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INTRODUCTION.

LTHOUGH the authority of

Infant-baptifm doth not formally

depend upon it*s antiquity \
yet

a due confideration of the latter

may be fubfervient to the former, fo far as

to difpofe an enquirer after truth, to examine

the Queftion with more freedom and candor,

than could be expefted from any perfons al-

ready prepoffefled with a groundlefs notion

of the novelty of the thing. Such a notion,

built upon a few miftaken paffages in fome

of the antient writers, feems to have laid the

foundation of this whole controverfy at the

lirft, and ever fince determined fome con-

fcientious people, who had a laudable zeal

for the Bible, as the rule oifaith and prac-*

ticCy to difpute every inch of ground with

fo much pertinacity, and to try all the

methods of evaiion to elude the force of e-

very
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very/cHpture-ztgnrntnt. Therefore a former

attempt having been made to remove this

unhappy prejudice by maintaining the anti-

quity of Infant-baptifm [a] j we fhaii now
endeavor to defend it's authority againfl: the

chief and common objedlions, By the

authority of Infant-baptifm every Protejiant

reader will underftand fuch ground and

reafon for it in the Scriptures^ as is fafficient

to juftify the thing, and fo render any

further baptifm unneceffary and fuperfluous^

in a regular adminiftration of gofpel-ordi-

nances, to thofe, who were baptized in their

Infancy. The point, then, which we now
propofe to maintain, is this^ viz. the law-

fulnefs, or validity of Infant-baptifm. For,

though baptifm, in the general^ is a pofi-

tive and plain inftitution of Chrift^ yet, as

the particular time of adminiftring it is no

where precifely fixed : when therefore, or at

what age perfons ordinarily fliall be bap-

tized, thisy we prefume, is a circumftance

left undetermined. Confequently, they may
be rightly baptized at a?iy age, even in their

earlieft infancy, and the children, fo bapti-

zed,

[«] See Paedo-baptifm, and Psedo-baptifm defended m
atifwer to Dr, G ill's Reply.
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ged, have lawful and valid baptifm : Be

caufe they are admitted to baptifm accord

ing to the liberty and latitude allowed in tht

Gofpel.—As this appears to have been

the general fenfe of antiquity [ti] 5 fo, this

view of the Queftion eafily accounts for the

different opinions, that occafionally arofe in

the primitive church, about the moft pro-

per and convenient time of adminiftring

baptifm: Some fuppofing, that children

ought not to be baptized before the eighth

day, e, g, FiduSy an African biihpp (though

he had no doubt whether they (hould be

baptized at all) [^]; others, that they might

be baptized on a?iy day after their birth, e.g.

Cyprian, and a whole council of bifhops [d] ;

and others, that their baptifm might be

more conveniently deferred till they were

three years old, e, g. Gregory Nazianzen [^],

an;l perhaps Tertidlian [/]. However, it

Was tlie prevailing opinion, that baptifm

was fo neceffary for all, as that none (hould

be fuffered to die without it. And upon

this ground it is no difficult talk, to recon-

cile the two laft named writers with them-
felves.

)ec. 2.[^] See Blake, anfwer to Tombes. S(

[f] Cyprian. Ep, ad Fidum. [^J Ibid.

[<] Orat. 40. [/] Lib. de Baptifmo,
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felves, when they advife the delay of chil-

dren's baptifm, and yet allow, yea required,

them to be baptized in cafe of danger \g\
Thus, it appears, they fuppofed, that a dif-

cretionary power v/as left with chriftians, to

order and determine the time of baptifm, as

they faw occafion. So that, if they did not

look upon the baptifm of children in their

earlieft infancy to be neceffary^ or expedient^

in ordinary cafes
; yet they held it lawful,

and valid
'y nor, N. B. did they ever per-

fuade any perfons to be re baptized^ who,

( or becaufe they ) had been baptized in

their infancy. T^ertullian himfelf fays, that

baptifm is to be but once adminiftred \h\

It

[g\ Ubifupra. This plainly is the meaning of that ex-

ceptive claufe in Tertullian, fi non tarn (or tamen) neceffe.

The not obferving with a critical exaftnefs how the word,

neceffty varies it's fignification in this part of the fentence,

hath led fome perfons to make nonjmfe of the paflage.

But, to fay, " what neceifity is there, except in cafe of

** danger," (/. e. of death) is very intelligible.

[-6] Denuo ablui non licet. TertJillian de Pudecitia. In

the fame book, he difcovers it to be his opinion, that fms,

committed after baptifm, are unpardonable, V/hich, by

the way, eafily accounts for his advifmg the delcrj^ of

baptifm, not only in children, but in 'virgins, and ivido^MS^

without fuppofing the baptifm of any fuch perfons to be

a no'velty in his days : and indeed there is as much reafon

to fuppofe it of the one as the other.
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It may poffibly be alledged that, if In-

fant- baptifm is commanded^ it muft be necef-

fary ; and if it is 7iot commanded, it muft be

unlawful. But this dile?nma can give us no

pain 5 for it is a mere fophifm. And the

argument would prove too much, if any

thing at all, 'viz, that every thing, every

circumftance in religion muft be either necef-

fary, or unlawful. For a foiution, we judge

it fufficient to fay. That the particular and

precife time of baptifm is not the matter of

any divine precept or appointment, (though

baptifm itfelf is fo) but a circiimfance left

undetermined in the chriftian code. Should

any one apply this reafoning to the ordi-

nance of the Lord's Supper^ the confequence

will not affect our argument, 'till the reafons

for Infant-communion are difproved [/]. But

the two cafes do not feem to us exadly

parallel : Becaufe the nature of the folem-

nities is different. For in the adminiftra-

tion of baptifm the baptizer is the agent,

and the party baptized is pajjive. But, in

the celebration of the Lord's Supper, not

only the adminiftrator, but the recipient alfo

is

[/] See Mr. ^ames Peirce's EiTay on this fubjea.
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IS aBive. For, as he eais and drinks^ what

Infants cannot digeft ; fo, according to

the very nature and defign of that comme-

morative Rite, he is to exercife his under^

fianding^ and memory^ in difcerning the

Lord's body &c. [^J
adions, which Infants

cannot perform. As to the Jewifli paffovery

which was alfo a memorial of another kind,

if Infants partook of it (though this is mat-

ter of difpute) no argument can be urged

from thence in favour of Infant- co?nmimion^

but what will conclude more flrongly for

Infant'baptifm,

[hi I Cor. xi. 29. See Mr, Baxter. Plain Scripture-

proof, ^c. P. 2. ch. 4.

Section



P^DO-BAPTISM:

THE

SECOND PART,

S E C T I O N I.

^e previous ^eftion^ concerning the perpetui-

ty of Chrijiian-baptifm, confidered.

[HOUGH Padobaptip and

Afitipado-baptijis both are

generally agreed, that bap-

tifm is a Jlanding ordinance

of Chrift ; yet, becaufe feme
perfons have raifed a fcruple

upon this head, it is not foreign to the fub-

jedt in hand, to take that matter into confi-

deration. *• For, if baptifm, that is to fay,

L^ V/ater-baptifm be ceafed^ then furely bap-

B " tizing
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*' tizing of Infants is unwarrantable j" fays

Mr. Barclay [/].

It is the opinion of thefe people, called

fakers y that water- baptifm only typified the

baptifm of the Spirit^ and fo, as they will

have it, was fuperfeded by it. But accord-

ing to this notion (for which there is not the

leaft foundation, in fcripture, reafon, or fadt)

isoater'baptifm^ which is plainly intended in

the commijfion [pi], ceafed in the Cbriftian

church before it began, which is very abfurd.

