired both the holy men of the 

‘ Old Testament and the Divine teachers of the New.’ 

‘ Moreover one holy catholic and apostolic church: and the resur- 

‘ rection of the dead.’ 
This, it seems, was the substance of what the Christians of 

Alexandria had ever held: but this could not be the very form ; 

because it is (with the clauses that I have left out) too long for the 

use of baptism. 
228. (a.p.328.) Arius’ own creed, given in to the emperor, was this*: 
‘ We believe in one God, the Father Almighty. And in the Lord 

« Jesus Christ, his Son: begotten of him before all worlds : God the 
‘Worp: by whom all things were made, both things in heaven, 
‘and things on earth. He came down, and was incarnated : he 

‘ suffered and rose again, and ascended into heaven: and will come 

‘again to judge the living and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit. 

« And in the resurrection of the flesh, and the life of the world to 

‘come, and the kingdom of heaven, and one catholic church of God 

‘ from one end of the world to the other.’ 
And he subjoins; that since he had this faith, he entreated that 

he might by the emperor’s means be admitted to the unity of the 
church, all questions and needless disputes being laid aside. But he 

conceals here his worst opinions, viz. that there was a time when 

« Theodoret. Hist. Eccl. lib. i. ὁ. 4. x Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. ο. 26. 
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God the Son was not: and that he was made out of nothing, &c., 

and was not very or true God. 

237. Twelve years after the council of Nice, Constantine 

(4-D-337-) dying, there succeeded in the East for forty years to- 
gether, except very short intervals, emperors that were Anians. 

During which time the Arians, bearing the greatest sway in those 
parts, set up a great many new forms of creeds: some of them in 
words tolerably well agreeing with the catholic sense ; others, very 
disagreeable. But the general answer that the Christians of the 
West, (which were free from the Arian persecution,) and the catholic 

party in the East, gave, when any of these were proposed to them 
for their assent, was; that the Nicene Creed was enough, and they 
would not entertain any new ones. I will give for a specimen one 

of the best and one of the worst of them. 

241. 1. The council of Arians, met at Antioch anno 341, 

(4-D.34T-) agreed upon this creed Y; 
“To believe in one God of all, the Creator of all things, visible 

‘and invisible. And in one only begotten Son of God, who before 
‘all worlds [or ages] subsisted and was together with the Father 
‘that begot him; by whom all things, both visible and imvisible, 

“were made. He in the last days came down by the good-will of 

‘the Father, and took flesh of the holy Virgin: and having fulfilled 
‘all the Father’s counsel, suffered: and was raised again: and went 
‘ back to heaven, and sits at the right hand of the Father: and will 

“come to judge the living and the dead: and continues to be King 
‘and God for ever. We believe also in the Holy Spirit. And if we 
‘need say any more, we believe the resurrection of the flesh, and 

‘ the life everlasting.’ 

244. And three years after, when the heresy of Photinus had 
(4-D.344-) in the mean time burst out, meeting there again, they (to 
give as good satisfaction as they could to the western bishops) 

declared their sense of that heresy, and of the exorbitance of some 
Arians. After the body of their creed, much like the former, they 
add such clauses as thesez; ‘ All that say, that the Son of God was 

‘ made out of nothing, or of any other substance, and not of that of 

* God; or, that there ever was a time or age in which he was not: 

‘such men the holy catholic church renounces.’? They prove it to 

be both impious and absurd, ‘to imagine any time before he was 
‘ begotten ; since all time and all ages were made by him.” They 
declare that ‘ neither when they profess three persons, τρία Πρόσωπα, 
‘they do make three Gods: nor when they say, there is one God 

Y Socrat. lib. ii. cap. Io. 2 Socrat. lib. 1. cap. 19. 
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‘the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ the only unbegotten, do they 
‘ therefore deny Christ to be Θεὸν προαιώνιον, the eternal God [or 
‘God before all ages].?. They do also own there, that he is ‘God 
‘ by nature, perfect and true God.’ They profess ‘ their abhorrence 
‘ of Photinus, who makes the word to be ἀνύπαρκτον, without a per- 

‘sonal subsistence.’ And say, ‘ As for ourselves, we know him to 

‘be not merely as a word spoken, or as reason in God: but God the 
‘ worD, and subsisting by himself, and the Son of God and Christ. 

‘ And that he was with his Father before the world, not by way of 

‘ prescience, &c., but the subsisting Worp of the Father, and Gop 

‘of Gop like to the Father in all things, &e. Moreover,’ say 

they, ‘ we, understanding in a cautious sense that which is said of 

‘him, Zhe Lord possessed me in the beginning of his way*, [this text 

‘ the Greek translators had rendered, Κύριος ἔκτισέ με, The Lord built 

‘or made me,| do by no means understand, that he was begotten in 
‘a way like to the creatures made by him: for it were impious, and 
‘ against the faith of the church, to hken the Creator to the things 

“by him made, &e. Thus we believe in the perfect and most 

‘holy Trinity, callmg the Father, God; and the Son, God; we do 

“not mean these to be two, but one God, &c. These men were not 

very far from the catholic faith. 

2. But about sixteen years afterward, this sect carried matters to 
more extravagant outrages. For the emperor Constantius, a bigoted 

Arian, being then at Antioch, a party met there, and determined 

that ‘the Son is not at all like the Father, neither in essence nor in 

‘will: that he was made out of nothing: as Arius had at first 

« said.’ 
Sozomen relating this, says, that there were among these (who 

were but few in all) several of the party of Aetius, who, he says, 
‘was the first that after Arius ventured to use openly such ex- 

‘ pressions, and was therefore called the atheist? And about this 

time Eunomius, the partner of Aetius, published his creed to this 

purpose. 
‘There is one God, unbegotten and without beginning, &c., the 

ς Maker and Creator of all things, and first of his only begotten 

‘Son, &c. For he begot, created, and made his Son before all 

‘things, and before all the creation, only by his power and ope- 
‘ration: not communicating any thing of his own essence to him, 

ς &c., nor making him another like himself, &c., but he θοροῦ him 

‘of such a nature as he thought fit, &e. And by him he made, 

‘ first and the greatest of all, the Holy Spirit, &. And after him, 

a Prov. Viil. 22. » Hist. Eccl. lib. ii. cap. 29. 



616 The Behef of Photinus. [PART II. 

‘all the things im heaven and earth, &c. There is also one Holy 
‘ Spirit, the first and greatest of the works of the only-begotten, 
‘made by the command of the Father, but by the power and 
‘ operation of the Son.’ 

This man had reason to appoint among: his followers a new form 

of baptism: for the old one did not fit to such opinions. So he laid 

it aside, and used that impious form of baptizing which I mentioned 
before at § 4. ‘In the name of the unbegotten Father, &e. 

The moderate and general sort of Arians did all the while own all 

that the Nicene Creed had said of our Saviour to be true, save that 

they thought not fit to determine that he is ‘of one substance with 
‘the Father’ as neither, on the contrary, did they think fit to say, 

as Arius had done, that he was ‘created,’ or was ‘ of any other’ 

substance. They rejected both those clauses, and said that the sub- 
stance or essence of God is unsearchable, and nothing ought to be 

225. determined about it. Yet Eusebius» and Athanasius¢ 

(4-P-325-) shewed them that that very word had been often used by 
the Christians both of the Greek and Latin church, above a hundred 

years before. Many of the books out of which they could then 
prove this, are now lost: yet for the Latins, Tertullian does use that 

too. very expression in the passage of his that I quoted last. 
(4:P-200) And Pamphilus the martyr, in his Apology for Origen, (or 
be it Eusebius himself that was the author of that piece,) makes it 

plain that it was a common expression in the books of Origen that 

110. were then extant. Yet if any in those times did scruple 
(4-P-210) the use of the word ὁμοούσιος, as being not a Scripture 
word; but did by other words shew their belief in Father, Son, and 

Holy Spirit, one God, to be catholic; Athanasius owns such men 

for brethren: and says, 1t was the case of Basil of Ancyra. De Syno- 

dis Arimin. et Seleuc. non longe a fine. 

However, we see that this sect of the Arians, even the dregs of it 

among the Eunomians, had not nigh so derogatory thoughts of the 
nature of our blessed Saviour, as our Socinians have; who take 

him to be a mere man, and to have had no being before his human 
birth. Photinus indeed did in those confused times broach that 

opinion which one sort of the Socinians do now fall into; that the 
241. Worpb, the Λόγος, of which St.John speaks, is eternal : 

(4.D.34t.) but that this Worp is not a person, nor did take man’s 
nature in Jesus Christ, was not made flesh, (as St.John says he 

Ὁ Kuseb. Epist. apud Socrat. lib. i. ¢. 8. d [See section 41 of that treatise, in the 
Ὁ Epist. ad Afros, apud Theodoret. Benedictine edition of Athanasius, tom. i. 

lib.i. ¢. 8. p. 755.) 



cH.1x. §11.] The Greeks baptize by the Nicene Creed. 617 

was,) but only inspired, directed, or dwelled in, the man Jesus. 
But he did no sooner say this, but that all sorts of Christians, 
Catholics, Arians, and Eunomians, joined in an abhorrence of him, 

as bishop Pearson shews at largee, by reciting the condemnations of 

him particularly. And he concludes ; ‘so suddenly was this opinion 
‘rejected by all Christians, applauded by none but Julian the 

261. © heretic, [/ege apostate,] who railed at St. John for making 
(4-D-361.) ¢ Christ God, and commended Photinus for denying it: as 
‘ appears by an epistle written by Julian to him, as it is, though in 
‘a mean translation, delivered by Facundus ad Justinian. lib. iv. 
© Tu quidem O Photine,’ &c. You Photinus, say something like, 

‘and come near to good sense. You do well not to bring him, 
‘ whom you think to be God, into a woman’s womb.’ 

And from that time till very lately, whoever embraced that 
opinion has thought fit at the same time to renounce the Scriptures, 
and the name of a Christian. 

What creed the Arians used all this while, for their candidates to 

make their professions by at baptism, I know not; for their creeds 
that are upon record they altered almost every day. The Catholics 
in the East made use of the Nicene, as appears by Hpiphanius in 
Ancoratof, where he gives directions that ‘every one of the catechu- 
‘mens that would come to the holy laver must not only profess in 
‘ general to believe, but must be taught to say expressly, as their 
‘and our mother does, viz. “ We believe in one God,’ &c., as it 

is in the Nicene Creed. Only in Epiphanius’ copy some clauses 
28:.. are put in by a later hand (or by himself afterward) out 

(4-D.381.) of the Constantinopolitan Creed, which was set forth four 
years after the first writing of that book. He dates his book the 

277. tenth year of Valens, and he says, ‘This is the faith 
(4-D.377-) « delivered by all the holy bishops together, above three 
‘ hundred and ten in number.” Which must be the Nicene bishops. 

So that it is certain he in the first edition of his book set down the 
Nicene: and it was interpolated afterwards with those few additions 
which the council of Constantinople made to it. And I indeed was 
of opinion that the same thing had happened to the Jerusalem 

asg. Creed, explained in way of catechism by St.Cyril. He 
(4-P.359-) wrote those catechisms first in Constantius’ time; and yet 
there are in them, as they are now, the very clauses of the Constan- 

δι. tinopolitan Creed. This, I reckoned, could never have 

(4.D.381.) happened so exact, but that he in his old age, (for he 

e On the Creed, page 120. [in the folio f (Sect. 119. See Epiphanii Opera, Pe- 
editions, 1676 and1723. ArticleII. ‘his  tavii. fol. Paris. 1622. tom. ii. p. 122.] 
‘ only Son.’] 
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lived to that time,) or somebody after him, had added those clauses 

which the council of Constantinople had put in. But I find that 

Mr. Grabes is of another opinion, and thinks that the Jerusalem 

Creed, and several other ancient eastern creeds, had those clauses 

before the time of the Constantinopolitan council. To whose great 

learning I willingly subseribe. 

There is from this time forward abundant evidence that the 

eastern churches generally made use of the Nicene Creed to be 
repeated at baptisms. The council of Ephesus» orders ‘that none do 
331.‘ write or propose any other faith [or creed] but that 

(4-D.431-) ¢ which was agreed on by the holy Fathers assembled at 

‘ Nice, &.—And if any one do offer or propose any other to such as 

‘ desire to be converted to the knowledge of the truth, [1. 6. to such 
‘as come to be baptized,| either from the heathens, or from the 

“ Jews, or from any heresy; if they be bishops or clergymen, they 
‘shall be deposed; if laymen, excommunicated.’ The council of 

Chalcedon confirms the samei. And so does the edict of Justinian. 

3st. And several other synods do mention it as the faith “into 

aati? ‘which they were baptized, and into which they do 
(A.D. 530.) © baptize.’ Basiliscus, the usurper of the Greek empire, 

having in his edict mentioned this creed, adds, ‘into which both we 

376. «and all our ancestors that were Christians have been 

(4-D. 476.) ¢ haptizedk? And the emperor Zeno enacts! that all bap- 

tisms should be by that. 
This shews that what I quoted before™ out of Gregory Nazian- 

zen (that he would not baptize any Arian) was not singular in him ; 
since the church in all those parts used at baptism that creed which 
has the expressions purposely levelled against that heresy. 

XII. Valens, the great persecutor of the Nicene faith, died in the 
fourteenth year of his reign. And then the church had hberty 
once again to come together from all parts both of the East and 

281. West: which they did at Constantinople, anno 381. They 
(4-D.381.) made no doubt or delay of establishing the Nicene Creed, 
in opposition to all the novelties that had disturbed the world since 
it. Only inasmuch as some new heresies had sprung up since, 
especially about our belief in the Holy Spirit, they put in a few 

clauses against them. Eunomius, Macedonius, and some others, 
had followed Arius’ pattern of innovating, so far, that as he had 

& Annot. in Opera Doct. Bull. [See ‘G. h Act. 6. 
‘ Bulli Judicium Ecclesie Catholice,’ ὅσο. i Evagrius, Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. ὁ. 4. 
cap. vi. sect. 6, 7, &c. p. 49. and Grabe’s k Evagrius, lib. ili. 6. 4. 
Annotations, ibid. p. 65. edit. fol. Lond. 1 Ibid. cap. 14. 
1703.} m Pt.i. ch. 11. ὃ 8. 
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made the Son of God a creature, so they would do the same by 
the Spirit of God. Arius had had a much better handle to take hold 
of: for the Son did indeed take on him a created nature: and be- 

cause in that nature he was born, died, &c., there were a great 

many plausible things to say among vulgar people. But to make 

the Spirit of God, which St. Paul shews to be inward to God, as the 

spirit of a man is to a man, saying, 1 Cor. u. 11. What man knoweth 
the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? even so 

the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. To make 
him a creature too, was, we should think, a bold attempt, not only 

on the honour of God, but also on the reason and sense of men. 

But so it always happens. Whenever one sort of innovators break 

in upon any article of faith, there always arises behind their backs a 
new sect, that will refine upon the first, and carry the superstructure 
further than they ever intended, and to such extravagancies as the 

principal heretics are ashamed of. Yet some of the Arians, that the 
party might be stronger against the catholics, struck in with the 
Macedonians in this too. 

The bishops of this council added therefore, as I said, some new 
clauses, relating to our belief concerning the Holy Spirit, and some 

other plain things to the body of the Nicene. And the creed by 
them published is oftener called by the name of the Nicene Creed, 
than of the Constantinopolitan: and so they themselves desired it 
should ; it being only a second edition of the Nicene with those ad- 

328. ditions. Nestorius, in his sermons preached at Constanti- 

(42-428) nople about forty years after this time, does often quote 
the Nicene Creed in defence of his opinion: but the clauses he pro- 
duces are the words of this. And generally after this time, when 
we have mention of the Nicene Creed, or faith, we are to under- 

stand this, unless where the author does expressly make a dis- 
tinction. 

It is the same (except one word) that is nowadays repeated in the 
Communion Service by almost all the established churches of 
Christians in the world. So general an affront does that extrava- 

gant author give, that says, ‘ All that own it must renounce the 

‘numerical unity of God’s essence™.” The copy of it, with a dis- 
tinction of such clauses as were then added, is this: 

Agr ‘ We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, maker 

(A-D.381-) of heaven and earth, and of all things visible and invisible. 

‘ And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God: 
‘ begotten of his Father before all worlds: God of God: light of 

m [See above, chapter ν. ὃ 9. page 424.] 
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‘light: very God of very God: begotten, not made; being of one 
‘ substance with the Father: by whom all things were made; [in 

s30.  * some copies it is added, both things in heaven and things im 
(A-D.630.) « earth 3] who for us men and for our salvation came down 

‘ from heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Spirit of the Virgin 
‘ Mary, and was made man, and was crucified also for us under Pontius 

‘ Pilate. He suffered; and was buried ; and the third day he rose 

‘again according to the Scriptures, and ascended into heaven, and 
‘ sitteth at the right hand of the Father ; and he shall come again to 

‘ judge the living and the dead; whose kingdom shall have no end. 
«And we believe in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life: 

“who proceedeth from the Father: who with the Father and the Son 

« together is worshipped and glorified: who spake by the prophets. 

© And we believe one catholic and apostolic church. We acknowledge 

“ one baptism for the remission of sins. And we look for the resurrection 
‘ of the dead ; and the life of the world to come? 

Whereas in the copies nowadays used in the western church it is 
said, ‘The Holy Spirit, &e., who proceedeth from the Father and 
‘the Son: those words, and the Son, were added, several hundred 

years after the making of the creed, by the church of Rome; and so 
passed into all the western copies: but the eastern churches have 
them not. And how true soever the doctrine may be, it was not 
fair for any one part of the church to add the words to the old copy. 

The Greeks say, he proceeds from the Father dy the Son. 
The chief thing that this creed has more than the old Nicene, is, 

that the Holy Spirit is ‘ Lord, and giver of life.” The Macedonian 
heretics had taught that the Holy Spirit is one of the mnistering 
spirits mentioned, Heb. i. 14, only greater than the rest. It was in 

opposition to this, that the catholics testified their faith, that he 15 

(not a ministering or serving spirit, as the angels that are creatures, 
but,) τὸ Κύριον Πνεῦμα, ‘the Spirit that is the Lord?’ referring to 

2 Cor. iii. 17, where St. Paul having at ver. 8, called the gospel the 
ministration of the Spirit, (because in it the power and grace of the 
Holy Spirit is especially manifested,) and having in prosecution of 

that discourse spoken to this purpose: that as Moses, when he 
turned his face to the people, put on a veil; so the Jews reading 
the law had still a veil over their understandings: but as Moses, 
when he turned to ¢he Lord put off his veil: so, when zt [the heart 
of the people] sha// turn to the Lord, the veil shall be taken away. 
Now, says he, ὁ Κύριος τὸ Πνεῦμά ἐστι, ‘the Spirit is the Lord, 

(which our English has, the Lord is that Spirit,) and where the Spirit 

of the Lord is, there is παρρησία, liberty [or an open face without a 
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veil]. And for the other phrase, ζωοποιοῦν, a quickener [or giver of 
life], it is an attribute of the Spirit, often mentioned in Scripture. 

The council of Constantinople was not the first that condemned 
the Macedonian heresy. The catholics had done it before, from 
the time of the rise of it, in several particular councils, as they had 

opportunities in those times of persecution to assemble together. 
As in that of Alexandria, mentioned by Socrates, lib. ii. cap. 7. 

And the Illyrican, mentioned by Theodoret, lib. iv. cap. 8. And 
262. (A.D.362.) one at Rome under Damasus, mentioned by 

267. (A.D.367.) Theodoret, lib. 1. cap.22. And one at Antioch, 

270. (a.p.370.) recited by Holstenius", Collect. Rom. p. 166. 

278. (a.p.378.) But this at Constantinople was the first general 

281. (a.p.381.) council that met after the rise of this heresy. 
Whether the Greek church did after these times in their office of 

baptism make use of this Constantinopolitan copy of the creed, 
instead of the Nicene properly called ; or whether they still use the 

old one, I know not. But it seems that in the year 476, they kept 
the old copy; because Basiliscus, in the edict I cited, after having 

declared that he will maintain the Nicene faith, ‘into which he and 

“all his predecessors were baptized, adds; ‘and all things that 
‘were enacted in confirmation of that holy creed in this royal city 
‘by the one hundred and fifty Fathers, against those that spoke ill 
‘ of the Holy Spirit.” This was the Constantinopolitan. Therefore 
what he said before must be understood of the Nicene properly so 

called. 
XIII. It is wonder that during all the contest about creeds that 

was in those fifty years of the Arian times, we hear nothing said of 
the creed used in the church of Rome: especially if they had at that 
time procured their creed to be called the Apostolic Creed, or the 

Apostles’ Creed, (as they afterwards did,) it could not have failed 

but that both the parties would have referred themselves to that. 

But, on the contrary, there is not a word said of it. Nor can it be 

known what form of a creed they used in those times. They all 
along received and owned the Nicene Creed, and renounced all that 
would not own it: but they do not seem to have applied that to 
their ordinary offices of baptism; for that use, once begun, would 
not have been left off again: but to have had a form of their own, 
as other churches had, before the Nicene, and to have added to it 

from time to time such clauses as appeared most necessary against 
any heresies that arose. But still it is a wonder how they, and the 

n [See ‘L. Holstenii Collectio Romana Veterum Hist. Eccles. Monumentorum,’ 
8vo. Rome, 1662. ] 
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other western churches, could reconcile their practice (in baptizing 

by any other creed than the Nicene) with those canons of the 

councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, which as I shewed® did so 
positively enjoin, that no other should be used for that purpose from 

that time forward. For these councils, being general ones, must 
have been ratified by themselves as well as by the eastern bishops: 
and their popes do to this day swear that they will own and adhere 
to them. 

300. About the year 400, we have some light given us how 

(4.D.400.) the words of the ordinary creed in the church of Rome 

stood at that time: but not by any writer of that church, which had 
but few; but by one whom they do not love. Rufinus, a presbyter 
of the church of Aquileia, a city in Italy, wrote a comment on the 

creed? as it was worded in his church: and he notes by the way 
some of the differences or agreements which their church had with 

the church of Rome and the eastern churches in wording the several 
clauses. And by his account the Roman Creed at that time must 
have stood thus : 

‘I believe in God the Father Almighty. And in Jesus Christ 

‘his only Son, our Lord: who was conceived by the Holy Spirit, 

‘of the Virgin Mary: crucified under Pontius Pilate: and buried. 
‘The third day he rose agai from the dead: he ascended into 
‘heaven: sitteth at the right hand of the Father: from thence he 
‘ shall come to judge the quick and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit. 

‘ The holy church. The forgiveness of sins. The resurrection of 
‘ the flesh.’ 

The clause, ‘Maker of heaven and earth,’ was afterward added 

out of the Constantinopolitan or other eastern creeds. 

‘ The descent of Christ into hades’ (or hell, as we style it τὴ Eng- 

lish) was not as yet in the Roman Creed, but was put in afterward. 
It is expressed in the oldest rule or breviate of faith that is in the 

world, if there be any credit to be given to those records of the 
church of Edessa, copied out of the Syriae by Eusebius4, and trans- 

lated by him: where it is said that Thaddeus, one of the Seventy, 
being sent by Thomas the apostle to cure Abgarus the king, and to 
convert his people, preached to them, ‘ How Christ came from the 
‘ Father; and of the power of his works, &.; and of the meanness 

‘and lowliness of his outward appearance, &c.; and how he died, 

‘and lowered his divinity: how many things he suffered of the 

© Sect. 12. quently to that published by bishop Fell, 
p [This was first printed at Oxford in folio, Oxford, 1682.] 

