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O R, A

DEFENCE
O F

1 N F A N T-B A P T I S M, &c;

SECTION L

^ general Fiew of the Argument.

PI E N God gave to Abraham the

Covenant of Circiimcifion [^], this

religious Rice was adminiftred,

upon the ground of his own
faith \b\ to all the males, i. e.

all the capable members of his family, from
B 2 eight

[a] A6ls vH, 8. \y\ Rom. iv. 2.
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eight days old and upwards, according to their

feveral and refpedive ages [r] : Abraham him-

felf being ninety years old and nine when he

was Q\rQ.umc\k6JJhmaely his fon, thirteen years

old, &c[i]. But, for the future, the ap-

pointed time of Circumcifion, in ordinary,

was the eighth day fidm the birth ; except-

ing the cafe of new Profelytes, e. g. the 6*^-

chemite^ \e\ and others, whofe families were

circumcifed together, 2.%Abrahams\i2.d. been[/l.

In like manner, when the Covenant of Bap-

t'tfm \g\ was given to the Chriflian Church,

it feems very natural to fuppofe, that this fa-

cred rite alio was adminiftred to perfons of

every age both old and young. For, Cbrijl-

tan baptifm came in the room of Circumci-

fion, fo as to fuperfede it [h] ; and we find,

at the beginning of the Gofpel Difpenfation,

whole kctifekolds baptized together [/], as A-
braham's houfehold had been circumcifed to-

gether, (though there is no exprefs mention

of any young children being then admitted to

the ordinance, in the one cafe more than in

the other.) But, it is analogous to think,

that the ufual time of admiiillring baptifm,

aftej'i'vards, (excepting here a2;ain the Cafe of

new Profelytes) was in the ftate of Infancy.

Becaufe,

[f] Gen. xvii. 23. [a] Gen. xvii. 24, 25.
[e] Gen. xxxiv. 24. [/] Gen. xvii. 23. [g]\ Pet. iii. zi.

[/'] l>y chriJUan haptifm I mean bapiiGn, as adminiftred
in the chrijlian churchy commencing after tlic death of Chrift,

whereby circumcifion &c. was vacated.

[/J Afls xvi. 15, 33. I Cor. i. 16.
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Becaufe, there is no particular dired:ion in

the Gofpel to defer baptifai ordinarily even to

the eighth day from the birth, and much lefs

beyond it, and left of all to riper years ; and

therefore it might well be judged lawful and
expedient before. However, in this light the

matter hath always appeared to me, and I be-

lieve to mod other men.

Neverthelefs, as the facred Hiftory often

fpeaks of adult baptifm (which, as every one

muft perceive, was a thing unavoidable at the

firft inftitution of chriftian baptifm, even

fuppofing, not only that children alfo were

to be baptized, but that baptifm, as a (land-

ing ordinance in the chriftian church, like

circumcifion in i\\QyewiJh church, was chief-

ly defigned for children) I fay, becaufe the

facred writings of the new Teftament make
frequent mention of adult baptifm, without

exprefsly naming the baptization of children;

this hath lead feme perfons to conclude, that

none, but the adult were, or ought to be bap-

tized. Now, this, J imagine, is to turn arl

accidental circwnftance into a ftandingrule,

as the dcitendants of IJImjael did^ who cir*-

Gumcifed not their children before the J3tH
year of their age, becaufe IJJmael himfelf hap-

pened to be (o old, when he was circumcifed,

at the time of the firft inftitution of the

riteof circumcifion [k], ^Ahd, ^ii xht l/kma-

elites

[i] Jofeph. J. antlq. lib, i.
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chtcs could commit fach a miftake, as to the

time of adminillring circumcifion, contrary

to an exprefs command, fixing it to the eighth

day ; it is poflible that others might fall into a

like error about the time of admitting per*

Ions to baptifm, though the proofs for InjanU

baptijm in the chriflian church, were as clear,

and ftrong, as the evidence for Infant-cir^

cumcifion in the Jemfo church. It is there-

fore no fufficient ground of prejudice, or

objedtion, againft Infant-baptifm, if fome

perfons diflike, or difufe it ; efpecially when

it fliall be confidered, how many more, on

the other fide, have declared for it, and how

long it hath been pradifed in the chriftian

church.

The Antiquity of this pradice is the Subje(Sl

of our prefent Enquiry. And here again, fo

far as I am able to judge, want of attention

to the ftate and circumftances of perfons and

things, in the Primitive Church, hath proved

the caufe of error and deception. For, it

was by degrees that the chriftian religion gain-

ed ground in the world ; and fo, from time

to time, new Converts came over to the chrif-

tian church, and, by confequence, adult bap-

tifms were very common of courfe in the ear-

lier ages. But, to conclude from hence, as

fome perfons would do, that Infant-baptifm

was not in ufe at that time, is evidently a

wrong conclufion. For, it by no means fol-

lows^ that Infants were not ordinarily bapti-

zed
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zed in thofe days, only becaufe adult perfons,

not born of chriftian parents, were admitted

to baptifm. The Antipedo-baptifts them-

felves vouchfafe, to grant *' that Infant-baptifm
*' began to fpread in the third century, and
** generally prevailed in the fourth [/]." And
yet during that period, there are fome remark-

able inftances, and examples of adult bap-

tifm. 'Tis true ; thefe cafes have been mif-

taken, and mifreprefented. For, the per-

fons, fo baptized, were not born of baptized

chriftian parents, as fome have fqppofed, and

upon that fuppolition denied the general ufe

of Infant-baptifm in the firft ages of the

chriftian church. The pretence, I own, was

very plaufible at the firft, and before the mat-

ter of fad came to be critically examined by

the light of hiftory. To read, or to hear,

that fuch eminent and illuftrious perfonages,

as Conftantine, ConJiantiuSy Gratiarty Theodo^

fius the firft, &c. were not baptized in their

infancy ; this^ upon a flight and fuperficial

view, might be apt, to raife a ftrong fufpi-?

cion, that Infant-baptifm was a thing little

known, or pradifed, at the time of their na-^

tivity. But, upon a particular examination of

thefe and the like inftances, it appears, that

mgft, if not all of them relate to perfons,

whofe

[/] " Infant-Baptifm was moved for in the third Century;
^* got footing, and eftabliihment in the fourth and fifth; and
" fo prevailed until the time of the Reformation." Dr,
QUI, The Divine Right of hf. Bap. iy,amined, ^-c, p. 24.
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whofe parents (one, or both) at the time

of their birth, were not baptized Chrijliam

themfelves [m'], Confequently, no argu-

ment can be drawn, or pertinently urged, from

luch examples, to difprove the conftant ufe

of Infant- baptifm, in relation to the children

of profefied chriftians. A fingle exception,

or two, if any fuch be found, cannot be

thought of fufBcient force, to fet afide a ge-

neral rule, or to prove a contrary cuftom

;

efpecially confidering that a delay of baptifm,

in fome cafes, may be otherwife accounted

for, without fuppofing Infant-baptifm not to

have been generally pradtifed in the fame pe-

riod.

This Poirrt, I prefume, hath been cleared

up by other hands, particularly by the ufe-

ful labours of Dr. IVall-, to the conviction of

the mod judicious and learned Antipedo-bap-

tifts themfelves -, becaufe, they are now filent

upon this head. There is, I confefs, one

Norcot (to fay nothing of others [;2]) who
hath again made a flourifli with thele great

names in a book called, Believer s Baptifm

difplayed [o']. But, he hath difplayed little

wifdom, or modefty in fo doing. His leader

feems to have been Colonel Da?2vers that no-

ted

[m] See WalPs Hijl. of Infant-Baptifm. Part. ;. Ch. 3.

[«] Some of the more illiterate among the Antiiacdo-bap-

tills are often haranguing upon the fame fubjedt, both in pub-

lic, and private.

[oj See his Pollfcript.
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ted romancer [/>]. In (hort, all the inrtanceSi

referred to before, have been fliewed to be

nothing to the purpofe, excepting one only,

and that a dubious one at the mod -y viz. the

cafe of Gregory Nazianzen j at the time of

whofe birth, that his father, (though after-

wards a Bifhop) was a chriftiani is far from

being certain [j]. The general ftream of hif-

tory would prove the contrary, but for one

fingle paffage in his life, writ by himfelf [r] y

\yhich therefore hath puzzled all the Critics*

So that that the learned Dr. W^all could find

no way, to reconcile it with hiftorical truth^

but by fuppofing a corruption of the text, and

offering an emendation [i]. But, as I am not

fond of fuch expedients, I would humbly
propofe another method of removing the dif-

ficulty, e. g. thm : When Gregory Nazian^

C zen^

[p] Dr. U^all bath given his character. . Hift. of Inf. Bap^

Part 2. ch. 2.

[?] T^hat Greg. Nazianxen's father was once a Heathen,

appears from what himfelf fays of him. De Vita fua.

Ocroq J^iTiAQs -d-vjiZv ly.oi yjovo^. i. e.

Nondum tot anni funt tui, quot jam in facfls

Mihi funtperadi viftimis.

[j]
** If one wei-e to amend by the fenfe without anv

*' book, or manufcript, I fhould think that ^vaiuv has crept
** in by miftake for ^oKlc^v^ Sec. Tote are not fo old, as mj
*' gray hairs are,' h to the purpofe of the Father*s ar-

** gument at that place." Hift. of Inf. Bap. p. 2. ch. 3.

feft. q. Edit. 3. It will yield as congruous a fenfe, if, for

KTva-^v, we read (pvffieovr a participle agreeing with g^o^,

which is an eafier corrci!lion. (pv(TiaVy et'^y^aivmi ^nnv^tZ'/'

Hefych. Thus, the fenfe will bj, \ have been troubled 'witlr

Mn ajlhma before you n-vas born.
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zen's father fpeaks of the time offa orifices^

he might refer, not to the time when himfelf

was made a Bifhop, (which probably was at

a very advanced age, as he was a heathen in his

younger days) but to what was the moft

ufual time, in thofe days, of Bifliops enter-

ing upon their office ; and this, according to

the Conflitutkm [/], was at fifty years of age,

though that rule was not always obferved \u\.

Thus then, the good old Bifhop, urging his

fon to aflid him in his weighty charge, may
be conceived, to tell him, among other Ar-

guments, ** that he had furvived (the com-
** mencement of) the Epifcopal age, more
** years than his fon had lived :" and not,

that his fon had not lived fo many years, as

himfelf had been a Bifhop, according to the

Latin tranflation.— 1 fabmit this remark to

the judgment of the critical, and candid

Reader. x'\nd if, after all, it (ball not ap-

pear of fufKcient weight and force, to ferve

the purpofe intended ; yet, from the fingle

inflance of Gregory Nazianzen^ no argu-

ment can be drawn (as I hinted before) to

difprove the general practice of Infant -bap-

tifm in that age ; for, by the confeflion of

Antipedo-baptifls themfelves, it generally pre-

vailed in the fourth Century. But, that it

then

[/] Conllit. Apod. lib. 2. cap. i.

[«J 6Vr Bingfxim, Antiq. of the Qhr, Cb. B. 2. Ch, la
^. I.
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.then jirft began to prevail^ or received it's ef-

tablijldment ^ as is pretended lyol \ this is a

mere prefumption, without any hiftorical

proof, as I hope to (hew in the Sequel, by
confidering the practice of the primitive

churchy with reference to Infant -Baptifm,
in the time of St. Augiijliny and from thence

tracing it back to the firil ages of all •j*4'»

SECTION IL

A View of Ltfant-^Baptifm in the

fourth Century.

IN order to fix the antiquity^ and trace

back the original, of Infant-Baptifm, we
fliall begin at the time of St. Augujlin^ who

C 2 flou'

\yS\ See Dr. Gi/I, ubi fupra

.

•\\- The order of Catechumens in the primitive Church
has been alledged as a proof, that Infant- Baptifm was notprac-

tifed in thefe days. But this can be no proof at all. For that

order fubfifted in the time of St. Aujlin : [Vid. Auguftin dc

Fide Catechumen, &c.] when Infant-Baptifm, as its opponents

acknowledge, was in common ufe. The truth is, the order

of Cfitechumens, (properly fo called, viz. thofe who were in-

ftruded in the Chriflian religion to prepare them for baptifm,)

were not perfons born of baptized Chrillian Parents, but fuch,

(or their children) as relinqui^ed Paganifm, and came o^ver ta

the Chrijiian faith : as Lord King obferves. [Enquiry into

the Conftitution, &c. of the Primitive Church. P. 2. Ch. 3.

S. 3. Compare the learned Beza's note on i Cor, vii. begin*

ing]
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flouriflied about the end of this century, and

in whofe days the pradlice of Paedo-baptifm

did confefledly prevail. But, when it is pre-

tended, that it was chiefly owing to his in-

fluence, and authority, that it did fo gene-

rally prevail, either then or afterwards [a:]; this

pretence is a contradidion both to hiftory and

to common fenfe. For, St. Auguftin him-

felf fpeaks of it, as the antient pradice of the

f/W'U^r/j/ church [;»]. And how could he be

fo rafh and ftupid, as to affirm fuch a thing,

if Infant-Baptifm was generally known in his

days, to be a non^el^ or late invention, which

owed it's efiablijhment to himfelf? Let me
farther obferve, when the Pelagians were

ftrongly preflTed with an argument, in proof

of Original Sin, from Infant-baptifm ; they

never denied it to be an apoftolical inftitution,

or the perpetual pradice of the chriftian

church ; which, being the (horteft way to

get clear of the difficuhy, they would un-

doubtedly have taken it, if they had any

ground for fuch a pretence, as they muft
have had according to the modern hypothe-

sis of our Antipaedo-baptifts. Their hypothe-

cs therefore is groundlefs and abfurd. For
any one to fay, that the Pelagians durjl 77ot

deny

[x] Set Tomha Examen. p. i;.

m [ vj Ut antiquilus univerfa Ecclefia pertineret fideles par-^ valoi originalis peccati remiiriocicm per Chrifti baptifmunii

Con(ccuLOS. Jugujllttcont. Pelag, lib. 5,
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deny Infant-Baptifm \z\ is an idle conceit; and

plainly faying nothing, for want of having

fomething to fay. For, what diirjl not they

do, who had the courage, to deny Original

Sin? which was generally confidered, at that

time, and flrenuoufly urged, as the ;;^round,

and reafon of Infant-Baptifm ; fo that upon
this very fcore they were charged with deny-

ing Infant-Baptifm, as a confeqaence of their

denying Original Sin, but they difowned the

charge \ and acknowledged the neceflity of

Infant-Baptifm, though upon a different

ground [a\. It was not therefore, for want

of courage -y
for, they were vien of mettle %

but for want of evidence^ that the Pelagians

did not deny Infant-Baptifm. The plain

truth of the matter then is, they could not

deny it. But, the fad: itfelf is enough for

bur purpofe, viz. that the Pelagians did not

deny Infant-Baptifm \b\ when the faireft

opportunity was offered, and they had the

ftrongeft temptation to deny it, if they could

have done it confiftently with honour and

truth. This appears to me an unanfwerable

argument, that the pradice of Infant-Bap-

tifm was far from being a new thing, or look-

ed upon as a human invention ^ in thofe days,

but, on the contrary, was confidered, on all

fides, as a divine inftituvion^^ and the imme-
morial

\z\ Tomtes Examen. P. 2. SeSl. 2. ^
[a] Vid, Hlermym. ad'verf. Pelag. lib. 'i^. fuh. fin. W
\h] Fid. G. 7. Fojjr, Hiji. Pelag. lib. z. par, 2. Uef. 4.
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fnorial praSice of the chriftlan church [c].

Jt is an argument which I fufped the Anti-

pasdo-baptifts do not care to look in the face

;

and, though the celebrated Dr. G/7/hath been

lately forced to attack it, or give up the caafe ;

we {hall prefently fee, that it Hands firm

againfl all his artillery.

One method taken to invalidate the force

of this argument, is alledging other Ecclefiaf-

tical cuftoms, which prevailed as generally in

the primitive church, as Infant-Baptifm, un-

der the notion pf unwritten traditions -, and

yet are not held by us to be apoftolical infti-

tutions. Bi;t before any great execution can

be done this way, it muft be firft (hewn, that

the faid Ecclefiaftical cuftoms have the fame

evidence from the te/iimony of the antients for

their apoftolical inftitution ; that they were

put to the fame te^ with Infant-Baptifm, to

try their true antiquity and authority ; and

that ihcyJfood the trial, as Infant-Baptifm did.

For, if thefe things cannot be made to appear,

'tis evidently not right, but very wrong, to

put them upon the fame foot, as if we werq

equally obliged to receive the one, as the

other, that we may preferve the character of

hone/l men [/]. But more of this matter

hereafter. At prefcnt I (hall apply myfelf to

apar-

[f] See this argument well urged. The Baptifm of Infants

a Reafonable Service. Arg. 5.

[d*] See Dr. Gill's Remarks on the Bap, of Inf. a Reaf Serv,

f.
2-.
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a particalar, and diftindt confideration of ai!,

that Dr. Gill hath advanced, in order to evade

the force of our argument, tis ftated above.

I. Says the Dodor, ** However embar-
*' raffed Pelagius might be with the argu-
*^ ment, it did not lead to a controverfy about
** the fiibjeB^ but the end of baptifm, and
*^ about the latter, not the former was the

" difpute. [^].'* Very well 1 then both fides

were agreed about the JuhjeB of baptifm.