For, as the Chriftian church did not com-

mence till after the death &c. of Chrift [n] j

fo his Apoftles were not to execute their com-

miffion, before they had received the Holy

Ghojiy which was the baptifm of the Spirit [o].

Nor could they with any propriety baptize

perfons in the name of—the Holy Ghofly be-

fore the Holy Ghoji was adually given. For,

this form of baptifm was a plain and public

acknowledgment of that divine donation [/>].

Hence that queftion, which St. Paul put to

certain perfons, who faid " they had not

" heard that there was a Holy Ghoft : " [j]
" unto what then were ye baptized T' [r'] Im-

plying,

[/] Apology. Prop. 12. fub fin.

[wj Mat. xxviii. 19, 20. This muft fignify baptizing

Wf h ivater^ not with the Holy Ghoft.

[7z] Vid. Pearfon. Led. i. in Aft. Apoft. Op. Pofthum.

[<?] See Luk.xxiv. 49. Afts i. 8. Mat. iii. ii. Ads i. 5.

[y,] in quern enim tingeret ? infpiritum fandlum ?

qui nondum a Patre defcenderat in ecclefiam. 'lertulUan de

hapttfmo.

Cf] Ads XIX, 2. [r] ibid. ver. 3.
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plying, that they muft have heard, that

there was a Holy Ghofty {y\z. " poured forth
** in his extraordinary gifts,'*) [5] if they had

received Chriftian baptifm ; becaufe in the

very form of this baptifm the gift of the Ho-
ly Ghoji was recognized by the naming ofHini.

When therefore it is afterwards faid of the

fame perfons, " that they were baptized in the

" name of the Lord Jefm j" [t] the plain

meaning is, that they received Chriffs bap-

tifm, as contradiftinguiflied from Johns bap-

tifm, which they had received before \u\.

But, it feems reafonable to fuppofe, that

they were baptized according to the folemn

form of baptifm, prefcribed by Our Saviour,

and referred to in the Apoftle's queftion a-

forefaid ; the fame form of baptifm, that

juftin Martyr alfo defcribes in his account of

the primitive worfhip \jw']. However, 'tis

very evident, that the baptifm of the Spirit

was adually received, before water-baptifna

really began in the Chriftian church: an^

therefore the former could not fuperfede th^

latter, as is pretended.—Befides, did not St.

Peter exprefsly order and dired thofe very

perfons themfelves to be baptized with water,

B 2. who

[j] Vid. Dr.
J.

Owen. Theolog. lib. 6. cap. 6. Rees.

unfwerto Walker, p. 104.

[/] Atlsxix, 5.

[a] Of the difference betwixt John's baptifm, and the

baptifm of Chrift, fee Bp. Burnet on article 27.

[w] W WoiAovToi yetft Tpv^ctlfo; it T A. J.
Martyr, Apol. 2.
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who had received the Holy Ghcft already [x' ?

Nay, did he not openly appeal to the com-
mon fenfe and reafon of all men for the juft-

nefs and propriety of the thing? '« Can any
** man (fays he [;'],) forbid water^ that thefe

*' JIjouU mt be baptized^ who have received

'' the Hcly Ghoit, as well at we?'* Thus
then, the having received the baptifm of the

Spirit, ivas fo far from being thought any ob-

jedion again ft the ufe or application of water-

baptifm^ that, on the contrary, it is urged

as an unanfwerable argument for it, particu-

larly in the cafe of certain gentiles^ and fo (to

obviate that pretence) not in compliance with

any fewifld prejudices. Therefore, v\^ater-

baptifm v/as not fuperfeded by the baptifm

of the Spirit, in the courfe and order of gof-

pel miniftrations. For, we fee, the Apoftle

Peter^ (who had the honour to receive the

keys of the kingdom of heaven [2;], or of the

Gofpel ftate of the church, that he might

firft open the door offaith^ both to Jews and

Gentiles) admitted fome perfons to baptifm,

who were already baptized with the Holy

GhofI: ; as upon a former occafion aifo he

had diredled others to be baptized^ in order

that they might receive the Holy Ghcft [^?J.

All which things are fo clear and convincing

to men of candor and fenfe, that it is need-

lefs

[x] Aft. X. 44.48. [y] ibid. ver. 47.
[«•] Mat. xvi. 19. Confer, Luk. xi. 52. Mat. xxiii. 13^

Aft. xiv. 27. [a] Aft, ii. 38.
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lefs to trouble the Reader with a particular

confutation of the {hallow and fuperficial

reafons, with wh\ch Mr. Barclay vainly en-

deavours to fupport his groundlefs hypo-

thefis.

This herefy of the Antiwafer-baptifts ap-

pears to be more antient, than the Apohgift

himfelf fuppofed. For, befides the perfons,

•* who (as he fays [U]) teftified againft wa-
*^ ter-baptifm in the darkefl times of popery >"

Tertullian mentions [^] one ^nntilla^ who
declared againft it in his time.—But, there is

another hypothefis, of a much later date and

ftanding, fet up by Socimis, and efpoufed by
fome others, that feem fond of 720velties.

(though novelties in religion are the worft

kind of rarities, and feldom attended with

the beft confequences.) Thefe men fuppofe,

that Chrift took the rite of baptifm from the

Jews, who are faid to have had a cuftom of

baptizing Profelytes^ with their children al-

ready born, at their admiffion into the Jsw-
i(h church, as being unclean Gentiles: but

their children, born afterwards^ were not

baptized j becaufe they were looked upon as

holy, like native Jews themfelves. Now,
upon this ground it is concluded, that though
Chrift inftituted baptifm, as the rite of /«/-

//^//^;2 into his church for all Chri/tian Pto^

felvtes and their children at the beginning; yet

he did not intend it for the ufe of their pofte-

rity,

[^] Barclay Apol. Prop, it, Se£l. lo. W Debaptifmo.
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rityj as a ftanding ordinance.—To which it

may be replied, (i) In relation to Frojelyte-

bapfifm among the Jews ; this is a point a-

bout which the learned are not agreed, at

lead as to the antiquity of it. Not only Pa-'

do-baptifts^ but Aniipado-haptijh differ a-^'

mongft themfelves, and are divided in their

opinions upon this head \d\. It feems there-

fore improper and imprudent, to lay fomuch
ftrefs, as to build an hypotbefis upon fo un-

certain a foundation. (2.) Granting, there

was fuch a pradlice among the Jews ; it does

not certainly follow, that Chrift took the

Rite of baptifm from them. For, the Genr
tiles alfo had their initiatory Rites, and forms

of Liiftration^ both for children and others [^].

And, as the Chriftian religion was framed and

calculated for all nations^ in it's original con^-

ftitution and defign ; It feems a more ration-

al prefumption, that he would adopt his

inftitutions to the rites and ufages of the bulk

of mankind, than to fuppofe that he iuited

them to the cufioms of the one, fmall, and

defpifed nation of the Jews alone. But (3.)

fuppofe, Chrift did take the rite of baptifm

from the Jews 5 it follows not, that he ex-

adly

[/I Mr. Tombes, a learned Antipaedo baptift, contended

for it. Examen. p 89. But others on the fame fide of s:he

^ueftion have Ilrongly oppofed it. See Gale's Rellect'ons,

&c. Let. 9.

[^] Vjd. Clem. Alexand Strom. 5. Tcrt.ill'an de bap-

lifmo. Macrob Saturnal. lib. i. cap. 16. Alex, ab Alex.