1468 or 1478; and is subjoined to Gou- ᾳ Hist. Eccles. lib. i. cap. ult. [page 41. 
lartus’ ec ‘tion of St. Cyprian, and subse- ed. Reading. ] 
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‘ Jews: and how he was crucified; καὶ κατέβη εἰς τὸν “Αἰδην, and 
‘ descended into hades. And how he sits now on the right hand of God, 
‘ &e. ; and how he will come to judge the living and the dead.’ 

These things were done, as it is said in that register, the forty- 
third year: or, as other copies have it, the three hundred and 
fortieth year: which last, viz. the three hundred and fortieth year 
of the computation of years used at Edessa, is the same yeart on 
which our Saviour ascended into heaven. 

anol But suppose these records to be forged, yet they must 
(4.D.300.) have been a good while before Eusebius’ time. 

Excepting this register, the eldest creeds that have this clause are 

259. ' the Arian ones; viz. that drawn up at Sirmium, and re- 
A.D. 359. é τ τ ; 

2590. hearsed at the council of Ariminum, mentioned by Socra- 
OR 359.) tes, lib. 11. cap. 37. That at Nice in Thracia, recited by 
(s.p.360.) Theodoret, lib. ii. cap.21. And that at Constantinople, 

brought into use by Acacius and his party, reported by Socrates, 
lib. 1. cap. 41. 

300. Rufinus sayss, it was in his time in the Creed of 

(A-D-400-) Aquileia, but not in the Oriental Creed, nor in that of 

Rome: into which last it seems to have been inserted about the 

soo. year 600; taken perhaps out of the Creed called Athana- 
(4-D-600.) sinus’, which about that time is pretended to have been 

found in some archives at Rome, having never been heard of before. 

As for the thing itself, of Christ’s descent into hades; though it 
were not put into the ancient creeds, yet it was ever believed by all 
Christians: nor could it be otherwise; since they used that phrase 
in the case of any man that died. And so does the Scripture speak 
of any man that dies, be he good or bad, as going to sheol, (which 
is the Hebrew word,) or 4ades (which is the Greek for it). Jacob, 

Gen. xliv. 29. David, Psalm vi. 5. the wicked, Psalm ix. 10. all go to 

hades. To go down to hades, or ad inferos, was, in their way of 

speaking, no more than ‘to go down to the dead’ And if we 
believe that Christ rose the third day ἀπὸ τῶν νεκρῶν, a mortuis, 

‘from the dead ;? we must believe that three days before, he ‘ de- 

‘ scended fo the dead, 

The clause, ‘everlasting life,’ is commonly judged not to have 

been in the old Roman Creed. For Rufinus mentions it not in the 

Aquileian: and he notes no difference between that and the Roman 

in this particular. And yet there is another reason on the contrary, 

to think that it was expressed there; because Marcellus, who had 

τ See the note of Valesius on the above passage of Eusebius. 
5 In Symbol. [p. 17. edit. fol. Oxon. 1682,] 
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made one at the council of Nice, having several enemies of the Arian 

party in the East that accused him of Sabellianism, by mistake of 
his meaning, as he pretended, appealed to Julius bishop of Rome and 

to that church, as to umpires of the quarrel: and when his adver- 

saries would not agree to refer it to that bishop, nor would come 
thither, he left there a draught of his belief for his perpetual vindi- 

274. cation. Which draught is set down by Epiphanius', and 
eee is exactly the same with the copy of the Roman Creed, 
(A.D. 400.) given before out of Rufinus, save that it adds this clause 

at last, ‘the life everlasting.’ And except this draught, there is no 
other in antiquity that does very near resemble the Roman Creed. So 
that it is probable he took the Roman Creed itself for his draught : 
as thinking that he could not better approve his faith to the church 

of Rome, than by expressing it in the words of their ordinary creed. 
And it is possible that Rufinus might omit the collating the 
Roman Creed with the Aquileian in this point. If this conjecture 

240. 6 right, this is the eldest copy of the Roman Creed by 
iret 340.) sixty years; for this transaction was so long before the 

(a.D.400.) time that Rufinus wrote. And not long after Rufinus’ 
time, this clause appears in all the copies. 

But, however it were with the Roman Creed, I shewed before» 

out of St. Cyprian, that this clause was in that of Carthage long 
before. And it was in several eastern ones. Bishop Pearson thinks* 

it was not in the creed used for baptism at Antioch in St. Chryso- 
stom’s time, and he takes the ground of that opinion from St. Chry- 
sostom’s Homil. 40. in 1 Epist. ad Corinth. But though he be the 
most exact man that ever wrote, yet he is mistaken in that. St. 

Chrysostom is there explaining that difficult place, 1 Cor. xv. 29, of 
some men’s being baptized for the dead. He thinks /or the dead is 
as much as to say for their bodies, 1. 6. for the resurrection of them, 
or, in hopes of it. “ For,’ says he, ‘after all the rest, we add that 

‘which St. Paul here speaks of. After the repeating those holy 

‘ words, &c. (meaning the creed,) we say this at the last of all, when 
‘we are to baptize any one; we bid him say, 1 believe the resur- 
‘ rection of the dead: and in this faith we baptize him. For after 
‘ we have owned that together with the rest, we are plunged down 
‘into the fountain of those holy waters.’ But though this would 
make one think that the resurrection was the last article of the 
creed then used in that church; yet before the end of that homily 
(and bishop Pearson, it seems, did not at that time read it out) 

t Heres. 72. [sect. ili. Op. tom. i. p. 836.] 
u At § Io. X On the Creed, art. 12. 
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St. Chrysostom adds, ‘And then, since the word resurrection 15 
‘not enough to signify the whole of our faith im that matter, 

‘ (because many, that have risen, have died again; as they in the 

‘ Old Testament, as Lazarus, as they at the time of the crucifixion,) 

‘ therefore he [the baptizer] bids him [the baptized person] say, and 

‘ the life everlasting ; that none may suspect he shall die again after 

‘ that resurrection.’ 
This creed of the church of Rome has obtained the name of the 

Apostolic Creed, for no greater or other reason than this; 1t was a 
custom to call those churches, in which any apostle had personally 

taught, especially if he had resided there any long time, or had died 
there, apostolic churches. Of these were a great many in the eastern 

parts; Jerusalem, Corinth, Ephesus, Antioch, &c.; but in the 

western parts none but Rome. In which St. Paul and St. Peter had 

lived a considerable time, and were there martyred. So that any 

one that in the western parts of the world spoke of the apostolic 
church, was supposed to mean Rome; that being the only one in 

those parts, and being called emphatically by all the western 
Christians ¢he apostolic church. And so their bishop came to be 

called the apostolic bishop; their see, the apostolic see ; their faith, 
the apostolic faith; and among the rest, the creed that they used, 

the Apostolic Creed. 
This name gave handle enough to some people first to imagine, 

and then by degrees to report a tradition, that this creed was drawn 

up into this form by the apostles themselves; and so (by a light 

alteration of the word) to call it, the Apostles’ Creed. 

There was a fable trimmed up, setting forth when and where the 
apostles met and dictated it; and the reasons why they did it- 
Which if any one do still believe, he may have ready cure in a 

treatise of Vossiusy; or in English, in a treatise of a very learned 
English gentleman2, both written on that subject. If the Roman 

Christians had believed it themselves, they had done very arrogantly 

to add from time to time new clauses to the apostles’ words. 

500. About the year of Christ 600, it seems to have attaimed 

(4..600-) that whole form of words which it has now. And being 

used at Rome as the ordinary creed for the baptized or their god- 
fathers to repeat, it has been likewise received by all the western 

churches for the same use. The Greek church do, I think, catechise 

y De tribus Symbolis. [4to. Amsteloda- | Creed, with critical observations on its 
mi, 1642; and in the Collection of Vos- several articles (published anonymously, 
sius’ works, 6 vols. folio. 1701.] by Sir Peter King, afterwards Lord Chan- 

2 Critical History of the Apostles’ cellor of England). Svo. London, 1703, 
Creed. (See the history of the Apostles’ 1711, &c.] 

WALL, VOL. I. Ss 
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by the Nicene Creed, but they own this also. When the two great 

branches of Christendom in the eastern and western empire could 
not bring their people to use the same form of faith at baptism; yet 
to shew their unity im the faith, they did each of them receive the 

other’s creed into their liturgies ; and both churches do own and use 

and profess both ereeds. And so this is by all owned to be an apo- 

stolic creed in one sense, viz. drawn up according to the doctrine of 

the apostles. But whereas the gentleman I mentioned says’, ¢ it 
‘has been for some hundred years preferred before the Nicene;’ that 
is, I think, only in the western church. And where he says? that 
Trenzus repeats the Apostles’ Creed, he means only the substance of 
hat faith. 

It is general, and it is natural, for every one to say as much as he 
can in preference of those forms that are in use in his church. But 
yet upon the whole, I cannot see but that the Greek church have in 

this the advantage of us, in baptizing by the Nicene. For (besides 

that theirs is the elder, and acknowledged and enjoimed by the first 
four general councils) the main difference between these two creeds 

being this, that the western creed (as it 15 now) has the deseent into 
hell, which the other has not; but the other has the articles of the 

divinity of the Son and Holy Spit much more full and express ; 
there is, I think, nobody that doubts but the latter are a much more 
material point of our faith than the former. But yet in the Roman 

Creed (as it has always been understood) the clause, God’s only Son, 
does mean his Son by nature, and so owns his divinity, as bishop 
Pearson has shewn. And since it 15 the settled and notorious inter- 
pretation and meaning, they that pronounce it, meaning otherwise, 
do but equivocate with God and the church. To believe in a person, 
is, in the phrase of Seripture and of the church, to believe him to be 

God. 

Of Athanasius’ Creed there is no occasion of speaking here, both 
because it was never by any church used at baptism, and also because 
the composure of it is not so ancient as the times we speak of. Yet 

it contains the sense of what Athanasius and the other catholics 
maintained in their disputations against the Arians ; but it proceeds 
also to determine against other heretics that arose long after 

240. (A.D.340.) Athanasius’ time: as Nestorius, that divided the 

338. ae ie person of Christ into two; and Eutyches, that 
confounded his two natures into one. And it is penned in a more 
scholastical style than the ancients had arrived to. The expressions 
most like it, that are found in any ancient writing, are in that 

8. Critical Hist. p. 47. Ὁ Ibid. p. 78. 
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351. declaration of the faith made at the council of Chaleedon 

(4-P.451-) (which condemned all the said heresies together) recited 

by Evagrius, lib. 11. ὁ. 4. 
What creed the antipedobaptists do require of their candidates to 

profess, I know not: Iam afraid, none at all. I mean no settled 
form, limited to certain words: but that it is left to the several 
elders to judge whether each candidate do understand and believe 
the necessary points of faith. Which must bea very unsafe way : for 
either the elder himself may be ignorant, or he may hold privately he- 
terodox opinions in the fundamentals of the faith, as Socinianism, &e. 

For such an one to have the instructing of any young person in his 
own way, and then to baptize him, is (as Gregory Nazianzen¢ in a 

case not so bad expresses it) not to dip him, but to drown him. The 

experience of all ages of the Church has shewn it necessary to have 
a form of sound words for such an use; not to be altered, augmented, 

or curtailed, by the caprices of every particular pastor. 
XIV. These professions of Christian faith, and of renouncing the 

devil and his works, &e., were by adult persons solemnly made two 
several times, before they were baptized. Once in the congregation, 
some time before the day of baptism: where they, standing up and 
speaking in a continued sentence, said; ‘I renounce the devil and 
‘all his works,’ &e., going on through all the clauses of renuncia- 
tion: and in like manner repeated the whole creed. 

And again, just when they were going into the water, by way of 
answer to the interrogatories of the priest, who laying his hand on 

the party’s head, solemnly asked the questions severally, ‘Do you 
“ renounce the devil?’ &c., he answered, ‘I do.’ And so he asked 

the other renunciations. And then the belief: ‘Do you believe in 
‘ God the Father Almighty ?’? ‘Ido. And so the several articles 
of the creed. And at last; ‘ Do you believe the resurrection of the 
‘ flesh, and the life everlasting ?’ he said, “1 do.’ 

And therefore that clause in Tertullian which I recited at § 4, is 

to be pomted thus: ‘ We do there (and we do the same also a little 
‘ before in the congregation) under the hands of the pastor make a 

« profession,’ &e. 
St. Austin mentions the former of these times of profession4 in 

the case of Victorinus: who was a man in such dignity and repute 
among the heathen party at Rome, that though he made a pretence 

of turning Christian, and came sometimes to their assemblies ; yet 

ς Orat. in Sanctum Baptisma, prope βαπτιστὴν ἢ καταβαπτιστήν.ἢ 
finem. [Orat. 40. sect. 45. p. 727. edit. ἃ Confess. lib. viii. ὁ. 2. [Op. tom. i. 
Benedict.—Gregory’s words are, ζήτει τὸν —p. 146.] 

8s 2 
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the Christians did not believe that he would really come over to 
their religion, (which was even then in contempt among the great 
men at Rome,) till they saw and heard him, at a certain time when 
he was at their church, that ‘when the time came of professing the 
‘ faith, which is wont to be done at Rome in a place a little raised 
‘in the sight of the faithful people by those that would come to the 

‘ grace [viz. of baptism], he with an assured voice pronounced the 
‘ faith,’ &e. 

And St. Hierome mentions the lattere when he says, ‘ Whereas it 

‘is customary at the font, after the confession of the Trinity, to 
‘ask, “ Do you believe the holy church? Do you believe the for- 
“ oiveness of sins ἢ &e.”’’ 

But in the case of infants this could be done but once, viz. at the 

time of their baptism. The baptizer asked the questions, and the 
sponsors answered in the name of the child. The questions were put 

severally for each article of the creed and of the renunciation, as in 
the case of the adult: as appears partly by what 1 quoted out of 

St. Austin, part 1. ch. 15, sect. 5. § 4. and out of the author of the 
Keclesiastical Hierarchy, part 1. ch. xxi. ᾧ 2. And also by what St. 

Austin says at another placef, where speaking of an infant going to 

be baptized he says, ‘The interrogation is put, “ Does he believe in 
‘ Jesus Christ ?” Answer is made, “ He does.” ” 

There is no time or age of the church in which there is any 

appearance that infants were ordinarily baptized without sponsors or 

ASS godfathers. Tertullian mentions the use of them in his 

(aD. 200.) time, as I shewedg. And I have recited so many other 

passages wherein they are occasionally mentioned, that there is no 
need of rehearsing any more on purpose for that matter. St. Austin 
calls the professions, ‘words of the sacrament, without which an 

‘infant cannot be baptized.’ As I shewed, part i. ch. 15. sect. 5. 

ᾧ 5. 
XV. The baptized person was quickly after his baptism admitted 

to partake of the Lord’s supper. This was always and in all places 
used in the case of adult persons: and in some ages and places in 
the case of infants. Some have spoken of the custom of giving 
infants the communion, as if it were anciently as general as the 

baptizing them: and the antipedobaptists do confidently say it was 
so. But this has been by others shewn to be a mistake. 

Mr. Daillé, in his treatise called the ‘ Right Use of the Fathers,’ 

e Adversus Luciferianos. [Op. tom. ii. | Benedictine edition, Serm. 294. Op. tom. 
ed. Vallars. ] Vv. p. 1183. see sect. 12. | 

fSerm. 14. de Verbis Apost. [or, in the & Part i. ch. iv. § 9. 
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bent himself with all his might to find out errors in the Fathers 
and ancient church. Not indeed with so wicked a purpose as some 

have done since, that have made use of his instances to take away 

all credit from the primitive church in conveying down to us the 
canonical books, and the fundamental doctrines in them delivered : 

but yet he has made it hard for us to believe what he there says, 
that he ‘ enters upon this inquiry into their errors unwillingly ;7 
because a man that does so, never makes the faults more or worse 

than they are. He makes the giving the eucharist to infants one 
of their chief errors: and to prove that this was their practice, he 

quotes three authors; Cyprian, Austin, and pope Innocent. And 

adds, ‘ All the rest of the doctors, in a manner, of the first ages 

‘maintained that the eucharist was necessary for infants; if at 
‘least you dare take Maldonatus’ word, who affirms that this 
‘ opinion was in great request in the church during the first six 
‘ hundred years after our Saviour Christ.” And after this he, several 
times without any further proof, says absolutely that so it was; 
“ That the Fathers, down as far as to the end of the sixth century, 
‘held that the eucharist is as necessary to salvation as baptism ; 
“and consequently to be administered to infants ;? and concludes 
from that, as from one of his two chief instances, how little heed is 

to be given to the practice of the primitive Christians. 
And yet all that he quotes from Maldonat, and all that I believe 

that learned man would say, (for I have not the book,) is thisi; “1 

“pass by the opinion of Austin and Innocent the First, which was 
“in request in the chureh for above six hundred years, that the 

“ eucharist is necessary for infants.’ 
No man (but one that would fain have it so) would conclude 

from these words Maldonat’s meaning to be any more than this ; 

300. that this opinion began in the time of Austin and Inno- 

= eee) cent, anno 400, and continued from thence six hundred 
(A.D. 1000.) years, to anno 1000 (as it did indeed in some parts of the 

church), not that it was in request for all the jist six hundred 

years. 
Before the year 412, there is no author produced but 

And whereas Mr. Daillé speaks with the 
Be 

(A.D. 412.) ὡς, Cyprian. 

h Lib. ii. cap. 6. et passim. ‘rum seculorum usu, et decreto Concilii 
i Maldonatus in Joan. vi. apud Dal- 

leum, lib.i. cap. 8. [The words of Mal- 
donatus are these : ‘Missam facio Augus- 
‘ tini et Innocentii primi sententiam, que 
‘ sexcentos circiter annos viguit in Eccle- 
‘sia, eucharistiam etiam infantibus neces- 
‘gariam. Res jam ab ecclesia et multo- 

‘ Tridentini explicata est, non solum ne- 
“cessariam illis non esse, sed ne licere 
‘quidem dari. —Maldonati Commentarii 
in quatuor Evangelistas, fol. Lut. Par. 
1629.—Comm, in Joann. cap. vi. 53. sect. 
116.—Compare sect. fog. sqq.] 
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usual artifice in such cases, as if he singled this out of a great many 
instances which he could have brought, and says, that St. Cyprian 
was carried away with the error of his time: the truth of the 
matter, I believe, is, that neither he nor any body else can find any 
more. And if we examine what it is that he produces from him, we 

shall perceive that he has, in his case too, much mistaken the 

matter; and that, so far from his saying it was necessary, there is 
no good proof from him that mere infants ever did receive it; 

though of children of four or five years of age, that then did some- 

times in that church receive, there 15. - 

The first proof that is brought, and the most material by far, if it 

were not from a mistaken edition, is out of the Fifty-ninth Epistle 
of St. Cyprian, (which is the sixty-fourth in the late edition!,) from 
one word of which epistle he would prove that it was the opmion of 

Cyprian and of the sixty-six bishops then assembled with him, that 
the eucharist must be given to infants. But of that epistle you have 
all that concerns infants in my part 1. ch. 6, where I have shewn at 
§ 10, that Mr. Daillé’s observation is a mistake in the reading of 
that one word, and that there is in the correct editions not one syl- 

lable about it. 
He produces another passage of St.Cyprian, which is the same 

I quoted out of him in the foresaid ch. vi. $13. St.Cyprian’s com- 
monplace book ran thus; lib. ad Quirinumm. 

C. 25. ‘If any one be not baptized and born again, he cannot 
‘ come to the kingdom of God.’ 

For proof of this he quotes John ui. 5, 6, item John vi. 53. 

C. 26. “Τὸ be baptized and receive the eucharist is not available, 
‘unless one do good works.’ 

For this he quotes 1 Cor. ix. 24: Matt. i. 10, item vii. 22, item 

Υ τὸ; 

I did indeed bring this place among the proofs of his opinion that 
infants must be baptized: but owned at the same time, that since 
infants are not expressly mentioned in it, it would be but a very 

weak one, were it not that he himself in other places mentions 
infants by name as contained under the general rule that requires 
baptism ; which he never does in the case of the eucharist. And 
any one sees that this passage taken alone has much less force to 
prove their communicating, than it has to prove the necessity of 
their baptism. If I should, among the testimonies for infants’ bap- 

kK Lib. ii. cap. 4. dictine. ] 
1[Viz. 59 in Pamelius’ edition, 64 in m[P. 72. edit. Fellii, p. 314. ed. Bene: 

that of bishop Fell, and 59 in the Bene- __ dict.] 
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tism, have set down all the sayings of the Fathers, where they 
speak of baptism as necessary for all persons; those alone would 
have made a collection larger than mine is: I confined myself to 
such as mention infants particularly. 

But for youths, boys or girls younger than do now commonly 
receive, he does indeed quote a plain proof out of the book de 
Lapsis. It is this story which St. Cyprian tells, on purpose to 

make those that had revolted to idolatry in the late persecution at 
Carthage sensible of their guilt and of God’s wrath; and that they 
ought not without due confession and penitence approach the holy 
table. 

‘I will tell you what happened in my own presence. The 
‘ parents of a certain little girl, running out of town in a fright, 
‘ had forgot to take any care of their child, whom they had left in 

‘the keeping of a nurse. The nurse had carried her to the ma- 

“ gistrates: they, because she was too little to eat the flesh, gave 

“her to eat before the idol some of the bread mixed-with wine, 

‘ which had been left of the sacrifice of those wretches. Since that 
time her mother took her home. But she was no more capable of 
declaring and telling the crime committed, than she had been 

‘ before of understanding or of hindering it. So it happened that 
once when I was administering, her mother, ignorant of what had 

been done, brought her along with her. But the girl being 

‘among the saints could not with any quietness hear the prayers 

said; but sometimes fell into weeping, and sometimes into con- 
vulsions, with the uneasiness of her mind: and her ignorant soul, 

‘as under a wrack, declared by such tokens as it could, the con- 

‘ science of the fact in those tender years. And when the service 
‘was ended, and the deacon went to give the cup to those that 
‘ were present, and the others received it, and her turn came; the 

girl by a divine instinct turned away her face, shut her mouth, 

‘and refused the cup. But yet the deacon persisted : and put into 

“her mouth, though she refused it, some of the sacrament of the 
‘cup. Then followed reaching and vomiting. The eucharist could 
‘not stay in her polluted mouth and body; the drink consecrated 

‘in our Lord’s blood burst out again from her defiled bowels. Such 
‘is the power, such the majesty of our Lord: the secrets of dark- 

‘ness were discovered by its light: even unknown sins could not 

‘ deceive the priest of God. This happened in the case of an infant 
‘who was by reason of her age incapable of declaring the crime 

which another had acted on her.’ He goes on to tell how some 

a 

n 
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n Lib, de Lapsis, circa medium, [p. 132. edit. Fell. p. 189. ed. Benedict.] 
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grown people at the same table, guilty of the same crime, but 
thinking to conceal it, had been more severely handled; possessed 
with evil spirits, &e. 

This child was probably four or five years old. For the heat of 

the persecution was about two years before this administering of the 
sacrament could be, if we reckon the soonest: for St. Cyprian had 
been almost all that while retired out of the city, as appears by 
bishop Pearson’s Annals of that time®. And the child may be 

guessed by the story to have been two or three years old when she 
was carried to the idol feast. And so the Magdeburgenses, relating 
this story ?, conclude from it, puellas ephebas, that young girls did 

at this time sometimes receive. And so Salmasius, or else Suicerus 

himself. Swiceri Thesaur. v. Σύναξις. 

This passage might have been added to the other quotations that 

I brought of St. Cyprian for infants’ baptism; for no church ever 
gave the communion to any persons before they were baptized : but 
I reserved it for this place. This is all, till above four hundred 

years after Christ’s birth; save that in the passage which I, parti. 
ch. vi. § 11, recited of St. Cyprian De Lapsis, there are’ some words 
sounding: that way. 