However, the difpute with the Pelagians did

in faB lead to a controverfy about the fub-

jed: of baptifm, fo far as that they were ac-

tually preffed, and even teamed with an argu-

ment from Infant-Baptifm ; as the learned

Dodor cannot but know. And how eafy a

matter had it been for them, to crufli this ar-

gument at once, and get clear of it for ever,

without any more adoe, only by denying Infant-

Baptifm, if they could have denied it with a

fafe confcience ? I appeal to the Dodlor him*

felf, whether this was not the (horteft way,

and the moft cffedtual method, to filence all

his opponents. This may ferve, as a proper

anfwer to what follows {^f\
" Nor was he

'' under fo great a temptation, and much lefs

" neceffity, nor did it fo greatly concern him
** to deny the baptifm of Infants, on account
*^ of his tenet ; fince he was able upon his
*' principles to point but other ends of their

** baptifm,

[e] ihid. p. 20. If] tbiJ.
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^« baptlfo, than that of remiffion of fin ; and

" particularly their receiving, and enjoying

" the kingdom of heaven, &c." There is

nothing in all this, thatafFeds our argument,

in the leaft. We readily grant, that Pela-^

gins was not obliged by his principles to deny

Infant- Baptifm. On the contrary, we affirm,

and maintain, that he neither did, nor could

deny it. But, what we urge is this, that, when

he was vehemently prefied with an argument

from Infant-Baptifm in proofoforiginal fin,In-

fant-Baptifm was confidered as a medium al-

lowed on both fides, and it is what PelaghiS

never difputed, when he had a fair occa^on

given him to deny it, if he could have done

it with any appearance of rnodefi:y, reafon,

and truth.—The Doftor proceeds.

2. [g] **It fhould be known, and obferv-

" ed, that we have no writings of Pelagius

<' extant, &c." But, where is the ufe, or

importance of hewing and obferving this, in

the prefent cafe, when Dr. GUI doth not de-

liy '* that he hath been ufed fairly, and is

*' willing to allow his (i. e.^;/y?/;2'j) author i-

*' ties.". Why, it is here, that we join iflue

with him ; for, it is only upon fuch evidence,

as v/e have^ that we can proceed^ in deciding

any controverted point of this nature. If the

Dc5ior can produce any belter ; we are ready

10 attend to it. But he goes on thus,

3.^' How--



j. [h] " However acute^ learned, arid fa^

** gacious Pelagius was, yet falling in with
** the flream of the times, and not feeing him-
" felf concerned about the y//3/>^i, but the
•' end of baptifm, tnight give hiaifelf no
" trouble to enquire into the rife of it; but
" take it for granted, as Jujiin did, *— that
" it had been the conftant ufage of the church,
*' and an apoflolic tradition."— Upon which
it is obvious to remark, (i.) We have here

a fair conceffion that theJlrearn of the times ran

in favour of Infant-Baptifm, as ihzcou/iant ti-

fage of the churchy and an apoftolic tradition^

in the days of Auftin, and of Peiagius, who
began in the year 400 to teach his errors at

Rome, as fays Dupin [i\ (2.) Thd^t Pelagius

fhould fall in with the ftream of the times^

whatever Auftin might do, is highly imf)ro-

bable. Nor can it be fuppofsd that Auftin
himfelf adted in this manner, without grant-

ing at the fame time, that the practice ofIn-

fant-Baptifm was a prevailing cufrom before

he came into play, which therefore could not

be owing to his influence, and authority \k\
For, though we allow him to be a very acute

man ^ yet furely he could not be the author

of fuch an ingenious contrivance, as firfl: to

raife the ftream of the times, and then faiFer

\{m\{^{ iohz carried away with it. But, in

D refpedt

\h'\ Ibid, p. 21. [/] Hiji. Ecclef. rjl Sec iPaWs
^nfnj:cr to Gtile, p- •^2';,
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refped to Pelagius, I fay, it is highly impro-

bable that he fhould fall in with the ftream

of the times, and take the thing, in qneftion,

for granted without examination. So that

there is no weight, or force in the Dodor's

fuggeftion, viz. " that Pelagius might give

*' himfelf no trouble to enquire into the rife

•^ of Infant-Baptifm." For, w^e are not en-

quiring into Tiitxt pojjibilities, but probabilities^

and fads. And whatever Aufiin was, it is

certain that Pelagius was not of that temper,

and complexion, as to fall in with the ftream

of the times. Witnefs his open oppofition

to the vulgar dodrine of original fin. In this

cafe Pelagius v/ent againft the flream of the

times, and particularly againft Aufiin him-
felf, whether at the head, or in the mrdft of

the ftream. (3.) If Pelagius faw himfelf no

ways concerned about the fubjeds, but the

end of baptifm ; as Dr. Gill fays; this im-
plys, that Jnfant-Baptifm was no point of

controverfy between him, and his opponents.

It was a point in which both fides were ful-

ly agreed; otherwife, when he was urged

with an argument from Infant-Baptifm, he
might have difpatched it at once, and ftruck

all his advtrfuries dumb, by denying Infant-

Baptifm ; as, I am perfuaded. Dr. Gill, or

any other fldlful difputant, would have done
in the fame cafe ; and Pelagius appears to

have been a man of fufficient fagacit\\ I add

of
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oi fpirit too, not to have let flip fuch an ad-

vantage.—But let us attend the Dodto7\

4. " Tho* Pelagius complained, that he

*« was defamed, and flandered by fome, who
<* charged him with denying Infant-Baptifm ;

" yet this, Auftin obferves, was only a (hift

<^ of his, in order to invert the ftate of the

*' queftion, that he might more eafily an-

" fwer to what v/as objecfled to him, and pre-

" ferve tis own opinion [/]."—Now, for my
part, I cannot conceive, with what view Dr.

Gill mentioned this, or with what pertinency

it is brought in here, unlefs with a defign to in-

finuate, that Pelagius, notwithftanding his

pretences to the contrary, did really deny In-

fant-Baptifm. For, the Doftor immediately

adds 5
'* And certain it is, according to Auf-

" tin, that the P^/^^/^/2^ did deny baptifm to

" fgme Infants, even to the Infants of Believ-

/* ers, &c."— But, I mufl leave the Doc-

tor, to reconcile this with what he had

faid, under the laft article, of Pelagius fal-

ling in with the firearn of the times, and fiot fee-

ing himfelfconcerned about the Jubjedfs of bap'

tijm ',
and fo proceed to examine the truth

of bis round aflertion, " that, according to

*' Auftin, the Pelagians did deny baptifm to

" fome Infants, even the Infants of Believ-

" ers." A ftrange aflertion indeed! and a

very falfe one -, as I fhall fhortly prove, I hope

D 2 to

[/] Ibid,
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.to the Doflor's convidion. At prefent, let

us confider, what the complaijit of Pelagius

really was, and Aujli?2^s refledions upon it,

in order to fct the matter in a true light, that

the Reader may not be miflead by the Doc^

tors reprefentation of the cafe. Pelagius then

faid [m] " that he was defamed, and flan-

*' dcred by fome men, as denying the facra-
/' ment of baptifm to Infants^ and promifing
*' the kingdom of heaven to fome without the
**' rcdcrnpticn of Chrijl, But (fays Aujlin)
*' thefe things are not fo objeded to them, as

/' he hath put them. For, neither do they

*' deny the Jacranient of baptifm to Infants^
*' nor promife the kingdom of heaven to any
^' without the redemption of Cbrift, There-
" fore, what he complains of being defamed

'' for,

[w] In literls etiam, quas Romam mifit (fc. Pelagius) ad

beat^e memorise papam Innocentium(quoniam eum in corpore

non invenerunt, et fando papae Zozimo datas funt, atque ad

nos inde dired^e) dicit fe ab hominibus infamariy quod nega,t

par'vulis baptifmi facramentum, et abfque redemptione Chrif"*

ti aliquibus celorum regna promittat. Sed non fic illis

y\^z objiciuntur, ut pofuit. Nam neque parvulis negant bap-

tifmi JacramcKtum, neque abfque redemptione Chrifti haec

tiliquibus ccelorum regna promittunt. Itaque unde fe queritur

it\fam4ri eo modo propofuit^ ut facile ppffet crimini objedlo,

falvo fuo dogmate, refpondere. Objicitu-r autem illis, quod
non'bupcizatos p^trvulos nolunt damnationi primi hominis ob-

noxios confiteri, et in eos tranfiifTe originale peccatum regene-

ratione purgandum, (|uoniam propter accipiendum regnura
cceforum tantummodo eos baptizandos efie contendunt, &c.
— Ecce quod eis pbjicitur de bnpcifmo parvulorum I non quod
.?pfc ita propofuit, ut poiTit furr propcfitioni, quafi adverfantis

ol-jcdiioni, fecundum fua dogmata refoondere. Deniquc,
quomodo r< fpondeat advertite, et videtelatebras, &c. ^i*-

l\tj}in,4t Pefcat. (Jng. cent. Pelag. ct CeUJi. lib.. 2,
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'* for, he hath ftated in fuch a manner, as

^* that he might eafily anfwer to what was
" objeded to him, and preferve his own opi-

" nion, (i. e. as to original fm) Now, that,

*< which is cbjeded againft them, is this^

" that they will not acknowledge unbapti-
'* zed Infants to be liable to the condemna-
" tion of the firft man, and that originalJin
** hath pafled upon them to be purged by re-
*^ generation ; becaufe they maintain, that
" they are to be baptized only that they may
" receive the kingdom of heaven, &c.—Be-
*^ hold what is objected to them concerning
^* the baptifm of Infants! &c." Thus,
whatever fhuffling Pelagius might ufe, it was
not to difguife any private opinion he enter-

tained againft Infant-Baptifm, as Dr. GiU's

way of introducing this matter would lead

one to fufpedt. For, as Auftin affirms, this

was not the thing laid to his charge ; on the

contrary, Auftin exprefsly fays, that the Pe^
lagians did not deny the facrament of baptifm

to Infants, but held that they were to be bap-

tized, that they might receive the kingdom
of heaven.

Let us now examine the truth of our learn-

ed Doctor's alTertion, viz. ** and certain it is,

*' acccording to Auftin, that the Pelagians
" did deny baptifm to fome Infants, even to
** the Infants of Believers, and that for this

" reafon, becaufe they were holy." Here,
upon a little enquiry^ it will appear, that the

Dodtor
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Doftor was lead into a great miftake, by un-

derftanding abjohtely what was only fpoken

hypothetlcaUy. For, the Felagians did not

^bfolutely deny baptifm to the Infants of Be-

lievers ', but they only denied the neceffity of

it upon the fuppofitim of their antagonifts,

viz. that the defign of baptifm was to cleanfe

from Jin: ilill infifting upon the neceffity of

their baptifm^ on another account, viz, that

they m"ght enter into the kingdom of heaven.

It is a difadvantage in this argument, that we
have none of their writings entire, and com-

pleat, but are obliged to take up with fmall

fcraps, and quotations from them, without

the benefit of feeing them in their due order,

-and connexion. However, by a narrow in-

fpedion of the paffage upon which Dr. Gill

hath grounded his rniftake, we fliall eafily

deteft, and expofe his error. St. Auguftin

introduceth the difcourfe thus [«] : " But
'* what we have faid above, in anfwer to

<*' thofe that fay. If a finner begets a finner,

-*' a righteous man (hould beget a righteous

*• man ; the fame we alfo fay in anfwer

** to thofe, who affirm, that one born of a

" baptized perfon (hould be confidered as al-

' ready baptized, &c."—Now, this argument

affecas

\n\ Quod autcm fupra refpondimus adverfus eos, qui di-

CUJit, ft peccator gcnuit peccatorem, juftus quoque juftum

gignercdebuit : hoc etiam his refpondemus, qui dicuntde ho-

ynine baptizato natum, jam veluti baptizatum haberi debu-

•jfle, -&C. Augiipn. de Psccat, merit, (t remis. cont, Peiag,

iib. 2.
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affeas the adult children, as well as the In-

fants, of baptized chriftians. But to proceed

:

a little after we have thefe words [o] ;
*' But

<^ the apoftle fays, your children would be wi-

** clean, but now are they holy : and therefore

<* fay they, the children of Believers ought

" not now to be baptized." This is the

paffage upon which Dr. Gill hath grounded

his affertion, that the Pelagians denied baptifm

to the Infants of Believers. But (not to in-

fift, that the words do not mention Infants,

but children at large, and fo may include the

adult children of Believers j and confequently

make as much againft adult Baptifm, as In-

fant- Baptifm) that the P^/^^/^;2i did not ab-

folutely deny baptifm to the Infants of Believ-

ers, is evident from what follows in anfwer to

their argument 5 v/hich is only argumeniuni

ad hominem. Says Auftin [p]
'' It is not con-

" trary to our affertion, although holy chil-

" dren are born of Believers, that we fay, if

*< they are not baptized, they go into condem-
*' nation ^ to v^hom (viz. the unbaptized chiL

** dren

[o] At enim ait apoftolus, Filii veftri immundi efTent, nunc

autem funt fanfti ; et ideo inquiunt fidelium filii jam baptizari

minime debuerunt. Auguftin. ibid.
^

•

[ />] Et contra noftram quidem non eft affertionem, etiamf*

cxfidelibus fandti propagantur, quod eos dicimus, fi nan bap-

tizantur, pergere in damna<ionem, quibus et ipfi regnum ces-

lorum interchidunty quamvis eos dicant non habere ullum vel

proprium, vel originale peccatum. Auguftin. ibid. Upon an-

other occafion St. Augujiin fays, that the Pelagians never de-

nied, that Infants could not enter into the kingdom of heaven

without baptifm. De Peccuf. Origin, cont. Pelag. U Celejl.

iik. 2.
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** dren of Believers) even they themfelves

•* (viz. the Pelagians) {hut the kingdom of
" heaven, though they fay, they have no
*' fin, perfonal, of original."—And now, let

any impartial Reader judge, whether, as I

faid before, the leamed Do^or was not lead

into a great miftake, by underftanding ahfo-

lutelyy what was only fpoken hypothetically^

For, it manifeftly appears, from the very

words of Auftin in the place referred to by the

DoBor^ that the Pelagians held Baptifm to be

neceffary for the Infants of Believers. There-

fore, they could not deny Baptifm to fuch In-

fants abfoluteh, but only upon the fuppofi-

tion of their opponents, viz. that the defign

of Baptifm was to cleanfe from Jin. And thus,

the diredl contrary of v/hat Dr. Gill afferts is

certain according to Auftin. We (hall take

him tripping again, under the next article^,

and in a yet more egregious manner.

5. " Pelagitis fays 7io fuch things that he
** never heard, no not even any impious he-

*^ retic, who denied Baptifm to Infants [^]."

This is a furprizing aflertion in the Doilor,

For, we fliall prefently prove, and out of his

own mouth, that Pelagius faid the wry thi?jg

itfelf. His words are [r], " that he never

'' heard, no not of any impious heretic, who
*' would fay this concerning Infants, which

he

[q] Ibid. ^.24.
[r] Nunquam fe ve! impium allquem hxrcticum audiiife

qui hoc, quod propo/uit, de parvulia diccret.
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^* he had propofed^ or mentioned/* — " Ths
*' fenfe, as the D^^(9r rightly obferves, de-
*' pends upon the phrafe, quod propofuit, what
** he had propofed, or mentioned, of whom,
** and what that is to be underfiood." BuC
the fame or the like phrafe is ufed feveral

times in the difcourfe, and plainly refers eve-
ry time to the fame perfon, and thing, viz*
" to Pelagius himfelf, and to the ftate of the
*' queftion, as he had put it [j]j" to borrow
the Doclor's words again. Accordingly, the
Dodor fays, tbh feenis to be the fenfe [t].

Well ! thus far we are agreed. Nothing novv
remains, for clearing up the whole matter,

but to coniider, how Pelagius had, in fadl^

ftated the queftion. *^ Reprefenting (fays the
*' Dodtor) that he was charged with promi-
*' ling the kingdom of heaven to foms with-
" out the redemption of Chrift [z/].

" Bat oh,

good Dodlor ! Is this the whole of his reprefen -

mion} {ov prcpoj/tion, to ukStAuJtin% phrafe)

Have you not (I am loth to fay dejignedlj)

dropt the Jirjt part of it? the part, which ex-

prefsly mentions the Baptifm of Infants ? the

very part, in fliort, upon which the prefent

queftion depends ! For, Pelagius had repre-

fented, and complained [w] *' that he was
E «' unjuft-

[i] Ibid, p 23. ut pofait—eo liiodo propofuit—ita propc-
fuit, ut poflic fu^ propofitioni, &c. Vid. fupm not. [ml,

[t] Ibid,^ [«] IbU.

[fLv'] Dicit fe ab hominibus infamari, quod neget parvalis
haptiimi racramsntum, cc abfque redeoiptione Chnfti h<€C aU-
quibus ccelorum regnapromittac. Vid,'inira n.t. [n].
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•* unjuftly charged with denying the facra"
" vient of haptljm to Infanis^ and promifing
•* the kingdom of heaven lo fonie without the

•* redemption of Chrift {' as we have feen be-

fore. Therefore this is, in part, what Pelagius

faid, he never heard, no not of any impious he-

retic that w^oald fay concerning Infant;s, viz.

that they were to be denied Baptifm; which
was one thing falfely laid to his charge, as Pela-

gius complained : and the w^ords refer to the

Jiate of the quefion^ as he had put it, by Dr.

Gill's own confeflion. Confequently, the

learned Do&or is miftaken again, or (which

I would hope is not the cafe) willing to lead

others into a miftake, when he affirms, that

Pelagius fays no fuch thing. And to what
can we impute the DoBors quoting by halves,

and his leaving out the main words of the

fentence, upon which the prefent debate

wholly turns ? but to his excejjive modefly,

whicih could not bear the mortification of a

moft glaring felf-contradidion ? But, upon fe-

cond thoughts, he m^ay fee reafon to retrad:

his following words [a;], *' take the words
*' which way you will, they can't be made
*' fay, that he never heard, that any heretic

" denied Baptifm to Infants." For, taking

the words in kis oum way, they as plainly fay

this, as the other thing he mentions ; becaufe

both are equally included in the propoftion^

or

[a] Ibid. p. 14;
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or in ihtjlate of the qiiefiion^ as Pelaglus had
put it. And if the Baptifm of Infants was
not included in the propofition ; how comes
their Baptifm^ and regeneration in Chrift^ to

be mentioned afterwards with reference to

it \_y\ ? vi\\t\\\tx putat ^ or ijetat^ be the right

reading. Having fet this matter in a proper

light ; let us now follow the Dodtor a fiep

farther.