Genial. JL)i€r. lib, 2. cap. 25.
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aflly conformed to their ufe of baptifm in all

points [/]. On the contrary, it is manifeft,

that he varied from it in one materia! circum-

ftance, viz, by ordering vathe Jews them-

felves, as well as Gentiles, to be baptized at

their admiflion into the Chriftian church [g].

Thus, Chrift clearly took av/ay the ground

of that partial diftindlion, which the Jews
made in their manner of adminillring bap-

tifm ; as mentioned before. And is it rati-

onal to think, that what he difcountenanced

in them^ he would make a pattern, or prece-

dent to his own church in the adminiftration

of baptifm ? Were not the Jews formerly aa

holy pecple^ and the true church of God, as

well as the Chrift ians are now, under a diffe-

rent difpenfation ? If then no prerogative of

birth y or defcent, exempted theformer from

Chriftian baptifm j what ground can there be to

pi ead fuch an exemption for the pofterity ofthe

latter ; Chrift having plainly fixed this ordi-

nance upon fuch a footing as is common to per-

fons of all pedigrees and defcents, even all the

children oi Adam ? (4 )Though the after-born

children of Jewifh profelytes were not baptiz-

ed, they were circumcifed after the manner
of the Jews*, conformably whereunto the

children of Chriftian parents are to be baptiz-

ed

[/] See Dr. Benfon's Anfwer to Mr. Emlyn. Eflay ori

the public worlhip of ChriHians, chap. 5. fed, z edit. 2d.

[g] See Wall's hiftory of Infant-baptifm. Introduction,

Sea. 5.
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cd through all generations. For, in the or*

der of the divine cEconomy, where the Jew-
ifli circumcifion ended, Chriftian baptifm

began as the facred rite of initiation into God's

{reformed) [h'] Church : but with this Diffe-

rence in the Subjects ^ that baptifm is of a lar-

ger extent in its ufe and application : For,
•* in Chrift Jefus there is neither male norfe^
*• male [/]/' (5.) There is not the leaft inti-

mation given, that baptifm was only a fempo^

rary inftitution ; nor is there any ground to

fuppofe it from the nature and reafon of the

thing, fince the moral ends of baptifm ftill

remain [yj], no lefs than thofe of the Lord^s

Supper^ v/hich is acknowledged to be a fland-

ing ordinance in the church of Chrift [/].

The pretence, that baptifm was only a tem^

porary inftitution, becaufe the commiffion to

baptize was given by Chrift to his Apoftles,

at the firft difcipling ofthe nations^ is without

any foundation. For the fame Commiflion

had been given to them, who were to be em-
ployed in firft planting the Chriftian church,

even fuppofing that baptizing as well as teach-

ings was to be a ftanding ordinance. And
indeed there is the fame reafon to pretend,

that teaching alfo was a temporary inftitution;

becaufe it is included in the fame commiffi-

on

[h-] Heb. ix. 10. [/] Gal. iii. 28.

[k] Vid. Limborch. Theoiog. Chrift. lib. 5. cap. 68.

Sea 5.

[0 I Cor. xi. 23.^—26.
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on [m] : But the Apoflles, who received this

commiffion, did not underftand, that the full

and final execution of it was confined to them-
felves. For, as in the clofe of it Chrift pro-

mi fed to be with them alway^ eve?2 to the end

of the world [n] ;
(a promife which could

not be verified in their own perfons abftradt-

ly) fo, they provided for a fucceflion of gof-

pel-miniflers, by fixing ftated paftors in every

church M. (6.) \n the xno^i primitive times

none were admitted to the Lord's Supper^ but

thofe that were baptized [/>]. But, furely,

the defcendents of Chriftians were admitted

to the Lord's Supper, aud con fequently were
baptized [q], {7.) The novelty of this noti-

on is no fm.all prejudice againft it in a juft and

reafonable account. For. fo far as we can

learn, it was never heard of in the Chriftian

world before the time of Socinus, that is, above

1500 years after Chrift, and appears to be a

fond invention of his ow'n. Whatever it was
that fwayed him into this new opinion, and
fome others after him ; whether it was a de-

fire of abol idling the dcdrine of the Trinity^

as Dr. JVall gueffed [r] : or, fome diflike to

the docflrine of original Sin, as others may
fwfpedl: 5 we ftiall not take upon us to detcr-

C mine.

[m] Mat. xxvili. 19, 20. [«] Ibid.

[0] Aa. xiv, 23. [/>] Vid. J. Martyr, apol. 2.

[^j See Wall's Anfwer to Eml) n, Defence, &c. p. 34. and

Penfon, ubi fupra.

[r] Hift. of Infant -taptifm, Introdu(5^ion, feft. 5.
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mine. But this we prefume to fay, that fot

any perfons to be prejudiced agamtl the conti-

nuance of baptifm on any fuch accounts is

very abfurd ; whether baptifm, which is ac-

knowledged an inftitution of Chrifl-, hath, or

hath not, any real connexion with the faid

dodlrines. For, in the latter cafe, they be-r

tray great weaknefs ; and in the former, they

convi(5t themfelves of herefy.—Upon the

whole then, the authority of baptifm, and

confequently of Infajit- baptifm (fuppofing it

was praftifed at the beginning, which thefe

writers allow according to their own hypo-

thefisj as a perpetual and {landing rite in the

Chriftian church, apparently refts upon a fuf-

ficiently firm and folid foundation.

SECTION IL

No jujl ohjeElion againfl Infant-baptifm from
the nature of the thing, but the contrary.

BY the contemptuous names and epithets^

which are fometimes given to Infant-

baptifm, (^^ g. baby baptifm^ childifb haptifniy

childijh bufinefs, 6cc.) it (hould feem that cer-

tain perfons fuppofe, and would infmuate,

that the thing is too ridiculous, and abfurd in

itfeJfx.0 have any place in a religious inflituti-

on. But why Infant-baptifm (Iiould be more

unworthy of this honour than Infant'Circum^

cifmi^
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€i)hn, we cannct imagine. And yet the lat-

ter muft be allowed to be a divine ordi-

nance [i]. Will they fay, (as they have fome-

tlmes unadvifcdly done \jX that Infant^

C 2 church^

{i\ Gen. xvii. lo, &:c. A<^. vii. 8. iV. 5. It does not ap-

pear, that God appointed circumcifion in compliance with any

fuch cufcom amongu the nations. 'Tis true ; the Fagan writ-

ers pretend that the T'^t-i^'^ derived it frcm the £Vv^//««j. (Yid*

Hetodot. lib. 2. Dsodor. Sicul. lib. i. Strabo, lib. 17. Celfus,

in Oiigen, lib. i.) And this notion is fo far favoured by fbmc

lucdern authors, as that they fuppofe Circumcifion wasprac-

tifed in Egypt before it was ufed in Jbrahanis family. (Vid.

Msriham, Canon, chronic, p. 72,207. £dit. Lipf. J Cleric,

comment, in Gen. xvii. Bp. Cumberland Sanchoniatho,

p. 150.) But other learned men think with more reafon that

Abraham was the firft perfon in the world that was circumcifed.

(Vid Eufeb. de Prcep. evangelic, lib. 7. cap. 8 G. J. VoC
Hift. idolat. lib. i. cap, 30. Huet Quseli. Alnetan. lib. i.

cap. la.fed. 17. Bp. Patrick's Comment, in Gen. xvii. 11,

,&c.) For, it is eafy to conceive that the Egyptians themfelves

might derive circumcifion from one branch or other of his fa-

mily. (See Revelation examined with candour) Nor is it hard

to guefs from what branch it was fo derived, if the Egyptians

circumcifed their children at 14 years of ag", according to the

teftimony of St. Jmbrofe, (de Abraham©, lib 2.) alledged by

fundry authors, and not controverted by any, fo far as we have

feen. (Vid.Marlham. can. chronic, p. 175, &c. Bochart op.

vol. III. col. 1 1 22. Spencer de legib. Kebr. p. S9 ^^it. fol.)