317. innocent the First, bishop of Rome, does indeed, anno 

(42.417) 417, plainly and positively say, that infants cannot be 

saved without receiving the eucharist: and that in a synodical 
epistled written to the Fathers of the Milevitan council. The 

council had represented to him the mischief of that tenet of the 

Pelagians, that unbaptized infants, though they cannot go to 

heaven, yet may have eternal life; which the Pelagians maintained 
on this pretence, that our Saviour, though he had said, He that is 

not born of water cannot enter the kingdom, yet had not said, he cannot 

have an eternal life. To this, Innocent’s words are; ‘ That which 

‘ your brotherhood says that they teach, “ that infants may without 

‘the grace of baptism have eternal life, is very absurd: since, 

‘ Except they eat the flesh of the Son of man*, and drink his blood, 

‘ they have no life in them,”’ &c. His meaning is plainly this; they 
can have no eternal life without receiving the communion ; and they 
cannot do that, till they be baptized. And it is true what Mr. | 
Daillé urgess; ‘That St. Austin says the same thing eight or ten 
‘times over in several places of his books.’ And some of these 

© Annales Cyprianici, [prefixed to Epistles, No. 25; in the councils by 
Fell’s edition of Cyprian, 1682.] Mansi, vol. iii. p. 175.] 

P Cent. iii. cap. 6. r John vi. 53. 
4 Apud Augustin. Ep. 93. [Epist. 182. $ Lib. i. cap. 8. 

ed. Benedict. See it among Innocent’s 



ΘΗ Ὑχ. ὁ 15. ] How long continued in the West. 633 

books are dated a little before this letter of Innocent. But though 
302. he wrote a great part of his works before this Innocent 

(4.P.402-) was made bishop of Rome, and in them speaks often of 
infant-baptism ; yet it is observable, that he never speaks of infants 
communicating till after Innocent had been bishop some time: 
which makes me think it probable that Innocent did first bring up 

this doctrine of the necessity of this sacrament to infants: for after 
Innocent had so determined, St. Austin oftener quotes hims for it, 
than he does any place of Scripture. 

P.S. I am glad to find so learned a man as John Frith is of the 

same mind. ‘Answer to Moret.” That Innocent was the author of 

the Necessity of Communicating Infants. 
Among all the passages of St. Austin to this purpose, there is 

need of mentioning but one: and that because some people have 
said that he at that place does aflirm it to be an apostolical tra- 

dition; from whence they conclude how little heed is to be given to 
him, when he says infant-baptism was so. The place is, De Pecca- 

torum Merits, ib.i. cap.24°. He is arguing against the Pelagians, 

who said, eternal life (though not the kingdom of God) might be 
had without baptism: and says thus; ‘ The Christians of Africa do 

‘well call baptism itself one’s salvation; and the sacrament of 
‘ Christ’s body, one’s life. From whence is this, but, as I suppose, 

‘ from that ancient and apostolical tradition, by which the churches 

‘ of Christ do naturally hold that without baptism and partaking of 

‘ the Lord’s table none can come either to the kingdom of God, or 
‘to salvation and eternal life? For the Scripture, as I shewed 
“ before, says the same. For what other thing do they hold, that 

‘ call baptism salvation, than that which is said, He saved us by the 
“washing of regeneration’ and that which Peter says, ‘ Zhe like 

“ figure whereunto, even baptism, doth now save us? And what other 

‘thing do they hold, that call the sacrament of the Lord’s table 

‘ fife, than that which is said, 7 am the bread of life, &e.; and, The 

“ bread which I will give, is my flesh, which I will give for the life of 

“ the world ; and, Hxcept ye eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink 

“ his blood, ye have no life in you ? If then, as so many divine testi- 

‘monies do agree, neither sa/vation nor eternal life is to be hoped 

‘ for by any without baptism and the body and blood of our Lord ; 

‘it is in vain promised ¢o infants without them,’ 
There is (as I observed a little before) a great difference between 

5 Epist. 706. et alibi, {186 in edit. Bene- with the works of Tyndal and Barnes, at 
dict. London, fol. 1573.] 

t [Printed at Munster in 1513: and, u (Op. tom. x. p. 19. ed. Benedict. ] 
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saying, ‘ There is a tradition or order of the apostles for znfants to 
‘receive the eucharist, as a thing without which they cannot be 
‘ saved ;’ and saying, ‘ There is a tradition for a// to receive it, as a 

‘ thing without which they cannot be saved.” For a rule given in 
general words may be understood with an exception of infants, or 
without such exception, according as the nature of the thing, or 
other sayings of the Lawgiver do direct. ΑἸ] the Israelites that do 
not keep the passover shall be cut off. There very young infants 

must be excepted. They must all be circumcised. That includes 
infants, as well as others. Now in the case of baptism, St. Austin 
and those others whom we have quoted do say, there is a tradition 
from the apostles for baptizing infants. But all that St. Austin 
says here, in the case of the eucharist, is in general, that there is an 
apostolical tradition that none that do not receive it can have sal- 
vation. And that this rule should include infants is not said as 
from the apostles, but is only his own consequence drawn from the 
general rule ; neither do his words import any more: in which con- 
sequence there may easily be a mistake. 

XVI. After these times of St. Austin and Innocent, there is ever 

now and then some mention found in the Latin church of infants 

335. receiving ; Mercator*, su/uot. 8. in the year 435; Gregory 

(4.D-435-) the Firsty, Sacramentar. anno 590; and so forward till 

(4.0. 599.) about the year 1000. But toward the latter end of this 

term, as we learn by the relation of Hugo de Sancto Victore*, who 
lived anno 1100, they gave to infants only the wine, and that only 
by the priest’s dipping his finger in the chalice, and then putting it 
into the child’s mouth for him to suck. And after some time, this 

also was left off; and instead of it, they gave the new-baptized 
infant some drops of wine not consecrated, which Hugo dislikes. 

This custom of giving common wine to infants seems by some 

words of St. Hierome? to be older in the church of Rome than the 

custom of giving any consecrated wine. For instead of milk and 
290. honey he speaks there (if there be no mistake in the 

(4-D.39°-) print) of wine and milk given to the new baptized. ‘In 
‘ the churches of the west,’ says he, ‘the custom and type still con- 
“ tinues, of giving to those that are regenerated in Christ wine and 
‘ milk.’ 

*[See M. Mercatoris Opera, 2. tom. in the collection of ‘auctores de Divinis 
folio, Paris. 1673.] ‘ Officiis,’ &e., quoted above, at page 
_ ¥ [See this in vol. iii. of the Benedict- 595. ] 
ine edition of Gregory's Works, 4 vols. ἃ Comment. in Ksaiam, lib. xv. [Op. 
folio, Paris, 1705. | tom. iv. ed. Vallars.] Vide Magdeburgen- 

7 Lib. ili. de Sacram. cap. 20. [See this ses, Centur. 4. cap. 6. 
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goo. It is to be observed, that about the year 1000, the doc- 

(A-D.1000.) trine of transubstantiation sprung up in the Latin church, 

which created an excessive and superstitious regard to the outward 
elements of the eucharist ; and had among: others this effect, that as 
the wine was kept from the laymen for fear of slabbering, so the 

1460. Whole sacrament was from infants. And at last the 

(A.D. 1560.) eouncil of Trent» determined, that ‘it is not at all neces- 

‘sary for them; since being regenerated by the laver of baptism, 
‘and incorporated into Christ, they cannot in that age lose the 
‘grace of being children of God, which they have now obtained. 
« And yet, say they, antiquity is not to be condemned, if it did 
‘ sometimes and in some places observe that custom: for as those 

‘holy Fathers had a probable reason of their so doing on account of 
‘that time [here they should have added, which did not believe 
‘ transubstantiation] ; so it is for certain, and without controversy 

‘ to be believed, that they did it not on any opinion of its necessity 
© to their salvation.’ And then they pass¢ this anathema: ‘If any 

‘one shall say that partaking of the eucharist is necessary for 
‘infants, before they come to years of discretion, let him be 

“ anathema.’ 
It is a brave thing to be infallible. Such men may say what 

they will, and it shall be true. What is a contradiction in other 
317. men’s mouths, is none in theirs. Pope Innocent, in a 

(4.D-417-) synodical letter sent to the council of Milevis, says ; ‘ If 

‘infants do not eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his 

‘blood, [meaning in the sacrament,] they have no life in them.’ 
1463. Pope Pius, in confirming the council of Trent, says; ‘If 

(A.D. 1563.) « any man say so, let him be anathema.’ 
To deny that those ancient Fathers did it with any opinion of its 

necessity to the infant’s salvation, makes the contradiction yet more 
palpable ; because that is the very thing which they say. The 
truth, I believe, is, that the Trent Fathers knew that some ancient 

doctors had commended infants’ receiving: but not that one of their 

own infallible bishops had so absolutely determined it to be necessary 

for their salvation. 
How soon, or how late, the custom of infants’ receiving came in, 

in the Greek church, I know not. I do not remember any one 

ancient writer of that part of the world that speaks of it ; 1 mean of 

any genuine book: for I know that a mention of it is got into the 

Clementine Constitutions. But it is a known thing that they use it 

b Sess. 21. cap. 4. © Canon 4. 
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now, and have done for several centuries; at least most of the 

branches of that church. 

That which I conceive most probable on the whole matter (re- 
ferring myself to such as have minded this piece of history 

more) 15; 
150. 1. That in Cyprian’s time, the people of the church of 

(4-D.250.) Carthage did oftentimes bring their children younger 

than ordinary to the communion. 

300. (A.D. 400.) 2. That in St. Austin and Innocent’s time, it 

goo. (A.D.1000.) Was in the west parts given to mere infants. And 

that this continued from that time for about six hundred years. 

500. 3. That some time during this space of six hundred 

(4.D.600.) years, the Greek church, which was then low in the 

world, took this custom from the Latin church, which was more 

flourishing. 
4. That the Roman church, about the year 1000, entertaining 

the doctrine of transubstantiation, let fall the custom of giving the 

holy elements to infants. And the other western churches, mostly 

following their example, did the like upon the same account. But 

that the Greeks, not having the said doctrine, continued, and do 

still continue, the custom of communicating infants. They think 

that command of St. Paul, Let a man examine himself, and so let him 

eat, &c. so to be understood, as not to exclude such as are by their 

age incapable of examining themselves from partaking, but only to 

oblige all that are capable. As that like command of his, // any 

one will not work, let him have nothing given him to eat, must be so 

limited to such as are able to work, as that infants, and such as are 

not capable to work, must have victuals given them, though they 

do not work. 

The most usual way of giving it to infants in the churches where 

it is now used, is to mix the bread with the wine, and to put to the 

child’s lips a drop or two of that mixture quickly after his baptism ; 

after which he receives no more till the age of discretion. 

XVII. From this custom of the ancients giving the eucharist to 

infants, the antipedobaptists do draw an argument, (and it is the 

most considerable that they have for that purpose,) that there is no 
great stress to be laid on the practice of antiquity in baptizing 

infants. For they say, since the ancients gave them the eucharist 

as well as baptism; and yet all Christians are now satisfied that the 

first was an error in them; what reason have we to regard their 

opinion or practice in the other ? 
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But, 1. That is not true, that Christians are satisfied that the 

ancients did ill m giving infants the eucharist; for very near half 

the Christians in the world do still continue that practice. The 

Greek church, the Armenians, the Maronites, the Cophti, the Abas- 

sens, and the Muscovites; as is related by the late authors, Jeremias, 

Brerewood, Alvarez, Rycaut, Heylyn4, ὅθ. And so, for aught I 

know, do all the rest of the eastern Christians. And it is probable 

that the western had done the same, had it not been for the doctrine 

of transubstantiation coming up in the church of Rome. 

2. It is not true that this custom, of giving infants the eucharist, 
was in the ancient church received either so early or so generally, as 

baptism of them was. I have, through all the first part, shewn the 

evidences of their baptism; but for their receiving the eucharist, I 
know of no other evidences within our period of antiquity, than 

what I have just now recited. Of which, St. Cyprian does not 

speak of mere infants; and the other two are dated after the year 

of Christ 412; and that only in the Latin church. It 1s a strong 
iste presumption that there was no use of it, not even in the 

(4.D. 200.) church of Carthage, in Tertullian’s time; because he, who 

lived there, and pleaded to have the custom of baptizing infants to 

be set aside, (except in danger of death,) could not have failed to 
have given his opinion much rather against the admitting them to 
that other sacrament, if it had then been used. 

3. The grounds of these two practices are nothing of equal force. 
The words of our Saviour to the Jews, John vi. 53, by which Inno- 

cent proves the one, do no way appear to belong to the sacramental 

eating, which was not then instituted. But his words, John iu. 5, 

do plainly belong to the other. The passover, which answers to the 

eucharist, though enjoined in general words to all, yet was not 
understood to belong to the youngest infants. Circumcision and 

Jewish baptism, which answer to Christian baptism, were given to 

infants as well as adult. Baptism has im Scripture the notion and 

character of an initiating or entering sacrament. The eucharist not 

ἃ [E. Brerewood, Enquiries concerning 
Languages and Religion, 4°. London, 
1614, 1622. 

Fr. Alvarez, Histeria de las cosas de 
Ethiopia, 8°. Anvers 1557.—Reprinted in 
the Collection of Voyages by Ramusio, 
1588. The original work, in Portuguese, 
was printed at Lisbon in 1540.—There is 
a French version, which has gone through 
several editions. 

Sir P. Rycaut, The present State of the 
Greek and Armenian Churches, 8°. Lond. 

1679. See also his ‘ History of the present 
‘State of the Ottoman Empire,’ 8°. Lond. 
1675. 
Ἔ P. Ryeaut, his History of the 

Turkish Empire, from 1623 to 1677, 
folio, London, 1680. 
-—— History of the Turks from the 

year 1679 to 1699, folio, London, 1700. 
P. Heylyn, Microcosmus, 4°. 1621. 1624. 

Oxford, 1627. 
Cosmographie, folio, 1665, 1677, 
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so. Now infants are by the express words of Scripture to be 

initiated, or entered into covenant, Deut. xxix. 10, 11, 12. 

4. However it be, the antipzdobaptists cannot make any use of 
this argument, till they have granted that the ancient Christians did 
baptize infants. So long as many of them endeavour to keep their 
people in an opinion that infants’ baptism is a new thing, so long 
they will forbear to tell them that infants did in ancient time receive 
the eucharist: since, among all the absurdities that ever were held, 

none ever maintained that, that any person should partake of the 
communion before he was baptized. And if the people among them 
shall ever be encouraged to search into the history of the Church, to 
find some proofs of the one, they will at the same time find much 
fuller proofs of the other, as attested by much ancienter authors, 
and practised more universally ; and that when one was left off by 
the churches that began it, the other has been still continued in all 

the national churches in the world. 

CHAPIN 

A summing up of the Evidence that has here been given on both sides. 

THOUGH I pretend to manage the part of a relater of the pas- 

sages for and against infant-baptism, rather than of a judge of the 

force and consequence of them, yet it may be proper, now that I 
have produced all that I know concerning that matter m the eldest 

times, to sum up in short, for the use of the reader, the evidence 

that has been given on both sides. 
It appears on one side, 

I. r. That as Abraham was taken into covenant by circumcision, 
an ordinance appointed for him and all the male infants of his race, 
to enter them into covenant; so when God did, four hundred and 

thirty years after, establish anew that covenant with that nation 
under the conduct of Moses, he appointed washing®, which is in the 
Greek tongue called daptism, to be another ordinance of entering into 
it. And that the Jews, as they reckoned it one of the ceremonies, 

whereby their whole nation, infants as well as grown persons, was 
then entered into covenant; so when they proselyted or discipled 
any person of the nations, they did use to wash or baptize him ; be- 
cause the law had said, One law and one manner shall be for you and 
Jor the stranger [or proselyte] that sojourneth with you’. And if that 
proselyte had any infant children, male or female, they baptized 

e Exod. xix. 10, f Numb. xv. 16. 
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them, as well as the parents; and they counted and called them 
proselytes or discipled persons, as well as they did the parents. 
Also, that if they bought, or found, or took in war, any infants 
whom they intended to make proselytes or disciples in their reli- 
gion, they did it by baptizing them. For this, see Introduction, 

δι πὶ 25'3 0 451507 
This gives hght for the understanding of our Saviour’s com- 

mission’, Go and disciple all nations, baptizing them. Whereas before, 

only now and then one out of the neighbour nations had been made 
a disciple or proselyte, they were now all to be discipled: and (since 
nothing is said to the contrary) in the same manner as those before 
had been. 

2. That the Jews did use to call that their baptism by the name 
of regeneration, or a new birth. They told the proselytes, that how 
unclean, sinful, or accursed soever he or his children were before, 

they were now by this baptism dedicated to the true God, entered 
into a new covenant with him, put into a new state, and were in all 

respects as if they had been new-born. Also, that the heathens before 
Christ’s time had a custom of baptizing, and that they also called 
it regeneration. See Introduction, § 6. and book, part i. ch. 4. ὃ 11. 

This gives ight to our Saviour’s expression, where he, after the 

Christian baptism now brought into use by John Baptist and himself, 

tells Nicodemus), that to be regenerated, or born again of water and 
the Spirit, was absolutely necessary for any one’s coming to the 
kingdom of God: and to St. Paul’s styling baptism the washing of 
regeneration ἷ. 

3. That accordingly all the ancient Christians, not one man 
excepted, do take the word regeneration, or new birth, to signify 
baptism; and regenerate, baptized. And that our Saviour’s said words 
to Nicodemus do so stand in the original, and are so understood by 
all the ancients, as to include all persons, men, women, or children ; 

part 1. ch. 2. ὃ 4, 5,6. ch. 11. § 2, 3, 4, 5, 8. ch. iv. § 3,6. ch. vi. § 13. 
ch. xi. § 2. ch. xii. § 8. ch. xiii. § 2. and all the other chapters.— 
partu. ch. vi. §1,7. And that by the kingdom of God there is meant 
the kingdom of glory, is proved from the plain words of the context, 
and from the sense of all ancient interpreters, part ii. ch. 6. § 1. 

4. The necessity of baptism to entrance into God’s kingdom, was 
a declared Christian doctrine before St. John had recorded those 

words of our Saviour, parti. ch. 1. § 2, 3, 7. 

5. Clement in the apostles’ time, and Justin Martyr about forty 
years after, do speak of original sin as affecting infants, parti. ch. 1. 

& Matt. xxviii. το. h John iii. 3, 5. i Tit. iii. 5. 
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δι. ch.2. δι. And Justin Martyr [4o. (a.p.140.)] does speak of 
baptism as being to us instead of circumcision, parti. ch. 2. $2. So 

also does St. Cyprian, [150. (a.p.250.) | parti. ch. 6. ὃ τ. and Nazian- 

zen, [2ho. A.D. 360.) | parti. ch. xi. § 7. and St. Basil, [260. (a.p.360.) | 

ch. xii. § 5. and St. Chrysostom, [290. (a.D.390.)] ch. xiv. δι. and 
St. Austin, [296. (A.p.396.) | ibid. the three last expressly calling it, 

in St. Paul’s phrase, the circumcision made without hands: and 

St. Cyprian, the “ spiritual circumcision.” Origen [110. (A.D. 210.) ] 
also says that Christ ‘ gives us circumcision by baptism.” Homil. 5. 
in Jos. 

6. Irenzus, [67. (A.D.167.)] born about the time of St. John’s 

death, and probably of Christian parents, is proved particularly to 

use the word regenerating for baptizing: and he mentions infants as 

being ordinarily regenerated, ch. 11. § 2, 3,4, 5. And Justin Martyr 

[40. (4.p.140.)] before him speaks of infants or children as being 
made disciples to Christ, parti. ch. 2. § 7. 

7° Origen, [ 110. (A.D. 210) | Ambrose, [374 (A.D. 474.) | and Austin, 

[296. (A.p.396.) | do each of them expressly affirm, that baptizing in- 
fants was ordered by the apostles, and practised in their time. And 
Clemens Alexandrinus [92. (4.D.192) | plainly intimates the same ; 

parti. ch. 1m. § Ὁ» ch.v. $3. ch. xm. § 1. ch. xv. sect. 4. $3: item 
sect.6. 2. Of these, Origen had both his father and grandfather 
Christians: and he himself was born but eighty-six years after the 

apostles; so that probably his grandfather was born within the 

apostles’ time; or at least very nigh it, parti. ch. 5. $9. And Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus flourished himself within ninety-two years of the 

apostles. 

8. Tertullian, [100. (A.D. 200.) | though he give his opinion uncon- 

stantly, and do at one place advise the delay of infants’ baptism, yet 

at the same place speaks of it as a thing customarily received, parti. 
ch. 4. § 3, 4, 5,9. where he also makes baptism absolutely necessary 
to salvation. - 

g. That place of Scripture, 1 Cor. vu. 14, Hise were your children 
unclean, but now are they holy, [or sanctified,] 15 interpreted of their 

baptism as then given, or to be given before they can actually be 
reckoned holy; by Tertullian, [τοο. (4.p.200.)] parti. ch. 4. ὃ 12. 
St. Hierome, [278. (A.p.378.)] parti. ch. 18. ὃ 4. Paulinus, [293. (a.p. 

393.) | ibid. St. Austin, [ 296. (a.d. 396.) ] parti. ch. 15. sect.2. Pelagius, 
[305. (A.D. 405.)] ch. xix. §19. And that ἅγιοι, holy, [or saints, or 

sanctified, or Christians,] is as much as to say baptized, parti. ch.11. 

§11; ch.vi. $1. Origen also appears so to have understood it, part i. 
ch.19. §19. No. 4. 
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το. In St. Cyprian’s time, [150. (A.p.250.)] a question being put 
among sixty-six bishops, whether an infant must be kept till 

eight days old, before he be baptized; not one was of that opinion, 
parti. ch. vi. δι. And to put the rest together, the words of the 
council of Eliberis, [205. (a.D.305.)] parti. ch. 7. Of Optatus, 
[260. (A.D. 360.) ] ch. ix. §2. Of Gregory Nazianzen, [260. (A.D. 360.) | 
ch. x1. §.2.4,6,7. Of St. Ambrose, [274. (a.p.374.)] ch. xu. § 1, 2. 

Of St.Chrysostom, [280. (a.p. 380.) ] ch. xiv. §1. 3.5. Of St. Hierome, 
[293. (4.D.393.) | ch.xv. §1; ch. xix. §.26. Of St. Austin, [296. (a.. 

396.) | ch. xv. per totum. Of Bonifacius, [ 308. (a.p.408.) | ibid. sect. 5. 

$4. More of St. Austin, ch. xix. and xx. per totum. Of a council of 

Carthage, [297. (A.p.397.) ] ch.xvi. §3, 4, 5,6. Of a council of Hippo, 
[290. (A.D. 390.)] ibid. ὁ 5. . Of Siricius, [284. (a.p.384.)] ch. xvu. 

§ 3.6. Of Innocentius, [302. (a.p.402.)] ch. xvii. § 7.8; ch. xix. 

§ 28. Of Paulinus, [293. (a.p.393.)] ch. xvii. § 1.3. Of another 
Paulinus, [297. (A.p.397.) | ibid. §6. Of Ccelestius, [312. (A.D. 412.) | 
ἘΠῚ xix, § 5:31: 35: 36. Of Pelagius, | 317. (Ἀπὸ: τ} ch.xix. $29, 30. 
Of Zosimus, [318. (a.p. 418.) ] ibid. § 33. Of the council of Milevis, 
[316. (A.D. 416.) ] ibid. ὃ 28. Of another council of Carthage, ibid. 