6. ** Aiifiin himfelf doth not fay, that
** he had never heard, or read of any catho-
" lie, heretic, or fchifmatic, that denied In-
*' fant-Baptifm \z\r — To which I anfwer,

it is not material to the purpofe in hand, whe-
ther Auftin himfelf fays fo, or not. We
have already feen him quote Pelagius^ faying

the ftrongeft thing, that any man could fay,

for the perpetual and univerjrd pradice of In-

fant-Baptifm in the chriftian church from the

beginning. But, the Dodor adds j
'' He

" could never fay any fuch things" and gives

feveral reaibns for it, which we Ihall examine
in their order.

(i.) Says the Dodor [a], " He muft know,
" that Tertullian had oppofedil"— Here the

Dodor hath changed the terms of the propo-
fition. For, he gives it, as a reafon to prove,

E 2 that

[>']/• Dum eos baptizari, et in Chrifto renafci putat.--'
** So it is in my edition of Aujiin ; putat, and not i,>stat, as
" Dr. ^-a// quotes it." Dr. Gill. ibid. p. 23. Vid. Wall's
Hift. of Inf. Bap. p. i. ch. 19. fett. 30.

[«] Ibid. p. 24. [^] Ibid.
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that ^ufti?! had heard of fome body, who
^^/7/W Infant- Baptifm, that he mufi: know,
that Tertullian had oppofed it. But, whatever

Auftin might know of that matter, one thing

he certainly knew, viz. how to diftinguifh be-

tween perfons denying Infant-Baptifm, and

their oppofing, or contradi^ing it, in Jome
fort \b\ Of this kind was T^ertullians oppo-

iition to it. For, whatever he faid againft it,

he did not properly deny Infant-Baptifm; but,

on the contrary, allowed of it in cafes of ne-

cefiity ; as will be (hewn in its proper place.

Therefore the Dod:or's firft argument falls to

the ground. For, St. Aujtin might know,
that I'eriullian had fome way oppofed it, and

yet have never heard of any one that denied

Infant-Baptifm.

(?.)
'* And he himfelf (fays the Doftor [^J)

'* was at the council of Carthage^ and there
** prefided, and was at the making of that ca-
^' non, which runs thus; alfo it is our plea-
** Jure^ that whoever denies^ that new-horn
** Infants are to be baptized let him be
*' o.nathcnia : but to what purpofe was this

'' canon made, if he, and his brethren knew
of none that denied Infant-Baptifm ? To
fay, that this refpecfts fome people, who
were full of the fame opinion with Fidus^

an African BiOiop that lived 150 years be-
'' fore

\h ] ^^es his tvofds in our Title-tacre,

CO Ibid,

<t

C(
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*^ fore this time, that Infants were not to be
^* baptized until they were eight days old, is an
" idle notion of Dodor JVall [d] : can any
*' man in his fenfes think, that a council,

" confiding of all the BKhops in Jifrica^

'' (hould agree to anathemize their own bre-

" thren, who were in the fame opinion, and
" practice of Infant-Baptifm with themfelves;
*' only they thought it ihould not be admi-
*' niftred to them, as foon as born, but at

" eight days old? Credat Judceus Apella^ &cJ'

—Now here let it be obferved (i.) It appears

by the inftance of Fidus (whofe opinion might

poffibly furvive himfelf 150 years; there is

no abliirdity in the fuppofition) that fome per-

fons might be again ft the baptizing of new-

born Infants; and yet not deny Infant-Bap-

tifm, unlefs they could both deny, and prac-

tife it at the fame time. For, Fidus himfelf

was for having Infants baptized, when they

were eight days old ; at which age they furely

were Infants ftill. Accordingly (2.) ThtCanon
before us relates, not to Infants at large, but on-

ly to new- born Infants. For, fo it is expreffed,

both in the Greek [^], and likewife in the

old Latin copy, in a Treatife bound up with

Bx. Aujiin's works \^f\ Therefore, to ex-

tend

y] Hift. of Inf. Bap. part i. cli. 19. Tea. 37.

Canon, i \ z. Synod. Carthag. BaHamon.

[/J Quicunque parvulos recetitei ah uteris matrum bapti-

zandcs negat, &c. Dc Ecclefmji. Dogmat,
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tend the canon farther, than to new-born In-

fants, is evidently to pervert it's meaning, and

to put a fenfe upon the canon, which the

makers of it never intended. For, if they

meant Infants at large ; why did they ufe

fuch a reftridtive term, as new-born Infants

!

It muft then be a wrong conclufion, for any

one to infer from hence, either that Auflin^

or any of his brethren, knew of fome, that

denied Infant-Baptifm. For, if any perfons

v/ere againft the baptizing of new -born Infants

;

it by no means foUow^s, that they denied In-

fant-Baptifm. Becaufe, as appears by the

inftance of Fidus^ thofe, that were in the fame

opinion and pradice of Infant -Baptifm with

themfclves, might neverthelefs think, that it

(liould not be adminiftred to them, as foon as

born. It is obfervable, that St. Aujltn him-

felf \g\ makes mention of new-born children,

by way of contradiftindion from children

eight dayn old, with an eye to the fcruple of

Fidiis. (3.) It is demonftrably certain^ that

this canon v^^as not made againft any perfons,

that denied Infant-Baptifm. Becaufe, it was

made againft Pelagius, and Celejiius^ as is

noted by Photius, who mentions this ca-

non \J:\ But, neither of ihefe men denied

Infant-Baptifm. What then did they deny ?

The refolution of this point will lead us into

the

Ig] De feccator. merit, et remis. lib. ^',

[h'] Bibliothec. Cod. 53.
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the true meaning, and defign of the canon 5

and fo furnifli us with a proper anfwer to the

Do<5tor*s queftion, (viz. " to what purpofe

was this canon made?") without receding in

the leaft from our hypothefis, that the mak-
ers of the canon, even their grand prefident

himfelf (tho' the council confifted of all the

Bifliops in Africa) knew of noiie^ that denied

Infant'Baptifm.—Now, though Pelagius de-

nied, Celejlius confefTed that, according to the

ufual form of Baptifm, Infants were to be

baptized for the retmjion of fin ; sfnd both

agreed in this, that Infants derived no original

fin from Adam, Let us then confider the

canon, which was madeagainfl them jointly,

with proper attention 5 and it will appear to

be judicioufly, and accurately framed, in few
words, according to this double occafion." The
canon bears this title [/],

*' That Infants are, or
" are to be, baptized for theremiffion of fin"*
And it runs thus [K] :

" It is alfo our plea-

" fure, that whofoever deny% that Infants new-^

" born are to be baptized, (e. g. Pelagius) or
" fays that they (hould be baptized, (e. g.
•' Celefiius [/]j for the remiffion offin ; but
" that they derive no original fin from Adatn^

** which

cTtf//, &c.

—

dvaSsucL eiti.

[/] f^id, Augufiin. cont, Qdeji, ^c, lih. 2. de peccat, orig^

^ap. 5.
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" which ought to be cleanfed by the laver

" of regeneraiion, &c. (e. g. both Pelagius^

** and Celeflm) let him be anathema^ Thus,

according to the title^ and to the occafion, and

to the conflni^ion of this canon, it is fo fram-

ed, as that the remijion offm ftands in con-

nexion with the /r//, as well as with the fe-

cond claufe; there being a plain contraft be-

tween Pelagius's denying, and Cclsjtiuss con-

fcjjlng, the Baptifm of Infants for the remif-

fion ofJin. Therefore, that part of the canon

was not made againft any perfon, that abfo-

lately denied the Baptifm even of nei^-born

Infants 5 but agair.fl hm, who denied, that

new-born Infants were to be baptized for the

remifion offn \ as is well known Pelagiiis did,

tho' he lield their baptifm to be neceflary up-

on another account, viz. that they might enter

into the kingdom cf heaven. This difcovers

the rcafon of the council's fo particularly fpe-

cifying new-born Infants, (or, Infants new^

born from their mother s ^womb ; as the canon

expreffes it) Becaufe, as fuch Infants could

not be fuppofed guilty of any a5iual, ov per-

/G?2al fin of their own ; this precifion in word-

ing the canon was intended to limit the rea-

fon of their Baptifm to originalfn. In fhort,

the whole emphafis lies in this circumftance

of Infants being iiew-born. And no one

could rationally pretend, as the council itfclf

thought [w], that fuch Infants ftooJ in need

of

[;77] For, upon that fuppofulon they fay, [ohv yivilat
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of Baptifm in it's then ufiial and common form^

that is to fay, for the remijjion of fin [?2] ;
if

they derived no original fin from Adam. And

this explains the meaning of what the learn-

ed Photius fays of the council at Carthage, who

made the canon under confideration, viz,

[o]
'' that they anathematized ihok, who faid,

*' that new-born Infants flood in no need of

<« Baptifm, becaufe they derived no original

<< fm from ^i^/;^."—Therefore, tho' we have

no occafion to fuppofe with Dr. PVall, *' that

" the canon refpecls fome people, who were

*'
ftill of the fame opinion with Fidus, an

*« 4/r/r^;2 Biihop, that lived 1 50 years before

<* this time;" (Dr. Gill miy call this an idle

notion, if he pleafech ; we want it not)^ Yet

(wonder it, who will) '' a council confiding

*« of all the Bifliops in Africa, did, in fact,

" agree, to anathematize their own brethren,

« who were in the fame opinion, and pradice

" of ///^«^-5^/'^{/'^^ with them l^-lvess" only

they difFered about the reafon of the thing.

Nay we fee bv an exprefs claufe in the canon,
^' '

F that

[«J Infantes autem debere baptizari in rcmiffionem pecca-

toram fecundum regulam uni^erfalis ecclcfu-e confite.nur :

f^ys Celeftius. Augaltin. de peccat. orig. e. 5. Hence that

queftion, Qaid fellinat innocens 2^tas ad remiffionem peccato-

lum? Tertullian. deBaptifmo. ^
, , .^

Tto-u«]o?, cT/a -vl [J.n 'iXKeiV dura. wpoyoviKh ct/>t«PTtrty sg A-

J^^J/lt, dvdLkiAO^TiCei. S/nodus Carthag, contra Pclagium, &
Cekftiuna. Pho;. Biblioth. cod. 55,
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that the members of this council were not fa-

tisfied, if a perfon owned, that Infants were

to be baptized for the remijjion oj fm ; unlefs

he acknowledged that they were to be bap-

tized on the account of original fin alfo. And
doth not Dr. Gill himfelf fay, and fay truly,

(St. All/tin having ttftified the fame thing [/>].)

*' that the controverfy with the Felagiam was
*' TiOt about the JubjeB^ but the end of Bap-
« lifm, and about the latter, and not the for-

*' mer was the difpute [^]/'—This, I prefume,

any competent, and candid Reader will judge

a fufficient anfwer to what the Dodor hath

advanced, both lately, and on a former occa-

fion [r], with reference to the Carthaginian

council, and their famous canon. For, it is

maniftift upon the whole, ** that tho' St. Au-
*' y//;2 prefided in that council, and was at

*' the making of this canon ; he might not-

*' withftanding, have never heard, or read of
*' any catholic, heretic, or fchifmatic, that de-

*' nied Infant-Baptifm."—Let us now confi-

der, what farther props, the Dodtor hath, to

fupport his tottering hypothefis.

(3.) [i] " y/^//;2 himfelf makes mention of

'' fome, that argued againft it after this man-
" ner.

f/>] Concedunt parvulos baptizari oportere. Non ergo

qraeltio e^ inter nos, et iplbs, utrum parvuli baptizmdi fint»

led de causa quaeritur, quiire baptizandi fint. Augujiin. ds *verb^

apoj}. ferm. 14.

[^] Ihid. />, 20.
[rj Dinjine right of Inf. Bapt. examined, tffc p. 3^.
[s] Remarks on Infant Bapt. a reafonable lerv. p. 25.
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^' ner [t]" " Men are ufed to afl<: this queft-
«* ion, fays he, of what profit is the facra-
" ment of chriftian-baptiim to Infants, fee-

** ing when they have received it, for the
«* moft part they die, before they know any
** thing of it." — But neither doth this come
up to the point, or prove, what it is al-

ledged for, viz. that Auftin had heard of any

one (I mean any chriftian, whether catholic^

heretic^ or fcbifmatic) who denied Infant-Bap-

tifm. For (i.) men might afkfuch a queil-

ion for their own information, without deny-

ing Infant- Baptifm, or fo much as arguing

againft it. In the fame place St. Aufiin makes
mention of another queftion, which fome

ignorant people were ufed to afk, in reference

to the death of Infants, and their bodily pains.

" What occafion was there for owt to be born^
** who departed this life, before he could
" merit any thing ?" This queftion he hath

no fooner anfwered, but he mentions the

other queftion produced by the Do(ftor, and

mentions it in fuch a manner, as to put it

upon the fame foot with the former \ii\.

Now, if that queftion was afked by any

chriftian, it could only be for the fake of in-

formation, (and when perfons are ignorant^

it is very commendable in them to defire, to

be informed.) For, it is very abfurd to fup-

F 2 pofe,

[/] Augujiin, de libera arhit.lih. 3. cap, 23.

[«] ^jio loco etiam illud perfcrutari Jiomines folent, facra-"

mentum baptifmi Chrifti quid parvulis profit, &€.
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pofe, that any chriftian would alk the queft-.

ion, with a defign to argue againjl the birth

of children, dying in Infancy. But, there

is the flime reafon to fuppofe tkis^ as the Doc-
tor hath to fuppofe, from the Hke queftion

concerning the Baptifm of children, dying in

infancy, that the perfons, who afked the

queftion, argued againftiX. (2.) If they did

thus argue againft Infant- Baptifm ; it is in-

cumbent upon the Dodtor to prove, that they

were chrijlians. For, there is fome reafon

to doubt of it, confidering in what manner St.

Auftin introduces xht Jimilar queftion going

before, calling it a calumny [w]: And truly,

if it was meant as an objeBion^ it is fuch

calumny, or refledtion upon divine Provi-

dence, as could proceed from the mouth of

none, but men of atheiftical principles.

(3.) They might even argue in this manner
againft Infant- Baptifm ; and yet not deny it ;

jiay, be fo far from denying it, as to prac-

tife it themfelves, fuppofing them to be chrif-

tians. For, there is iuch a thing, as arguing

for arguing s fake : and this very way 1 have

Jknown the fame queftion aflced among, and

by thofe, who do pradife Infant-Baptifm.

And I would gravely afk the Dodtor, whe-
ther he really thinks, that any of thofe men,
who raifed the otber difficulty about the birth

of Infants, would fcruple, upon the ftrength

of

[•zu] Huic autem difputationi objici ab imperitis folet quae-

fJam calumnia de mortuis parvulorum, 5:c. Augujiin, ibid.
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of their own objection, to render due lenevo*

kfice? The application is eafy, and I hafte

to the next thing.

(4.)
*' And as before obferved (fays Dr.

^* G/7/[a:]) he brings in the P^//7g-/^«i faying,

" that the Infants of believers ought not to

" be baptized [^yV But, in relation to what

he hath before obferved as to this matter ; we
have before proved that our learned Dodlor is

under a grofs miflake. And fo we proceed

to his laft argument, (which will prove faulty,

like the reft) to prove, " that Auftin could

•*' not fay, what he is made to fay."

(5.)
'* And fo Jerome [_z]^ who was a co-

** temporary of his, fpeaks of fome chriftians,

" qui dare noluerint baptifma^ who refufed to

** give baptifni to their children-, fo that tho' In-
" fant-Baptifm greatly obtained in thofe times,
'* yet was not fo general as this author re-

" prefents it. Auftin therefore could not
" fay, what he is made to fay." Thus far

the Dodtor \a\ But, as his conclufion is now-

come to it's laft legs ; fo it will be hard fet,

to maintain it's ground. The fmall fcrap of

JLatin words, cited from ferome^ may feem,

perhaps, to make for his purpofe, detached,

^s they are, from the reffc of the fentence ;

but, confidered in their due connexion, they

will appear with a different afpe^fl. For, up-

on examining the paffage, the Dodor will be

found,
[A-] Ihid.

[j] Aiigujlifu de peccatqr. merit., L z. c. 25.
\z'\ Ep, ad Lestam. [«] Ibid,
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found, to have repeated his former miftake,

by underftanding here again abfolutely^ what
was only ipoken by way of fuppofition. Be-

caufe, St. Jerome h x\ot relating a JaB \ as

the Dodior's manner of quoting him would
infinuate ; but only putting a cafe-, in order

to illuftrate, and enforce a point, which he

had to manage with Lceta^ about fending her

daughter Paula to Bethlehem^ &c. And hav-

ing urged that parents are accountable for

their children, during their minority^ he

adds [h] ;
'* unlefs, perhaps, you fuppofe, the

•* children of chriftians, if they Jhould not

" have received Baptijm^ themfelves only to

" be guilty of fin, and the fault not to lie

*' alfo upon thofe, that would not give them
" Baptifmy Thus, it is plain, St. Jerome
doth not fay, what Dr. Gill would make him
fay ; nor is he ftating a matter of fadly but

only arguing upon a fuppoftion \ and in this

manner either he, or any other man, might

have argued, if he had never heard of one

fingle chriftian, that denied Infant^ Baptifm.

Befides, if we fliould fuppofe, without any

neccdity, the cafe^ which St. Jerome puts, to

hcfacl ; this will not prove, that any chrifti-

ans denied Infuit-Baptifm in thofe days, but

only tliat they negledied it in fome inftan-

ces.