For this was near the Age, that the poileniy qx IJhntael q\v-

cumciled their children. (Vid. Jofeph. J. Antiq. lib. i. Ori-

gen. Phiiocalia, cap. 23.) -And as they fettled upon the borders

oi Egypt, Gen. xxv. 18. this might give them an opportunity

to introduce circumcifion amonglt the Egyptians, efpecially if

they were the famous Shepherds thst innjaded them : (Vid.

Jofeph. cont. Apion, lib. r) and fometook them {qt Arabiansi

This hint may be of fome uie in chronology. But the chiefde-

fign of this note is to fupport the dignity of circumcifion, as

originally from heaven ; which will excufe the length of it

with every curious and candid reader.

[/] See Keach.anfwer to Owen, p. 84. Burroughs's two

difcourfes relating to pofitive inftitutions, p. 42.
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church'me?nberP:ip^ and confequently Infant-

baptifm, is too carnal a thing, to fuit thefpi"

ritual nature of the Chriftian church ? Then,
according to their principles, either the church

of Chrift upon earth is more fpiritual, pure,

and perfedl, in its frame and conftitution,

than the church in heaven ; or infants are no

members of the latter !—Circumcifion indeed

left a mark in the fiefh of an infant, which
baptifm does not ; and good reafon there is

why it fhould not. For, *' as circumcifion
** was a mark in the fiejlo^ it appears to have
'* been of a political nature, and defigned as

*^ a token to mark and didinguitli the Jews
*' from all other nations. But under the
*' gofpel fuch a national diftindion is remov-
" ed, and therefore it is neither necelTary,

** nor profier that there (hould be any lading
*^ mark in the flefli to diftinguifli a peculiar

*' people, when the gofpel is to be preached
** unto all nations, ^cT Accordingly, nei-

ther doth Adult-baptifm leave any mark in the

flefli ^ and yet who will cenfure or revile it on

this account?—Befides, v/hen the Ifraelites

grew up ; that the mark of circumcifion was
not natural but artificial, and applied as

a religious rite, how did they know ? By the

information of others only, confirmed by

their own obfervation in feeing infants circum-

cifed every day. Now% the fame fatisfadion

may any Chriflian-man have of his own bap-

tifm.
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tifm, though adminiftred in his infancy [i;].—

^

Moreover, is baptifm a fignificant rite ? So

was circumcifion \w\ And yet a Jewiih in-

fant knew no more ofltsfignification, than

any Chriftian infant undei^ftands of his baptifm.

—Further yet 5 is baptifm a profejjion of the

Chriftian religion, or a rite of initiatioit into

it ? So was circumcifion a rite of initiation

into the Jewifh reHgion : and yet it was ad-

miniftred not only to the adutt, but to infants

by divine appointment. If baptifm be, as

fome reprefent it, an engaging fign ; there

can be no abfurdity in applying it to infants:

for fuch a fign alfo was circumcifion [a:].

Therefore the baptifm of infants, confidered

abl^radly in itfelf, appears now^ays unworthy

to have a place in a religious inllitution.—If

it be faid, the fame thing may be urged in

behalf of Cbrifmy &c. the anfwer is, that it

is not fair to put thefe things upon a levels

for the cafes are not parallel. *' In the one
" cafe, only the /^f/^V^ is the matter in quef-

'* tion ; in the other the very things them-
«' felves[v]." The ufe of baptifm is allowed

to be a divine appointment. And when it

fhall be proved that the ufe of Chrifn^ &c.

alfo is appointed, u g, for the adult, as the

Anti-

[ni] See Hollingworth, Catechift catechized, p. 43. Wills.

Anfwer to Danverfe, chap. 3. p. 240.

[fwl Rom. ii. z8. 29. iv. 11.

[at] Gal. V. 3. See Keach, ubi fupra, p. 83, 85.

[j] See Paedo baptifm, p. 52, 53,
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Anti psedo^baptlfls acknowledge bapti fai to

be ; then, and not before, may they argue

from the one to the other.

Thus far we have reaioned the cafe from

the nature of the two religious rites, circum-

cifion and baptifm^ compared together ; with-

out infifting at prefent, that^ or enquiring

how^ the one fucceeded in the room of the

other. But, laying afide this comparifon, let

us now take a view of Chriftian-baptifm by

itfelf ; and fee whether there is any thing in

its true and proper notion, which can render

it ur>applicable to infants. What then is bap-

tifm as to ihtfubjeSf but an ordinance o^ de-

Scation ? as Mr. David Rees, an eminent an-

ti-pasdo- bapti (l, acknowledges [z]. This

notion of C6r//?/^;^-baptiim (which is the mat-

ter under confideration) naturally arifes from

the manner of St. Paul's putting that queftion

to the fadious CorintbianSy fplit into different

parties [j] Were ye baptized i?2 the name of

Paul? The fame notion is confirmed by his

faying [b\ I thank God that I baptized none oj

yow, but Crifpus, andG^dxx^Jeft any Jhouldfay

that I had baptized in my ov/n name. This

he faid, not in difparagement of baptifm, but

becaufe they had accidentally made fuch an ill

ufe of it ; and fome amongfl: them had fet him

up for the head of a party. Since therefore

things had fallen out fo perverfely 5 St. Faul

was

[2] Anfwer to Walker, &c. p- ?.26.

[«] I Cor. i. 12, 13. \y\ Ibid. ver. 15.
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was very glad, and thankful, that he had

o^iven his enemies fo little handle to accufe him

oi making a party to himfelf, and devoted to

his own intereft. This he calls baptizing in

his own name. And thus his words plainly

reprefent baptifm, as an ordinance of dedica-

tion. This notion of Ch ri ftian-baptifm he

fuggefts alfo upon another occafion \_c'] ; Vv'-hea

he fpeaks of Chrift *' faniflifying his church
" by the waJJnng cf water ^ &c," Yor, fane-

tification commonly fignifies, in fcripture, a

dedication^ or confecration ofperfons or things

to a facred ufe. Thus, v,g, the altar is faid

tofan5lify the gift [d'\ : Becaufe the gift, by-

being laid upon the altar, became a facred

oblation, and fo was a thing dedicated to God.

In like manner baptized perfons are properly

faid to be fanClificd by the water of baptifm,

in as much as they are dedicated to God by this

facred and folemn rite. Now, according to

this notion of baptifm, and confidering it as

an ordinance ofdedication [e\ there is nothing

in the w^/^/r^^f the thing to render the baptifm

of infants^ an unreafonable fervice^ much lefs

ridiculous and abfurd ; if infants are capable

of being dedicated to God, which, we pre-

fume, none will deny. And in truth, what

is the proper meaning and import of that fo-

lemn

[f] Eph. V. 26. [^] Mat. xxiii. 19.

[^] This notion of baptifm is fixed on, as being not only

fcripturaly but applicable to all forts of perfons, wheth«' the

defcendents of ChriHians, or risvv convert?.
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hmuform ofbaptifm prefcribed byChrift [J]^
(and pradifed in the primitive church, as was

noted before) viz. ** Baptizing them in the

" name of the Father, and of the Son, and
'' of the Holy Ghoft?" What doth this

mean or fignify, according to St Pauh no-

tion of being baptized in the name of any one ?

but a folemn dedication of the party baptized

to the fervice of God, under that religious in-

fiitution, which God the Father publifl^^ed to

the world by Chrift his Son, and which was

divinely confirmed by the Holy Ghoji. There-

fore, as baptifm is a facred rite o{ dedication

^

and infants are capable of being dedicated to

God, there is nothing in the nature of the

thing to render it improper for infants 5 efpe-

cially if Infant baptifm hath an apt tendency

to anfwer any valuable ends and purpofes of

religion.