And of another, [318. (4.p. 418.) ] ch.xix. § 37. Of Vincentius Victor, 
[ 319. (A.D. 419.) | 6ἢ. ex: $92; 3, 4, 5- Of Julian, [ 320. (A.D. 420.) | 

ch. xix. § 38. Of Theodorus, [331. (a.p. 431.) ] ibid. ὁ 39. Of Pseudo- 
Clement, ch. xxiii. § 1. Of Pseudo-Dionysius, ibid. ὁ 2. Of the 

author of the Questiones ad Orthodoxos, ibid. § 3. Of the author of 
the Questiones ad Antiochum, ibid. The words of these, and of all 

the rest here cited, do shew that infants were baptized in their 

times: and that without controversy. There is not one man of them 
that pleads for it, or goes about to prove it, as a thing denied by any 
one: save that the Pseudo-Dionysius answers the objections that 

the heathens made against it; which are much the same that the 

antipzedobaptists have made since. 

11. St. Austin mentions it among the things that have not been 

instituted by any council, but have been ever in use. And says, 

‘The whole church of Christ has constantly held that infants are 
‘baptized for forgiveness of sin.? And, that ‘he never read or 
‘heard of any Christian, catholic or sectary, that held otherwise.’ 

And expressly says; ‘That no Christian man of any sort [nu//us 
ς Christianorum] ever denied it to be useful or necessary.” Meaning 

of those that allow any baptism at all, parti. ch. xv. sect. 4. ὁ 3. 

sect.6. § 2; ch. xix. ᾧ 7. item17. 
315. 12. The Pelagians, who denied that infants have any 

(4-D.415-) need of forgiveness of sin, and were most of all pressed 

WALL, VOL. I. T t 
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with that argument, ‘ Why are they then baptized?’ did never offer 
to deny that they are to be baptized: but do expressly grant that 
they have ever been wont to be baptized ; and that no Christian, no 

not even any sectary, did ever deny it, part 1. ch. xix. § 24. 26. 29, 
30, 31, 32. 35, &e. ad 4o. Part un. ch. 4. ὃ 1. 3. 

60. 13. And for the other heretics of these times; there 

ἴα: ae 160) appears not (by examining the many varieties of opinions 
(a.D. 400.) that they held) any sign that any of them that used any 
baptism at all, denied it to infants, part 1. ch. 15. sect. 4. ὃ 4; ch. xvi. 

δ; δ᾿ ΧΙ ὁ 1 7: 

14. It is held by all these ancient Christians, that no children 

dying unbaptized can come to the kingdom of heaven, parti. ch. 4. 

§.9: 6, 758.5 δ. σι. ὃ 9.13,14; ch. xi. ὃ ὁ, 7; ch. xini§)5; chesan. ὁ" 
ch; xiya§ 2.5 chi xv. sect..3.)§ 25 choxvi.§ 3,4, 5, ὅ; δ χε ar 
ch, xix. ὃ 24.28; ch. xx.§ 6; ch. xxm.§ 3; parti. ch. 6. 94, 55,6 

St. Austin in the last of these places says, there was in this matter 
‘ Christianorum populorum concordissima fidei conspiratio,’ the most 

uniform consent of all Christian people [or nations]. And that the 

Pelagians themselves were overswayed by it, and owned it to be 

true. 

Vincentius Victor was the only man that is known to affirm the 

318. contrary. He maintained once, that by God’s extraordi- 

(a.D.418.) nary merey and the prayers of the church this might be 
obtained: but he also recanted, ch. xx. § 3,4, 5; yet they all 

grant that infants so dying have little or (as some say) no punish- 

ment. 

But they hold, nemine contradicente, that all baptized infants, 

dying in infancy, are glorified ; part i.ch.6. $9; ch. xi. § 6,7; ch. 

xv. sect. 3, § 2. item sect. 5. §6: part u. ch. vi. §. 9. 
15. They do accordingly speak of it as a great sin in parents, or 

others that have opportunity, to suffer any child under their care, or 
any other person, to die unbaptized, parti. ch. 4. § 4; ch. vi. § 1. 

g; ch. xv. ὃ 1; ch. xvi. ὃ 3: part 11. ch. 3. sect. 6. § 7. And they re- 
present it as great piety and compassion in those that procure an 
infant that has been exposed in the streets by an unnatural mother, 
to be baptized, part 11. ch. 6. § 9. And when for the more orderly ad- 
ministration of baptism they enact that none shall be baptized but 
at certain times of the year, they always except infants and sickly 
persons, part 1. ch. xvu. § 3. for which reason also many of them 
allow a layman to baptize in ease of necessity, part 1. ch. iv. § 4. 

ac, 16. They shew that they have considered those reasons 

(4.D.200) which the antipedobaptists do now make use of, as objec- 
a 
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tions against the baptizing of infants: as that they have no sense, 
no faith, no actual sin, &c., and yet do not count them sufficient 

reasons to forbear the baptizing them, part i. ch. 14. § 3; ch. xv. sect. 

3; item sect. v. § 1. 4.9; ch. xix. § 18. 
100. 17. The use of godfathers in infants’ baptism is proved 

(A-D-200-) to have been the custom of the Jews in baptizing the 

infants of proselytes, Introduction, § 3, 4. and of Christians after- 

wards, by quotations from the year after the apostles 100, and all 

along this period, part 1. ch. 4. ὃ 9; ch. xv. sect. 4. ὃ 3; item sect. v. 

§ 3,4, 5; ch xix. $7; ch. xxi; ch. xxi.§ 2: part u. ch. 9.§ 9, 14. 
18. This also makes one evidence; that the proofs which some of 

the antipedobaptists have, after their best search, pretended to bring 

of any church or any sect of Christians in these elder times, that 
did not baptize infants, are found to be falsely recited, or mistaken, 

or not to the purpose, part i. ch. 15. sect. 4. § 3, 4: part 11. ch. 1. 

293514555) Che τ: $115 5 ch.iv./§ 1; 2, 5 
And even the instances of particular men, whom they would 

prove to have been born of Christian parents, and yet not baptized 

in infancy, do all (or at least all but one) fail of any tolerable proof, 

part 11. ch. 3. per totum. 

1g. The sense of all modern learned men that do read these 

ancient books, except those few specified, is, that these books do 

give clear proof that infant-baptism was customary in the times of 
those authors, and from the apostles’ time, part 11. ch. 2. $1, τό. 

There are but three or four that think otherwise. And Menno 

himself, the father of the present antipedobaptists, granted this to 

be true, part 11. ch. 8. ὁ 5. 
20. Lastly, as these evidences are for the first four hundred years, in 

which there appears only one man, Tertullian, that advised the delay 

roo. οἵ infant-baptism in some cases; and one Gregory, that 
a rela did perhaps practise such delay in the case of his chil- 

(a.D. 330.) dren, but no society of men so thinking, or so practising : 

nor no one man saying it was unlawful to baptize infants: so in the 

to ooo. next seven hundred years, there is not so much as one 

man to be found that either spoke for, or practised, any such delay. 
But all the contrary, part i. ch. 22. per totum ; part ti. ch. 7. δ 1. 

1030. And when about the year 1130, one sect among the 
(4.0.1130.) Albigenses declared against the baptizing of infants, as 
being incapable of salvation, the main body of that people rejected 
that their opinion ; and they of them that held that opinion quickly 

dwindled away, and disappeared; there being no more heard of 

Tt 
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1422, holding that tenet, till the rising of the German antipe- 

(4-D. 1522.) dobaptists, anno 1522, part 11. ch. 7. ὃ 2, 3, 4, &e. 

And that all the national churches now in the world do profess 

and practise infant-batism, part 11. ch. 8. § 1, 2, 3. 

11. The reasons and evidences for the other side ought to be 
divided into two sorts. For there are some of them which really 

have all the force that they seem to have; but some others of them 
must indeed pass for reasons, or for good evidence, to one that un- 
derstands only the vulgar translation of the Scripture, and only the 
present state of the nations of the world, and of religion: but do 

lose their force, when one searches into the originals of the Serip- 

ture, or when one comprehends the history of the state of religion in 
the world, at that time when the books of the New Testament or the 

books of the ancient Christians were written. 
I will first sum up that evidence which I take to be of the first sort. 
τ. It does not appear that the Jewish baptism of infants in our 

Saviour’s time (according to which the pedobaptists supposed the 
apostles were to regulate theirs, in all things not otherwise directed 

by our Saviour) was in all respects like to that which the Christian 

pedobaptists do practise. For the Jews seem to have baptized the 
infants of such only as were proselyted, or made disciples out of the 
heathen nations, and infants taken in war, found, bought, &e. ; but 

not their own infants. They thought their own infants to be clean 

without it ; clean by their birth, being of a nation which had been 

once universally sanctified by baptism. Introduction, p. 3. 

This, supposing it to have some weight against infant-baptism, 

as the Christians do practise it; yet does not make for the antipzedo- 
baptists’ practice neither. For they (as well as the pzedobaptists) do 
hold that all persons are now to be baptized at some age or other 
(persons born of Christian parents, as well as those that are born of 

heathens). Which bemg granted, the example of the Jewish bap- 
tism directs it to be done in infancy: for all whom the Jews bap- 

tized at all, they baptized in infancy, if they had then the power of 

them. And besides, the exception of Jews or Jews’ children from the 
obligation to baptism, was understood by themselves to be a thing 
that was to continue only till the coming of the Christ, or of the 

Ehas, Introduction, § 3, 5, e¢ w/t. Since which time the Jews are, 

as to matter of baptism, brought to the same state as Gentiles. 
Which does take off all the force of this reason or evidence. 

2. As to the argument taken from the practice of the ancient 
Christians, considered in general ; it is some weakening of the force 

es 
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of it, that some of those ancients who baptized infants, did also give 
them the communion: some, I say, but not very many; and those, 
none of the most ancient, part 11. ch. 9. § 15, 16, 17. Now though 

a man’s error in one thing does not necessarily prove that he errs in 

another; yet when it is in relation to the same subject, it gives 
some abatement to his authority. And though it be to this day 
controverted between the eastern and western Christians, whether 

this be an error, or not; yet the pedobaptists of these parts of the 

world must, in their pleas against the antipedobaptists, yield it to 

be an error: because they themselves do not use it. And so it is 
(for as far as-its force reaches) argumentum ad hominem at least. 

3. As to particular men among the ancients; Tertullian advises 

1oo. the delay of infant-baptism (in ordinary cases where there 
(4.D.200.) 15. no apparent danger of death) till they come to the age 

of understanding : and then further, till they are married, or else by 

their age are past the danger of lust, part 1. ch. iv. ὃ 1, 4, 5,6, 7,8 
As for any value that is to be put upon Tertullian’s judgment or 

opinion, as a single man, I ought to have put this among the second 
~ sort of evidence, which is of little or no force with such as do un- 

derstand the history of that time: because all that do so, do know 

that he was accounted (both in his own time, and also by those who 
after his death spoke of him or his works) a man of odd, rash, sin- 
gular, and heterodox tenets in many other things: and that in the 

latter part of his life he turned (as men of that temper commonly 
do) a downright heretic in some fundamental points of the faith, 

part i. ch. 4. $ 1,13. So that his opinion or judgment was never 
esteemed of any value. 

And for his testimony as a witness of the then practice, his speak- 

ing against infant-baptism is as good evidence that it was then cus- 

tomary, as theirs that mention it with approbation. 

ree: But this I think has some weight: that if Tertullian 

(A-D.210.) had known of any such tradition or order left ‘by the 

‘ apostles, as Origen who lived at the same time speaks of, to 
baptize infants; he, as heady as he was, would not then have 

spoken against the doing of it. Especially if the book where he 
does this, was written (as Dr. Allix judges it was) while he con- 

tinued in the catholic church. 
This therefore may be concluded, that either there was no good 

account of such a tradition, or else that Tertullian had never heard 

86. of it. Which last is not at all improbable: for Origen, 

(4-D.186.) living most of his time in Palestine, where the apostles 
had much and long conversed, and being born of Christian ancestors 
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in Heypt not far off, might very well have good proof of an order 
left by the apostles, and sure footsteps of their practice ; of which 
Tertullian, born of heathen parents, and living at Carthage, (a place 
where no apostle ever came, nor nigh it by a great distance,) might 
at that time have heard nothing. 

However it be, the antipedobaptists must make much of this 
man. For he is the only one of all the ancients that had this 
opinion. So says Mr. Du Pink, who has with the greatest accuracy 

searched their works, and with the greatest fidelity reported them : 
he, in reciting this passage of Tertullian, observes; ‘one finds no 
‘ other writer in all antiquity that speaks at this rate” And so the 
Magdeburgenses!; Tertullian ‘by a strange opinion holds,’ &e. 

4. But though there be never another that advises such a delay 

22x, of baptism, yet there is a probability that one that hved 
(4.D.335-) about one hundred and thirty years after that time, in 

another part of the world, practised such a delay: viz. Gregory the 
father of Gregory Nazianzen. He seems to have suffered all his 
children, even those that were born to him after his baptism, to 

grow up to a full age without baptizing them. This matter of fact 
is discussed with the evidence pro and contra, part 11. ch. 111. sect. 6. 

§ 3> 4 5» 6, 7: 

As Tertullian’s character was, that he was learned and ingenious, 

but hot and heady: so this man seems on the other side to have 

been ignorant, and of mean capacities. Only his son indeed does, 
as duty required, speak honourably of him. 

If he had been a man much spoken of, it would have made a 
better argument (than his practice now does) that leaving children 
unbaptized was no unusual thing, because his doing so is not men- 
tioned with any censure or wonder by any author of that time. But 
as he was a man little regarded, and placed in an obscure and 
remote corner, and never mentioned but only by the writers of his 

son’s life, (who lived six hundred years after,) this cannot be 
expected. There is in elder times no mention of his name at all, 

but what we have from his son: and had it not been for him, it 

would not have been known that such a place as Nazianzum, or such 

a bishop of it as this elder Gregory, had ever been. And it was not 
for the Son to reflect on any faults or neglects of his father. He 
does do that, as far as could be seemly for him, when he admonishes 

his people against any such neglect. Of which admonitions of his 
I give several instances in part i. ch. xi. ὃ 2, 4,6, 7. In one of 

k Bibliotheque Nouvelle, vol. i. de Tertulliano. 
1 Cent. 3. cap. 4. Inclinatio Doctrine de Baptismo. 
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them indeed he does (perhaps out of some compliance to his father’s 
practice) advise, that if there appear no danger of the child’s death, 
the baptism should be delayed till he be about three years old. But 
that helps this cause but little: both because a child at three years 
old is as ineapable of receiving baptism upon his personal profession 
as a mere infant: and also because he at other places urges the 
speedy administering of it in general; and so he does at this place, 
if any danger of death do appear. 

This evidence therefore of Gregory’s father, as I would not omit 
it (let it have what weight it will bear) ; so I cannot reckon it to 

have any great force, being but one man’s practice, and that of a 
man of little judgment or credit. 

5. That argument for the universal consent of antiquity in bap- 

tizing infants, which is taken from the declaration of St. Austin 

[that he never read or heard of any Christian, catholic, or sectary, 

that denied that infants are baptized for forgiveness of sin] and from 

316. the grant of Pelagius [that he also never heard of any 

anno that denied that they are to be baptized] :—that argu- 

(A.D.200. ment, I say, is something weakened by this; that Tertul- 

han, two hundred years before their time, is found to have spoken 

against it; at least as ordinarily practised: so that from hencefor- 
ward that rule must proceed with an exception of one man, viz. 
Tertullian. 

6. The Petrobrusians, one of those societies of men called Albi- 

1ooo. genses, withdrawing themselves about the year 1100 from 

(4-D.1100-) the communion of the church of Rome, which was then 

very corrupt, did reckon infant-baptism as one of the corruptions ; 
and accordingly renounced it, and practised only adult-baptism, 

para. ὉΠ: 72.95; 65:7: 

An exception that abates in great measure the force of the evi- 
dence from these men’s practice, is this; that (besides that they 
were very late and very few) they did what they did on this 
principle; that no infant, baptized or not, can come to heaven ; 

which is by both the parties now acknowledged to be a great and an 
uncharitable error. 

These evidences, how much or how little soever they weigh, or 
avail toward the determining the point, are however to be reckoned 
among true ones: that is, they are true, and not mistaken matters 
of fact. 

III. But there is, as I said, another sort of evidences and reasons 

against infant-baptism, which are apt to weigh much with one that 
understands not the state of the times spoken of, and can read only 
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the vulgar translation of the Seripture; and such a man cannot 
much be blamed for taking them as good reason or evidence: but 

they lose their force with any one that is not under those dis- 
advantages. And such I reckon these following : 

1. There are several ancient books that say nothing at all about 
infant-baptism, neither for it nor against it. And it is wonder, say 

some antipzedobaptists, if 1t were common in those times, that these 

as well as others should not mention it. 

A pompous recital of the names of these makes an unlearned 

antipedobaptist think that they are so many authors on his side. 
But any one that understands how the ancient Christian writers 
were mostly employed, viz. in defending the truth and innocence of 
their religion against the objections and slanders of heathens and 
Jews; in encouraging the persecuted people to bear with faith and 
patience the obloquy and sufferings they lay under, &c.; such a man, 

imstead of wondering that there are no more, will wonder there are 
so many, that do happen in such their writings to mention so par- 
ticular a thing as the baptizing of children. _ Especially since in the 
primitive times there was no controversy started about that point. 

Now that it is become a controversy; yet let any man go into a 
bookseller’s shop, and take down ten books at all adventures; and 

he will find above half of them to be such as have no mention pro 

nor contra about infant-baptism ; because they are written on such 
subjects as give no occasion for it. It is the nature of a man whose 

head is hot with any controversy, to wonder he does not find some- 

thing about that in every book and chapter he reads. 
Mr. Tombes made a plea of this. But he was too candid a 

disputant to lay much stress on it. He takes notice of five authors 
that have nothing about it. Mr. Stennet takes two of his, and™ 
reckons up six more, who, he says, have nothing of it. I gave 
reasons, I hope, satisfactory enough, why in Mr. Tombes’ authors no 
mention of such a thing could be expected, part i. ch. 21. § 4, 5. 
And the same are applicable to those produced by Mr. Stennet; — 
save that he reckons Ireneus for one; who, as I shew, part 1. ch. 3, 

speaks plainly enough of it. And also I have shewn, part 1. ch. 1. 
and 2, that three more of them, Clemens Romanus, Hermas, and 

Justin Martyr, though not speaking directly of it, do mention things 
from whence inferences may be drawn for the proof of it. And have 
now also produced one from another of them: viz. Clemens Alexan- 

drinus. 

The very same remark, I think, ought to be made upon that ob- 

m Answer to Russen, p. 68. 



cH. x. § 3.] Infant-Baptism, but does not really. 649 

jection against infant-baptism which the antipeedobaptists do much 
insist on; viz. that St. Luke, in reciting the lives and acts of the 

apostles, does not mention any infants baptized by them. Whoever 
observes the tenor of that history, and considers the state of those 

times, will perceive that St. Luke’s aim is to give a summary 
account of the main and principal passages of their lives; and of 
those passages especially, in which they found the greatest opposition. 
And in such a history, (which is but short in all,) who can look for 

an account of what children they baptized? Suppose that the life 
and actions of some renowned and laborious modern bishop or doctor 
were to be written (say of bishop Ussher, Stillingfleet, &c.), and that, 

in a volume ten times as long as the book of the Acts of the Apo- 

stles: who will expect to find there any account of what children 

they christened? And yet there is no doubt but they did christen 
hundreds, or (if we take in what was done by ministers deputed by 

them) thousands. The main business of an apostle was to preach, 
convert, attest the truth of Christ’s resurrection, miracles, &e.; and 

not to baptize, as St. Paul says". The baptizing of such as the apo- 
stles had convinced, and especially of their children, would of course 

be left to deputies. Yet of the six baptisms (which are all that 
St. Paul is mentioned to have been concerned in), three were the 

baptisms of whole households®: such an one and all his. And 

that is as much as can reasonably be expected of so minute a cir- 

cumstance. 

67. 2. Ireneus, who is the eldest of the Fathers in whom 

(4.0.167.) the pedobaptists have as yet found any positive mention 
of infants as baptized, does not at that place use the word itself 

baptized, but the word regenerated or born again, part 1. ch. 3. § 2. 

This may invalidate his testimony with one that knows of no 

other sense of that word than what is common in modern English 

books. But any man that has been at all conversant in the Fathers, 

or that has read but those passages of them that are in this my 
collection, or but even those to which I referred just now at No. 3, 
and No. 5, of the Evidences for Infant-baptism; will be satisfied 

that they as constantly meant baptized by the word regenerated, [or 

born again,| as we do mean the same by the word christened. 

To be satisfied of this (and I do assure any one that will search, 

that he shall not miss of satisfaction) is very well worth a padobap- 
tist’s while. For the testimonies of Irenzeus and of Justin Martyr, 

so near the times of the apostles, are preferable for their antiquity to 
the testimony of any three or four others. 

n 2-Cor.1. Τῇ. © Acts xvi. 15, 35. I Cor. i. 16. 
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BGG. 3. St. Basil in a certain sermon speaks so as plainly to 

(4-D. 360.) suppose that a great part of his auditory was made up of 
such as had been instructed in the Christian religion from their in- 
fancy, and yet not baptized, part 1. ch. 12. § 2, 3. 
I have reason to reckon this among the evidences that may appear 

to people of little reading, and to such as have but a shallow and 

superficial knowledge of the state of the ancient times, to have a 

260. great weight against the belief of any general practice of 
(4.D.360.) infants’ baptism at that time; because it had such an 

effect upon myself. I thought, upon the first reading of this place, 
nothing could be a plainer proof that the Christians then did not 

commonly baptize their children in infancy, than this evidence of a 
church full of people; a considerable part of whom had been cate- 
chised from their infancy, and were not yet baptized. Such a 
number of heathen converts had been easily to be accounted for: 

but these seemed born of Christian parents, because he says, ‘ From 

“a child catechised in the word.’ 

But all this argument lost its force with me, when by further 

reading I perceived (and wondered at myself afterward, as is com- 

mon, why I had not perceived before) that which I shew in the 

same chapter, and also part 11. ch. 3. sect. 1. to have been the state 
of the world as to religion at that time: viz. that beside those that 
were heathens on one side, and those that were professed or baptized 
Christians on the other, there was a vast number of a middle sort: 

half converts, heathen men converted thus far, that they were con- 

vineed that Christianity was the true religion, and that they must 
be baptized into it some time or other: but not being willing as yet 

to abandon their lusts, they put it off from time to time. These 
men did, as many wicked men do now, instruct their children in the 

godly precepts of religion ; but they could not offer them to baptism 
till they were baptized themselves. And those that St. Basil speaks 
to, had been the children of such men. 

We see a woful example in our churches of a much like nature. ᾿ 
Many wicked men do at times resolve to become serious some time 
or other: and then they think they will come to the holy commt- 
nion, and engage themselves to a godly life. They put off this from 
time to time, many times till death seizes them. These men, if they 
had been born of heathens, and not yet baptized, but yet had come 
to the knowledge of Christianity, would put off their baptism as they 
now do the other sacrament; much at the rate as the fathers of 

those to whom St. Basil preaches had done their baptism, and as he 
complains the sons also, to whom he preaches, did. And as we see 
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now, that nigh half the world of nominal Christians are such pro- 
crastinators; so there seems to have been not a much less proportion 
among the catechumens then. And as the Fathers do speak of those 
who were during this dilatory course seized with death, as lost men; 

so I doubt it is but poor comfort that we can give to men so seized, 
that have for lke reasons all their life long put off the receiving the 

communion ; viz. because they would not yet repent. 