[/^] Nifi forte exiflimas, Chriilianorum filjos, / haptlfma
non recepcrinty ipfos tantum reos efTe peccati, et non etiam

fcelus referri ad cos, qui dare nolucrint, Sec. Hieronym. Epiji.

ad Latatn,
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ces [c]. For, it fometimes happens in our

days, that children inifs of Baptifm, and die

without it, through the negleB of parents,

who are far from denying Infint-Baptifm ne-

verthelefs. By the way, it is obvious to re-

mark, that the great St. Jerome thought, that

chriftian parents could not negled to get their

children baptized, without being guilty of a

culpable omiffion.

We have now gone through all the Doc-
tor's proofs, to fupport his aflcrtion, " that
" Aujtin could not fay, what he is made to
*' fay :'* and whether he hath not failed in

every one of them, I appeal to all the learned

world. Therefore, I will venture to affirm,

that ior any thing he hsithfaid himfelf to prove

the contrary, An/tin could fay, what he is

made fay ; whether, in fadt, he did fay it, or

not ; which is not very material. It is fuffi-

cient for our purpofe, that St. Auftin could fay,

if he had any occafion, " that be had never
*' heard, or read of any catholic, heretic, or
" fchifmatic, that denied Infant-Baptifm."

And I am amazed to think, that, in attempt-

ing to prove the contrary, Dr. Gill could fa-

tisfy himfelf, or expeft to convince others,

with fuch flight, and fuperficial arguments.

This to me appears very wonderful in a per-

fonof his approved learning, and unfufpeded

integrity

[c] See Wall:': Hiji. of Inf. Bap, P. 2. cL ^. on, Greg,
Nazian,



(40)
integrity ; nor can I otherways account for if,

than fiom the power of prejudices or hurry

of precipitation.

What the Doctor next adds, is of Httle

force, fpeaking ftill of Juftin [^].
'* But

«' what then doth he fay, that he never re-

«' inembered to have read, in any cathoh'c,

*' heretic, or fchifmatic w^riter? why, that

*' Infants were not to be baptized, that they
*' might receive the remiffion of fins, but that

" they might be fandified in Chrift, &c.
"

I think the Dodor is here in the right; and

alfo in what follows \e\ ** in the fame fenfe

«' are we to underftand him, when he fays,

** and this the church has always had, has
«* always held[/]." '' What? why, that

*' Infants are difeafed thro* Adam-, and ftand

" in need of a phyfician ; and are brought to

*' the church to be healed. It was the doc-

" trine of original iin, and the Baptifm of
*' Infants for the remiffion of it, he fpeaks

" of in thefe pafTages/'—I fay, in my opini-

on. Dr. Gill hath here given a true reprefen-

tation of Auftins fenfe. But then, I muft de-

fire the favour of him, to refolve me one

queftion, (whether Infants were to be bapti-

zed for the remiffion offin ^ or for their fane-

tification) viz. How could any chriftian, ca-

tholic, heretic, or fchifmatic, believe, that

the

[(/I
Ibid. [r] Ihid. p. 26.

[/J Dc rjerh. apoji. ferm, 10.
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the Baptifm of Infants was of any ufe, ot

efficacy for either purpofe, without fuppofing,

at the fame time, that Infant-Baptifm was of

divine niithority, or an apoflolical inflitution^

and confequently that it had been always prac-

tifed in the chriftian church? Accordingly^

thus much feems to be implied in St. Aujiins

faying, " This the church has always had, has
*' always held. " And though, as the Doc-
tor obferves [^],

*' it is one thing what Auf-
" tin fays, and another, what may be thought
^^ to be the confequence of his fo faying

;"

yet, where is the difference between what
Aujiin fays, and what is a natural confequence

of his faying it ? fuch a confequence as AuJ^
tin himfeif would own, and acknowledge \}o\

And, " it is true indeed, fays the Dodor \i\
*' he took Infant-Baptifm to be an antient,

•* and conftant ufe of the church, and an
** apoftolic tradition." But then the Doc-
tor's way of accounting, for this notion of

Aujiin is very extraordinary, and fuch only as

might be expected from a writer, that is at a

lofs what to fay. For, thus he proceeds

;

*' which perhaps he had taken up from the
*' Latin tranflations oiOrigen by Jerome and
**

RuffimiSt Sec."—But, I muft tell the learn^

G ed

hi Ihid.

[/^] Confuetudo tamen matris Ecclefias in baptiz:indis parvus
lis ncquaquam fperncnda ell, neque ullo modo fuperflua depu-
tanda, nee omnino credenda, nifi apojhlica ejfet traditiff^

Aiiguilin. de Genes, ad lit. lib. la.

lt\ Ibid.
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cd Do^or, a perhaps will not do in this cafe.

As to the bafinefs of xht Latin tranflations of

Origcn by Jerome and Riijjinm 5 we (hall fet-

tle that account with the Dodor in due time.

At prefent, lince Jerome^ and Riiffinus were

his cotemporaries, it is natural to afk, how
the^ came by the notion, that Infant-Baptifm

was an apofioiic tradition^ or inftitution?

(words of the fame import in the ecclefiaftic

ftile) And, why might not Auftin come by

the notion the fame way, that they did, with-

out being beholden to them for it ? But, if

St. Auftin took the notion from any particu-

lar writer of the church -, he had a much
earlier author (an original too) than thcfe

Latin tranflators oF Origen, For, he fays

himfelf [/^],
'' Bleffed Cyprian indeed, not

•' making any new decree, but preferving the
*' ellabhfhed faith of the church, to redtify

*' the miftake of thofe, who thought, that

*' a child was not ^ be baptized before the
*' eighth day from the birth, faid not that

" the fitfh, but the foul was [not] to be loft ;

" and

{ft] Beatus quidem Cyprianus non aliquod decretum condens

novum fed Ecclefi^e fidem firmiffimam lervans ad corrigendum

eo?, qui putabant anie o£\avum dieiir nativitatis non eiTe par-

vulum baptizandum, non carnem, ledanimam [non] dixit efle

perdendam, et mox-natum rite baptiziri pofle, cum fuis qui-

bufdam co-epifcopis cenfuit. Sed co';tra Cypriani aliquam
opinionem, ubi quod videndam fuit fortaffe non vidit, fentiat

qu.fque quod libet : tantum contra apoftolicam manifertiffimara

fidem nemo fentiat, qui ex unius delii^to omnes in condemna-
tionem duel prxdicat, ex qua condemnatione non liberal, niii

gratia Dei per Jefuni, &c. Augujlin. Hieronymo Ep, 28.
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'' and judged with his fellow- bifhops, that a
*' newborn child might be rightl> baptized.

" But againftany opinion of Cyprian, where
'* he did not fee, perhaps, what flioaid be
" it^n, let any one think, what he pleafeth

;

" only let no man think againft the manife/l
" faith of an Apoftle, who declares, that by
*' the offence of one^ all were brought into con-
** demnation, 5cc." It is thus, that St. Aujtin
writes, in an epiftle to Jerome himfelf. Is it

likely then, that he learned his notion of In-

fant-Baptifm, as an apoftolical tradition from
St. Jerome^ or Ruffinus? And was not St.

Cyprian^ whom he quotes, a much earlier

writer than either of them ? And yec, we fee,

he did not confider the Baptifm of Infants,

particularly for original fin, as a novel thing

in Cyprian's time, nor did he found it merely
upon Cyprian's authority, but referred it to a
much higher original, even the authority of
2Xiapoftle, Again: St. yf/^//;/ fays [/] ^^'that

" antiently, the univerfal church held, that
'* Infants of Believers obtained the remiffi-

" on of original fin by the Baptifm of Chrift.
** Whence not without reafon bleffed Cyprian

G a *' fuf-

[/] Ut antiquitus univerfa ecclefia pertineret fideles parvulos
originalis peccati rcmilTionem per Chrifii baptifaium confecu-
tos. Unde non immerito beatus Cypriams fati.s otlendit quam
hoc ab initio creditum, et mteilcctum fervet Ecclefia, qui
cam parvulos a materno utero recentiirimos jam idoneus ad per-
cipiendum baptiimum afTeret ; quoniam coniultas iuerat utrum
hoc ante odlavum diem fieri deberet. Idem, de teccat. merit,
iib. 3.

^
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*' fufficlently fliews, how the church pre-
" ferves this, as it was believed, and un-
^* derftood frcm the beginhig -, who, when
*' children are new-born^ aflerted that they
'' are fit for the Baptifm of Chrift ; becaufe,
•' his opinion had been afked, whether this

*' ouglu to be done before the eighth day."

Once more ; fpeaking of the fame thing, and
referring to the fame epiftle, viz. that to Ft^

dus, he fays again \fn\
: '' Holy Cypria?!, what

*' he thought of the Baptifm of Infants, yea,
*' what he hath fhowed the chwrh always
" thought, hear in a few words, &c."— And
now, what becomes of the Dodlor's perhaps ?

Or, what force, what truth can there be, in

his reafon to fupport it, when he adds, *' iince

*' no other ecclefiaftical writer fpeaks of it

*' as fuch in thofe days." For, St. Aujiin^

we fee, without appealing to Origen at all,

tranflated, or untranflated, hath found ano-

ther ecclefiaflical writer in the fame age, fpeak-

ing the fame language, and afligning the fame

^ro?W of Infant 'Baptifm, that Origen is made
to do.

But the Dodor grows more pofitive : for,

flill fpeaking of '' Aufthis taking Infant-Bap-
" tifm to be an antient, and conftant ufage

" of the church, and an apoftolic traditon."

Dr,

[w] Sanctis Cypri.inus quid fenferit de baptifmo par-

vuionim, immo quid fcmper Ecclefiam fenfifle, monftraverit,

paululiim aecipite. Mcdi. de <verb, apojl. ferm. 15. Confer

Cjifrian Ep, ad Fidum.



(45)
Dr. Gill fays [n], without a perhaps, " but
' in this he was deceived, a?2d mijiaken, as he
** was in other things, which he took for

** apoftolic traditions 5 which ought to be
" equally received as this, by thofe, who
*' are influenced by his authority." Now,
this is plainly begging the que ftion j a great

lign of an impoverijhed C2i\x{Q, It is roundly

aflerting the very thing, which is to be prov-

ed, and which, I am fure, never can be prov-

ed by fuch an argument, as the Dodor hath

here advanced. For, in the name of Logic^

where is the confequence ? that, becaufe St.

Aujiin was deceived, and mijlaken in other

things (fuppofing him to be fo) therefore he

was deceived and miftaken in this, *' thatln-
*' fant-Baptifm was an antient and conftant
^' ufage of the church, and an apoftolic tra-

" ditipn r
" Is not this arguing without a

genuSi from one particular to another, con-

trary to the rules of the Logicians ? The Doc-
tor himfelf is deceived, if he imagines, that

we are influenced folely* by Aujtins authority

in this queftion. And, perhaps, upon fecond

thoughts, he will permit us to join with Au^
jlin at leaft Jerome and Ruffinus , and to caft

the weight of their authority into the fame
Icale; when he remembers, what he hath

faid of their Latin tranflations of Origen,

However, if Aujiin was miftaken in fame
points 5

[/»] Ibid. /, 26, 27, , ^
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points ; this proves indeed that he was not in*

fallible ; but it doth not prove, that he was

always in an error, nor, confequentiy was his

being deceived in other matters any proof,

that he was miftaken in his notion of Infant-

Baptifm, as an apoftolical inftitution. I hope.

Dr. Gill is fometimes in the right, though, I

have (hewn, I think, that he is often in the

wrong. But, what a ftrange principle doth

be reafon upon here ! viz. that we muft be-

lieve a fallible man in nothings unlefs we will

believe him in every thing! Nay, that an ho-

nejt man is obliged to it! What! is it come
then to this ? that all men muft be knaves^

for uling a judgment of difcretion ; or fools^

and believe every thing at random ! But furely,

eft modus in rebus : there is a medium, proper

to be obferved, between being wholly influ-

enced by any man's authority, and paying no

regard to it at all.

But the Dodtor infifts \o\ *^ Every honeft

•* man^ that receives Infant- Baptifm upon the

*' foot of tradition, ought to receive every

" thing elfe upon the fame foot, of which
*' there is equally as full^ and as early evi-

" dence of apoftolic tradition^ as of this."—

All which we readily grant. But, when he

fays afterwards [/)], oi Jeveral oihtx rites, and

ufagcs, by him fpecified, not only " that they
** claim their rile from apoftolic tradition, but

*' have

[o] IbU. p. 27. ^ 38. [/] Ibid, p, 37.
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<' have equal evidence of it, as Infant- Bap-

*^tifm has;" this we utterly deny, and (haH

now try the ftrength of his hypothefis, not

doubting but, whatever equaUty of evidence

may appear in fome rcfpedts, we (hall dilcover

a plain inequality of evidence in others
-, as the

Do5ior hath ftated the cafe. For,

(i.) In relped: to Infant- communion^ with

which the Dodor begins his detail {q\ the

evidence^ which he hath produced, of it's be-

ing an apoftolic tradition is not equally as full,

and as early, as of Infant-Baptifm. In the

words alledged by the DocSor from St. Auf-
tin [r], he is indeed arguing in his manner for

Infant-communion, and urging it from the

regard which all chriftians owed to the autho-

rity of Chrift, and his apoftles, as the proper

ground, and ftandard of the catholic faith.

But, when St. Aiiftin only argues for Infant-

communion, or delivers his own opijiion about

it, tho' in the ftrongeft terms ; every one muft
fee, that this is a very diirerent thing, from his

tejtifyingy and declaring what was the antient^

and univerfal ^X2LdaQQ of the chriftian church

;

as he doth in the cafe of Infant-Baptifm. But,

the Dodor affirms [i], '^ that of the neceffity

" of

[?] Ihid. p. ij.

['-] •' If they pay any regard to the apoftolic authority, or
** rather to the Lord and Mafter of the apoftles, &c. No
** man that remembers that he is a chriftian, and of the ca-
** tholic faith denies, or doubts that Infants, &c." AugufiiK.
Ep. io6.

[^] Ibid,
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'* of this, as well as of Baptifm to eternal llfeV

*' Aiijtin fays [/], the African chriftians took
** to be an antiejit apoftolic traditmi!' Now,
here I might borrow the Dodlor*s words, and

fay point blank, '' Auffm fays no fuch thing,

<« What then does he fay ? Why, that the

<« chriftians of Carthage very well call Bap-*

« tifm itfelf nothing elfe but health-, and the fa-

" crament of the body of Chrift, nothing elfe

« hMi life. From whence? hut ^ as Ifuppofe^
«« from an antient and apoftolic tradition."

Thus, what Auftin delivers only as his

o^Vi private opinion, Dr* G///reprefents him^

as declaring it to be the general opinion, not

only of the chriftians of Carthage^ but of the

African chriftians at large. Is this quite fliir

dealing ? But, how differendy St. Auftin ex-

preffeth himfelf, when fpeaking ofInfmt- Bap-

tifm as an apoftolic tradition, is extremely evi-

dent from what hath been faid before. To which

let me add the following paffage in the fame

book, to which the Dodor hath here referred

us [u\ *' Moreover, becaufe they grant, that

*' Infants are to be baptized, who cannot go
** againfl:

[0 Optime Punici chriftiani baptlfmum ipfum nihil aliad

quam /fl/«/fw, et {acramentum corporis Chrilli nihil aliud

quam ^itam, vocant. Unde ? nifi ex antiqua, ut exiJ}:mo,

ct apoftolica traditione. Jugujiin. de peccator. merit. ^ re*

mis. lib. I. f. 24.

[a] Porro quia parvulos baptizandos effe conce.dunt, qui

contra authoritatcm upiverfe iiccielia; nicculdubio per Domi-

rum et apoftolos traditam, Venire non polluiit, &c. Jugujiin^

ibid. cap. 26.
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** againft the authority oii\iQunherfalchurchy
** without all doubt ^ delivered by the Lord
*^ and his apoftles, &c." Thus then, of In^

fant-Baptifm, as the antient and univerfal

practice of the church, and an apoftoHc tra-

dition St. Auftin fpeaks with the utmoft con^

fidence ; but not fo doth he exprefs himfelf

concerning Infant-communion under the fame

notion. Therefore, upon the foot of his tef-

timony, Infant-communion hath not an equal

claim to apoftoHc tradition, or the fame evi^

dence of it, as Infant-Baptiftn hath^

The Dodtof adds \w\ *' Innocent the firft, his

*' cotemporary, was alfo of the fame mind. "

What mind ? Was it that Infant- com munioil

was an apdftolic tradition ? Granting this

;

doth it therefore follow, that it hath the fame

evidence on it*s i\.^ty that Infant-Baptifni

hath ? Or, doth Innocent the firft, or Cyprian^

whom the Doctor mentions afterwardSj ever*

teftify of Infant-communion, what St. Auftijt

declares of Infant- Baptifm, viz. that it was the

antienty conjlant^ and univerfal pradice of thd

church ? and confequently an apoftolical infti-

tution ? The Dodor vainly fwaggers, when^

fpeaking of the cafe of a child mentioned by
Cyprian^ he fays M, *' Now here is a plain
** inftance of Infant-communion in the third
** century ; and we defy any one to give a

H ^' moF^

[oo] Ihid. p. £3.

[^3 ^^'^' P' 2(^, Confer Cyprian, de lapf.Si
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<* more early Inftance, or an inftance (o early,

*' of Infant-Baptifm.'* — This is a mere bra-

vado ; bullying, not arguing. For, if by an

inftance he means a particular fad, fo circum-

ftantially related, as that other ; what can he

i?ifcr tiom it? Is it, that Infant-Baptifm was

not pradlifcd, before that cafe happened ? No:
this he doth not pretend : for the Dodtor him-

felf fuppofes, '* that this very child was bap-
** tized, or otherwife, fays he, it would not

** have been admitted to the Lord's Supper."

Very well! then by the Do6tor*s confeffion,

Infant-Baptifm was pradifed before Infant-

communion : none being admitted to the

Lord's Supper before they were baptized [^'].