It is taken for granted, that in the nature

and reafon of things there is juft ground for di-

ftinguiihing betwixt pojitive and w^r^/duties^

For, even thofe, that would refolve ^// moral

obligation into the will of God, add this re-

ftridtion, as determificd by his moral perfeBi-

ons^g]. Thus, they iuppok moral perfect

-

ans, and moral properties, dt/li?iB from the

will of God, independent on it; what deter-

mine it, and fo are not determined by it*

But

[/] Mat. xxviii. 19.

\g) See Dr. Gill's refleaicns on Mr. S. Chandler's Refor-

mation Sermon,
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But then, as all divine inftitutlons are the ap-
pointments of divine wifdom; it is moft ra-
tional to think, that they are well chofen, and
wifely calculated, to anfwer forae excellent

and ufeful ends. Therefore Chriftian-baptifm

itfelf, though a pofitive rite, muft be fuppof-
ed to have its moral ends and ufes. Let us
then rtiodeftly enquire whether baptifm, as

applied to infants, hath not an apparent fit-

nefs, aptitude and tendency to ferve fome
worthy purpofes of religion. Now, that it

hath fo, feems very eafy to conceive in the
following views, without indulging an extra-
vagant fancy.

(i.) With refpedl to G^^ himfelf ; as an
aptly expreffive fign and token, not only of his

claim, hut o(h\s favour to infznts. Andcon-^
fidering the human race, as related to a firjl^

and a fecond Adam, according to St. Pauh
account [h'], which we cannot but prefer to
any modern hypothefes ; fuch a token and
fignification of the divine regards to poor in-

fants, and of their concern with a Redeemer,
appears very worthy the Father of mercies^

who hath made the moft ample difcoveries

of his love and grace to the children of men
under the Cbriftian diipenfation.

(2.) With relation to Chrijiian parents*

Doth it not minifter great comfort to them,
when^ they fee fo much notice taken of their

dear infants, living or dying, in a difpenfa-

D tioa

[^] Rom. V. 12— 19. I Cor. XV. J I5 22.
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tion ofmercy to a lapfed world? Befides, by
confentingto their children's baptifm, and con-

curring in it, they make that folemn profef-

fion of Cbriftianity, and lay themfelves un-

der thofe voluntary engagements, which have

a happy tendency to imprefs their own fouls

with a more lively fenfe of religion, and there-

by excite them to adt a part worthy of the

Chriftian name and charader, particularly

towards their children.

(3.) In reference to their children^ who
may be benefited by their baptifm. That
Chrift hath a blejjing for infants, we may af-

furedly conclude from his taking them up in

his arms^ and bkffing them^ upon a certain

occafion [/]. And if it is rational to recom-

mend infants to God by prayer; why is it im-

proper, in the nature of the thing, to dedi-

cate them to God by baptifm ? And why may
not a divine bleffing be as likely to attend the

one adion, as the other; though the infants

themfelves are equally ignorant of both ; and

can nomorejoin in the pious recommendation,

than concur in the baptifmal dedication ? Be-

iides, the part, which the parents are fup-

pofed to a<5t in this affair, hath a tenden-

cy to fecure their be ft affe^iom and regards-

to their children, ftrongly prompting them to

bring them up in the nurture and admonition oj

the Lord. For after fuch a folemn tran (ac-

tion, they muft look upon the young crea-

tures^

[1] Mark X, 13, 56. Lukexviii. 15.
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fores, 3.S devoted things, as confecrated things^

whom they themfeives, by defiring their

baptifm, have given up to God And there-

fore, (not to mention here the particular en-

gagements v^hich the fponfors enter into up-
on the occafion,) they can no more neglect

the religious education of their children,

than a perfon could alienate a facred ob-
lation from God, without being guilty of
facriledge.—To which add, as children grow
up, the ii:tc{Mtntfeeing of other Infants bap-
tized, hath an apt tendency to afted; their

tender minds, in the reflection, with the

folemnity of their own baptifinal dedication

to God, and fo infpire them with an early

fenfe of religion, and a proper concern to

ad: fuitably to the divine deftination in cart-

ing their lot under the facred miniftrations

of the Gofpel.

(4.) With regard to the hojwur and credit

of chriftiaijity. It is the glory of the Gof-
pel, that it is a full and final revelation of
the grace of God. if then the grace of
God at all extends to Infants 3 it feems very

congruous and agreeable to the nature and
genius of this falutary difpenfation, that there

fhould be fome appointed ftgn and token of
it in the chriftian church. And what fo

proper as baptifm ? Befides, as other re-

ligions had their facred rites for Infants;

would not the chriftian religion, without
fbme thing of that kind, have appeared in

R 2 the
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the eyes of the world an imperfeB inftitu-

tion ? Nay, would not chriflianity have

been thought an unnatural religion, if it had
caufed fo great a feparation betwixt parents

and children, as only to admit the former

into^ and excommunicate the latter frcm^

the vifible church of God? " Nature, (fays

" Mr. Baxter \]i\ ) hath adually taught moft
*' people on earth, fo far as I can learn, to

^' repute their Infants in the fame religous

" fociety with themfelves, as well as in the

" fame civil fociety."—There is one circum-

Jlance which may deferve fome little notice,

^viz. That as the Jews named their children

at the time of their circumcijion [/j ; fo the

Heathens gave names to their children at

the time of their lujlration [;;/] \ in like

manner as it is ufual with chriftians to men-
tion the names of their children at the time

of hapfifm. This conformity of cuftoms is

fomewhat remarkable, and feems to have a

language, that fpeaks in favour of the com-
mon

[i] More proofs of Infants church-niemberfhip, ^"C.

P. 112.

[/j See Luk. i. 59,—63. ii. 21.

[w] Ell autem dies lujiriais, quo infantes luftrantur, et

mmen oaipunt, M^crob. SatiirnqJ, lib. i. cap. 16. Mari-
bus qui nono die poilquam in luc^m editi fuiifent, feminis

vero octavo, nomma i?nponerent , nonnunquam feptimo, qui

dies lujlricm nomen liabet.—Ab Athenienfthus vero, et omni
fere Gr^cia, decimo a natali die infanti nojnen ifnponere fer-

vatum eft. Jlex ab. Alex. Genial. Dier. lib. 2. cap. 25.

In primo infantum baptifmate imponitur nomen. Hyfk,

J^lig, Vet. Per/arum. Cap. 28. Confer, cap, 34.
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mon prailice in baptizing Infants, as a thing

agreeable to the common notions and appre-

henlions of mankind ; fmce there is fu.ch

a general agreement in a circumftance fo

minute.

Upon the whole then it is manifeft, that

no reafonable objedion lieth againft Infant-

baptifm from the nature of the thing itfelf

;

but the contrary. For, it plainly is fuch a

Rite as Hebrews ^ Greeks^ and Romans^ even

all the world, would naturally approve, as

a proper religious ceremony.

SECTION III,

^be OhjeBlon from want of an Example

€07ifidered,

TH I S IS one popular plea of the Anti-

pasdo-baptifts, viz. " That there is

*^ no inftancey or example^ in Scripture, of
*^' baptizing Infants \ but frequent mention
'' is made of baptizing Believers, or the

*^ Adult." To which the anfwer is as

follows.