But still this state of religion in St. Basil’s time does not prove, 
that any who were once baptized themselves, did delay or put off 
the baptizing of their children. 

4. Some arguments against infants’ baptism have all their 

strength from that imperfect conception of things, which arises from 
one’s reading only the vulgar translations of Scripture, and do vanish 
when one consults the originals. That commission of our Saviour 

to the apostles, Matt. xxvii. 19, which is in the English, Go—and 

teach all nations ; baptizing them, &e.—teaching them to observe, &e. as 

it affords on one side this argument for pedobaptism; ‘ infants are 
‘ part of the nations; and so to be baptized by this commission :’ so 

on the other side it gives occasion to the antipedobaptists to retort, 
and say; ‘ infants are such a part of the nation as are not capable of 
‘ being taught; and so not to be baptized.’ 

But the word which is translated feach, in the first of those 

clauses, has a peculiar signification in the original, and is not the 

same word as that which is translated teaching, in the secondP: but 

signifies much like what we say in English; to enter any one’s name 
as a scholar, disciple, or proselyte, to such a master, school, or pro- 
fession. Now the common language of the Jews, (in which 

language it was that St. Matthew wrote his Gospel,) as it does not 

admit of this phrase, an infant is taught, or instructed ; so it very 
well allows of this other ; such or such an infant is entered a disciple, 

or made a proselyte to such a profession or religion. And the Jews 
did commonly call a heathen man’s infant, whom they had taken 

and circumcised and baptized, a young proselyte ; as I shewed in the 

introduction. And St. Peter, speaking against the imposing of 
circumcision on the heathen converts and their children, words it 

thus; to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples: whereas it was 

infants especially, on whom this yoke was attempted to be put, 
Acts χν. το. And St. Justin, as I shewed in the first part, chap. 11. 
§ 6, expressly mentions infants, or at least children, as made disciples, 

40: in the very same word that is used by St. Matthew τὶ 

(A-D-140.) that place. And when he speaks of people daptized in the 

P [In the first clause we read μαθητεύσατε, in the second διδάσκοντες. 
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name of Christ, uses the same word ; μαθητευόμενοι εἰς τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ 

Χριστοῦ. As in his Dialog. p. 57. ed. Steph.1 He says; ‘God has 
‘ not hitherto brought on, nor does yet bring on, the day of judg- 

‘ment; γινώσκων ἔτι καθ᾽ ἡμέραν τινὰς μαθητευομένους εἰς TO ὄνομα τοῦ 

ς Χριστοῦ αὐτοῦ. ‘ Knowing that there are still every day some 

‘ discipled into the name of his Christ,” and withdrawn from the 
‘way of error.” Where that he by “ discipled in the name of 
Christ,” means, “ baptized in his name,” is apparent by the next 
words, which are; ‘ Who do also receive gifts, every one as he is 
‘ worthy, when they are enlightened [or baptized, φωτιζόμενοι] im the 

«name of this Christ. For one receives the spirit of understanding ; 

« another of counsel ; another of strength ; another of healing ; another 

‘of foreknowing, [or foretelling things, προγνώσεως ἕο. These 

and such like gifts of the Spirit did, it seems, continue in his time 

to be given to Christians at their baptism. 
And whereas the main objection against this sense of the word 

μαθητὴς and μαθητεύεσθαι in the case of infants, that they should be 

understood to be discipled to Christ by baptism before any actual 

teaching of them, is, that that word is seldom (the objectors say, 

never) used without including present actual teaching in its signifi- 

cation. 
It is true that it is far oftener used in the case of such as do at 

that time learn, or have learned, or been taught: and so are all 

words like or parallel to it: as when we say, Such a master’s 
scholar, pupil, servant, apprentice, &e.; such a captain’s soldier, &c. ; 

these words are far oftener used in the case of present learning, 
serving, bearing arms, &e., because there is oftener occasion to speak 

of them in that state. But yet it is truly and properly said of any 
lad, that he is such a man’s pupil or scholar, as soon as he is 
entered and consigned to learn of him, though he has not yet begun; 
such a master’s servant or apprentice, as soon as he is bound to him; 
though he does not yet practise or learn any part of his trade, or do 
any service: such a captain’s soldier, as soon as he is listed; though 

he does not yet bear arms. 
Tn like manner the word μαθητὴς Χριστοῦ, ‘a disciple of Christ,’ 15 

far oftener used in the case of such as have already begun to learn 

and practise his religion: because there is oftener occasion in books 
to speak of something which they do or say, or which happens to 

them during the time of their discipleship, than there is of that first- 

act of their entering: but it may truly and properly be used con- 

cerning one that is now dedicated, consigned, agreed, and entered to 

4 [Dialogus cum Tryphone Judeo, sect. 39. p. 136. edit. Benedict. | 
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learn and practise it, though he has not yet begun. And it is so 

used when there is occasion to speak of such a case. 
If any one will diligently compare these three texts, Matt. x. 42 ; 

Mark ix. 41; Luke ix. 48; he will perceive these three terms—the 

recewing any one as μαθητὴν, a disciple—and the receiving him as τοῦ 

Χριστοῦ ὄντα, belonging to Christ—and the receiving him ἐν ὀνόματι 

Χριστοῦ, in the name of Christ—to be used by our Saviour as terms 

equivalent, signifying the same thing. And he will there see also 

a child so received by our Saviour himself. 
As for the language of the Old Testament ; a chi/d, or Little one, 

has the term given him of being: evtered into a covenant, Deut. xxix. 
11,12. Now in that language a covenanter, or son of the covenant ; 

and a proselyte, and a disciple, do signify the same thing. An infant 
can for the present no more covenant than he can learn: yet he has 

the name of a covenanter, bemg entered into the covenant by his 
parents. 

Beside the instance that I gave before of the phrase being ordi- 

nary in the Jews’ language to call the infant child that was dedi- 
cated and baptized, a proselyte, though he was not yet capable of 

present learning, but only was consigned to learn, there is (as Dr. 
Lightfoot in his Hore Hebraice quotes) in Bab. Schabd.* fol. 31, an 
apposite example of such a way of speaking: where one comes to 

Rabbi Hillel, and entreats him ; 

‘ Fac me discipulum ; ut me doceas.? Make me [or enter me] thy 
disciple ; that thou mayest teach me. 

So that it was an usual acceptation of the word proselyte, or dis- 
ciple, τὰ the language which our Saviour spoke, and in which 

St. Matthew wrote. 
It is said, Luke ix. 57, 16 came to pass, as they went wm the way, a 

certain man said unto him, Lord, I will follow thee whithersoever thou 

goest. Now St. Matthew calls this man, and another who offered 
himself at the same time, disciples. For he, chap. viii. 19, 20, 21, 

having recited the same that St. Luke does, concerning the first 
man, subjoins immediately ; Another of his disciples, ἕτερος δὲ τῶν 

μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ, said unto him, Lord, suffer me first to go and bury my 
father. The latter is expressly called a disciple by St. Matthew ; 
who calling him another disciple, does implicitly call the former like- 
wise ὦ disciple: though it seems to be the first meeting that the 

first had with our Saviour: and neither of them had gone any 

further than to express a purpose of following him. 

τ [Meaning the chapter of the Babylonian Talmud, entitled Schabbath.] 



654 Evidence that may seem to make [PART II. 

ars. Eusebius, in his Demonstratio Evangelica, lib. iii. ὁ. 5, 
(4.D-315:) brings an instance of one that makes a proposal, or sets up 
for a teacher of any art or science. Ὅ τε yap διδάσκων ἐπαγγελίαν 

μαθήματός τινος ἐπαγγέλλεται: Οἵ τε μαθηταὶ μαθημάτων ὁρεγόμενοι 

σφᾶς αὐτοὺς τῷ διδασκάλῳ προσφέροντες ἐπιτρέπουσιν. ‘ One gives 
‘out that he will teach some art. The disciples, being desirous of 
‘the skill, offer and commit themselves to the master” They are 

here called disciples before they had begun to learn any thing ; only 
they were appointed to learn. 

In Numb. in. 28, the Kohathites were set apart to be keepers of 
the charge of the sanctuary. The infants, as well as their fathers, 

have the title given them of /eepers of that charge. For so are the 
words ; In the number of all the males, from a month old and upward, 

were eight thousand and six hundred, keeping the charge of the 
SANCCUATY. 

So little do grammatical derivations of words signify to limit the 
sense of them; which must rather be taken from the common use 
of them in the books and languages from whence they are quoted. 
Μαθητὴς is derived from μανθάνω, ‘to learn.’ Therefore, may a 
grammarian perhaps say, it cannot be applied but to one that does 
now actually learn. But we must rather see in what latitude 
St. Matthew (who, or whose interpreter, was, I think, the first that 
formed the derivative μαθητεύω from it in any active transitive sig- 
nification) does use the word. And he uses it not only for present 
learners, but for some that were appointed to learn. The word has 
indeed always a reference to learning ; but does not always suppose 
that learning to be at that present time, when any one is made or 
styled a disciple. 

Another thing that causes in vulgar people a prejudice in under- 
standing those words of our Saviour is this: A man that cannot 
read books is apt to form all his notions of things by what he sees 
in his own time and country. So an illiterate man (in England for 
example) hearing of the apostles being sent into the nations to 
disciple and baptize them, he imagines it like some preacher’s 
coming into England, as it is now, to preach and baptize the 
people. Now this notion naturally creates in his mind a supposal 
that Christians did not baptize their children in infaney, because 
they are not now to be baptized after they are taught. He does 
not animadvert to that difference which appears by conceiving’ all 
those nations to which the apostles were sent, as heathens; who 
must be baptized after they were taught, having had no fathers to 
baptize them before. This indeed looks gross; but one may per- 
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ceive plain footsteps and traces of such conceptions among ignorant 
people in the tenor and chain of their discourse. 

5. There has been an argument raised against infants’ baptism, 
even from that text by which (among others) the Fathers did never 
fail to prove it. I mean, from those words of our Saviour, John 

i. 5, which are in the English, Lvcept a man be born again of water, 

&e. They catch hold of the word man there, and say, it is declared 
necessary for every one after he is a man grown. I would not have 
any antipzedobaptist, that keeps a more refined conversation, think, 

that I feign or impose this on them. It is certainly true, that some 

ignorant people in country places do not only urge this, but do say 
that it is inculeated to them by their teachers. 

I shall not stand to shew the mistake of this, having said more 
than so palpable a misunderstanding of the words, as they are in the 
original, can deserve, part i. ch.6. ὁ 13; part 11. ch. 6. ὃ τ. 

6. To enervate an argument taken out of Scripture for infant- 

baptism, is equivalent to the forming of one against it; and does 

as much tend to the excusing of any illiterate man, if the proofs 
which should have convinced him that children are to be baptized, 
be eluded either by translations that give an imperfect sense, or by 

false interpretations, the falsehood whereof he cannot perceive. 1 
shall give three instances : 

1. In that text, 1 Cor. vii. 14, which is rendered in English, Vow 

are your children holy. The word here translated holy is far more 
often in St. Paul’s Epistles translated saints ; and so almost all (not 
quite all) the ancients do understand St. Paul here, as if he had said 
in English, ‘ Now are your children saints.’ They observe, moreover, 

that with St. Paul this term saints is generally used as another 
word for Christians. As, To the saints at Ephesus, at Rome, &c., is 

as much as to say, 70 the Christians there. Therefore they take 

St. Paul to mean, ‘ Now are your children Christians ; that is to 

say, baptized. He persuades the believing wife not to go away, but 

to stay, in hopes that she may convert, or save, as he words it, her 

unbelieving husband ; and that the rather, because it appeared that 
the grace of God did generally so far prevail against the infidelity 

of the other, that the children of such matches were baptized for the 
most part. This interpretation, or such as amounts to the like 

effect, [ have shewn to be the most current among the primitive 
Christians, in those places of the collection which are referred to 

before, at No. 9, of the evidences for infant-baptism. And if it 
be allowed, there needs no more evidence for it from Scripture. 

But what shall an unlearned man do, that meets with this text 
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expounded by new interpretations that do totally set aside that 

meaning ; as Aoly, that is, not Jastards, &e. ? 

Methinks this should be plain; that since the word ἅγιοι is some- 
times translated saints, and sometimes /o/y, there should even at 

those places where it is translated 4o/y, be understood such a holiness 
as is something agreeable to the signification of the word saints ; 

and not a new-made signification, in which neither St. Paul nor any 
other apostle did ever use the word. 

2. The words of that other text, John 11. 5, were always taken in 

one fixed and undoubted sense and meaning, viz. to signify baptism. 

And that so known and supposed, that not only the words at 

length, Zorn again of water, &e., but the word born again, or regene- 

rate, alone was used as another word for daptized, and regeneration 

for baptism, not only by all the Fathers of the first four hundred 
years, but, I think, for above one thousand years following. So 
here was a plain place of Scripture for baptizing of all persons that 

should enter the kingdom of God. 
But even this has been in great measure defeated by a new inter-. 

pretation, much of the nature of that by which the Quakers do 
elude all those places that speak of the other sacrament. For as 

they, by the words, dread, wine, eating, drinking, &e., do force 

themselves to mean some mystical or metaphorical thing: as for 
bread, something else, (‘nternal bread, I think,) and so of the rest: 

so the new interpreters of this place do by the word water here. In 
short, they have brought it to this; that the text does not signify 

baptism at all, nor any thing about it. And the notion and signi- 

fication of the words regenerate and regeneration is by degrees so 
altered in common speech, that he that reads them im any modern 
book does not know nor understand them again, when he meets 

with them in any ancient one. From whence proceeds the won- 
dering that some have made at St. Austin, when reading occasionally 

some chapter of him, they have found that he takes all that are bap- 

tized to be regenerate: thinking he means by regenerate the same 

that they do, viz. converted in heart, &c. 

But at this rate of altering the sense of words any text of Serip- 
ture whatever may be eluded. The most fundamental article of the 

New Testament—ZI Gelieve in Jesus Christ. It is but to take the 

words Jesus Christ in a new sense for the light within a man’s self ; 

and then, if he believe in himself, he holds the article. Therefore 

the words of Scripture, or of any old book, must be taken in that 

sense in which they were current at that time. Which because it 

is a thing that vulgar people, of whom I speak, cannot mquire 
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into; therefore I put this way of evading the force of this text among 
the answers to it that may pass with them; but it appears vain to 

those that are acquainted with the old use of the word. 
3. There is another interpretation yet, by which the force of that 

text 15 evaded. And that is by such as do grant indeed that the 
words born again of water, &c., are to be understood of baptism ; 

but they say that by the hingdom of God there, is to be understood, 
not the kingdom of glory hereafter in heaven; bat the church here, or 

the dispensation of the Messiah. So that it is as much as to say; 

Except any one be baptized, he cannot enter into, or be a member 
of, the church. I shew, part 11. ch. vi. ὃ 1. No.2, that this inter- 

pretation is plainly inconsistent with the context: and also that it 

avails not this cause, if it were allowed. 

These last mentioned reasons, evidences, and arguments, though 

I think them not justly pleadable against infant-baptism, yet I 

thought it fair to set them down. Let every one pass his judgment. 

And if they have not any real weight in true arguing, yet the 

appearance of it which they carry does serve to make people pass 
the more favourable censure on those of the antipedobaptists, who 

have no means of understanding the history of the ancient times, 

and can read only the vulgar translations of Scripture, and do light 

only on such expositors as I have mentioned. 
But this I must say; that any antipedobaptist, who having 

better means of knowledge is convinced that any of these arguments 
have really no force, and yet does urge them upon the more igno- 
rant people, acts very disingenuously toward them, and is a preva- 

ricator in the things of God. For to use any argument with an 
intent to deceive, hath in it (though there be no proposition in it 

that is false in terminis) the nature of a lhe: which, as it is base and 

unmanly in human affairs, so it is impious when it is pretended to 
be for God; as Job says, ch. xiil. 7. 

CHAP. ΧΙ. 

A dissuasive from separation on account of the difference of opinion 
about the age or time of receiving baptism. 

I. WHAT I have to say in this last chapter, I have kept as a 

reserve: that in case people cannot be brought to be of one opinion 

in this question; yet they may avoid that which is nowadays made 
a common consequence of the difference in sentiments about it, and 

is far more dangerous to their souls’ health, than the mistake itself 
WALL, VOL. I. uu 
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is; I mean, the renouncing of one another’s communion in all other 

parts of the Christian worship. Whosoever could prevail on them 

to relinquish this humour of dividing, would do a most acceptable 

piece of service to the Christian religion and the salvation of their 

souls. 

For our blessed Saviour, who does easily pardon involuntary 

errors and mistakes, and forbids his members to despise or reject 

one another for them, does impute a heavy guilt to those that go 

about to break or divide the unity of his body. 

I had thought once to insert here a discourse of the great sin and 

mischief of schism: but having been too long already, and that 

being a subject which requires, and has had, just tracts written on 

it, I shall content myself with reciting briefly a few plain proofs of 

the stress which God in Scripture lays upon our endeavouring to keep 

the unity of the Spirit (i.e. a spiritual or religious unity, and not only 

living quietly near one another) iz the bond of peace, notwithstanding 

differences in opinions. 

1. There is no one thing that is oftener, nor so often, com- 

manded, inculeated, entreated, and prayed for, by our Saviour and 

his apostles, than that all Christians should be one, and as members 

of the same body. And on the other side, no sin that is more 

severely forbidden, represented as more mischievous, nor more ter- 

ribly threatened, than divisions, schisms, separations, and what- 

soever breaks the said unity. St. Paul does not only reckon such 
things as undoubted signs of a carnal mind, 1 Cor. ii. 3, 4, but also, 

when he gives a roll or catalogue of the sins which are certainly 

damning, which they that practise shall not inherit the kingdom of 

God, Gal. v. 19, 20, 21, such as adultery, drunkenness, &c., he 

reckons among the rest στάσεις καὶ αἱρέσεις, which we render se- 

ditions, heresies, which are the names which he commonly gives to 

divisions. Since his time, indeed, the latter of those words has 

been used to denote false doctrines in the fundamentals of faith: 

but he never means any thing else by it, but parties, factions, sects, 

or divisions. One plain instance in what sense he takes it is in 

1 Cor. xi. 18, 19, where what are called divisions mm one verse are 
called heresies in the other. Let any one read this text for the 
meaning of the word: and then let him turn back again to Gal. v. 
19, where adultery, murder, and heresies are declared subject to the 

same condemnation, of exclusion from God’s kingdom. 

The sinfulness of schism is so plainly, fully, and frequently set 
forth by our Saviour and his apostles, that there are no Christian 

writers or teachers of any church whatever, but what do, if they are 
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required to speak, own that it is in its nature a mortal sin; even 
the leaders of schismatical congregations dare not deny it. If they 
did, they would be convicted of denying plain Scripture. But as 
archbishop Tillotson does somewherek observe of the popish 

preachers, that though they do own in their writings and disputes 

with the protestants, that repentance and amendment of life 15 

necessary to the forgiveness of sins; yet in their discourses to their 

people they say so much of confession to a priest, &e., and so little 
of amendment of life, that the people think all of the one, and httle 

of the other: so there are several teachers, who, among all the sins 

that they forewarn their people of, do so seldom preach against 
schism and division, so seldom quote those places of Scripture that 

set forth the guilt of it; and when they do, do touch that point so 

tenderly, that the people, if they do not trust their own eyes in 

reading God’s word, and taking it all together, are apt to forget 
that schism is any sin at all: or at most, they conceive of it as of a 

little one. All the Christians near our Saviour’s time had a quite 

contrary sentiment. They, when they gathered up into one short 
draught or creed the most fundamental and necessary truths that 

they were to hold, put in this for one; ‘I believe the holy catholic 

‘church, and the communion of saints;’ 1. 6. 1 own the universal 

church, and that all Christians in it ought to hold communion one 
with another. For the word saiwts is in Scripture and all other old 
Christian books used as another word for Christians: and ‘the 

‘communion of saints’ means nothing else in the Creed but the 

communion of Christians. He then that believes other things to 

be duties, and this to be none, ought, when he repeats the Creed, to 
say; I believe all the rest of it, but I do not own ‘the communion 
‘ of saints’ as any article of Christian faith. 

IT. 2. Whereas the sinfulness of schism in general will not bear 
a dispute: but all people that separate do, if they be forced to 
speak, own, as I said, schism to be a great sin; but do say withal 
that their separation is not schism in the Scripture-sense, because 

the church, from which they have separated, is such, as from which 
one ought to separate: and whereas the reason that is usually given 

of the necessity of a separation of one from another, is, that one 

party holds tenets and opinions which the other cannot assent to, or 

administers some of the divine offices in such ways as the other 
does not approve; but takes the opinions to be errors, and the said 

administrations to be grounded on those errors: the thing to be 

k [See his Sermon No. 108, on Job xxxiii. 27. printed in vol. ii. p. 29. of his Works, 
fol. London, 1714, &c. | 
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inquired is, whether these opinions, which are judged to be errors, | 

be such as do overthrow the foundation of Christian faith. For if 

they be such, the plea must be allowed. False doctrines in the fun- 

damentals of religion do put a bar to our communion with those 

that teach them. 
But if they be not such, we have a plain direction and order from 

St. Paul to bear with one another, to receive one another to commu- 

nion, notwithstanding differences in them, and not to judge or 
despise one another for them. He has a discourse purposely on this 
subject. It begins Rom. xiv.1. He continues it through all that 
chapter, and to verse 8 of the next. He instances in men holding 
contrary sides in the disputes which troubled the church at that 

time. He both begins and ends that discourse with a positive com- 
mand that they receive one another notwithstanding them; and he 

plainly means (as whoever reads the whole place will observe) to 

communion as brethren; and not only to live in peace and quiet- 
ness with one another; which last they were to do with the hea- 
thens their neighbours. 

He orders those of them that were positive, and sure that their 
opinion was the right, to content themselves with that /u// persua- 
sion of their own mind, and to take it for granted that they are not 
bound to bring all the rest over to their opinion ; nor yet to forsake 
their communion, if they will not so be brought, ver. 22: Hast thou 
faith ? (faith here signifies that ful] persuasion of mind mentioned 

before at ver. 5,) have it to thyself before God. He would have them 

be so modest, as to think at the same time that others, as good as 

they, might yet continue of the other opinion. 

He shews, ch. xv. ver. 5, 6, that they may, notwithstanding these 

differences, with one mind and one mouth glorify God. And whereas 
he prays there that they may be (as we translate it in English) 
like-minded one toward another ; those phrases, of like-minded, and 

one mind, do not import that they that thus join‘in glorifying God 
must of necessity be all of one opinion in disputable matters ; for it 

has been all along his scope to shew, that they might well enough 
do that, though each did keep his several opinion in those things. 
But those phrases denote only, that they should do it unanimously, 

(which is the proper rendering of the word ὁμοθυμαδὸν, and that 
which St. Paul generally means by the word αὐτὸ φρονεῖν, as bishop 
Stillmgfleet has shewn!, by instances. And they might be unani- 
mous in glorifying God, though they were not all of a mind as to 
meats, days, &c., since in the main matters they were all of a mind. 

! Unreasonableness of Separation, part ii. sect. 19, 20. [p.17. 163—175. 4°. Lond. 1682. } 
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And though St. Paul there do instance only in the disputes about 

meats, and drinks, and days, &c., yet the tenor of his discourse, and 

the reasons he gives against separating for them, do reach to all 

differences that are not fundamental. For that which he says, 776 

kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but righteousness, &e., is appli- 
cable to any opinions that are not of the foundation: the kingdom 

of God, or substance of religion, does not consist in such things. 