However, he adds, *' it is reafonable to fup-
*' pofe, they both began together." But he

produceth no proof, or evidence of it.—There-

fore, if the Dodor's challe?ige harh any mean-

ing at all, it mud be this-, that there is no

J'ufficie7it evidence that Infant-Baptifm was

pradifed before that time. And, if this is

what he intended to fuggeft, I accept his chal-

lenge, and hope (hortly to give him Jdtis^

faBion,

(2.) If thofe other rites, and ufages, menti-

oned by St. £^/[2:], to whom the Dodornext
refers us[j], are called apojtolical traditions^ in

common

[y] Vid. Jupn Martyr. Apol. 2.

[x] De Spi) ttu San£l. C. 27.

[«J Uid. ;•. 29.—35. As for the cuftom of givitrg a

mixture
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common with Infant- Baptifm -, yet there is

this remarkable difference between // and fhem^

that St. Bci^i fpeaks of themy 2,^ unwritten tra-

ditions, but he doth not mention Infant-Bap-

tifm under that notion, or as one of that

number. This?, I fay, makes a remarkable

difference in the cafe. For, we fee, that In-

fant-Baptifm was none of thofe rites, which

the primitive church built upon a my/lica/knk

of fcripture, or which in St. Bafih time were

only prefumed to be apoftolical inftitutions, on

account of their having early and generally

obtained {})] \ otherwife, they had ranked it

alfo among the unwritten traditions. There-

fore they confidered Infant-Baptifm, as hav-

ing jironger evidence on it*s lide, than any of

thofe unwritten traditions ^ and confequently,

it*s apoftolic authority Abetter fupportcd, than

that of thofe other rites, and ufages, even upon

the foot of their teftimony.—IT any one fhould

objed:, that by this argument, hjant-commu'-

nion, fpoken of before, would be put upon

the fame foot with Infant-Baptifm j I freely

H 2 grant

mixtuVe of milk and honey to a perfon juft baptized, men-
tioned by Dr. j2/7/, p. 36. it Hands upon the fame ground with

the reft. And let me obferve, the higher it can be traced ;

fo much the earlier proof there is, that Baptifm wab confide-

red under the notion of regeneration. Becauie milk and honey

was the food of Infants. And lo, the giviiig this mixture to

a perfon juft baptized, denoted his being ne^M-hom : ad In-

faniiae fignificationem, fays St. "Jerome* adverf. Luciferian,

C. 4-

\h\ See Di<vine Oracles, in anpwer to itvo Catechifms,

fea, 3.
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grant it, nnd therefore acknowledge that there

is more to be faid for it, than for any of the

umvritten traduiom, as they are called \c\

But then, what hath been already faid, under

the preceding article, and what will be far-

ther obferved heareafter, when we come to

St, Cyprian^ plainly (hews a vifible difpa-

fity between it, and Infant-Baptifm.

(3.) Infant-Baptifm, as I can affure theDoc-
tor, appears to many perfons, who pafs for meri

of fenfe and probity among their neighbours, a

more rational thing, upon the whole, than any

of the unwritten traditions, mentioned by him,

and therefore more likely to be an apoftolical in-

fiitution. So that, in the judgment of difcre-

tion they verily think, that a fuperior regard

js due to the teftimony of the primitive church

on it's behalf, Fpr, the matter of Infant-

Baptifrn, whatever may be faid oiih^fubjeBy

is a divine ordinance, as may be proved from

fcripture \ but none of the unwritten traditi-

ons, thp', perhaps, originally founded upor^

fcripture^ by one jort of contirudion or ano-

ther, can be proved from it. Now, doth not

this material circumftance make a very wide

difference ? Doth it not appear in this view

mjre probable that Baptifm, which can be

proved to be a divine ordinance, fliould be ap-

plied to Infants by an apoftolic tradition, than

that any of thofe things (hould be apoftolic tra-

ditions,

fr] See Mr. James VUrce's treat!fe upon that fuhjeS}»
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ditions, which can in no (hape be proved to

be divine inftitutions ? In the one cafe, only

the fubjeB is the matter in queftion ; in the

other, the very things themfelves. If any
one fliould here reqew the former objedtion

about Infant-communion 'y I refer him to ipy
former anfvver.

(4.) It doth not appear, that the unvi^ritten

traditions were ever put to the fame teft of

their apoftoHcal authority, as Infant-Baptifm

was, as we hinted before, and flood the trial,

as it did, particularly in the Pelagian contro-

troverfy. And thus, we are come round to

the Pelagians again, where we began.

Upon the whole then, I imagine, that an
honeji man may be an honeft man ftill, and
yet think in his confcience, that the teftimony

of the primitive church deferves more regard

in favour of Infant-Baptifm as ^n apoftolical

inftitution, than in behalf of the unwritten

traditions under that notion. The attentive,

and judicious Reader muft have obferved ia

the procefs of this argument, that Dr. Gill

hath exprefsly given us up by name fome of the
greateft lights of the church in the fourth
century, as vouchers for the apoftolic autho-

rity, and antiquity of Infant-Baptifm : viz.

St. Jerome^ Ruffinus^ and Augiijtin, And he
hath in effed:, given us all the reft. For,
he hath not been able to produce one
fingle author in this period on the other fide

of the queftion. If any onp (hould fuppofe,

that
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*h^t Gregory Nazianzen was an Antipaedo-

baptift, bccaufe he advifed the delay of chil-

drens Baptiim till they were three years old j

he would be much miftaken : for he approv-

ed of their Baptiftn at any age in cafe of dan-

ger [4

SECTION III.

A View of Infant - Baptifm in the

third Century.

HAVING feen how the cafe ftood in

iht fourth^ and in the beginingof the

Jiftb century ; let us now carry our enquiries

back into the thirds and fo upwards^ 'till we
come to the times of the apojiles^ and to the

Holy Scriptures themfelves, from whence the

right of Infant- Baptifm (which we referve, at

prefent for the fubjedl of another diflertation)

muft be derived. (Though as to the faB^
the matter now in hand, I might leave it to

reft upon the evidence already produced, 'till

better evidence can be offered on the contrary

fide, without giving ourfelves any farther trou-

ble

[^] Ti J"* ofV ii7ro^i -rep/ rZv trt vyiT^icov— m k^ tavtcc ^dLiff\i(To'

yiiv ; 'rrhv ys, eizjip t;? i'Z^eifot xiycPvy'^. Greg. Nazian. dt

bapti/m. Orat. 140.
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ble about it.) In this century we find a queft-

ion, relating to the Baptifm of Infants, unani-

moufly refolved by a fynod of fixty-fix Bi-

(hops, with the famous St. Cyprian at the

head of them, who flouriftied about the mid-

die of it. But, what was this queftion ? Why,
not abfolutely concerning Infant Baptifm it-

felf ; or, whether Infants were to be baptized

at all, (for this point was no matter of doubt,

or difpute among them) but, whether new^
born Infants were to be baptized, particu-

larly whether it was lawful to baptize a child

before the eighth day, according to the time of

circumcifion among the Je%vs. This was
what one Fidus fcrupled ^ but Cyprian [e'\ tells

him, " We are all, here affembled in coun-
*' cil, of another mind- and no one of us
" came into your fentiments ; but, on the
*« contrary, we all concluded, that the grace,
«* and mercies of God were to be denied to

" none, who fliould come into the world/'

Upon which Mr. Marfball makes this perti-

nent and juft remark, in his notes upon the

place :
" The unanimity, wherewith this

** queftion was carried, fhews that Infant-

" Baptifm was at this tifne no novel ujhge
-^

** there was no manner of difpute whether
" Infants (hould be baptized ; but whether
*^ before the eighth day, or not : To which
'' the unanimous refolution was, that the

*^ grace

m Cyprian, ad Fidum, Ep. 64^



«* grace of God floould be denied to none.
*^

—And now, what have the Antipcedo-baptijlk

to fay to this ? Why, a defperate cafe requires

a defperate care. Having therefore no other

way left, to deal with the argument, from

Cyprian, for the indifputed prad:Ice of In-

'fant-Baptifm in his time 5 they, at leaft fome

of therri [/], will needs queftion the ^^;zij^-

inefi of his epiftle to Fidu^ 5 without any fort

of proof, or pretence, fit to be oppofed to the

teftimony of Auftin^ who, as we have it^^

before, refers to that epiflle, as Cyprian''s^

over, and over again. Nor, have we only

his authority for the genuinefs of the epiftle

itfelf, but alfo his teitimony for the proper

fenfe and meaning of it, fo far as relates to

the matter in hand, with this farther declara-

tion concerning it, that the refolution, therein

mentioned, was not any new decree^ intro-

ducing a novel cuftom, but agreeable to the

conR:.nt opinion, and pradlice of the chriftian

church from the begining 3 as manifeftly ap-

pears by his words, already cited in the pre-

ceding fedlion. Now, if it was an antient cuf-

tom in St. Cyprians time to baptize children,

particularly JDefore the eighth day, Infant- Bap-

tifm could not then be a new thing, or a late

invention.

What becomes now of Dr. GiWs open chaU

Icjige aforelkid? Doth it not already begin, ta

look

[/] D'anvers : Ireatlfe of bapti/m, Blackn.>j^d : Storm'

i ffg of AnticbriJL
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Ipok a little out of countenance ? But fays me
Do(5tor[^] " by Fidus, the Country Bifhop^
*^ applying to the council, to have a doubt
** refolved, whether ii was lawful to baptize

" Infants lintil they were eight days old j

" it appears to be a novel pradice, and that
** as yet it Was undeterthined by council^
^' or cuftom, wbe?2 they were to be baptized^

" whether as foon as born, or on the eighth
^^ day, &c.''—^Now, granting all this, what
doth it fignify, in reference to Infarit-Bap-

tifm at large ? For, the doubt of Fi^ius had no
relation to Infant-Baptifm,^^^^^/?; but only to

the particular time of adminiftring it, as the Doc^
tor himfelf hath ftated the cafe. Therefore, to

invert his argument, fince FiJuSy the country

Bi(hop, did ?2oC apply to the council, to have

any doubt refolved, whether it vvas lawful to

baptize Infants ^^ all i by this Infant-Baptifm

appears not to be a novel pradlice. Befides^

the particular day, or time, when Infants

/hou/d be baptized, is a circumftance not yet

pontively determined, but left to every cne's.

liberty. Doth it therefore follow, that In-

fant- Baptifni in thefe days is a novel pra^ice ?

Perfons now differ aboiit the particular time

of adrhiniflring the Lord's Suppei^ [/?]. And
doth it fi"om hence follow, that the celebra-^

tion of this holy ordinance is a novel pratiice

I in

[j] Argum. from apojl. tradit, l^c. p. l2.

[^j See Dr» Giirt anfiAier to a Welch Clergyman, ihid^

p. ioS.



in the prefent age ? Or, would this be a juft

inference, 1500 years hence, from the diffe-

rent cuftoms, or fcruples, which now obtain

amcngfl: chriftians, in relation to that mat-

ter?—But, the Do(ftor adds ;
'* it (hould al-

•^ fo be oblerved, that in this age Infant-com-
'* munion was pradtifed, as well as Infant-

*' Baptifm ; and very likely both began to-

'* gether, as it is but reafonable, that if the one
** be admitted, the other fhould."—To which

I anfwer ; as to the reafonablenefs of the thing 5

this is not the fubjed of our prefent enquiry

;

but only the fadl. And, though Dr. Gill is

pleafed to fay, very likely both began together ;

yet he offers no proof of it. This matter hath

been confidered before. And to what hath

been already faid upon it, I (hail here add

the words of Mr. Marfiall [/].
•* Inflmts

*^ were admitted, 'tis plain, in our author's

*' time and country, to receive the holy Eu-
" charift ; which indeed was a juft confe-

" quence of interpreting John vi. 53, [except

'' ye eat the flejldof the Son of man ^ and drink
" bis bloody ye have no life in you) of the ho-
'' ly Eucharill: ; fince, upon the foot of that

*' principle, children could with no more
*' fafety be deprived of the holy Eucharill,

" than of Baptifm. And, as to the prepa-
** rations neceffary, the lame objedions might
'** feem to lie againft Infant- Baptifm, as againft

** Infant-

t;J Cyprian, P» j. pa^. izcj.
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Infant-communion. But, tho' this prac-

tice obtained in our author's time, T^ertuU
*' liaris filence in it, where he had a jnft

" occafion of mentioning it (upon his advi-
*' fing againft Infant-Baptifm) gives feme
^' reafon of fufpedling, that it was not much
*' earlier than our author, nor therefore very
** general, &c."

Proceed we now to Origen^ who flouriflied

about the year A. D. 230. He mentions
Infant-Baptifm on fundry occafions \k\ but

never otherwife than as a thing in commoji ufe,

and practice. And, not only fo ; but he

fpeaks of it as a tradition^ or (which is the fame
thing in the facred, and ecclefiaftical flile [/],

tho' Dr. Gi/l[m] fays, '' If Inflmt-Baptifm is

" a tradition of the apoftles, then — it is

^' not a fcriptural bufinefs'*) an i?iJlitution^

which the church received from the apoftles

;

and, confequently, as what had been always

I 2 prac-

[/^] Quia nemo mundus a forde, nee fi unius dlei fit vita

ejus. Addi his etiam illud poteft, ut requiratur, quid caufje

fit, cum bapiifma Ecclefi^ in re?nijjmiem peccatorum detur,

Jecunduni Eccleji^s objer'vantia?n etiam part'iilis baptifmum
dariy &c. Origen in Levit. Horn. 8.^ Et quia per bap-

tifmi facramentum nativitads fordes deponuntur, propterea

baptizantur et parvuli. Nifi enim quis renatus fuerit ex
aqua, &c. Idem in Levit. Horn. 14. Pro hoc et Ecclefia ab
apoJloHs traditionem rufcepit etiam parimlis baptiftnum dare,

Sciebant enim iili, quibus myfteriorum fecreta commiiTa funt

divinorum, quia eflent in omnibus genuinas fordes peccati,

quiE per aquam^ ttfpiriturn ablui deberent. Idem. Co7ni7isnt,

in Ep. ad Roman, lib. 5.

[/J See this point lately difcuffed. Divine Orac'c}.'

[ml Page 40.
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pradifed from the begining. Thus, we hay^

the clear teftimony of the great Origcriy nqt

only for the pradtice of Infant-Baptifm in bn
own days, but for the cpnjiant ufe of it all

along from the time of the apoftles. But

weak, and tender eyes cannot bear a ftrong

light. No wonder then, if all methods are

tried, tQ evade the fprce of fuch bright and
glaring evidence.
' Says Dr. Gill \n\ ;

'' It fhould be pbferved

^^ that thefe quotations are not from the Greek
*^ of OrigenJ'-,—True; they are only Latin

tranflations from the Greek ; but are they

falfe tranflations? This the Doctor doth not

venture to affirm. But, he tries another way
to get clear of the argument, drawn from

thtfe paffages. For, fpeaking of Origen he

fays [o] ;
** His Homilies on Leviticus^ and

** expofition of the epiftle to the Romans^ out

^* of which two of them are taken, are tran-

?* flated by Ruffinus 3 who with the former^
?' he himlelf owns, he ufed much freedom,

?^ and added much, and took fuch a liberty

f* in both of adding, ^^i^/;;^ <2'4r^^', and chang-
?' ing, that, as Erajmus fays, whoever reads

^* thefe pieces, it is uncertain whether he

V reads Origen^ or Riiffinus,''—But, notwith-

^^nding Erafmuss cenfure, if we attend

\o v/hat Ruffinus himfelf fays ; it will appear,

jhat there is no fuch mighty matter in it, as,

perhapvS,

ifl Pag§ 16. W Pagt 17.
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perhaps, may be imagined. For, as a learn-

ed writer of the laft age hath obferved [/>],

** Ruffiims acknowledges, in tranflating Ori-

*^ gens Homilies on Leviticus^ that he added

^' fome things to what Origen faid, and what
** they were he exprefles, ea quae ab origine

" in auditorio Ecclefia^ ex tempore, non tarn

** explanationis, quam aedificationis intenfi-

" one perorata funt [cj^ the things, which were
•* fpoken by Origen to his auditory, he tran-

" dated them by way of explanation, or did

" more fully lay them forth in a popular way;
** and therein Ruffinus dealt candidly, telling

** us what were the things he added ; in this

** Erafmus acknowledges his fair dealing.

•* But, as for his commentary on the i?^/;;^;2j,

^* Ruffinus confeffeth [r], fe hoc opus totum
** ad dimidium traxifTe, there was ?io addition

*' of Rujinus ', Erajmus here blames him for

** cutting off what Origen delivered more at

'* large, but neither doth Ruffinus confefs,

*' rior Erajmus challenge him here for, any
^* addition to what Origen faid." Thus then,

this great out- cry about additions^ and iitter-

potations in the Latin tranflations of Origen

by Ruffinus^ comes to nothing

!

But,

[/] Mr. Stephen Mar/hall. Jnfwer to Tombes. p. i6, 1 7.,

\_q~\ Ruffini peroratio in Ep. ad Rom. Confer Wairs anfvver

to Gale, p. 371.

[r] Idem pr^efat. ad Rom. Confer Erafmi Cenf. de Ho-
pil. in Levit. For, traxijfgy 1. contraxijje. Confer Wall.

Jiiil. P. i.ch. 5. fedt. 6.
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But, let us fuppofe, that both Ruffinm la

the Homilies on Leviticus, and in the Com^

menta?y on the Romans made fome additions

of his own ; and alfo that St. Jerome did the

fame in tranfl'iting the Homilies on Luke, out of
which is the other pajfage, alledged for Infant-

Baptifm ; I fay, fuppofing all this, What doth

it fignify in the prefcnt cafe ; unlefs it could

be proved, that the particular pafTages under

consideration are additions, or interpolations ?