(i.) Believers, or Adult perfons were of

courfe to be baptized at the firft adminiftra-

tion of baptifm, as a rite of the chrijlian

church ; fuppofmg, that Infants alfo were

to be, and adually were admitted to bap-

tifm. For, as circumcifion was introduced

into Abraham"% family upon the ground of

his
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hh faith [ti] : fo chriflian-baptlfm could not

be regularly introduced into any families

without being firft adminiftred to their be-

lieving heads and governors ; at the time of

the firft inftitution and adminiftration of

thefe different rites refpedively. Therefore

how numerous foever the examples of Be-

lievers, or Adult- baptifm, are in the hiftory

of the Jirji planting of the chriftian churchj

when chriftian-baptifm was a new thing j

this is no difproof at all of Infant-baptifm

in thofe days, (though it may look very

plaufible in the eyes of the vulgar, and is

apt enough to impofe upon their v/eak un-

derftandings from a partial view of things,

and not attending to all the circumftances of

the cafe). For, thofe examples of Adult-

baptifm had been as numerous, as they are,

for the reafon aforefaid, even upon the fup-

pofition, that Infants alfo were baptized at

that time ; and fo can be no proof of the

contrary. And though fome people would

lay fo much flrefs upon that circumflance,

as if it was little lefs than demonftration ; it

fhould be confidered, that not one of all thofe

inftances relates to perfons, whofe parents

were chrijiians^ or members of the chriftian

church, at the time of their birth. Con-

fequently their being baptized at Adult age

is no argument, that the Infants of baptized

chriftians were not baptized themfelves. But

pf

[ff] See PaBdo-baptifia, p. i.
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of al! the examples of Adult-baptifni record*

ed in the New Teftament, none is common-
ly produced with greater pomp, nor yet any
one urged with more impertinency, than

that of the Ewjitch \o\ As if the baptizing

not only of a new^ but a childlefs convert, an
Eunuch, was any proof that the Infants of

chriftian converts and believers were not

baptized in thofe days

!

(2«) The Scripture fpeaks of whole houfe^

holds being baptized together [/>]. Therefore

the children, Infants an.d others, were bap-

tized along with the reft, if any fuch were
in thofe families ^ and the contrary cannot

be proved. But, we are told by a dignified

writer [q]y
" They ought not to put it upon

" us to prove the negatroe^ to prove that

" there were none, this is unfair/* Well,

we will then be fo fair, as only to put it up-
on them to prove, if they can, this affii^ma-^

iive, viz. That all the members of thofe

baptized houfeholds were Adult -perfons.

And this we may demand, without any un-
fiirnefs, from them, who lay the whole
ftrefs of their argument upon it; and there-

fore ought not to take the thing for granted

without proof; ixxch plain proof, as they are

w^ont to infift upon themfelves. In thefe

baptized houfeholds it is pojfibky there might

be

M A6l. viii. 27—39,
W Aa. ;^i. 15, 34. xviii. 8, l^^c.

[fj I)r. Gill. Divine Right of Infant baptlfrn examined,
^c, p. 83.
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be fome Infants, or young children ; anJ

therefore no man can be certain of the con-

trary. Nay, more ; it feems highly probable^

as to fome of thefe families ; as well as in

the families of the ShechemiteSy when all

their 772ales were circumcifed [r], and con-

fequently their male-Infants ; although In*

fants are exprefsly named in neither cafe.

For it is obfervablc, that in fome of the in-

ftances referred to, the whole houie is faid

to believe [i]. But in others, nothing is faid,

or hinted, that the whole houfe believed,

but that the head of the family believingy

they were all baptized \t\ This diftindtion

deferves fome attention in an argument,

formed upon plain fcripture language. For,

as it is very fuppofable, that there might be

young children and minors in fome families,

and none but grouim perfons in others -, fo, if

there v/as not this difference in thofe bap-

tized houfeholds ; let them, that fay (q, ac-

count for the different manner of exprefTion,

ufed bv the facred Hiftorian in fpeaking of

them. Will they affirm, that all the mem-
bers, e, g. of Lydias family were Adult-

perfons, and believers j though the hiftory

is Ji/enf about it ? Let them judge then of

the force of theif own argument from tho

Jilence of Scripture concerning the baptifm

of

[r] Gen. xxxiv. 22—24.

[j] Aa. xvi. 34. xviii. S.

[/] A6t. xvi. 15.
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of Infants, particularly in the inftances un-
der confideration. Have not we as much
right to affert this fad:, as they can have to
maintain the other, without any exprefs

mention of it in Scripture [y] ? But, it is

urged [w], «' As for Lydia, it is not certain,
" in what ftate of life fhe was, C5?r." Now
if fo, (to join ilTue here) then fhe might bp
a wife^ or a widow, and fhe might have
childre?2, yea little children. Nor is it rational

to think, that fhe would have kept houfe, as

fhe did, at Philippi [_x\ where fhe had her
family with her [y] ; and leave her childrerx

at Thyatira, from whence fhe came ; but
not as a travelling pedlar to fell her purple
at the fair, which is all fidlion 3 for, could
fhe not be a feller ofpurple, and yet a fkop^
keeper,' z^ flie plainly was an houfe-keeper ?
h is faid indeed, that flie was a woman of
Thyatira, But, to argue and conclude from
hence, «' that this city, and not Philippic
^' was now the place of her ufual refidence,
'' and fiated abode;" This w^y of reafon-

ing, which many have ufed [z], is falfe

criticifn. For, perfons are faid in Scripture

to be oifuch, or fuch a place, to denote the
place where they were born, or brought up

\jv'\ See Walker's modell Plea, ^c. ch. 30. §, 27.
[w] Dr. Gill, ubi lupra.

Ix'] Aa. xvi. 15. [j] Ibid.
[z] See Keach, anfwer to Burkit, p. 125. Steniiet,

anfwer to Ruflen, p. 31. Rees, anfwer to Walker^ p.

35; ^^•

E the
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the place from whence they came, and to

which they originally belonged > though

they had removed their habitation from

thence, and fettled in fome other town or

country. Thus e, g, Mnafon, an old Dif-

ciple, is faid to be of Cyprus ; and yet he

lived, and kept houfe at Jerufakm [a]. And
thus again (to mention a moft illuftrious

inftance) our bleffed Saviour himfelf is com-
monly called Jefus of Nazareth -, (the very

infcription upon his crofs [b] !) though, leav-

ing Nazareth, where he had been brought up

[c\ he came and dwelt at Capernaum \d\

Therefore, laying all circumftances together^

there is not the leaft ground to conclude any

©ther, but that Philippi was the place of

her fettled habitation, at the time of Lydia\

embracing the Chriftian faith in that city •

in confequence of which not only The her-

felf, but her houfehold alfo was baptized^,

though not a fyllable is faid of her houfehold

believhig. As {lie is called a worfmpper oj

God \_e']y (he appears to have been a devout

Genttk \ and, knowing it to be the cujftom

of the Jewifh church to receive Profelytes

together with their children, this eafily ac-

counts for it, that (he defired her houfehold

might be baptized with herfelf, and had her

defire granted. After all, though we infift

upor^

ln\ Aa. XXI. 1 6. Vid, Knatchbull. in loc.

[^J Joh. xix. 19, W Luk. iv. 16.

ld\ Mat. iv. I3> H Aa.xvi, 14.
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wpon it, that there is no evidence, and juftly

demand a proof, that all the members of

her family were Adult-perfons, or believers ;

yet, that tl-^ere were none fuch behdes herfelf,

we neither prefume to fay, nor are obliged

by our argument to maintain.