And as he says, For meat destroy not the work of God ; we may say 
of such opinions, do not for such things destroy that unity which 
Christ has made so essential to his church. But it is otherwise of 

the fundamental articles of our faith; for in them the kingdom of 

God does consist. If any one do hold, or practise idolatry, or the 
worship of any but the true God; or do deny the divinity of Christ, 
or his death for our sins, or the necessity of repentance and a good 
life, or the belief of the resurrection and judgment to come; the 
apostle would never have bid us receive such, or hold communion 
with them. 

But there are, besides those that hold such doctrines, pernicious 

to the foundation, abundance of Christians that hold the same faith 

in all fundamental points, who do yet live in division and separation, 

disowning and renouncing one another’s communion. It is pity but 

these should be reduced to the unity which Christ’s body requires. 
Now there is no other way in the world to effect this, but only 

that which the apostle here prescribes, viz. that they receive one 

another, notwithstanding the different opinions they may hold about 
lesser matters. There have other ways been tried, ways of human 

policy ; but all with wretched success. They have been tried with so 

much obstinacy, as almost to ruin the church. 
The church of Rome has tried to reduce all men to unity, by 

forcing them to be all of one opinion, and to submit their judg- 

ments to her dictates; some of which are things which the Scrip- 

ture teaches not, and some directly contrary to it. They use to this 

purpose, first, disputations ; and when that will not do, then fire and 

fagot, or other cruelties. We have lived to see what tyrannous, 

unchristian, and bloody work a neighbour prince has made™ to 

bring all his subjects to be of one religion, (as he calls it,) that is, 

all of one opinion in all things delivered by that church; which has 
been far from limiting herself to fundamental articles. And we 

have seen the event; he has made some hypocrites and apostates, 

who do upon all occasions shew the regret of their conscience ; 

m [Alluding to the transactions in France, connected with the revocation of the 
edict of Nantes, &c.] 
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some refugees, and some martyrs. This way therefore of bringing 
people to glorifying God unanimously, by drawing up a set of par- 
ticular opinions, and forcing all men to subscribe to them, is no 
successful way. It requires of men what God in Scripture never 
requires. It has filled the world with blood and enmity, and has 

made Christendom a shambles. St. Paul with all his apostolical 
authority does not, we see, require it; but says, im such things let 
each be fully persuaded in his own mind, (meaning, till one by 
reason do convince the other, or be convinced by him,) and in the 
mean time receive and own one another as brethren. 

Another way that has been tried is quite on the contrary, and 

runs to the other extreme. It is this. They that are of different 
opinions in these lesser matters say thus; we will not recezve each 

other at all, 1. 6. not to any Christian communion; and yet we will 

obtain the end that St. Paul would have, viz. the setting forth the 

glory of God, by another way as good. Since we are of this opinion 
and you of that, do you make one church of Christ, and we will 

make another: we will own no church-communion with you, nor 

you with us; we will neither receive you, nor desire to be received 

by you. And yet we will live in peace, and try which shall come 

to heaven soonest. 

Now this is on the other side the most contrary to the nature 
and design of Christianity of any thing that could be devised. For 
Christ, as he is but one head, never designed to have any more but 
one body. Here we see already two, totally distinct, for they 
receive not one another. And observe the consequence of such a 

principle. They continue but a very little while, before that in 

each of these churches, some members differmg from the rest in 

opinion about some new-started matter, make a subdivision, as 

necessary as the first division was. Then the church, which out of 
one became two, out of two is propagated to four; and by the same 
reason, and by following on the same principle, there will quickly be 

forty. Nay, it is certain, and will be plain to any one that con- 
siders, that by driving that principle home, of making separate 

churches, of all different opinions, it will come to pass at last, that 

there will not be any two men of one church. For if all things 
relating to religion were to be canvassed, there are not any two men 
in the world of the same mind in all things. 

The fault therefore of this way is evident. They are in the nght 

in supposing that there will always be variety of opinions ; and that 

it is in vain to think by any force to prevent it. But to think that 

the number of churches must hold pace with the number of opinions, 
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is a mistake of wretched consequence. It makes Christ’s church, 
which should be a compacted body, a rope of sand. It perpetuates 
for ever those strifes and janglings about opinions, which in one 
communion would quickly cease: for each party, when they have 
thus taken sides, will always strive to justify their own side. It is 
that which the ancient Christians call, ‘the setting up altar against 
‘altar’ It gives so advantageous a handle to the common enemy, 
that he desires no other, to ruin any church that is so divided into 
parties. St. Paul well apprehended the consequence of such di- 

vidings, when he" besought the Corinthians by the name of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that they would not admit of any such method : 
and when he entreated the Christians at Rome®, that if any one 
among them did go about such a practice, the effect should be, that 

every one of them should avoid him. In a word, where Christianity 

is in this state, it is in the next degree to dissolution. 
And whereas the proposers or defenders of this course do say; we 

may live in peace, though we do renounce one another’s communion 

in religion: this is neither practicable for any long time, nor is it 

sufficient for a Christian’s purpose. Not practicable; for, as our 

Saviour has said, a house so divided cannot stand; so we see by ex- 

perience the heartburnings, and hatred, and emulations, and bitter 

zeal, which the separate parties do always shew one against another. 
Not sufficient ; because Christ requires that all his disciples should 

be as brethren, and as limbs of the same body, which is more than 

outward peace and quietness. The heathen neighbour cities that 
worshipped several gods, would sometimes make a league of peace, 

and say, Do you worship your God, and we will worship ours, with- 

out meddling with one another’s religion: but it is horrible so to 
divide Christ. 

It remains therefore that there is no other way to answer the 

design of Christ, than that Christians of the same faith do hold 
communion and receive one another, notwithstanding their various 

opinions. And if any one object against his joing with the esta- 
blished church where he lives, that he is of one opinion, and they of 
another in many things; he needs only to mind, that this is the 
very case that St. Paul was here speaking of, when he bids them 

receive one another. They that he speaks to, were likewise of different 
opinions ; and it was on occasion of such difference that he gives 
them this command of not separating for them. 

n y Cori. 10. ο Romans xvi. 17. 
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Before I go any further, I shall observe two corollaries that do 

naturally follow from what has been said. 
One is, that in far the greatest number of the divided churches 

and parties that are in Christendom, the sin, the mischief, and the 

danger to their souls does not consist so much im the tenets and 
opinions for which they differ, as in the divisions which they make 
for them, the separations, the mutual excommunications, or re- 

nouncing of one another’s communion. This I conceive to be so 
clear a truth, that whereas if I had a friend or brother, or any one 

for whose eternal good I were most concerned, that differed m some 

such opinions from the church where he lived, and, as I thought, 

from the truth; and yet did resolve and declare (as the old English 
puritans did) that he would make no disturbance or separation; I 

should think it a thing of no great consequence whether ever his 
opinion were rectified or not: yet, if I found that he were inclined 
to separate, I should think labour ought to be taken, as for his life, 

to hinder that. 
The other is; that those churches which do impose, as terms of 

communion, (I mean of lay-communion,) the fewest subscriptions, 

or indeed none at all, to any doctrines, beside the fundamental doc- 
trines of Christian faith; have in that respect the best and most 

excellent constitution. It is fitted for the fulfilling of this command 

of the apostle. To do otherwise, is to refuse what he here prescribes, 
of receiving one that is weak in the faith. For supposing those doc- 

trines to be true, yet he may think otherwise ; and then he cannot 

be received without affirming what is in his conscience a falsehood. 

He is therefore rejected; and as far as the church can go, lost. 
Whereas if he had been received without such a condition, he mght 
either have learned better in time; or if he had not, that error would 

not finally have much hurt him, for it is supposed to be no funda- 
mental one. Nor would it have hurt the church; for he 15 supposed 

to be one that desired to be received, and that would not have made 

any schism for it. I do not pretend to know the history of the con- 

stitutions of the many churches that now are; but of all that I do 

know, the church of England is in this respect the best constituted. 

That church requires of a layman no declaration, subscription, or 
profession, but only of the baptismal covenant. Any person, when 

he is baptized, must by himself, if he be of age, by his sponsors, if 

an infant, profess to renounce the Devil and all wickedness, to be- 
heve the Creed, and to keep God’s commandments. There is nothing 

required after this to his full communion, save that he learn, and 
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answer to the questions of, a very short catechism; of one clause 
whereof I must by and by say something. Nobody can in other 

matters compel him to subscribe the opinions which the church 
thinks truest, nor to reeant those which he thinks truest. 

III. 3. The same that has been said of different opinions in doc- 
trinal points, not fundamental, may be applied to the several ways 
of ordering the public worship, prayers, administration of the sacra- 

ments, &e. Of which ways it does as naturally fall out, that some 

do like one best, and some another; as it does of the foresaid dif- 

ferent opinions, that some think one true, and some the other. The 
same rule for avoiding of schism must therefore be applied here as 
there: only with this difference; of those opinions, there was no 
necessity that the man, I spoke of, should be required to assent to 
such as the generality thought the truest; but here the nature of 

the thing: requires, that if he hold communion, he must join in the 

prayers and other service. I must divide the difficulties that may 
arise upon this, into two cases. 

One man does not apprehend any thing sinful, unlawful, or erro- 

neous, in any of the prayers or service; but yet he likes some other 
ceremonies, orders, and ways of worship that are used in some other 

nations or churches, better than he does those of his own. And 

therefore he holds it lawful, and useful for spiritual advancement, to 

gather together a number of men of a like taste and relish with 
himself, and make a separate body by themselves. 

This man has but a very little and slight sense of the sin of 

schism ; scandalously little. Either he has not read what the Scrip- 

ture says of it; or else dulness or prejudice has taken off the edge 
of his apprehension, so as that he felt nothing at the reading of 
those earnest and moving passages of our Saviour and the apostles 

on that subject. To confess the orders and service of a church to be 

lawful, and to join in them perhaps sometimes; and yet to foment 
the mischief of schism, under which all Christendom, especially the 
protestant religion, and particularly the state of religion in England 

and Holland, does now groan and gasp! and all this for a gust, a 
flavour, an humour, an itching ear pleased with this or that mode of 

preaching, praying, &c. ‘To divide the body of Christ out of mere 
wantonness! What answer will such an one make at the last day, 

for having made so light of that on which the word of God has laid 
such a stress? St. Paul entreats by the consolation in Christ, by the 
comfort of love, by the fellowship of the Spirit, by all bowels and 

mercies, that Christians should be unanimous: is it then a matter 

q Phil. 11. 1. 
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of small moment to divide them into sides, parties, and several 
bodies ? 

That among various ceremonies, forms, and methods of ordering 

church matters one should like one best, and one another, is no new 

or strange thing at all; but ever was and ever will be. But yet in the 

primitive times, if any man or number of men went about upon that 
pretence to set up a separate party from the established church of 
that place, it made the Christians tremble to hear of such a thing. 

And all the neighbouring churches (for they then all kept a corre- 
spondence and communion with one another) did use to send notice 
of their abhorrence of such separatists, and renounce any communion 
with them during their schism; and never were at ease till they had 

restored unity. A practice which the pastors of the church of Geneva 

have lately in a generous and laudable way imitated in respect of 
our English separatists, though using in most things the same cere- 

monies that those of Geneva do. They had indeed various usages in 

the churches of several countries; but a Christian of Africa, if he 

came to Greece, complied with the Grecian ceremonies, though he 
might like his own better. Or, if it happened otherwise that he 

liked those of Greece better than his own, yet upon his return home 
he submitted to the rules and customs of his own church, and did 

not set up a new sect out of a pride that he had learned a better 
way. If he thought it was better, or if it really were so, yet to make 
a separation for it did ten times more mischief than that amendment 
could recompense. If there be any usage or order in a chureh which 

may be altered for the better, for any man in his station to do his 
endeavour that this may be done by common vote and consent, was 

ever accounted laudable. And where the corruption is got into the 
vitals of religion, it is true that it must be done by a separation, 

rather than not at all. But in other cases, where it is not a gan- 

grene, he that goes about to cure the body by tearing it limb from 

limb, is himself the most dangerously infected member, and ought 
to be first cut off, by St. Paul’s direction", if he had any skill. As 

we say of sermons, that must be an excellent one indeed, in which 

there is nothing that might have been said better; and yet that 
must be a sorry one indeed, out of which one may not receive some 
wholesome direction; or of cities, there is hardly any whose laws 
and government are not capable of amendment in some things; and 

yet very few so ill-governed, where an industrious and peaceable 

man may not enjoy so much quiet as to get a livelihood by his 

diligence : so that must be a pure church indeed, whose orders and 

r Rom. xvi. 17. 
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rules have no fault or imperfection at all; and yet that must be a 
woful chur ch, with which a good ae may not communicate ; 

or under whose doctrine and discipline he may not by a godly dili- 

gence work out his salvation. Of the first sort there is none in the 

world. And, as I hope, no protestant national church of the latter 

sort; none, I mean, with which a good Christian may not commu- 

nicate, provided they will admit him without requiring his declared 
assent to all their tenets. For errors they may have, and some of 
them hold some opinions contrary to what others do; yet since none 
of these do overthrow the foundation of Christian faith, neither do 

they mix any idolatry in their worship. If any party of the members 

of any of these churches (the church of Denmark for example) should 

in opposition to the general body of the church there, say, “ We like 

“ the ways and methods of some other church (the church of England 
“ for example) better ;” and should thereupon make a schism from 
their fellow-members, it would be a sinful one. And it is no other 

in ours here that do the lke. The church of England do declare 
thus* concerning the rites and ceremonies which they have ordered: 
‘In these our doings we condemn no other nations, nor prescribe 
‘ any thing but to our own people only. For we think it convenient, 

‘ that every country should use such ceremonies as they shall think 
‘best to the setting forth of God’s honour and glory, and to the 

‘ reducing of the people to a most perfect and godly living, &e., and 
‘ that they should put away other things which from time to time 

‘ they perceive to be most abused; as in men’s ordinances it often 

‘ chanceth diversely in divers countries.’ They say moreover; ‘ Al- 
‘ though the keeping or omitting of a ceremony, in itself considered, 
‘is but a small thing; yet the wilful and contemptuous transgression 

‘ and breaking of a common order and discipline is no small offence 
‘before God.’ This plainly shews that they would not approve of a 
schism that should be set up in any other church, though it were 

for the introducing of those ways of worship which they have pre- 

scribed. And many of the chiefest men of other protestant churches 
have made the like declaration on their side. This is the ancient way 
of a catholic correspondence and unity between the churches. They 
do all judge thus; that in those various ways of all managing the 
public worship, though one may think one the best, and another 

another, yet that the worst of them with unity is better than the 

best without it. 

This may be explained by a comparison taken from temporal af- 

5 Preface to the Book of Common Prayer. [Of ceremonies, why some be 
abolished and some retained. } 
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fairs. There are in several nations several forms of state govern- 
ment; one is ruled by monarchy, another by a senate, others by 
more popular ways. It is common for men of reading, or travel, or 
conversation, to discourse of these ways. One likes one best, and 
another another. And so far there is no harm done; because each 

of them resolves as yet, that whichsoever he likes best, he will live 

quietly under that where he is placed. But if one of these who lives 
under either of these forms do go about to draw a party after him, 

and says, “ We will live no longer under this form of government ; 
“we know a better way, and we will set up that;” he is now turned 
a traitor, and must be suppressed by the policy of any government 

whatsoever. 

Or in an army ; if the question be, whether it be best to march 
this way against the enemy, or that way, or lie still; each one in 
the council is free to give his opinion. And it may be, that he whose 
counsel is not approved by the majority, gives advice which is really 
the better. Yet if the resolution be once taken, and the general lead 
out accordingly one way ; if any officers go about to draw a part of 

the army after them, and say, “ We will march the other way,” 
they are now mutineers and public enemies, how good soever their 

advice were. Because either of the ways with the union of the 

army is better than the dividing of it: that brings certain ruin and 
confusion. 

The Scripture and experience too do shew that the case is the 

same in reference to a church. Only as in the army, if the soldiers 

do understand by any plain and certain discovery that the general 
officers are traitors, and have agreed to betray their prince’s cause, 
a revolt from them is in such case fidelity to their sovereign: so if 
a church do bring into their worship plain idolatry, or into their 
doctrines such positions as destroy the foundation of Christian faith 
or godliness; this is treason against our chief Lord, and justifies 
separation from such a church. But in the case now put, of a man 
that allows the established way of worship to be lawful, but pretends 
to set up a better, and thinks a separation justifiable on that account; 
such a man is so far from being fit to be a leader or amender of a 
church, that he needs a catechism to teach him the first Christian 
principles of humility and modesty. Modesty would teach him to 
think, that if he judge one way the best, another as wise as he will 
be for another way, and a third party for another, &e. But God is 
a God of order, and not of such confusions. 

What I quoted just now of the declaration of the church of 
England in respect to foreign churches, does visibly shew the mis- 
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take of those that argue that we cannot count those among us that 
separate schismatics ; but that we shall by so doing condemn those 
foreign protestant churches, which differ from us in some of the 
Same ceremonies as the dissenters at home do, of schism likewise. 

God forbid we should do that. It is not the use or disuse of this or 
that ceremony, order, &ec., but it is the renouncing of communion 

for such use or disuse, that constitutes a schismatic. Now we and 

the foreign protestant churches do not do that. For one of us, whom 
providence should bring into their nation, would communicate with 
them, though their ceremonies and ways of worship are not alto- 
gether the same as ours; and they, when they come hither, do the 

same with us. And such churches, or such Christians, that are 

always ready to do so, have always a communion one with another 
in heart, in purpose, in inclination and acknowledgment; which 

they are ready to bring into act by corporal presence and joining, 

when providence makes it practicable. And this is, or ought to be, 
the temper between all churches that differ not in essentials. Now 

this is the only sense in which that saying is true; ‘ That there is 

‘no schism, where the differences are not in the fundamentals of 

‘ religion ;’ i.e. Any two churches of different nations are always 

supposed to be in communion, and not in a schism, so long as they 
differ not in fundamentals; because it is supposed that the members 

of one of these would (in case they were to travel into the other 
nation) for unity’s sake communicate with those other. 

But when people of the same place, city, parish, &c., do actually 

separate, and renounce communion with the church when they are 

on the spot; this plea cannot be used in their case. To say, these 
are not schismatics, because they differ not in fundamentals, is to 
put a new meaning on the word schism. They are not heretics in- 

deed, as the church-use has now distinguished the use of those 

words. But the Donatists, Novatians, &c., have been always counted 

schismatics, though they differed not in essentials. 

Those that differ from any true church in essentials, and do sepa- 
rate or are excommunicated for such difference, are, in respect of 

their opinions, more faulty than those we have been speaking of. 

But those that separate for smaller matters, are, in respect of the 
mere schism or separation, (if we could abstract that from the fault 

of the opinion,) the more faulty of the two. For the smaller the dif- 
ference is, the greater fault and shame it is to make a breach for it: 

and though the other be, in the main, the greater sin, yet these are 
more plainly self-condemned. 

IV. 4. The other difficulty that I proposed to speak of is some- 
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thing greater. There is a man that thinks the church holds some 
errors; not fundamental ones indeed; but she has brought these 
errors into her public service, in which he should join. He would 

not renounce a church for holding those errors in disputable points ; 
but he cannot joi in prayers to God which are grounded on, and do 
suppose a doctrine which he judges to be a false or mistaken one. 

But, 1. The man acknowledges that this is not in matters funda- 
mental. 

2. He acknowledges that the main body of the prayers and service 
is such as all Christians agree to be necessary, and in which he may 

jom with his mouth and understanding also. 
Suppose then that there be some particular collects or prayers, or 

clauses of prayers, which he thinks to contain a mistake in them. 

May he not join with his brethren in the main, and omit the adding 
of his Amen to those particular clauses? Especially since no man 

requires of him to declare his approbation of the whole and every 

part? Is not this more Christian-like, than to fly to that dreadful 
extremity of separation, and total disowning, for a disputable point, 
which may possibly be his own mistake? And if the truth of the 

matter be that it is his own mistake; is there any likelier way to 
come to the knowledge of the truth, than by continuing in the body 
of the church, where the members, the faithful Christians, do by 

mutual edification help one another? Is not this the very council of 

St. Paul, Phil. i. 15,16. And if in any thing ye be otherwise minded, 
God shall reveal even this unto you. Nevertheless, [or however that be, | 

whereto we have already attained, let us walk by the same rule, let us 
mind the same thing ? This last clause [let ws mind the same thing] is 
in the sense of the original, /et us be unanimous ; as bishop Stilling- 
fleett has shewn ; and he has at the same place largely shewn, that 
this advice of the apostle is intended for this very purpose to which 
I have here applied it; namely, that such a man as we are here 
speaking of, should continue in communion, and conform to all that 
he can, and omit the saying Amen to what he judges a mistake. He 
confirms this interpretation with so good reasons; and his antagonist 
there opposes it with so weak ones, that it tempts one to think that 
he would not have opposed it at all, had it not been for fear that 
by this course the world would in a short time have lost the hap- 
piness of having any separate sects. If the reader will please to con- 
sult that book, he will have no further need of any arguments 
against separation. 

Ὁ Unreasonableness of Separation, part ii. sect. 19. 
Ὁ 
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Some learned protestants (Melancthon, Calvin, Bucer, Peter 

Martyr, and others of the first reformers) have thought that in 
cases of necessity a protestant might join even in popish assemblies 
in those prayers that are sound; provided he did, to avoid scandal, 

protest against their superstitious ones. But I will not meddle with 
that. 

The argument that some make for separation, because there are 

many ill men in the church, has been so plainly answered, that 

nothing more need be said. Whoever reads St. Paul’s Epistles will 
find there were many scandalous members in all those churches, 

especially at Corinth, 1 Cor.v; 2 Cor. xii. 20,21; and yet he will 

find that St. Paul, so far from advising the purer sort to separate 

from the church, does earnestly forbid any such practice, 1 Cor. 1. 
10; item x1. 18, ὅσο: 

V. 4. When a lawgiver names some particular exceptions of cases 

in which the law shall not oblige; that law binds the stronger in 
all other cases not excepted. For it is supposed, if there had been 

any more, he would have named them too. The Scripture gives a 
very positive law against separations. It excepts some cases. It is 
a very presumptuous thing to add any more to them of our own 

heads. They are these : 
1. Ifa church do practise idolatry. St. Paul, warning the Corin- 

thians of the heathen idolaters, says, Come out from among them, and 

be ye separate, 2 Cor. vi. 17. Though the popish idolatry be not so 

rank as that of those heathens, yet the general words do seem to 
reach their case. But the ignorant people among many sects of 
separatists, finding here the word separate, do indiscriminately apply 
it to justify separation from Christians against whom they do not in 
the least pretend any accusation of idolatry. 

2. If a church teach doctrines encouraging any wickedness, as 
fornication, &c., or destructive of the fundamentals of the Christian 

faith. St. Paul mentions some, 2 Tim. 11. 18, that denied the resur- 

rection and judgment to come. He commands Timothy to shun 
them ; for their word will eat as doth a canker. 

3. The Scripture commands that no sin be committed to obtain 
any purpose never so good. Therefore a church that will not admit 
us without our doing a thing that is wicked, or declaring and sub- 
scribing something that is false, does thereby thrust us out of her 

communion. And the guilt of the sin of separation lies at her 
door. 

4. If a church be schismatical, 1. 6. in a state of unjustifiable 
division or separation from another church from which she has 
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withdrawn herself. St. Paul commands, Rom. xvi.17, Mark them 

which cause divisions and offences, contrary to the doctrine which ye 

have learned, and avoid them. 