Dr. Gill makes a feeble attempt this way, fay-

ing [5],
" it looks very probable, that thefe

«« very paflages are additions, or interpola-

*' tions of thefe men, fince the language agrees

" with thofe times, and no other ; for, no
*« cotemporary of Origens, nor any writer

** before him, or after him, until the times

" of Rujinus, Jerome and Jujtin, fpeak of
** Infant-Baptifm as an ufage of the church,
** or an ^/>^(9//V^/ tradition."—But, the weak-

nefs, and fallacy of this way of reafoning

muft obvioufly appear to any one, that confi-

ders, how few writers, cotemporary with O-

rigen^ are now remaining ; and yet neither

out of thofe Jew, nor out of any -writer before

him, or after him in the primitive times, hath

Dr. Gill been able to produce one fingle author

that fpeaks a co?2trary language of Infaiit-Bap-

tilm, or plainly denies, what Origen is made fo

clearly to afiirm, concerning it. Befides, doth it

not
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not appear with u ndeniable evidence, from what

hath been ahxady remarked on St. Cyprian i

epiftle to Fidus^ that Infant-Baptifm was the

common ufage of the church in his time? And
doth not the fame St. Cyprian in the fame

epiftle, fuggeft the fame ground of Infant-

Baptifm, that Origen himfelf is reprefented to

do in thefe Latin tranflations ? Saying \t\ *' if

" remijfion oi fins be granted to thefe moft
*' heinous offenders, who have long ago finned
*' againft God j and if none of them be de-
" nied accefs to the grace of Baptifm ; how
** much lefs reafon is there for denying it to
** Infants ; who, being but newly-born^ can be
*' guilty of no fin, except that, by being deriv-
*' ed from Adam, according to the flefh, their

*' birth hath communicated to them the in-

" fedtion, and punifhmentof his offence, &c."
— Thus, in effedt, Cyprian declares Infant-

Baptifm to be an apoftolical tradition 5 for,

otherwife, neither he, nor any other fenfible

man, could fuppofe it to be of any ufe or effi-

cacy for the remifjion of Jin, or any Jignifica-

tion of the grace of God. Therefore the lan-

guage of Origen, in the Latin tranflations,

agrees with the language and fentiments of
the Cyprianic age, that is to fay, his own. To
all which let me add from Dr. JVall \u\ " \n
*' the Greek remains there are fentences, and
" expreffions fo alike and parallel to thofe

—

and

\j\ Cyprian. Ep. ad Fidurn.

[ ['0 Anfwer to Gale. Appendix, p. 11.
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" and citations of texts of fcripture applied (6

*« much to the fame purpofej that they do
*' confirm theie to be genuine tranflati-

« ons, &c."

Having now, I think, overthrown Dn
Gills pretended grounds of probability ; I

fhall (hew, in the next place, it is fo far from

being probable, that the paffages under confi-

deration are additions, or interpolations in Or/-

gen, as that there is not only the highejl proba-^

kility, but a moral certainty of the contrary.

Says Mr. MarJ}jall[w] (fpeaking of the paffage

in the commentary on the epiftle to the i?o-=

njans. For this reafon the church of Chriji re-

ceived it as a tradition from the apoftles, td

baptize children, &c.) ''Nor could Rtiffi?iusr

** eafily be fuppofed to palm this paffage up-

*' on Origen, with whom he took, indeed,

<' great liberties, where he had occafion to

<* defend his favourite author from fome im-
*' imputations ; but here, 1 fay, he had no
** fuch occafion : fince it was never made any
*' part of Origens accufations, that he was
*' tf^T^/Vy/Infant-Baptifm, and therefore i?z^-

^'
finus could have no temptation thence, to

«* reprefent him as a friend to it, if he were

" really not fo j nor to coin any paffages for

*' him to that purpofe."—Befides, as to the

other paffage, in the Hoiiiilies on Leviticus ;

Dr. Gill himfelfhath unluckily obferved '* that

" Vojjius

[«i*»] Notes on Cyprian. P. i . |5age i zo.
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" Vojjim [x\ thinks that the paflage cited was
** of the greater authority againft the Pela--

" gians, becaufe Ruffinus was inchncd to
** them." Is it not then abfurd to fuppofe^

and ridiculous to fuggeft, that Ruffinus would
coin any fuch paffages for Origen^ as imported
that original fin was the ground and reafon

of Infant-Baptifm, diredlly contrary to his

own private opinion ? Here Ruffinus hath ex-
hibited a remarkable proof of his honefty^

which muft give the greater authority to his

tranflations of Origen^ and at the fame time
confirm the genuinefs of the third paflage in

his Homilies on Luke^ as tranflated by Jeromei
efpecially confidering that thefe two great

men, Ruffinus, and Jerome were bitter ene-

mies to each another, and yet perfed:ly agreed

in giving the fenfe of Origen, upon the point

inqueftion, the fame way [^].
And now I appeal to all unprejudiced, and

impartial men, whether the teftimonies alledg-

ed from Origen do not ftand good, as authentic

proofs, not only of the practice of Infant-Bap-

tifm in his time, but as pradlifed under the no-
tion ofan apoftolical tradition. But what proof
fo early, or what evidence fo flrong, can our
mighty champion (to remind him again of
his noble challenge) produce for Infant-com-

munion ? It is in vain to feek for his proofs

K againjl

[at] Ulft, Pelag. p. I. lib. 2. Confer Wall, hiji, of Inf.
Bap. P. \. ch. 5. feci. 8.

O'] See Dr. Wall. ibid.
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againft Infant-Baptifm in this period \ for lie

hath none at all. 'Tis true, fpeaking of the

Greek of Origen Dr. Gill fays \z\ '' many
" things may be obferved from thence in

** favour of adult-baptifm:" an aflertion either

falfe, or very impertinent ! It is quite imper-

tijient, and nothing to the purpofe, if he

means not adult-baptifm exclufvve of Infant-

Baptifm J
for in that fenfe many things of the

fame nature may be obferved from St. Aujtin^

and other writers, who lived in thofe times,

when Infant-Baptifm, by the confeffion of

it's adverfaries themfelves, undoubtedly pre-

vailed \(i\ But if the Dodtor's meaning be,

that many things may be obferved, from the

Greek oi Origen in favour of adult- baptifm

excliifive of Infant-Baptifm, or in oppofition

to it, and againft it \ then, what he fays is

utterly falfe^ and, to play the Hero in my
turn, I challenge him to make good his af-

fertion.—Therefore, as for Bifliop T^y^^^r^j [^}

obfervation here cited by Dr. G///, concerning

Origen (who, by the way, was never accufed

of

W P. 17-

C«] e. g. When they fpeak of the qualifications of 7ien»

ionnjerts requifite in order to baptifm. See Wall's anfwer.

p. 399. ^^c'-

[^] i-ibert\^ of prophefying. p. 3:^0. This is a book of-

ten cired by the Antip:cdo-baptiits, who aftl-ft, upon all oc-

cafions to bring in the name of Bifhop Taylor; tho' '* he de-
•* Glared what he wrote to have been only fome objeflions ea»
• fy to be anfwered ; and which afterward he did anfwer him-
« felf.'' See Wall's hift. ot Inf Eapt. p. 2. ch. 2. and De-
fence, p. 433. But it was not for Dr, Gill's puvpcfe, to take

FiClice of ihefe things.
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of herefy for holding Infant-Baptifm) it may
be ftrongly retorted. For, one plain autho-

rity on the one fide is a fuller teflimony than

m authority at all on the other fide.

SECTION IV.

A View of Infant - Baptifm in the

fecond Century.

WE have feen how the cafe flood in

the third century. And if '« out of

" the mouth of two, or three witnefles every
** word (hall be eftabliflied \' efpecially when
they are not confronted by any crofi evidence 5

proper proof, I prefume, hath been produced

of the praBice of Infant-Baptifm in that pe-

riod. Let us now rife a ftep higher, and

look back into the fecond century, the age

next to that of the apoftles. At the end of

this century we find Tertullian ; whofe tefli-

mony for the practice of Infant-Baptifm in

his time is clear enough ; tho*, as to the right

of the thing, the Antipaedo-baptifls are wont,

to alledge his authority on their fide of the

queflion. It is only the JdBy that is the

matter of our prefent enquiry. But we fhall

here take occafion, to confider, en paffent,

K 2 what
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what IS commonly alledged from this antient

writer againfl: the right of Infant-Baptifm alfo.

There is one thing I would premife, which

perhaps is not duely attended to in this argu-

ment, but deferves coiifideration, as it may
throw fome Hght upon the queftion before

us. It is this^ that, though the ftated time

of circumcijion was fixed to a certain day fo

precifely, that it wa? neither to be adminiftred

before that day, nor after it ; yet the time of

Baptifm was not fo limited to any particular

age. From hence the primitive chriftians

might eafily conclude, that Baptifm was law-

fid at any age ; and yet differ in their opini-

ons about the particular time when Baptifm

was necejfary,—Now, the lawfuhiefs of In-

fant-Baptifm, or it's validity^ is all that we
need contend for in this debate. And this, as

will be (hewn, Tertullian himfelf allowed ;

and not only fo, but in fome cafes he held it

to be necejfary^ though in other cafes he thought

it lawful, and expedient to defer the Baptifm

of children for a time. Gregory Nazianzen^

as we have obferved before, was of the fame

opinion: And fo, the Antipasdo-baptifls can

claim neither the one, nor the other of theni

to their party. But fays Dr. Gill \c\ ** T^er-

** tullian is the firfl man, that ever made
** mention of Infant-Baptifm, that we know
** of; and as he was the firfl, that fpoke of

" it,

[0 Argum. from apoft. tradit. p. 15.
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*«^ It, he at the fame time fpoke againfl: it,

** &c. " Now, whether Tcrtullian is the

firft man, that ever made mention of Infant-

Baptifm, as the Doftor affirms, we (hall con-

fider hereafter. At prefcnt, let us enquire

how far TerttilUan fpoke againjl Infant-Bap-

tifm ; and I doubt not, but it will appear,

that what he faid of Infant-Baptifm doth not

amount to an abfolute dental of the thing, in

point either oi fci5i, or of rights but the con-

trary. Let us examine his words with care,

and attention, as we have them already tran-

flated to our hands by Dr. fFa/l[d], Terful-

Uan then fa)S [^]— *' according to every one's
** condition, and difpofuion, and alfo their

*' age, the delaying of Baptifm is more profit

" table, efpecially in the cafe of little children.
•' For what need is there [ ] that the godfa-
** thers fhould be brought into danger ? becaufe
" they may either fail of their promifes by

death, or they may be miftaken by a

child's proving of wicked difpofition. Our
" Lord

[/| Hid. of Inf. Bap. p. i. ch. 4. fea. 5.

[^] Tertullian de baptifmo. c. 1 8. Says Dr. Wall ibid,

fedl. 13. *• It is plain, that St. Juftin^ and Pelagiui, and
** feveral others, that managed the Pe/agian controverfy, had
*• never feen Tertullian^s book of baptifm.*' But, when
Tertullian a&s, *' Why doth their innocent age make fuch
" hafte to l\iQ forgi'venefs offins

?''''
his queilioi' implies two

things: (i.) That Infants *wtre baptized % as Dottor Wall
juftly obferves. And (2.) That they were, infamy riccord-

ing to the ufage of the church, baptized for the remijjton of

fins. Therefore I can fee no great neceffity for the Dodor's
fuppofition ; as thefe two fads remove the difficulties he
mentions as the ground of it, at leaft in a good meafure.

cc
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" Lord fays indeed, Do not forbid them to

*' come to me. Therefore, let them come
" when they are grown up : let them come
•* when they underftand : when they are in-

" ftrud:ed whither it is they come ; let them
«' be made chriftians when they can know
" Chrift. What need their guitlefs age wake
" Juch hajle to the forgivenefs of fins ? Men
" will proceed more warily in worldly things

;

** and he that (Lould not have earthly goods
" committed to him, yet fhall have heavenly.

«' Let them know how to defire this falvation,

*' that you may appear to have given to one
" thatafketh. For no lefs reafon unmarried
** perfons ought to be kept off, who are likely

** to come into tentation, as well thofe,

<« that never were married, upon account of
*' their coming to ripenefs 5 as thofe in wi-
«^ dowhood for the mifs of their partner : un-
«' til they either marry, or be confirmed in

*• continence, &c."

As I have here copied Dr. Wall-, fo I have

left a blank, in the fame manner as he did,

at the place where, in the older editions, thefe

words come in, / non tarn necejfe [/], accord-

ing to which reading Terttdlian' s meaning is

plainly this [g]y
" What occafion is there,

** except

[/] ^°'" ^^^ ^ fhould read tamen^ fuppollng it was for-

merly written with an abbreviation, thus tn, (as the word is

fometimes printed. Vid. Ruffini Perorat. in Rom. old Edit.)

and the letter n miftaken for an m by the tranfcriber.

\£\ Qil^^ ^"^'"^ necelTe elt, fi noa tarn [vel tamen] necefie,

Iponfores,
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'* except in cafe of necejjity^ that the fponfors,

** &c." This being premifed, I proceed to

obferve ( i .) The words of lertuUian feem fair-

ly to imply, that Infant- Baptifm was not only

moved for^ but adually praBifed in his time.

" For when he fays, Why does that himcent
** age make fuch hajle^ &c. His words (hew
" the matter of fa5f to have been fo, together

" with his opinion againft it [Z^]." But yet

(2.) TertuUian doth not abfolutely condemn
Infant-Baptifm as unlawful^ or unprofitable ;

he only gives his private opinion (wherein, for

any thing that appears to the contrary, he

was very lingular as he was in fome of his

other notions) for the delay of Baptifm, as

more profitable^ not only in children, but in

the adult alfo. Particularly, be was for hav-

ing the Baptifm of young women deferred 'till

marriage, as well as of widows^ &c. And
will any one infer from hence, that it was a

novel ciijlom in thofe days for unmarried per-

fons of either fex, men or women, to be baptiz-

ed ? But, you might as well infer this^ as con-

clude from the words of T^ertiillian that Infant-

Baptifm was a novel cuftom in his time. (3.) If

(as (ome learned writers have fuggefted [/])

the words oiTertulllan may reafonably be in-

terpreted

fponfores, Sec. The turn of expreflion here is very agreeable

to Tertulliari's ftile, and manner ; tho' Dr. Gale is pleafed lo

cenfure it. Refledions on Wall's hiftory, &c. p. c 1 1.

[h\ Wall ibid. feft. 9.

[/] Mr. Stevin MarJJ^alL Anf^Ktr to Mr, Tombes Examen,

t' 36, 37'
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terpreted of the Infants of Infidels 3 then,

however his reafoning may feem to conclude,

his advice about delaying Baptifrn can relate

only to fuch children. In relation to thofe

Infants, whofe parents, one or both, were

chriftians, he allows them a prerogative, or

priviledge, by birth, and tjijliiiition {k\ above

the children of heathens, referring to the

words of St. Paul\J\: For the unbelieving

hiijband is fanBiJied by the wife, &c. which

by the way {hews, that the conftrudlion,

which the Antipcedo baptifts put upon thofe

words, is a novel interpretation, when they

underftand the janBljication, there fpoken of,

as denoting lawful wedlock, or cohabitation,

and by the holinefs of the children, fo procre-

ated, only their legitimacy \_m\ For furely

Tertidlian did not fuppofe all the children of

heathens to be bafiards. However, he repre-

fcnts the children of idolaters as born with an

evil genius ; but the children of chriftians,

as holy by birth and injiitution : i. e. as candi-

dates for holinefs by birth ^ and as made holy by

Baptifm : for fo he afterward explains the

matter. Therefore, it doth not certainly ap-

pear, that Tertidlian was for having the Bap-

tifm

[/T] Adeo nulla fere natlvitas munda eft, utique Ethnico-

rum. Hinc enim et apoliolus ex fanftificato alterutro fe^u

fandos procreari ait : tarn ex feminis praerog.uiva, quam ex

inllitutionisdifcipiina : ccctcrum, inquit, immundinafeerentur,

^'C. TertuUian. de anima. c. 39, Uz,

[/] I Cor. vii. 14.

[w] See Dr. Gill's commentary in loc, &c.
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tifm of Believers children delayed at all ; ahd
much lefs do his words imply any fuch cuf*

torn. But, (4.) Whoever thefe Infants were,

he was not abfolutely againfl their Baptifm

;

but, on the contrary, allowed of it in cafe of
necejjity. Nay, in this cafe, *' he pronounced
" hirn guilty of murder, who (hould refufe

<^ it to any. He held that Baptifm was fo

*^ neceflary for all, that even laymen fhould
*' adminifler it, when a clergyman could not
" be had, rather thcin any one ihould die

•' without it [n^J' Thzrefovt Tertullian wsls

properly no Antipasdo-baptift; for he allow-

ed, and even required Infants to be baptized

in cafe of necelFity, or danger of death.

(5.) To what hath been faid, 1 fhall add two
confiderations to prove, that Tertidlian hlmfelf

looked upon Infant-Baptifm, as no biiman^ or

late invention, but a fcripture inftitution ;

though left at large, where no urgent necef-

fity, or immediate danger appeared, and not

limited, as circumcifion was, to any particu-

lar day. (I.) Thofe words of Chrift \o\ Ex-
cept a man be born of water^ and of the fpirit^

&c. 1 fjy, thefe words Tertidlian underftood

of Baptifniy and from thence inferred it to be

neceflary to falvation [/>]. Thus, he put that

very conftruiflion upon the text, which, as

L the

[«] fertullian. de baptifm. c. if. [o] John i. 5,

[^] Cam vero praefcribitur neinini fine biptifnio cotnpetere

falutem, ex ilia maxime pronunciatione Domini, qui aic, nifi

natus ex aqua qui? erit, &c. Tercal. de ba.^t. c. i 2.
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the Antlpaedo-baptifts pretend [^], gave rife

to the pradice of Infant-Baptifm. Therefore,

they cannot fairly deny, that it was pradifed

in the time of Tertulliaji^ that it was then

pradifed as a fcriptiire inftitution, and that

^ertulliafi himfelf confidered it under this

notion ; at leaft, if they allow, that he be-

lieved Infant-flilvation. (2.) When he pro-

duces fundry inftances of unwritten cujioms

in another treatije^ and methodically begins

with the adminiftration of Baptifm [r] ; Ter-

iullian makes no mention of Injant-Baptifm^

(tho' he mentions other things of lefs mo-
ment) as any of thofe unwritten cuftoms.