(3.) There are fome texts of Scripture,

that feem to prove, diredly or confequential-

ly, that Infants v/ere baptized in the Apoftles

days. St. Paul was blamed for *' teaching
^' the [fews^ which were among the Gentiles^

** that they ought not to circumcife their chil-

" dren" [/]. And would he not have been

blamed ftill more, if he had not ordered their

children to be baptized^ but left them entire-

ly deflitute of any thing to lupply the room
of circumcifion ? As ** circumcifion ceafed to

*^ be an ordinance of God €it the death of
" Chrift," according to Mr. ReesS^g^--, So,

Chrijiian baptifm (that is, baptilm as admi-

niftered in the Chriftian church, which com-
menced after the death of Chrift) fucceeded

the Jewijh circumcifion in the order of the

divine oeconomy. And it is matter of fpecial

obfervation, th3.t one main ground of St. Paul's

oppofing the continuoiice of circumcifion was
the fufficiency of baptifm without it. For,

fpeaking of Chrift, he tells the Colcjffians [/6],

*^ And ye are complete in htm^ which is the

" head of all pri?tcipality and power. In

E 2 " whom

[/] A6l. xxi. 21. [g'] Anfwer to Walker, p. 70.

{hi CololT. ii. 10,—12. J
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^^ whom alfo ye are circumcifed with the cir^

" cumcijion made without hands ^ in putting off
*^ the body of thefms cf the Jlejh by the ciXQum-
*^ cifion of Chrift: Buried with him in h^i^-

'^ tifm, &c." In thefe words, He is the

head of all principality and power^ there is a

plain allufion, or at lead an apt correfponden-

cy to that declaration of Chrift, which he

made at the very time, when he inftituted the

ordinance of Chriftian-baptifm [/]:
*' Allpow-

" er is given unto me in heaven^ and in earths

And thus, the Apoftle's difcourfe implies, that

iince Chrift by the fulnefs of his authority did

not appoint circiimcifwn^ but baptijm to be ufed

in his church ; therefore, by having the lat^

ter Chriftians were complete^ without the^ir-

mer. It is plain then, that St, Paul oppofed

the continuance of circumcifion upon this

ground and foundation, viz. That baptifm

\v2iS fufficieftt without it, as was hinted before

;

and fo rendered it unneceffary for the difciples

of Chrift to be circumcifed after the mamier

of Mofes \k]. Therefore thofe, whom St.

Paul was not for having circumcifed^ were

baptized. But, it is faid, he was not for hav-

ing the children of the convert Jews among
the Gentiles circumcifed : Therefore fuch

children (and by parity of reafon others alfo)

were baptized ; and baptized in their infaiicy :

Otherwife, they had nothing to fupply the

v/ant of circumcifion, nothing to render it

fuperfluous

{f\
Mat. xxviii. \%, [^] Ads xv. i.
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fiiperfluous to them, or to make them complete

Without it, according to his own argument.

—Again. In order to perfuade Chrijiian men
and women to cohabic with their unbelieving

husbands and wives, the Apoflle makes ufe of

this argument [/] ;
*^ For^ the unbelieving

*' husband i^ fanSiJied by the wife^ and the unbe^
*' lieving wife is fanBiJied by the husband j elfe

*' were your children unclean^ but now are they

" holy'' *' An invincible argument (fays

*' a worthy man [w], for Pado-baptifrnJ*

And fuch probably it would appear 2//>i?;2y^/6/

to any one, that viewed itwith an unprejudiced

eye. For, what can be more natural, thaa

the learned KnatchbuW^ account of this paf-

lage ?
*' Elfe, unlefs one of the parents were

*' a believer, your children u^ere unclean,

" that is, remain heathen, as the children of
" that parent, that was nkY^Toq uyiog^ called a
V* faint y or reputed a believer, were reputed
** faints, and holy alfo, and confequently
*' admitted to the participation of baptifm, as

** the fon of a profelyte v^/as capable of cir-

" cumcifion, &c. [ny Thus, their children

were holy not merely in a civile but in an ec-

clefiafiical fenfe ; and if by this term the Apo-
flle had meant the fame u^ith legitimate^ he

might have ufed a more proper word to ex-

prefs

[/] I Cor. vii. i^.

[»z] Increafe Mather. Difcourfe concerning the fubje£l of

baptifm. p. 1 8.

[«] Sir N. Knatchbull in loc. confer. 'Dt. Hammond.
Qusere4. fee. 31 37.

-
, /
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prefs that Idea [o]. Indeed by underftandlng

this holincfs of believers children to denote

their legitimacy, the A?2tipcedobaptifis involve

themfelves in inextricable difficulties ; as fun-

dry writers have {hewed [/>]. As for that

Rabbinical phrafe of a wo?nan sfanBifying her-

felf to a tnan^ to fignify her becoming his

wife [q] ; this is not parallel to the Apoftle's

expreffion, when he fpeaks of an unbeliever

being fandified ^y(or in) the believer. For,

he plainly intends fuch a fandification, as doth

not refult from the relation betwixt husband

and wife asfuch; but only as the one is a be-

liever, and fothe ijijlrumejit oi fa.r\<OC\iy\ngthQ

other, to the end of producing an holyfeed,

Befides, if the word, fanBified^ here fignifies

the being efpoufed or married ; St. Paul told

them nothing, but what they knew before.

For, this is the very cafe fuppofed in calling

them husband 2ini wife i^ixid fo they could have

no doubt about it, nor therefore could they quef-

tion the legitimacy oftheir iffue. On the other

hand, ifthey were fatisfied ofthe legitimacy of

their children(as ihoform ofthe Apoftle's argu-

ment would imply, according to this conftruc-

tion of his words) how could they doubt, or

want to be refolved about (the ai;//)lawfulnefs

oftheirown marriage or cohabitation? In fhort;

if

[o] See Whitby in loc.

Ip] SeeMarMirs AnfwertoTombes, p. 145:, &c. Blake's

ditto, chap. 7. Wills. Anfwer to Danverfe, P. 2. 16?., &c.

Dr. Fcatley's Dippers dipped, p. 36, 57.

l^] See Dr. Gill, comment, in loc.
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if the marriage-union, whereby twain became

me jlejh^ be fuppofed the remote ground of

\!ci\%fanoiification^ the Apoftle fpeaks of; yet

xh^ proximate caufe, and the formal reafon of
it manifeftly is, one of the parcies being a

chrijiian believer. For, \ilawfulwedlock were
all that is intended by it; th^ believer might
as well have been faid to be fandified by the

unbeliever^ as vice verfax as hath been often

alledged, but to no purpofe, for the convidli-

on of thofe good men, who having once im-
bibed a falfe notion of the novelty of Infant-

baptifm, think themfelves obliged (as they

certainly are, fo long as that is their notion)

to drain any text to any fenfe, and to embrace

any interpretation, however forced and unna-
tural, rather than admit fuch a conftrudion,

as militates with their own preconceived opi-

nion. But to us, who labour under no fuch

prejudice^ and can with an unbiafled mind
attend to the current fenfe, and the native

force of fcripture-language, the words of St^

Fmil before us appear to imply the church-

memberfmp, and confequently the baptifm of
4^e!ievers children fo ftrongly, as that we are

entirely fatisfied with this proof of the faff

,

without further enquiry [r].