These exceptions I find in Scripture: and I know of no more 
that reach to churches (particular men that live wickedly are to be 
avoided in our conversation, we know). He that separates from 
any church upon any ground except one of these four, ought to 
take heed and be well assured that he find his ground in the 
Scripture. 

VI. Now to apply what has been said to the pdobaptists and 

antipedobaptists: the main inquiry is, whether the point in debate 
between them be a fundamental article of the Christian faith ; for if 

it be, they must indeed separate mm their communion, and the guilt 
will lie on those that are in the error. But if it be not, there is not 

by the rules laid down any sufficient reason for their separating or 
renouncing one another, which party soever be in the wrong. 

Now I think that such a question about the age or time of one’s 

receiving baptism does not look like a fundamental, nor is so reputed 
in the general sense of Christians. And there are these reasons why 

it should not be so accounted. 

1. It is a general rule, that all fundamental points are in Scrip- 

ture so plainly and clearly delivered, that any man of tolerable sin- 
cerity cannot but perceive the meaning of the holy writers to be, 

that we should believe them. Now baptism itself, viz. that all that 
enter into Christ’s church should be baptized, is indeed plainly 
delivered in Scripture: so that we are amazed at the Quakers and 

Socinians ; the one for refusing it, the other for counting it indif- 

ferent. But at what age the children of Christians should be bap- 
tized, whether in infancy or to stay till the age of reason, is not so 

clearly delivered, but that it admits of a dispute that has consider- 
able perplexities in it: I mean with those that know not the history 
of the Scripture-times, nor the force of some of the original words 
in Scripture used. There is, as I have said, no plain example or 
instance of the baptism of any one that had been born of Christian 
parents set down at all either as recetved by him at full age, or 
received in infancy: which would have been the surest guide to us. 
None I mean, that is plain to vulgar readers of the English trans- 
lation of Scripture: for that many of the Fathers did take 1 Cor. vii. 
14. for a plain instance, I shewed before. And for the commission, 

Matt. xxviii. 19, and our Saviour’s rule, John iii. 5, whether they 

are to be understood to include infants and all, or only adult per- 

sons, 15 not so plain to the said readers as fundamental points use to 
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be. God’s providence does not suffer, that the understanding of 
those places, upon the belief of which the salvation of all, even the 
meanest and most ignorant Christian does depend, (and such are 

the fundamental articles,) should require much skill, learning, or 

sagacity ; but only an honest purpose and desire to learn. This 
therefore bemg not set down so very plain, does not seem by Scrip- 
ture to be such a fundamental, as that we should be bound to re- 

nounce communion with every one that is not of the same opinion 
as we are about it. 

The Epistle to the Hebrews, ch. vi. 1, 2, speaking of some things 

which are styled ‘ principles of the oracles of God,’ reckons among'st 
them the ‘ doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of hands.’ Now 
whether the meaning of that place be to reckon both these, as 
things that must be believed and owned by all that shall be saved, 

is a question that needs not be discussed here. For suppose it be; 

both these parties do own baptism: they differ only about the time 

or manner of receiving it. 
2. The ancient and primitive Christians for certain did not reckon 

this point among the fundamental ones. For they drew up short 
draughts and summaries of the faith, which we call creeds; and 

into these they put all those articles which they thought funda- 
mental, or absolutely necessary. Now though some churches had 
their creeds a little larger than others; and some councils or meet- 

ings of Christians did overdo, in putting some opinions, which they 
valued more than need was, into their creeds; yet there never was 

any creed at all that had this article in it; either ‘that infants are 

‘ to be baptized :’ or, that ‘ only adult persons are to be baptized.’ 
Baptism itself does indeed make an article in several old creeds. 
asin As for example, in the Constantinopolitan, which is now 

(4-D.381.) received in all Christendom ; ‘I acknowledge one baptism 
‘ for the remission of sins.’ But the determination of the age or 
manner of receiving it was never thought fit to make an article of 
faith. 

3. As for particular men among the ancients, there is, I know, 

roo. none whom the antipedobaptists would so willingly hear 

(4-D.200.) sneak as Tertullian. He has a book about baptism, wherein 

he first speaks of the matter, water; and of the form of baptism: 

and then says, ch. 10, ‘Having now discoursed of all things that 
‘make up the religion [or essence] of baptism, I will proceed to 
‘ speak de questiunculis quibusdam, of some questions of small mo- 
‘ment;’ and it is among those questiuncule that he treats con- 

WALL, VOL. I. X X 
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cerning the age of receiving it. I recited the place at large, part 1. 

ch. 4. ὁ 2, “Ὁ: 
TOO: 4. As Tertullian thought it a question of lesser moment, 

(A-D. 20°.) so it seems the Christians of that time and place did not 

reckon it of so great moment as to break communion. For when 
he expressed his opinion to be against the practice then used of 
baptizing infants ordinarily, yet we do not find that he was excom- 
municated for that; nor at all, till he excommunicated himself by 

running away to the sect of the Montanists, who were indeed for 

their impious opinions abhorred of all Christians. Whereas if it had 
been accounted a fundamental article of faith, he could not have 

been borne with in his denial of it. 
230. 5. This is yet more clear in the case of Gregory the 

(A-D.330-) father of Gregory Nazianzen, who (if I computed night 

at part 1. ch. 11. § 6, of which I do since that time make a question 

for the reasons given in this third edition) had some children born 
to him after he was in priest’s orders, whom he brought up with 

him in the house without baptizing them; and they were not bap- 
tized till their adult age. And yet the man continued priest, and 

afterward bishop of that place till he died, being nigh one hundred 

years old. This for the sense of the ancient church. 
6. For the sense of modern Christians : first the papists of modern 

times do confidently maintain, that there is no proof at all (direct or 

consequential) from the Seripture for infant-baptism. And it 1s 

certain, they do not pretend that there is any against it; for their 
church as well as others does practise it: and though their church 
can do well enough without Scripture, yet they would not have her 

convicted of going contrary to it. It follows then from their pre- 

tence, that the Scripture is silent in the case. If so, then it is a 
thing that no protestant will account a fundamental, and conse- 
quently will not divide for it. So these men’s arguments will make 

us all friends; at least so far as to live in communion with one 

another. The worse would be, that if we did so, we should lose all 

those fine arguments against infant-baptism that come out in 
popish books every year. For they, seeing us united, would not 
count it worth their while; and they would then be as well content 
that there should be proof in Scripture for infant-baptism, as not. 

But to leave these men, and to speak of such as are serious in 
religion: the most serious and judicious, both of the pedobaptists 

and antipedobaptists, (even those of them that have been most 

engaged against each other in polemical writings, which do com- 
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monly abate people’s charity,) do agree that this difference is not in 
the essentials of religion. Here I might (if I had not been too long 
already) recite the words of bishop Taylor, Dr. Hammond, Mr. 

Baxter, Mr. Wills, &c., on the one side; and of Mr. Tombes, Mr. 

Stennet, &c., on the other. Mr. Stennet, in a book come out the 

other day, says"; ‘If he [Mr. Russen] mean that they [the 
‘ antipedobaptists] cannot look upon those that differ from them 

‘ as Christians, the contrary is well known.” And again, 

‘Enough has been said before, to take off the second reproach 

‘ which he [ Mr. Russen] casts on them [the antipzdobaptists], viz. 

‘that they judge none of the true church, but those of their own 
‘way.’ But it is better to quote their confessions. In the first year 

of king William, one party of the antipedobaptists [the particular 
men] published a Confession of their Faith: they say, it is the 

same for substance with that published 1643, in the name of seven 
churches, which I suppose were the first in England. Now they 

say, they are concerned for ‘above a hundred.’ They declare in the 
preface the design both of that and this confession to be, ‘to mani- 

‘ fest their consent with both [the presbyterians and independents | 
‘in all the fundamental articles of the Christian religion ;’ and, as 

they add afterwards, with other protestants. It is plain then, that 

they count not the age or manner of receiving baptism to be a 
fundamental. 

And here, forasmuch as this confession is but lately come to my 

hands, I ought to do that justice to these men, as to own that they 

do for their part disclaim several of those opinions which I, at ch. vii. 

ᾧ 6, said were held by some of the English antipzdobaptists. For 
besides that they give a full and catholic confession of the doctrines 

of the holy Trinity, ch. 2 ; of Christ’s divinity and consubstantiality, 

ch. 8; and of his satisfaction, ch. 8 and 11; the denial of which 

points is not charged on any church of antipedobaptists: but only 

that some Socinians intrude among them, as they do every where: 
—hesides these, they own original sin, ch. 6: oaths imposed by 

authority to be lawful, ch. 23: the Lord’s day to be the day for 
Christian worship, and the Saturday sabbath to be abolished, ch. 22: 
that every church has from Christ all that power that is needful for 

carrying on order in worship and discipline, ch. 26: all bishops or 

elders, and deacons, to be ordained by imposition of hands, ibid.: 

all pastors to have a comfortable supply from the church, so as 

they need not be entangled in secular affairs; but may live of the 
Gospel, the people communicating to them of all their good things, 

u Answer to Mr. Russen, ch. ii. p. 23; ch.x. p.215. [It was published im 17 24-] 
ya we) 
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ibid.: no member of a church ought to separate upon account of 
any offence [or scandal] taken at any of their fellow members, but 

to wait upon Christ in the further proceeding of the church, ibid.: 
in the Lord’s Supper the minister to give the bread and wine to the 
communicants, ch. 30; so it seems these do not hand it about 
among themselves, as 15 said of some of them: worthy receivers do 
by faith ‘really and indeed, yet not carnally and corporeally, but 

spiritually, receive and feed upon Christ crucified, ibid.: souls do 

not die nor sleep; but at a man’s death are either received into 

glory, or cast into hell, reserved to the judgment, ch. 31: civil 
magistrates to be obeyed for conscience sake, ch. 24; but I cannot 

say how they reconcile this with what they say, ch. 21, that to obey 
out of conscience any human commands not contained in God’s 
word is to betray true liberty of conscience. This needs a little 

explication. 
Moreover, what is to our present purpose, they say; ‘That all 

‘ persons throughout the world, professing the faith of the Gospel, 
‘ and obedience to God by Christ according unto it, not destroying 

‘their own profession by any errors everting the foundation, or 
‘unholiness of conversation, are and may be called, visible saints,’ 

ch. 26. And they say afterward, ch. 27, ‘That all these saints are 

‘bound to maintain an holy fellowship and communion in the 

‘worship of αοα. Of which communion they say a little after, 

that ‘as God offers opportunity, it is to be extended to all the 

‘ household of fuith ; even all those who in every place call upon the 

“ name of the Lord Jesus. 

This laid together makes full to the purpose I am speaking of: 

every one ought to continue in the communion of a church that has 

no errors which do evert the foundation. And an error, or supposed 
error, about the age or manner of receiving baptism does not do 

that, by their own confession. 
And now in the first year* of her present majesty, is published a 

draught of articles by some antipedobaptists, (the same I guess,) 

“to manifest their nearness in union with other of her majesty’s 
‘ protestant subjects.’ There are thirty-six of them. They are ver- 
batim (except two or three clauses of no moment) the same with 

thirty-six of the Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England ; 

save that in the articles of baptism they leave out the last clause 
about infants’ baptism. They come near to that subscription that is 
required to capacitate one for orders in that church: one would 

x (Namely, 1702. I have not been able to meet with this publication. ] 
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think then it should not be difficult to accommodate the matter of 

lay-communion. 
What has been said does in the whole amount to this: that 

putting the case that there were in any nation a number of be- 
lievers in Christ, who were not yet settled in any form of church- 

government, and did besidés differ in some opinions not funda- 
mental ; and among the rest, in this question about infants’ baptism; 

their duty would be, to unite themselves into one body or church, © 

and not separate into parties and several churches for that differ- 

ence. And if it be asked, how they should regulate the order for 
public worship in which they were all to join; and particularly 

whether they should allow an infant brought by its parents to the 

church for baptism, to be there baptized, or not allow it; there is 

no other way in such a ease, than after a debate by arguments from 

Scripture and reason, to suffer themselves to be all determined by 

the major vote, which major vote must fix the rules of the national 

chureh there to be settled: and the minor part, who would have 

had some things to have been otherwise ordered, must comply with 

their brethren, and join in all things that they can, and by no 

means make a division. If the premises that have been laid down 
be looked upon as proved, they do certainly enforce this conclusion. 

For any man to say in this case, the Scripture, and not the major 

vote, should determine, is frivolous. Because it is presupposed in 

the case, that it is about the meaning of Scripture, and about the 

force of the consequences and arguments drawn from Scripture, that 

they differ; and the Scripture itself directs them, that in such dif- 

ferences not fundamental, they should close and unite as well as 

they can, and bear with one another. 

Now to apply this to the state of religion as it 1s now, when 

there are in all places national churches already settled, one ought, 

in order to lay the balance even between the pedobaptists and anti- 

pedobaptists, to suppose or imagine a thing that is not, but may 

easily be supposed; and that is, that there were some national 

church or churches of antipedobaptists in the world. And suppose 

a number of Christians, pedobaptists in their opinion, were by 
providence brought to live in one of those places; the question is, 

whether they ought to join in communion with the church of anti- 

pedobaptists there established, or make a separate body renouncing 

communion with them. I think it follows, from the rules of Serip- 

ture that have been laid down, that they ought to join with them. 

And I do not stick to declare, that if I were one of those new 

comers, I would do it, for one. So that I advise them to nothing in 



678 None of either side may join with [PART II. 

respect to their joining the church here, but what I think were to 
be done by us if we were in their case. I mean, I would do thus ; 

since my opinion is, that infants ought to be baptized, I would get 
my own children baptized by all means possible; but when that 
were done, I would nevertheless continue to join in public prayers, 
hearing, receiving the communion, &c., with them, if they would 

admit me; if they rejected me for my opinion, the guilt of that 
breach would lie on them, and not on me. It is not an antipzdo- 

baptist or other dissenter in opinion that one is not to communicate 
with: it is a schismatic or divider that one is not to communicate 
with. And whereas some pedobaptist will say to me; “ You seem 
‘by this putting of the case to make the opinions equal; theirs to 
‘be as good as ours: and that it is only by the majority that we 

‘have the advantage :’ I do not so; but this I say, the difference 15 

not in fundamentals. And therefore, if thou be strong, and they be 

weak; thou wise, and they foolish; thy opinion rational, theirs 

silly; yet we are still (or ought to be, for all the difference of 

opinions) members of the same body, and brethren. Men are not 

to be cut off for mistaken opinions that are consistent with true 

faith. Indeed if they will cut off themselves, there is no help for 

that. When a church loses its members, and they part from her as 

limbs from a body, there is that to be said which is commonly said 

of a husband and wife parting: there is certainly a great fault some- 

where; but there is commonly some fault on both sides. 

Now to lay aside supposals, and to take the state of religion as it 
is now in the world: there is no national church in the world (and 

I think never was) but what are pedobaptists. All that are of the 

other way are such as have within the last two centuries made a 

separation from the established churches of the places where they 

are: as I made appear, ch. vii. The reasons that I have laid down 
from Seripture do require that they should return to unity of com- 

munion in those things wherein all Christians are agreed : and they 

may continue to argue in a charitable way about the opinion till one 
side be satisfied, or till they are weary. This is the best way to 
save their souls, whatever become of the opinion. 

To speak of the case of England in particular. They know them- 

selves that it 15 a separation begun less than eighty years ago, as I 
shew at ch. vin. ᾧ 6. Any very ancient man may remember when 

there was no Englishmen, or at least no society or church of them, 

of that persuasion. ‘They at first held the opinion without separat- 

ing for it. Their eldest separate churches are not yet of the age of 

a man, viz. seventy years. I mean the ancient men or men of read- 
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ing among them know this; the young and vulgar, who will talk 
right or wrong for a side, do not own it; but the others own it, and 

they justify it by pleading that their opinion is the truest: which 
plea, supposing it to be true, will not, in a conscience that is guided 
by God’s word, justify a separation. 

Let us put the case of an antipxdobaptist, or other dissenter, that 

is never so sure that he is inthe right, and that the church’s opinion 
is absurd, inconvenient, foolish, &c., or any thing that he pleases to 

call it, so he do not call it idolatry, or heresy, or ‘an error which 

‘ does evert the foundation.” And yet, by their own principles before 
laid down, communion is to be continued. Let the man, when he 

is got into one of his severest fits of judging his brethren of the 

church, imagine them speaking to him, in the words of St. Paul to 

some Christians at Corinthy, who were the most conceited and 

dividing people that he ever had to do with: Ye are full, ye are 

rich. We are fools for Chriss sake, but ye are wise in Christ : we are 

weak, but ye are strong: ye are honourable, but we are despised. Yet 

receive us; do not reject our communion in all things because we 

err in some things. Or, as he says in another place, Jf you think 

me a fool, yet as a fool receive me. 

There are several good books written purposely on this subject, 

and directed to the antipedobaptists, to shew that, supposing their 

opinion to be true, yet their schism is a sin: and that by men of 

both the opinions. One that is not rash, but desires to guide his 
conscience warily, will at least read and weigh what they say. Mr. 
Tombes, who continued an antipedobaptist to his dying day, yet as 
I am told? wrote against separation for it; and for communion with 
the parish churches. I have not seen that book; but this I have 
seen*, that where he defends his opinion against Marshal, and where 

Marshal had said, ‘ The teachers of this opinion, wherever they pre- 
‘vail, take their proselytes wholly off from the ministry of the 

‘ word and sacraments, and all other acts of Christian communion 

‘both public and private, from any but those that are of their 
“ own opinion.’ To this Tombes answers; ‘ This is indeed a wicked 

‘ practice, justly to be abhorred: the making of sects upon dif- 
‘ference of opinion, reviling, separating from their teachers and 
‘brethren otherwise faithful, because there is not the same opinion 

‘in disputable points, or in clear truths not fundamental, is a thing 

‘ too frequent in all sorts of dogmatists, &c. I look upon it as one 

y tCor.iv.8, 10; 2 Cor. vii. 2. it. xi.17. &c. 8°. 1676. ] 
z Baxter, Reply to Hutchinson, [1]. e. 4 Tombes’ Examen of Marshal’s Sermon, 

Review of the State of Christian Infants, p. 31. 
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‘ of the great plagues of Christianity. You shall have me join with 
‘ you in shewing my detestation of it. Yet nevertheless, first it is to 
‘ be considered that this is not the evil of antipeedobaptism, (you con- 
“ fess some are otherwise minded,) and therefore must be charged on 

‘ the persons, not on the assertion itself. And about this, what they 
“hold, you may have now [the] best satisfaction from the Con- 

‘ fession of Faith in the Name of Seven Churches of them, Art. 33. 
‘&e? And accordingly Mr.Tombes himself continued im com- 
munion with the church till he died. 

Mr. Baxter, who has wrote more books than any man in Eng- 

land against the opinion, yet has also wrote more against the divid- 
ing for it, and has made many wishes and proposals for accommoda- 
tions of both sides joing in public communion ; especially in his 
latter books, and in the history of his own life, when he had lived to 

see the great mischief that schisms do to religion and all piety. I 
will mention only one passage, wherein he recommends to the anti- 

pedobaptists two books, useful to give them a true state of the 
question about the unlawfulness of separation. ‘I am,’ says heb, 
‘not half so zealous to turn men from the opinion of anabaptistry, 

‘as Iam to persuade both them and others that it is their duty to 
‘live together with mutual forbearance, in love and church-com- 
‘munion, notwithstanding such differences: for which they may 

‘see more reasons given, by one that was once of their mind and 
‘way, (Mr. William Allen, in his Retractation of Separation, and 

‘his Persuasive to Unity,) than any of them can soundly refel, 

‘though they may too easily reject them. But then Mr. Baxter 

gives there a marginal note, telling the antipzdobaptists, ‘ Satan 
‘will not consent that you should soberly read the books.’ Now 
methinks an antipedobaptist that is desirous to direct his con- 

science aright in so weighty a matter as separation is, should not 
let Satan have his will altogether; but should read such books, and 

consider them at least, whether Satan will consent or not. 

This I will own, in excuse of the English antipzdobaptists that 
do so divide, that it is a harder thing to repent of the sin of schism 
in England than it is any where else. For the commonness of any 

sin does in unthinking minds wonderfully abate the sense of the 
guilt of it. When drunkenness is grown common, and almost 
universal, one can hardly persuade an ordinary man that it is a 

thing that will bring damnation on his soul ; because he sees almost 

all the neighbourhood, and among them such a gentleman, or such 

Ὁ Confutation of Forgeries of H. D. sect. 2. ¢. 2. § 13. [in his ‘ More Proofs of In- 
‘fants’ church-membership,’ &c. 8°, 1675. page 221.] 
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a lord, as much concerned in that as he. So an antipedobaptist 
thinks, Whatever my opinion be, the separation for it can be no 

great fault ; for the presbyterians, and other parties of men, do that 

as well as we, and for lesser differences. If we have taken those 

opinions which our -ancestors held without separating, and have 
made a separate religion out of them, it is but what the others did 
before us: for they have taken the opinions which the old puritans 
had, and (though the puritans could not) yet they have made good 
Brownism out of them. And so for other parties. Now this 
humour of dividing is nowhere in the world so common as it is in 

England, (at least if we except the country I spoke of before,) nor 
the sin of schism so little feared, I mean of late years. The reason 
why the same texts of Scripture against schism, division, heresy, &c., 

being read by the protestants of other nations, do create in their 
minds a horror of it, but being read by an Englishman, do lose their 

force with him, is, because he has been born and bred in a nation 

where that is so common, and practised by men that are in other 

things so conscientious, that he is apt to put any forced sense on 

the words, rather than think that that text of St.Paul, for example, 

Rom. xvi. 17, is to be taken as the words sound; though there is 

(if a man desire plain Scripture) not a plainer text in the whole 
Bible. But the word of God and his law is not like human laws, 

that it should lose its edge by the multitude of offenders. God will 
not punish any sin less, I doubt he will punish it more, for having 

been a common or reigning one. 
Some people also have so slightly considered the commands of 

God, that they think nothing to be a sin but what they see 

punished by the secular laws. And so because some Christian 

nations (whereof England does of late make one) have thought fit to 

grant an impunity to schismatics for some reasons of state, and to 

tolerate (though not approve of) churches or societies renouncing 

communion with the established church of the place, they are apt to 

think that God also does allow of the same, which will be true when 

God in his judgment will think fit to regulate himself by statute 

laws. But till that be, it is certain by God’s word that either 

such a church, or else those that renounce her communion, are 

schismatics: either the one for giving just causes to the others to 

separate from her; or else the others for separating without just 

cause. It is certain also, that if any church should so far comply 

with reasons of state or human laws, as to teach, that schism (how~ 

ever by them tolerated) is not sin before God; this very doctrine 

would indeed be a good reason for any pious Christian to separate 
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from her: and that, by the second of the exceptions I gave just 
now. So gross is that notion, to think that separation is there- 
fore no sin, because men’s laws may at some times forbear to inflict 

any temporal punishment on it. But yet, as gross as it 15, it 15 
made to serve for an excuse to the consciences of many ignorant 

people. Partly this reason, and partly the commonness of the sin, have 

made, that many men’s consciences do no longer accuse them for it. 

VII. There may need a few words also concerning the difficulties 

that do lie in the way of the union that I have here proposed. 
They are none of them such, but what may, I hope, be accommodated, 

if the parties be willing. Some of them do lhe on the part of the 
church in receiving these men: and some on the part of the men 

themselves, in respeet of their acceptance of the communion offered 

them. I know of but two on each part. 

On the church’s part, one concerns the bishop of the diocese 
chiefly: the other, both the bishop and the curate of the parish. In 
speaking of which, the nature of the thing shews that I ought to 

submit what I shall say to the judgment of the parties concerned : 

which I declare that I do unfeignedly. I will only propose the 

question, leaving the determination to them. 