From whence one of thefe two things naturally

follows, either that Infant-Baptifm was not

pradifed at that time -, or that he looked upon

it as a uritten cuftom ; that is to fay, a cuftom

founded upon the written rule of God*s word,

and confequently a fcripture inftitution. But

the former fuppofition hath been proved to

be falfefrom his book of Bapnfm, which was

written before [s] 5 and fo the latter mufl be

true.

Having given Dr. G///, I hope, proper fa-

tisJaBion upon this point ^ we are now at lei-

fure to attend to his ^/'irr affertion, viz. '' that

*' TertulUan is the firft man, that ever made
'' mention of Infant-Baptifm, that we knovv^

" of. "— Upon which 1 obferve, that thofe

words

[ql Mr. Stennet. Anfwer to Ruffen. p. 77.
\r\ De corona militii* \j] Vid, Dupin HiJI, Eccle/.
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words are equivocal^ and muft be underftood

with caution ; for, other writers, before Ter-

tulliany fpeak of the fame things though not

precifely in the fame terms. And if Dr. Gill

will not be fo candid, as to admit of this dif-

tindlion ; I wifli he would be fo kind as to

inform us, who was the firft man, that ever

made mention of original fm^ e. g. that is,

ufed this very term^ or phrafe, peccatum origi-

nis: to inftance in no other particulars, as I

might in feveral, which the Dodor holds

by no better tenure, than what depends up-
on the diftindlion aforefaid. Have we not

already feen, that Origen, his cotemporary,

though fomewhat younger than Tertidlian^ fays

of Infant- Baptifm, that it was a cuftom, a tra-

dition, or inflitution, which the church de-

rived from the apoflles ? And how could Ori-
gen know this, but by the teftimony of other

writers? Therefore, whatever u'^X';2(9ie; of the

matter (and indeed we know very little of the

authors, that lived in thofe days, fo few of

them now being extant) we have no room to

doubt, that other writers before Tertullian (the

facred writers are out of the prefent queftion)

had made mention of Infant-Baptiim as the

ufage and pra&ice of the chriftian church de-
rived from the apoflles, and confequently as

what had obtained from the begining. Ac-
cordingly, Clemens Alexandrimn, TertulUans

fenior, plainly refers to Infant-Baptifm under

L z that
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that notion, faying [r] ^' If any one be by
" trade a firtier-man, he will do well to think
*' of an apoflle, and the children tak^n out
'' of the water." — '* An apoftle's takir^g,

" drawing, or lifting, a child out of the water

^

*' cannot refer to any thing, that I can think
*^ of, but the baptizing of it;'* fay^ Dr.
Wall [«]. And fo fay I too; being the

more confirmed in this fentin:ient, by a paffage

in Tertiillian[w], where he compares baptized

perfons to little Jijhes ; and fo points out the

aptpropriety of the fign, or feal, which C/^-

fne?2s Alexaiidrirms propofes to fi{her-men ;

and by his mentioning an apoftle in the cafe,

it evidently appears, that this antient writer

looked upon Infant-Baptifm as an apoftolical

fraBice,

Come we now to Irenceus^ who flourifhed

about A. D. 167, thirty years or more before

TertulUan, The words, ufually cited in this

debate from Iren^iis, will appear to contain a

dear teftimony to Infant-Baptifm^ if perfons

could, and would confider them without

prejudice, and prepofleflion. For he fays of

Chrift [a;], *' that he came to fave all by him-
'* felf; all I fay, that by birmYQ born again
" imto God, Infants, and little children, youths^
*' and older men. " Upon which the learned

Feur

[c] PiedajTog. lib 3. cap. ii.

[u] Wall's Defence, See. Appendix, p. g.

[7u] Sed nos pifciculi in aqud nafcam^r, Ter/ut/ian,

de haptifmo.

fA-J Iren. lib. 2. cat, jg.
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Feuardeniius hath this remark ;

'* that by the

" name of regeneration^ according to the

^* phrafe of Chrift, and of his apoftles, he
" underftands Bapttfm^ clearly confirming
^* the apoftolical tradition concerning the
** Baptifm of Infants." Let us now have

the patience to hear, what Dr. G///, after

others, hath objed:ed againft this teftimony of

Irenaus. ** The paffage (fays he [y]) is only

" a tranflation of Irenceus^ and not expreffed

^' in his own original words." Again [z] ;

** It is only a tranflation, as almoft all his

" works be, and a very foolifli, uncouth, and
" barbarous one."—But yet, thq dodtor doth

not pretend to fay, and much lefs attempt to

prove, that it is a wrong, or falfe tranflation ;

which he fliould have done, if he would

have faid any thing to the purpofe. It is ob-

ferved by a learned and judicious writer [^],
" that the old tranflation, which we have of
^^ Irencem is clofe, and unpolite, and for that

*' reafon may often difcover to us the origi-

" nal^ as might eafily be fhewed in a multi-

" tude of places." And thus, the coarjenefi

of the tranflation, objeded by Dr. G/7/, is

really an argument in favour of it's Uiuth,

and fidelity. -— But, he adds [/^], "and the

" chapter.

tjj Divine Right of Inf. Bap. examined, &c. p. 22.

[25] Argument from apoft. tradit. p. 14.

U] Jortin. Difc. i. on the Chriilian Relig. Compare
Wall's Defence, &c. p. 315, 316.
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" chapter, from whence it is taken, is by
*' fome learned men judged to be fpurious.

"

Which words imply, that all learned men do

not judge fo y and the Dodtor muft allow us,

to think, that at lead one learned man hath

laid what is fufficient to prove the contrary,

until Dr. Wall's anfwer to Dr. Gale upon this

head [c] hath received a proper reply. But

this is a common artifice with writers in dif-

trefsy when they meet with any thing, which

they cannot reconcile with their own dear

prejudices, and prepoffeffions, to raife ground-

lefs icruples, and fufpicions about it. Thus,

Charles Blackwood^ that doughty champion,

who bravely undertook the Jtorming of Anti*

chrijty v/ould needs have St. Cypriaris epiftle

to Fidus, though fo often quoted by St. Auf-

tiff, be fufpe6led to be fpurious [d] y
(becaufe,

I fuppofe, it fpeaks too plainly for him of In-

fant-Baptifm) but upon the weakeft grounds,

that can be. No more folid, or fubftantial

is Dr. Gill's following remark upon the paflage

under confideration k]. '' It is but 2i fingle

" paffage out of him (as if Irenaus could

'« not m.ention Infant- Baptifm at all, if he
'^ fpeaks of it but once) and that depends

" upon a fingle word, the fignification of
•' which is doubtful at the beft."— So much

the better, if there is but o?ie word in the

fentence

[d Wall's Defence, &c. p. 280, kc.^
l^/j Blackwood. Storming of Antichrill. p. 30,

[/] Ubi fupra.
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fentence of doubtful fignification ! But, wor-

thy Dodtor, why is the fignification even of

this word fo very doubtful ? Hath not Dr.

Wall [f^ produced abundant evidence, to

prove, that the antients commonly fpoke of

Baptifm under the notion of regeneration ?

Nay, what better evidence can be defired,

than the poor evafions, and pitiful (hifts, to

which Dr. Gale was reduced in vainly at-

tempting to prove the contrary; and where-

by he juftly merited the charader given of

him, viz, an everlajiing caviller againjl things^

that are plain \g\ ? We have feen before,

that TertulUan^ cotemporary with Irenaus^

underftood the words of Chrift John iii. 5.

of Baptifm. He alfo fays that chriftians are

born in watery like fifhes ; and to what can

this refer, but Baptifm ? Thus, he fpeaks of

Baptifm under the notion of regeneration :—
Clemens Alexandrinus alfo fpeaks of chriftians

being born, or begotten of the womb of water,

reyevTjicsv Ik [^'^r^ocg vSarog,——Genuit ex ma-
trice aquae. Strom. /. 4. And a like no-

tion Tertullian mentions, as maintained by
the heathens [p] : no doubt long before the

time of Irenceus. But, we need not have
recourfe to the heathens: feveral chriftian

writers, who lived with^ or before Ireftaus^

fpeak the fame language ; as will be fhewn

here-

[/] Hifloryof Inf. Bap. p. 2. ch. 6, and Defence p. 318,
&c. Appendix, p. 3. &c.

[g] Wairs Defence, &c. p. 339.
' [^] TertuWau de haptijm, cap, 5.
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hereafter. At prefent, I (hall only remind

Dr. Gill of what he hath himfelf alledgfd [/]

concerning the antiquity of the *' cu/iom of
*' giving a mixture of milk and honey to a per-

" Ion jnft baptized." For, as milk and ho-

ney were the food of Infants s fo the giving

of this mixture to a perfon jiijl baptized^ was

a flgnification, or fymbolical fign of his be-

ing newborn^ or born again \k\ Now, the

Dodlor fays [/], even Barnabas^ a companion

of the apoftle Faiil^ is thought to refer to this

pradlice, in an epiftle of his ftill extant [w].

Let me afk then ; doth Dr* Gill himfelf real-

ly think fo 3 or doth he not ? If he doth not 3

Why did he alledge rteas a proof of the high

antiquity of that cuftom ? On the other hand,

if the Dodor is of that opinion ; if he looks

upon the epiftle of Bar7tabas to be genuine,

and fuppofes it to refer to the cuftom of giv-

ing a mixture of milk, and honey to a perfon

juft baptized : then muft he retradt his own
words, when he adds [«],

*^ nor had it as yet

** obtained among the antients, to ufe the

" words regenerated^ and regeneration, for

^^ baptized

y

[/] Argument from apofl. tradit. p. 37.

{h\ titeronym. adv. Luctferianos. Bocbart. Hierozo'ic. lib%

4. cap. 12.

[/] Ihid. \m-\ C. 5.

[n] Ihid. p. 14. Dr. Gale alfo fays (Refleaions on Wall's

hillory, &c. p. 489.) ** I do not believe it (i. e. the word re-

'• generation) is ever fo much as once ufed in the antienteft

** times for baptifm, at lead not till their zeal Jor Infatit-

<* Baptifm betrayed them into that abfurdity, which was not

•* near the time of St. lrsn<sui'^ But, a zeal for Infant-

Baptifm will prove, upon his hypothecs, much earlier than

the Do^or prcte:ids.
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*^ baptized, and baptijhi"—Let us now return

to Irenceus ; and by examining another paf-

fage, or two in this antient writer, it will ma-
nifeftly appear, that he himfelf ufcd the

words regenerated and regeneration in the

ienfe contended for. In one place {o\ he

fpeaks thus; '' And again, giving the power
'' o{ regeneration unto God to his difciples, he
" faid unto them. Go, and teach all nations^

" baptizing them in the name of the Father,

" and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghof:'

This paffage feems too plain to need any

comment, or to be capable of any evafion.

In another place [/>], Irenam mentions by name^
'^ the Baptifm o'i regeneration to Gcd. '*—Tlie

Dodor cannot fay of this paffage, that it is

only a tranfation of Irenceus 5 for, v/e have

it exprefed in his own original words, if that

will pleafe him. Well then ! Irenceus exprefs-

ly fpeaks of the Baptifm of regeneration unto

God, and of Infants being regenerated unto

God. From whence it is natural for any

man of plain fenfe, to infer that Infints were

baptized.—But fays the Dodlor [^]
*' the true

** fenfe of Irenceus feems to be this, that

M " Chrift

[0] Et itcrum poteUatem regenerationis In Deum demandana

difcipulis, dicebat eis : Euntes docece omnes gentes, bapti-

zmtcs eos in nomine Patris, ct Filii, et Spiritas Sandi. Iren.

lib. 3. cap. 19.

[/>]
—tk (ix'Tslio'iJ.Oiloq THf e?? -^iov avxyivi'f,(7£x^, i. e. bap-

tlfmatis ejus, qu?e eit ia Deuni regenerationis. Lefs. lib. i.

cap. 18.

{{] Divins right of Inf. Bap. exanniined., ^z> p. 23.
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«' Chiifl: came to fave all, that are regene-

'* rated by his grace and fpirit, and none but
** they, according to his own words. John iii.

«<
3, 5." Now, this is granting all we de-

fire, "v^z. that the words of Irenceus refer to

the words of Chrift in thofe texts of fcrip-

ture, particularly the laft. For, this is plain-

ly giving up the point ; as thofe words were

always [r], and I think rightly [5], underftood

of Baptifm by the antient chriilian writers.

But the Dodlor is not yet eafy ; he fays,

that '^ to underfland Irenaus as fpeaking of

*' Baptifm, is to make him at leafl: to fuggeft a

** dodtrine, w^hich is abfolately falfe, as if

*' Chrift came to fave all^ and only fuch, who
*' are baptized unto God." The like objec-

fion is made by another learned writer [^], who
fliould have underwood the fentiments and

language of the primitive Fathers better. Did

not he know, that TertuUian as well as St. Auf-
tin^ &c. fpoke of Baptifm as neceffary to fal-

vation ? How came the ecclejiaftical biflorian

then to forget, that it is agreeable to the ecck-

Jtaflical ftlie ^ to underftand Ircnceus alfo as

fpeaking of Baptifm under the fame notion ?

And

[r] SeeWairs Hlllory, &c. p. 2. qh. 6-

[j] 'i'he words of Chrift, Except a man be horn of i<:ater^

nnd of the fpirit. Sec. are parallel to the words of St. Paul,

Til. iii. 5- iy the ivnjhlng of regeneration, and renewing of

the Holy Gholl. And thofe, who would confine the words

wholly to fpiritual baptifm, put a manifcll force upon them,

at the cxpcnce of a tautology: which is Dr. G///V way. See

his commentary, ^jc. Conf. Mar. xvi. 16.

[/] ^. Cleric, Hijf. Ecclcs. arm. i So. feU. 33.
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And thus, what is urged as an objedlion, is

really a confirmation of the given fenfe of

Irenaus : which cannot be difproved by the

confequence drawn from it, unlefs the inflilli-

bility of Irenceus in points of do^rine be firft

eflabliihcd. Befides, hath not the Oracle of
truth himfelf declared [?/] ?

** He that believ-

*' eth, and is baptized, ihall be faved/* And
is not this the fame kind of language, that we
fuppofe Irenceus to fpeak, fo far as relates to

Baptifm ? I hope, Dr. Gill will not here fay,

that " to underftand Chriji as fpeaking of
" Baptifm, is to make him at leaft to fuggeft
'^ a dodrine, which is ablblutely falfe, &c.*'

But, if the words of Chri/l admit of a quali-

fied fenfe ; fo do the words of Irenaus, There
is nothing therefore in his manner of expref-

fion, that argues that he doth not fpeak of

Baptifm, when he fpeaks of Infants being re^

generated unto God ; but the contrary. For,

his way of fpeaking, thus underftood, is quite

agreeable to the ecclefajtical file, and to fj^ip-

ture language alfo. So much then for the tef-

timony, the plain unexceptionable teftimony,

of /rtv7^//i for the pradice of Infant-Baptifm.

And as this antient writer flourijflied about fix-

ty feven years after the apoftles, fo that he
may well be fuppofed, as he is faid, to have

been born fome time before the death of St.

John: his teuimony therefore carries up the

M 2 evi-

[«] Mark xvi. 16.
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evidence for Infant-Baptifm very near to the

apoftolic age.

But farther to corroborate this evidence, let

us proceed to yujiin Martyr^ whofe time is

fixed oijly forty years after the apoftles. And
the better to connedt our obfervations on him
with our remarks on Jrenceus ; we (hall be-

gin with a paffage, where Jtiftin Martyr
plainly enough fpeaks of Baptifm under the

liotion of regeneration^ though he is defcrib-

ing to the heathens the manner of adult-bap-

tifm only, having no occafion to defcend to

any farther particulars : nor do we alledge the

pafilige as a proof of Infant-Baptifm diredly ;

but only to fliew that this antient writer alfo

ufed tl'ie word regeneration^ fo as to connote

Baptifm, and thereby confirms the fenfe al-

ready given of the words of Irenceus, Juf-
tin Martyr then fays [w], '' We bring them
*' (viz. the ne^V'Converts) to fome plac^ where
*' there is water ; and they are regenerated by
*' the fi.me way of regeneration by which we
*' were regenerated; for they are waflied with
*' water in the name of God the Father and
'-' Lord of all things, and of our Saviour "Je^
*' jus Chrift, and of the Holy Spirit. For,
*' Chrift fays[x], tmlefs you be regenerated, you
*' cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven^ &c/*

Thuf, as yliftin Martyr ufeth the term rege^

Iteration^ fo he underftands thefe words of our

Saviour,

[w] Apolog. 2. [jf] John iii. 3, 5.
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Saviour, of Baptlfm, Therefore, though he
here defcribes the manner of adminiftring

BaptiiVn only to the adidt^ as we are often

told ; yet his words cannot be thought to ex-

clude the Baptifm of Infants in thofe days :

becaufe, we fee, that conftrudion of our Savi-

our's words did then obtain, which, as the Anti-

pa^do-baptifts themfelves fay, introducedInfant-'

Baptlfm into the chriftian church. So little rea-

fon liad Dr. Gill to fay, fpeaking of the time

of Irenaus^ near thirty years younger than

Juftin Martyr^ ** nor had it as yet obtained
*' among the antients to ufe the words rege-

" nerated, and regeneration^ for baptized^
'' ^nd Baptijin ! " As for Dr. G^/^Xquibbles
upon this head, I fcarce need to refer the

Reader to Dr. ball's reply [y] for a proper

anfwer ; the plain words of Juftin Martyr,
above cited, being a fufficient anfwer of them-
felves.