1. Suppose a man do understand the nature and necessity of the 

church-union I have been speaking of; and accordingly does desire 
to continue, or to be, a member of the established church: but he is 

not satisfied of the validity or sufficiency of baptism given in 
infancy, or of baptism given by sprinkling or pouring of water on 

the face only ; and therefore he (though perhaps baptized i infancy, 
yet) has procured himself to be baptized anew: and besides, he can- 

not consent to bring his children, if he have any, to be baptized in 

infancy ; but reserves them to adult baptism: but in other things 

he is willing to be conformable to the rules of the church, and very 

desirous of the communion thereof. This man is, I suppose, by the 

rules of the Church of England, liable to be presented for his fault, 

both in receiving a second baptism, (for so it is in the esteem of the 
Church,) and in not bringing his children to baptism. 

Here is one evasion, or salvo, which I scorn to make use of, as 

being not satisfactory to myself: viz. that the Church’s hands are 

tied up from any proceedings in any cases of that nature by the act 
of toleration. Because I think there is nothing more certain than 

what bishop Stillingfleet says¢; ‘ However the church in some 

¢ Answer to N.O. §15.p.267. [See ‘An “ἴηρ the Idolatry practised in the Church 
answer to several treatises occasioned by “of Rome.”’ 8°. London, 1673: again, 

‘a book, entitled ‘“‘ A Discourse concern- 1674: or, inStillingfleet’s W orks, fol. vol.v. | 

‘ 
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“ respects be incorporated with the commonwealth in a Christian 
“ state, yet its fundamental rights remain distinct from it: of which 
‘this is one of the chief, to receive into and exclude out of the 

‘ Church such persons which, according to the laws of a Christ- 
‘jan society, are fit to be taken in or shut out.’ It is temporal 
punishments only which those temporal laws design to set aside. 

Yet this I will say; that by the general forbearance that is now 
used, it is ten to one whether such a person would be presented. 

But we will put the hardest of the case, and suppose him to be 
presented. 

He is then warned to appear before the bishop at the church- 

court. He pleads, we will suppose, conscience for his doing or 
refusing the things mentioned. The bishop exhorts him, shews him 
reasons, endeavours to satisfy his doubts, &c., or perhaps deputes 

some persons to discourse at leisure more largely with him concern- 

ing them. If by these means the man be satisfied, all is well. But 
we must put the case that he be not. Here the question is, whether 
the bishop in such a case will proceed to excommunication, or use a 

forbearance. I suppose he will make a difference of the tempers of 

men. If such a man do shew a temper heady, fierce, obstinate, self- 

opinionated, and self-willed ; and a contempt of the court, and of all 
that is said to him; he is hardly a fit member of any church. But 

if there appear the signs of a meek, humble, and Christian dispo- 
sition, willing to hear and consider the reasons and advices given ; 
such a case deserves the greater forbearance. And though the law 

requires three several admonitions, yet it does not, I suppose, limit 

the bishop to three, nor to any number. And if this forbearance 

continue long, the man’s children will be grown up, so as to be 

baptized, as he would have them, upon their own profession. And 

if he desire, or be but willing, that it be done by dipping; the 

church does comply with his desire, and does advise it in the first 

place. And so the dispute will be over. If the bishop do excom- 

municate him before he be convineed, or this be done, then indeed I 

have no more to say on this head: there is a full stop put to the 

proposal. But there are these reasons to think that it would not 

be so: 

First, I never heard of that done: but several times the contrary. 

All the antipzdobaptists, or indeed other dissenters, that I have 

known excommunicated, have been excommunicated, not for their 

opinion, but their refusal of communion, or for contempt in refusing 

to come at all to the bishop’s court. 

2. Mr. Tombes (and several others, but I will name only him, 
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because his case is generally known) continued in communion in 
the church of Salisbury all the latter part of his life. And though 
he during that time owned his opinion, and wrote for it, yet because 
he desired to make no schism of it, he was not disturbed in his 

communicating with the church. Nor has that church ever been 
blamed for receiving him. On the contrary, the example has been 
spoken of with commendation in a very public way. This shews it 

to be practicable: and if it be so; then, 

Thirdly, There is a great and manifest advantage in it. For it 

prevents a schism, which otherwise would be. The man continuing 
in communion, all things will tend to an accommodation: whereas in 

a separation every thing is aggravated to the widening of the gap, 
as we see by constant and woful experience. A separate party never 

thinks itself far enough off from any terms of reconciliation. 

The second difficulty, which concerns, as I said, both the bishop 

and the curate, is this. By the order of the church of England, no 
person is to be admitted to partake of the holy communion till he be 
confirmed, or be ready and desirous to be confirmed. And a quali- 

fication required of every person before he be brought to the bishop 

to be confirmed is, that he have learned (or, as it is expressed in 
another place, can answer to) the questions of the Catechism. Now 

in that Catechism there happens to be a mention of infants being 

baptized. For after that it has declared that baptism is to be given 

upon a covenant of faith and repentance, it follows ; ‘ τ. Why then 

‘ are infants baptized, when by reason of their tender age they can- 

‘not perform them? <dAnsw. Because they promise them both by 

‘ their sureties: which promise, when they come to age, themselves 

“are bound to perform.’ Now this man being asked that question 

would not make that answer: but would say, they ought not to be 
baptized till they can perform them. 

But besides, that one may answer here (much as in the other 

case) that the practice is such, that not half the people that come to 

the communion are asked whether they have been confirmed or 

not: and also, that those who come to be confirmed when they are 

of the age of a man are seldom or never examined in the questions 

of the Catechism, provided it does by other ways sufficiently appear 

that they do understand the principles of religion ; the questions as 
they stand in the Catechism being seldom put but only to children. 
Besides this, I say, it appears to have been the meaning of the 
Church in that question and answer, not to determine this point, 

whether infants are to be baptized (of which no Englishman at 

that time made any doubt): but to determine this point; whether 
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infants that are baptized are baptized upon any other covenant than 
that upon which grown persons are baptized, viz. of repentance and 
faith. And it determines that they are not baptized on any other, 
but the very same: only with this difference; that an adult person 
is baptized into the hopes of the kingdom of heaven, inasmuch as he 
does believe; and an infant is baptized into the same, on condition 
that he do, when he comes to age, believe. And this indeed is a 

principle very necessary to be rightly understood. For a mistake 
herein might hinder those who are baptized in infancy from under- 

standing the obligation that lies on them to faith and obedience, as 
ever they hope to partake of the kingdom of heaven: to prevent 
which mistake this clause of the Catechism seems to have been in- 
serted. So that though the Church do here suppose indeed, or take 

it for granted, that infants are generally baptized ; yet that is not 

the thing which she here defines: not that they are to be baptized ; 
but w/y (or upon what terms) they are baptized. And this is a 
thing which an antipsdobaptist holds as firmly as any man; that 
all baptism is to be upon this covenant. And he will readily assent 
to this; that supposing or taking it for granted that infants were to 

be baptized, they must be understood to be baptized on that cove- 
nant, viz. to enjoy the kingdom of heaven, on condition they do, 

when they come to age, perform the duties of faith and repentance. 
And since this is the substance of what the Catechism there 

teaches, and the Catechism was intended, not to determine contro- 

versies, but to teach fundamental principles; I believe that the 

bishops would not refuse to confirm such a person, (otherwise sound 

in the faith and conformable, and desirous of communion,) though 
he should own his sense in his answer to that question of the Cate- 
chism. This I think; but I end this discourse, wherein the 

authority of the church is concerned, as I began it; viz. in sub- 

mittine my opinion to theirs, and leaving it to themselves to 

determine whether they would or not, or ought or not. 

There are on the antipzdobaptist’s part, concerning his acceptance 

of communion with the Church, these two. difficulties : 

Some men of that way do think, that all such as have no other 

baptism but what was given in infancy and by affusion, are no 
Christians ; and that to bid them hold communion with such, is as 

much as to bid them hold it with heathens. I hope there are not 

many such: and Mr. Stennet reckons it a slander on the antipzdo- 

baptists. And I am glad to find by his discourse that he is cordial 
in the abhorrence of so unchristian a notion. And therefore I shall 

say the less of it; having a natural antipathy against talking with 
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any one whose principles are so desperately uncharitable as this 
comes to.. What I said before, § 6, to shew that this difference 

about the age or manner of receiving baptism is not a fundamental 
one, is applicable here. Let a man that has this thought first read 
that, and then let him consider further, what becomes of the church 

of Christ at this rate. Wili he think that Christ has had no church 

but in those few times and places where this opinion has prevailed ? 

Peter of Clugny (whom I quoted part 11. ch. 7. § 5.) urges the 
Petrobrusians with this dreadful consequence five or six hundred 
years ago, that if infant-baptism be not valid, there had been never 

a Christian in Europe for three or five hundred years before: and 

that account is much increased now. 

The sophisters in logic have a way by which, if a man do hold 
any the least error in philosophy, they will by a long train of conse- 
quences prove that he denies the first maxims of common sense. 
And some would bring that spiteful art mto religion ; whereby they 
will prove him that is mistaken in any the least point, to be that 
antichrist who denies the Father and the Son. If the pedobaptist 

be mistaken, or the antipedobaptist be mistaken; yet let them not 

make heathens of one another. The denial of the Quakers to be 
Christians, those of them I mean that do believe the Scriptures, has 
such a dreadful consequence with it; that one would not willingly 

admit it, (though they do deny all baptism,) because they do how- 
ever profess that which is the chief thing signified and intended by 
baptism. But since both the parties we speak of now, do own the 
religion professed in baptism, and do also both use the outward 
sign; supposing that one side do err in the mode of it or the age of 
receiving it: to conclude thence that they are no Christians, is the 
property of one that knows not what spirit he is of. To receive 

baptism one’s self in that way which one thinks the fittest, is one 

case: but it is another, and very different case, to judge all those to 

condemnation that have received it another way. Who art thou that 

judgest another man’s servant? 1 know that the antipzdobaptists 

do not admit to the Lord’s Supper, when it is administered by 
themselves, any but what are baptized in their way. But I speak 

now of one that is to receive it, not to administer it: he that 

receives it has no charge on his soul of the way in which those that 
receive with him have been baptized. But I have said more than 
is, I hope, needful on this head. 

The Confession, which I mentioned before, of one hundred churches 

of antipedobaptists, does not say, that only the adult are capable of 
baptism: it says but thus; ‘they are the only proper subjects of 
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‘ this ordinance ;’ and they do not say, that immersion is necessary 
to the administration ; but ‘that it is necessary to the dve admunis- 
‘ tration of it. I mentioned at ch. v. §6 how the Christians of 
Africa and of Europe differed as much as this comes to, in their 

opinion of the validity of baptism given by schismatics: insomuch 
that the Africans baptized anew any schismatic that came over to 

the church; the Europeans did not so. But yet these churches did 
not break communion for this difference. A presbyter or bishop of 
Africa, coming to Rome, joined in communion; though there must 

needs be, in the congregations there, several who, according to his 
notion of the due way of baptizing, were not duly baptized; and 
whom he, if he had had the admitting of them into his own church 
in Africa, would have baptized anew. But he left this matter to the 
conscience and determination of the church of the place. And by 

this means of both parties’ continuing communion, the whole matter 
in which they differed was at last amicably adjusted, as I there 

shew. And whereas the conduct of Stephen of Rome, who would 
have made a breach of this, has been since blamed by all the Christ- 
ians, as well of Rome as of other places; the conduct of Cyprian of 

Africa, who gave his determination of the question with this 

additional clause®, [neminem judicantes, aut a jure communionis 

aliquem, si diversum senserit, amoventes: ‘not judging any one, 
‘nor refusing communion with him, though he be of the other 

‘ opinion],’ has been since applauded by all Christians in the world, 

as a saying worthy of so excellent a martyr of Jesus Christ, and a 

precedent fit to be observed in the determination of all questions 

that are not fundamental. 
The other difficulty is, that if such a man do come to join in the 

prayers of the Church of England: if there be an infant brought to 

be baptized in the time of the public service, he cannot join in the 

prayers used in that office: or, at least, not in all of them. 

This must be confessed, while he holds that opinion. But I 

shewed before, at § 4, that this ought not to hinder his joing in 

the other prayers: so that paragraph may serve for answer to this. 

He may, when the people are kneeling at those prayers, stand up, 
or sit and read in his Bible. There were in king William’s time 

some, that, not being satisfied about his title, thought they ought 
not joi in, or say Amen to, some of those prayers wherein he was 

named. However they were blamed by the state for not agreeing 

ἃ Chap. 29. [See above, p. 555, 675. | ‘porum Ixxxvii. de Hereticis Baptizan- 
€ Proloquium Sti Cypriani in Concil. ‘ dis,’ in St. Cyprian’s works, p. 229. edit. 

Carthag. (See the first and last sentences _‘ Fell. p. 329. edit. Benedict. } 
of the piece, entitled ‘Sententia Episco- 
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in those: they were never blamed by the church for continuing to 
join in the rest. 

What I have said of the antipszdobaptists does plainly reach to 
the case of several other dissenters. And that with greater force of 
the argument, because they differ less from the church in opinions. 

One thing I am persuaded of concerning the antipdobaptists ; 
and that is, that if they were convinced that this joing in the 
public service of the Church were lawful and practicable for them, 
they would join at another rate than some shifting people do nowa- 
days. I take them generally to be cordial, open, and frank express- 
ers of their sentiments. If they thought that St. Paul’s command 

of ‘receiving one another’ did reach to this case that I have been 
speaking of, (as I think it does,) they would not interpret it 

trickishly, as some lawyers do a statute in which they seek a flaw 
and an evasion: to lurk behind the words of it, while they defeat 
the true meaning. They would conclude, that what God commands 
us to do, he means we should do cordially, sincerely, and dona fide ; 

and not to deal with his word as a Jesuit does with an oath. And 

therefore that if his word do bid us receive one another, he means 

we should do it entirely. 
There is one entreaty that I would use to them; which is, that if 

they be at all moved to consider of such joiming, and to deliberate 
whether it be lawful, or be a duty, or not, they would make a good 

and prudent choice of the men whose advice they ask about it. 

There are some men among all parties (I hope it is not many) that 
do promote divisions out of interest. These, as St. Paul says, serve 

not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly. They consider if the 

schism should drop, what would become of that esteem, credit, 
applause, admiration, gain, &c., which they get by heading and 
leading of parties: they must then be but as common Christians, 
walking even with the rest in a beaten road, and all the glory of 

setting up new ways would be lost. These are not fit for any pious 

and sincere man to trust with the direction of his conscience ; nor 

likely to give a true verdict. On the contrary, they are the cause 

of most of the divisions which Christ has forbidden. He says that 
offences [or scandals] must come: and St. Paul says, there must be 
heresies [or divisions]. We may say of both, Woe be to the men by 
whom they come. The civil law has, I think, a rule, that when any 

great mischief appears to be spread among the people, and it 15 not 
known who were the authors that first set it on foot, it should be 

inquired, Cui bono,fuit ? Who are the men that are likely to get any 

advantage by it? and to suspect them. These that promote division 
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for interest, keep their consciences, as beggars do their sores, raw 
and open on purpose, and would not have them healed for any 
money. Let not any honest man trust them with the keeping of 
his. But apply to a man who (of which opinion soever he be) is 
cordial, sincere, and has no interest in the advice he gives. 

I shall conclude with the words of St. Paul, which I have made, 
as it were, the text of this sermon: Receive ye one another, as Christ 
also received us. Christ received us, when we were not only silly, 
mistaken, erroneous, but sinful too. He received us, that he might 

make us wiser and better. St.Paul adds; ἐο the glory of God: 
meaning, that God is no way more dishonoured than by our 
divisions, nor any ways more glorified than by our unity and 
receiving one another. 

The whole context is thus, Rom. xv. 5, 6, 7: 

Now the God of patience and consolation grant you to be like 

minded [1. 6. unanimous] one toward another according to Christ Jesus: 

that ye may with one mind and one mouth [1. 6. unanimously] glorify 
God, even the Kather of our Lord Jesus Christ. Wherefore [or to 
which purpose that you may so do] receive ye one another, [though 
differing in opinion,] as Christ also received us, to the glory of God. 
Amen. 

WALL, VOL. I. Noy 

AN ALPHABETICAL 
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OF SOME FEW MATTERS. 

Antipedobaptism. 

St. AusTIN (year after the apostles 317) disputing for the doctrine of original 

sin, and Pelagius against it, do both agree that no Christian (catholic or sectary) 

that either of them had read or heard of, was an antipedobaptist; p. 237, 302- 

The opinion of antipzedobaptism not a sufficient cause of separation; ch. wit. 

Baptism 

Given by the Jews to proselytes, and their infant children; Introduction. Given by 

the Christians generally by dipping; p.570: but by affusion in case of weak- 

ness, &c.; p. 571. Other washings beside dipping are in Scripture called 

baptism, or the baptizing of a man; p. 536. 

Bishops. 

The Christians of Irenzeus’ time [anno 180] were able to reckon up those that 
were placed bishops by the apostles in the several churches, and their successors 

to that time; p. 36, 603. Valentinian the emperor said, It was a thing too great 
for him to undertake, to nominate a bishop; p. 392. ‘They were wont in the 

primitive church to be chosen by the clergy and people of the diocese; p. 571. 

Councils. 

Infant-baptism not instituted or enacted in any council; but in all that speak 
of it, is supposed or taken for granted as a Christian doctrine known before ; 

p. 85, 162. One of the earliest councils since the apostles’ time speaks of it ; 

p.78. The councils of Carthage and Milevis, [anno 416, ] and that of Carthage, 

[anno 418,] do not enact that infants must be baptized, (that being a known 

thing before,) but that baptism is in them for remission of sin; p. 263, &c., 290, 

&e., 347; 348. 

Dipping Infants in the Font. 

The general use formerly; p.570. When left off in the several countries of 

Europe; p. 576—584. Still used in all countries, hot or cold, except such where 

the Pope’s power does or did prevail; p. 588, 589. 
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Godfathers in Baptism. 

Used by the Jews at the circumcision of their children, and at the baptism of 

an infant proselyte, or disciple; Introduction. Mentioned as used by the 

Christians in the baptism of infants within one hundred years after the apostles, 
and all along afterward; p.58. The answer that they made in the name of the 

child; p.162, 322, &c.; 603, ἄς. The parents commonly were the godfathers ; 
p. 165, 170. 

Infants. 

Whether baptized or not in the apostles’ time, could not be unknown to the 
Christians that were ancient men one hundred or one hundred and fifty years 

after the said time; Preface. In what sense said to be regenerated by the Holy 
Spirit; p.173, 175. ‘The ancients did not think that infants have faith; p. 172, 

174,175. Not baptized in houses but in cases of the utmost extremity ; p. 188. 

Dying unbaptized thought by the ancients to miss of heaven, but yet to be 
under no punishment, or a very mild one; p.452—467. Dying after baptism, 
and before actual sin, agreed by all the Christian world to be saved; p. 471, &c. 

If offered by their parents or owners to baptism, ought to be baptized, of what- 

soever parents born; p. 473, 474, &c. 

Polygamy 

Forbidden in the New Testament; p. 96. 

Regeneration or being born again. 

The word regeneration, regenerated, &c., never used by the ancients but when 

they speak of baptism; p. 443, 639. 

Rebellion. 

St. Ambrose concludes that Maximus and Eugenius are in hell, for their rebel- 

lions, though against a tyrannous and heretical emperor; p. 373. 

Schism. 

The penance for it to last ten years ; Ρ. 92. 

Sects. 

No sect before the year 1100, that allowed any baptism at all, denied it to 

infants ; p. 307—318. 

Socinians 

Endeavour to bring into disrepute all the ancient Christians, and their writings ; 

p- 421, 422; argue against the doctrine of the Trinity, not in a serious, but in a 

mocking way; p.556. 
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ROMEV git OA intents Nicaea kia Ρ. 154 
Eo COE Wi 1s OF aes tiicesheis chek < datioee ΠΡ οὐ. 

ἜΡΓΟΥ πα Ὁ ἐγ 8 δ Δ ΣΡ τς τ Ὁ 5 ὅν Polls; ΤΕΥ 250: 

τ ον χν 204m ξριθ ν᾿ νον βιὸς τον βγλεουν τῆν οἱ τς p. 312. 

29 Πρ Pinan eet pce Scene Vern p- 609. 

Coli Br 12! 5 Hessen tanereietets eee p- 40. 

Col aitigs 4. cesstremp re airs cine dealers p- 609. 

PHS. cca caer eee ἐτῶν τα Ρ. 149. 

1 Ret, τπ|. 0: νύν, νὴ νον πον ἘΠ ΠΡ 52. 

P-JORN TT. Fore. wale area Ρ. 443. 

Amendments of Readings in the Fathers, which restore the Sense. 

August. de Natura et Gratia, c. 36. quod lege quid. .......... p. 251. 
Aupust. de Gen. ad lit. lib’ ΧΙ ¢: 23. 6556 1 6580 © ata e oes p- 179. 

@oncil: Carthage: 11. Canii48. ne lian foci. ss acco ἘΠ p- 192. 

Gennadius, Catalog. verbo Pelagius, eulogiarum 1. eclogarum ... p. 269. 

Hieronym. Epist. 153. de monogamia 1. de anima ......... ΠΡ. 21: 

Hilarius de Synodis, prope finem, invisibiliter 1. indivisibiliter .. p. 44:. 

Wicklyff. Trialog. l. iv. ὁ. 11. baptizari |. baptizare ........... p- 578. 

ADDITIONAL NOTES. 

P. 410,%. The edition of 1542, as I find by a copy in the Cathedral Library of 

Chichester, leaves out the passage relating to the Church of Rome, and reads, 

‘ the second, that ye geve Chrystendom to chyldren.’ 

P.412,!. Mehrning.| Walchius has taught me, that the book quoted under 

this title is a German version (by Jacob Mehrning) of a Dutch treatise, ‘On the 

‘ Vanity of Infant-baptism,’ composed by Hermannus Montanus.—Mehrning’s 
Version was published at Dortmund, in 1646, 1647.—It may be noticed, that a 

tract under the same title appeared in English in the year 1642, and was answered 

in 1644 by William Cooke. 

P. 423. It should have been noticed, that the tracts here cited, as well as that 

mentioned at p. 434, form a portion of that Collection which was published by 
the Unitarians, in 3 vols. 4°. in 1693, 1695, &ce. 

P. 565, line 9. By the kindness of the present Bishop of Rochester (1844,) I 

learn that the manuscript in question has not been restored to the repository from 

which it had been purloined; so that all hope of recovering it, after so long an 
absence, must now, I fear, be given up. 

END OF VOL. I. 

ὐπννυ πε δδδοΝδδοδιι 







Ee 
Ἐ- 

>
 

[] 

Ξ 
ὃ 

a
 

‘e) 
βά 

A. 

‘
u
s
t
T
y
d
e
q
 

y
u
e
s
u
y
 

20 
A
r
o
4
y
s
t
y
 

s
u
y
 

W
e
t
T
T
 tA
 
“
τ
τ
θ
 



ALAN thye es 
. i thie 

S
o
a
 

i
n
e
s
 sa 

PSS 
Τ
Σ
 

po
lm

nt
er

n 
ige

n 

ee πῇ 

Agen
a 

g
t
k
 

Z 
2 

-
΄
 

᾿ 
ot
ra
” 

aad 
ie 

at
 

St
 

am
in
es
 

at, 
e
a
t
 

Ae 
ἄν
 

Se 
F
l
e
 

Τ
Ω
Ν
 

> 
ee
 

e
e
 

ser 

ng at 