The next paiTage I (hall mention is in his

Dialogue with Trypho the Jew [z] ; where
yuftin Martyr fays that concerning the in-

fluence and efFedt of Adams fin upon man-
kind, which the antient writers reprefent as

the ground and reafon of Infant-Baptifm.

In the fame book he fpeaks of Baptifm being

to chriftians in the room of circumcifion -y

and fo points out the analogy between thefe

mo initiatory rites. Dr. IVall hath quoted

both

[y] Wall's Defence, &c. p. 177.

[«] 7. Martyr Dialog, cnm T^'ph, (^c.
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both the pafiages at large, and made proper

reticd^ions upon them [a]. To him there-

fore I fliall refer the curions and inquifitive

Reader : for I haften to another paffage in

yti/h'?2 Martyr^ upon which I muil: dvvtil a-

while longer. Jiif^i^^ Martyr then lays [/?],

*' Several perfons among us, of both kxes, of

<' fixty, and feventy years of age, ol iyc TrociScav

** llJicc^'/jrevS-Yia-oLv rw %p/r^, '^^•'^^^ were dtjapled
" to Cbrift in their childhood, &ic.'' Dr. Gill

renders the words thus [<:], ''who from their

" childhood were inftru^hd in Chrift : for fo

" (fays he) the phrafe, on which the whole
*' depends, (hould be rendered, and not dif-

" ciplcd, or prc/elytfd to Chrift^ which render-

" ing of the words as it is unjuftifiable, fo it

" would never have been thought of, had it not

" been to ferve a turn."—Now, by expreffing

himfelf thus, the Docflor feems to be aware,

that the turn of Infant-Baptifm would be ferv-

ed, if that conftrudion of the word, IjjlccBti'

Tev^rja-ocv, which he difallows, were admitted :

and yet, if he alfo had not a turn to ferve in

his way, it is probable that he would never

have thought of any other rendering of the

word : nor can he juftify his own fenfeof the

phrafe, liiccBviTBv^Tfrccv ru %p/r^, by any rule

of grammar, or parallel example, e. g. '' yh-
" tipbon^ the fon of Sophilus— jt^aS'/^rgucrcj^ Jg

*.' roj7rDCT^\y wi\s^ difcipkd, or a dij'ciple to his

*^ fathers"

[al Hid. of Inf. Bap. p. i. ch. 2. [^3 A^^oL 2.

[f] Argument from ap. tradit. &c. p. iz.
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'.' father ;" fays Plutarch [c\ But accord-

ing to Dr. GilPs rule of conftrudlion, we
ftiould fay, Antiphon was injtruBed in his fa-
ther. And would this be good fenfc, or a

proper way of fpeaking ? The Dodlor himfelf,

when perhaps he was off his guard, and had

710 turn to fcrve^ fometlmcs fuppofed, that in

the chriftian fenfe of the word, difciple^ it in-

cludes Baptifm, For, fays he [i], '* The apof-
*' tie takes it for granted, that they were bap-
*' tized^ fince they were not only believers,

** but dijciplesr And this fenfe of the word,

as including the idea of Baptifm, is confirmed

by the following paflage \e\ j
*' When they

*' had preached the gofpel to that city, and
" {xccS'-/}Tev(rocvTsg taught (difeipkdj many,&c."
that is, made many difciples. By this ex-

preffion the facred v/riter mud intend fome-
thing more than bare injtrudlion j otherwife

it is a mere tautology. And what can tlfis

fomething more be, but baptizing them ? Dr.

Gill himfelf being judge. Therefore, fince

according to the chriflian fenfe of the word in

queftion, it comprehends Baptifm, whea
Jujlin Martyr fays of certain perfons g>: tt^/-

hm ef^oiBTjTBvBi^a-ocv rco ;^p/f^^ j his words impl/
that they were baptized in their infancy, or

childhood : for, the Baptifm of any perfons

being not a contitiued, but one fingle tranfi-

ent

ic] Ptutarc. de 'vit. de<em Rhet. Op. VoL 2. p. 832
[^] Dr. Gill's commentary in Ai^s xix. 1,3.
[^j Ads xiv. 21.



( 88
)

ent aft, to fpeak of their being baptizeci frbiH

their childhood, would be improper [/].
We grant, the word, difclpk^ hath a reference

to teachings and initrudion. But then,

whereas the Antipaedo-baptifts pretend that

all perfons muft be jirft taught before they

are baptized ; we, on the contrary maintain^

that children rightly may be, and in fa6l were^

baptized, and fo far made difciples to Chrift,

in order to be taught, as a fcholar is put to

fchool, that he may learn.

With refpedt to the matter of right in this

cafe, it is beyond the compafs of my prefent

defign, to difcufs the queflion in that view.

However, as it may contribute fomething to-

ward fupporting the given fenfe of Jujiin

Martyr ; I fliall here anticipate myfelf fo far,

as to oiFer fome confiderations upon the words

of the commijjion [^]. *' Go ye therefore, and
** teach (difciple) all nations, baptizing them
*' in the name of the Father, and of the

" Son, and of the Holy Ghoft; teaching

«* them to obferve all things whatfoever I

" have commanded you, &c."—Here, fay the

Antipaedo-baptifts, teaching is fet before bap-

tizing \ and fo, from hence they argue, and

would conclude, that all perfons muft be

taught, before they are baptized. But, from

a ftrid, and impartial examination of the

words of the commiffion, the contrary will

appear

[/] See Wall's Defence, c<^c. p. Zuo.

[g] Mat. xxviil 19, 20.
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appear to be true, and that baptizing is really

let before teacbwg^ in the proper order of

words ; though I Oiall not argue from thence,

that all perfons mud be baptized, before they

are taught, but only that there is no ground
from the words of the commiflion for the

contrary fuppofition. For (i.) we have the

general matter of the commiffion laid down
in thefe words; Go ye a?id difciple, or profe-

lyte, allnatiom. For fo, I infift, the original

word ought to be rendred, to exprefs its true

meaning, and to avoid a tautology ; not teach

all nations; as teaching is mentioned after-

ward by a more proper, and known term,

SiUa-zofjcg [h]. Accordingly, thus it is, that

our tranllators have very properly rendred

the word in another place of the fame gof-

pel [/]. Nor can Dr. Gil!, remembring his

own obf:irvation above mentioned, difallow

how much foever he may dijlike^ this inter-

pretation ; or confine the fenfe of the word
to mere teachings but at the expence of a pal-

pable fclf-contiadidtion. Therefore, dijci-

fling is a general, and comprehenfive term,

including both teaching, and baptizing. For
obferve (2.)the particular method of execu-

ting this commiffion, appointed in two dire5li^

ens ; viz. baptizing, and teaching : that is to

fay, by baptizing, and by teaching : for, the

N Greeks

[/;] See Wair^ Defence, &c. p. 155, 136.
[/j Mat, xxvii. 57.
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Greeks ufe the participles for gerunds \Ji\ Oar
learned Dodtor over-afts the grammarian^

when he fays [/],
** the antecedent to the

" relative them (after haptizivg) cannot be all

" nations, but difciples, &c." The reafon

he gives for it, is of no force at all, viz. the

difagreement of gender. Such inaccuracies,

or atticifms \m\ are not uncommon. The
Doctor may find the fame conftrudion in

other places [«], yea, the very fame phrafe [o]»

And let me afk him, what is the antecedent to

the fecond them ? (after teaching) Will he fay,

as before, difciples ? Then, by his own con-

feffion, difciples are perfons to be taught I I

give the Dodtor free liberty, to chufe his own
antecedent. And whether it be all nations,

or difciples ; this is plain, that baptizing is

fet before teaching in the exprefs words of the

commiiTion.^ Therefore, to return tojuf-

tin Martyr, no fafficient reafon appears, why
the aged perfons, mentioned by him, as hav-

ing been difcipled to Chrijl in, or frofu their

childhood, may not be fuppofed, to have been

made difciples to Chrift in their infancy by

Baptifm, and afterwards taught from their

infancy; according to that obfervation of the

learned

\Ji\ Vid. Spanham. Duhia E'vang. in loc.

[/j Divine right of Inf. Bap &c. p. 'j<).

r^ [///] The conltruttion of a relative is of the fame nature

with that of an adjedi've \ concerning which the rule is: po-

eiice, et attice, nee cafu, ncc genere, nee numero confentit.

[n] 2 Kings xvii. 41, 70. Ads xv. 17.

[oj Mat. XXV. 32.
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learned Dr. Lighffoot [/>],

" Baptlfai makes
«* difciples, and difcipling fets the way to be
*' taught." This to me appears to give us

the full import of yu/iin Martyr s phrafe.

And, confidering the time, when he writ,

the perfons, of whom he fpcaks, mud have

been difcipled to Chrifi, and confequently

baptized, in the apoftolic age, and near the

middle of it [j'].

I (hall not here infid upon the queftions

and anfwers to the Orthodox j a book which
goes under the name of Juftin Martyr^ but

is the work of a later author, in the fourth

century perhaps [r]. However, Infant-Bap-

tifm is there fpoken of, as a thing vulgarly

known, and pradifed in the chriflian church,

and the right of children to Baptifm on the

foot of the faith of thofe, that prefent them,

is plainly, and pofitively afferted [.?]. We
may rank this book in the fame clals with the

Apoftolical Conjtitutions^ which exprefsly order

the Baptifm of Infants {t\ And fo, from
both we may conclude, that Infant- Baptifm

was pradifed in the Greek church; a fact

which the Antipsdo-baptifts have fometimes

denied.

N 2 Perhaps,

[^] Sermon on Mat:th. xxviii. 19. Op. Vol, 2. p. 1124..

This is according to the rule. Baptize your children, and
iring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. A-
pofi;. Conftitut. ubi infra.

[^] See the Baptifm of Infants, a reafonable fervice. p.- j2.
[r] Vid. %f/. 74, 126, &c.

[j] ^eft. k3 Refponf. 56.
\i\ Apojl. Conjiitut. lib, 6. cap. 15.
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Perhaps, according to my propofed me-
thod, Ifliould have vnQntionGd the Recogmti-

ens before Ji{fttn Martyr in order. How-
ever, favs the learned and laborious Mr.
Bingham \ii\ ** It is an antient writing of
** the fame age with Juftin Martyr, men-
'' tioned by Origen in his Philocalia^ and by
*' fome a foribed to Bardefenes Syrus, who
*' lived about the middle of the fecond cen^

tury. This author Ipeaks of the neceffity

^« of Baptifo 11/. the fame ftyle, as Juftin
'' Martyr did, bzc, — So that if Infant-Bap-

" tifm was founded, as Salma/ius p\Q2ids, up-
" on the opinion of the neceH^ty of Baptifm
** to falvation ; this author mufl be an affertor

" of Infant-Baptifni j becaufe he was unde-

niably an afiertor of the general neceffity

" of Baptifm to falvation [w].

To conclude in the words of the fame

author [w], «* The mofl antient writer, that

'' vre have is Clemens Romanus, who lived in

*' the time of the apoftles. And he, though
*' he doth not diredly mention Infant- Bap-
'' tifm, yet fays a thing, that by confequence
** proves ir. For, he makes Infants liable to

*' original fin, which in effcd is to fay, that

*' they have need of Baptifm to purge it

*' avv'ay, 6cc [x']. Hermes Paftor lived

*^ about

[k] Antiq-jidea of the chrillian ch. B. xl. ch. 4. feCl. 8.

[tj.-] Clement. Reco;n:t. lib. 6,

[t*] BInaham antiq. ibid. fed. 6.

[^] Clemens Roman. Fp. i. adCoilnth,

cc
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*' about the fame time with Clemens, and hath
" feveral paflages to (hew the general necefli-

*' ty of watery that is Baptifm, to fave men,
" &;c [x],— Therefore, they who reprefent

*' this dodtrine of the neceffity of Baptifm
" as a novelty, or an error, firfl introduced
*' into the church in the age of St. Auftiri

*' againft ih^ Pelagian hereticks; do mani-
** fell wrong both to the dodrine itfelf, and
'' to St. Aiijtin, and to the antients, who
*' embraced, and delivered the fame before

" him."

Thus, from the begining of the ffth cen-

tury backward, either exprefsly, or in ref-

ped: to the Qoxxivtiow grounds of it (thofe very

grounds upon which the Antipaedo-baptifts

themfelves fay, it was founded) we have tra-

ced up the pradice of Infant-Baptifm to the

time of the apodles [j)?]. (And it is only the

fa6l itfelf, as attefted by the antient writers^

not ihtix reafonings about it, in which we are

concerned at prcfent) Our teftimonies upon
this head might have been expeded to be

more full for the Jirft ages, if there had tke?i

been any controverfy about Infant-Baptifm,

and

[jr] Hermes Pallor lib. i. & 3, See Wall's Hiftory, &c.

p- I. ch. I. and Defence, ch. xi.

[j] Quod autem apud fimplicem valgum diffeminant. Ion-

gam annorum feriem, pod Chrifti refurredionem, praeteriiffe,

quibus incognitus erat pa^do-baptifmus ; in tofadijimi fnenti-

untur: fiquidem nullus fcriptor tam vetufius, qui non ejus

originem ad apojiolorum feculum pro certo referat, J. Cal-

vin. Inftit. lib. 4. cap. i6.fea. 8.
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and we had now a greater number of primi-

tive writers extant. So that what our evi-

dence may feem to lofe in one view, it gains

in another. The main queftion is, on which

fide the preponderati7ig evidence lies. And
to judge of this, I defire the Reader to con-

fider, that in all the forementioned period the

Antipaedo-baptifts cannot produce one fingle

author to difprove the fad;[)'j. For, the

firft man, that ever fuggefted any thing of

that kind, was Wilfrid Strabo^ a writer in

the ninth century 5 and what he fays is

grounded upon a palpable miftake. Becaufe,

he builds his opinion, againft the early prac-

tice of Infant-Baptifm, upon no hiftorical

memoirs, or authentic teftimony ; but only

on a paflage in St. Auftiris book of Confefftons^

which fpeaks of his being baptized at adult-

age. Nothing at all to the purpofe ! For,

from the fame book of St. Aujtin we alfo

learn, that, when he was born, his father

was a heathen {z\. And, if his mother was

then

t^l ** Mr. Gale fays. Had it been the fettled praaice. Sec.

** it cannot be imagined^ that TertuUian Jhould n^enture to

*' oppofe it. Why not? V/hy might not he have the confi-

«* dence, and felf opinion, that Mr. GalehdiS now, when it

*' is undoubtedly the fettled pradice ? He knovv; well enough
<' (though he would conceal it from any ignorant Reader) that,

<* That is Teitullian's charadier among ail men ; to oppofe
* his firgular opinions to the praftice, and tenets of the

*' church of his time, &c." IVaWs Defence p. 361.

[2;] See Marfhah's Defence of Inf. Bap. in anfwer to

Tombes. p. 47. and Wall's hil\ory, &c. p. 2. ch. 3. feci. ii.

and ch. 2. fec^. 2.
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then a chrirtian ; his being not baptized in

infancy can no more prove, that Infant-Bap-

tifm was not the common pradlice of the

chriflian church at that time (as we know it

was by St, Aufti?is own teftimony) than Ti-

mothy s not being circiimcifed in infancy (whofe

father was a Greeks and his mother a "JeW"

efs [a^) is any proof that Infant-circumcifion

was not then the common pradice of the

yewifi church. Wherefore to conclude all

in the words of St. Augujiin^ in his epiftle to

St. Jerome, contra Ecclefiae fundatiffimum

morem nemo fentiat, i. e. " let no body think
** contrary to the moji firmly ejtablijled cuflom
*' of the church."

[fl] Afts xvi. I, 3..

FINIS.

ADVERTISEMENT.
THIS Defence of the x^ntiquity is

defigned to prepare the Way for the

Defence of the Authority of Infant-Baptifm,

in Anfwer to the common Objedions againft

it.
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I. ^TT^ H E DiiTenting Gentleman's three Let-
X TERS, with a Postscript, in Anfwer to

the Re\'erend Mr. Whites three Letters; in

which a Separation from the Eflabllfhment is fully jufti-

ficd ; the Charge of Schifm is refuted and retorted ; and

the Church of England Tindi the Church of JefusChriJi^

are impartially compared, and found to be Conftitu-

tions of a quite different Nature. The Letters and

Postscript may be had feparate. ,

n. The Baptism of Infants, a Reafonable Ser-

vice ; founded upon Scripture, and undoubted Apoftolic

Tradition: In v/hich its Moral Purpofes and Ufe in Re-

ligion are fhewn.

III. Dipping ^ot the only Scriptural and Primitive

Manner of Baptizing: And fuppofing it were, yet a

ftri6f Adherence to it not obligatory on us.

IV. Euroclydon:, Or, the Dangers of the Sea

confidered and improved, in fome Reflections on St.

Paul's Voyage and Shipwreck, ASfs xvii.

V. Liberty and Loyalty: Or, a Defence and
Explication of the SubjeCfion to the prefent Govern-
ment, upon the Principles of the Revolution.

VI. Divine Oracles : Or, the SulHciency of the

Holy Scriptures, as a Rule of Religion, afTerted, ac-

cording to the fixth Article of the Church of England.

And the concuircni: Teftimony of Scripture and the Fa-
thers, in Behalf of Tradition, difcufled ; in Anfwer to

a Book intitled, a full, true and comprehenfive View of
Chridianity, i^c. during the four firft Centuries laid

down in two Catechifms.

VII. Holy Orders: Or, an EfTay on Ordination,
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