(4.) The

[r] By the holinefs of believer's children fome think the

Apoltle meant their baptifm itfelf. ^ertuUian glofTing upon
his words underftands, a holinefs by i\iQ preroga-tive o{ birth

^

a«d by the difciplins QUnptuti^n. He reprefents the children

of
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(4.) The moft fanguine oppofers of Infant-^

baptifm are called upon to produce an example

from Scripture of their ^xev^ pradtice in waving

the baptiiin of beUevers children, *till they are

ofage ; or a (ingle inftance ofany luch children

being baptized at riper years upon a perfonal

profelfion of their own faith. If they can

produce fuch an example ; why have they ne-

ver yet done it? And if they cannot; then

they muft be obliged either to grant them-

felves, that the children of believers were not

baptized at all, and fo yield the point to the

Socinians, or take it for granted that they were

baptized fome time, though the Scripture is

Jilent about it. Now, if they fuppofe the

Jilence offcripture to be no di (proof of their

own way ; with what confiftency can they ar-

gue from the Iilence of Scripture again fl our

way? And with what prudc:nce can they inflil

upon an argument, which, if it had a better

foundation than it really hath, maybefoea-
f]ly retorted upon them ? Podlbly, lome

injudicious

of heUc'Vers as candidatesfor hollnefs hy birth ; nnd made hofy

hy baptifm, ns he explains himreu" afterwards, laying, *' He
•* (viz. St. Paul) remembered our Lord's definition. Except
*' a man be born of ^.vater and ofthe Spirit y heJhall not enter

" into the kingdom of God ; that is, he fiull not be ^o^.'*

This baptifmal holinefs plainly is what he refers to by the dif-

cipline ofinjiittition, which he oppofes to the (uperfiitious rites

ufed about the children of heathens^ in like manner as he

makes the children of i^^/7>i;^;v r^«^/V/<2/fJ /cT holincfs by birth,

by way of contrail to the children of Infidels, whom he ftiles

candidates of demons, tO which they were early ^^r^/i^'.:*;^, rm
de anima, cap. 39.

•
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injudicious people may imagine, that the aduH?"

perfons, baptized by the Apoftles, were ^^W-
ed baptifm in their infancy ; otherwife they

had been baptized before. But, they widely

miftake the cafes : for, in the ivfancy of thofe

perfons, their parents were not Cbrifiiafis^ that

is, fxiembers of the Cbrijiian church \ but yews

or heathens. The Chriftian church was not

then in being, nor coafequently was baptifm,

as a Chriftian ordinance, adminiftred at that

time.—Here, by the way, one may juftly

wonder what a certain anonymous writer (for

fome fuch have appeared on the other fide of

the queftion, it is likely without being afhamed

of their name or caiife) had in his head, wheri

b^^asked that wife queftion j
** If any might

".. be baptized in infancy, why not Chriji him-

*S felf> whofe example was to be a pattern to

^"".his followers, even to the end of the

•^ world [i] ?" Alas 1 when Chrift was born,

ydm Baptijiy his immediate forerunner, and

the perfon appointed to adminifter baptifm to

the Jews (not to Chriftians) was bimfelf but

fix months old [/]. How then could Chrift^

according to that difpenfation, have been bap-

tized in his infancy ; unlefs an infant was to

be his baptizer ? But it is certain, that (as he

was baptized without a confeffion^ fo) he was

circumcifed in his infancy [v\\ ^nd in this

F view,

[j] Plain aceount of the facred ordipance of baptifm, p. 5 2.

confer. Keach Aafwerte Qwen, p. 232.

[ / ] Luke i. 3 6. [y] Luke ii , ?u
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view, miitath mutandis -, his example may bs^

confidered as a pattern to his followers. Be-

fides, Johns baptifm was only preparatory^

not initiatory : for^ if Cbrift himlelf «* did

** not fet up in his own days on earth a vi-

*' fible church, difcipline, and worihip di-

•* ftind from the Jewi^:" as Mr. Tombei

confeffeth [w~\ ; much lefs did John enter per-

fons into any new church-relation. And tho*

** he was the greateft of prophets ; yet he,

** that is the lead in the kingdom of heaven
" is greater than he [a:]." Therefore, if it

fhould be allowed that John baptized none

but adult perfons ; this is nothing to the pre-

fent purpofe, nor any way aiFedts our argu-

iKent; efpecially, when the oppofers of In-

fant-baptifm reafon in fuch a manner from

his adminiftration, as would equally exclude

infants from baptifm 2.nd fahation. An ab-

furdity, that flicks fo clofe to their hypothefis,

as that they can fcare avoid falling into it almofl:

upon all occafions [y],—But to proceed. It

is faid of the Samaritans [z], '* When they
•** believed Philips preaching the things con-
** cerning the kingdom of God, and the name
" of Jefus Chrifl:, they were baptized both
** men and womenl"- Now, as this was the

firjt planting of the Chriftian church in Sama-

ria^ that believers^ both men and women, were

baptized,

{fw\ Examen. p. 88. M Mat.xi. u.
[y] See Dr. GiU's comment, in Mat iii. g.

[b] M. viii. 12.
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fcaptized, was a thing of courfe, and what
muft have happened, even fuppofing that

their children alio were baptized. But there-

fore neither /te, nor any other inftance ofthe

like nature, can be any difproof of Infant-

baptifm ; as is commonly pretended by its

oppofers. For, as thefe men and women
were not bornofG&r//?/^« parents themfelves;

fo, nothing at all being faid of their children,

whether they were, or were not then, or ever

after baptized ; no conclufion can be drawn
from the hiilory to prove the negative-^ be-

caufe, it fays not, that none but men and wo-
men, or that men and women only^ were

baptized. Befides, thefe terms, men and

women^ may chiefly denote here males^ and

femaleSy without refpedt of age {a\, ^' And
*^ there was a more fpecial reafon for menr
*' tioning the baptifm of females^ than of
*' children^ as circumcifion had been limited

*5 to the males under the former difpenfati-

*^ on [^]." In (hort ; neither this^ nor any

^ other paflage of Scripture, exhibits any inftance

'or example of the prad:ice followed by thofe,

who deny baptifm to believers children *till

they are of age, and capable to make a pro-

feffion of their faith. Thus, their own objec-

tion returns home upon themfelves.

F 2 SEC-

[«] Vid. Levit. xlii. 29—38. Nam. v. 2, 3.

\f}\ See Blake, anfwer to Blackwood, p. 28. HufTey. an-

swer to Tombes, p, 5,
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SECTION IV.

The Obje5lio7i from the want of a Com*
mand conjid^red.

IT is further objefted againft InFant-bap-

tifm that, There is no command for it

in Scripture. Now, to this it is replied,

(i.) There was no occafion for a particular

and exprefs command to baptize Infants,

even fuppoiing, that they alfo, as well as

others, were to be baptized ; but a general

command to baptize Vv^as a fufficient rule of

diredion, to introduce and atithorife this

praclice. For, the Apoftles of Chriil, to

whom the great commiffion of difciplijig, or

profclyting, all nations by baptizing them,

&c. was immediately given, were members
of the Jewifh church and nation, and fo

muft have been well acquainted with the

Jewifll rites and cufloms. Now (not to in-

fift upon what many learned men have faid

6f a cuftom among the Jews to baptize the

children of Gentile profelytes together with

their parents) it is certain that the profelytes,

of rightecufnefsy and their children were aV-

cumafcd after the manner of the Jews [<:];

a cuftom, which the jiidaizing chriftians

were for maintaining in the chriftian church

[d]. This matter, perhaps, is not confidered

with

[r] Vid. Corn. Tacit, hid. lib. 5. [d] A6l« xv. i.
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with proper attention. Thofe that would

Mfiingiiift) away the right and title of be-

lievers children to the Ahrahamk^ or Gof-
pel-covenant [^], both fign and things al-

ledge, that they are in no fenfe the feed of

Abraham 'y not his natural feed \ becaufe not

lineally defcended from him : nor his fpiri^

tuaKtcd'y becaufe they v/ant /^/V/6, though
their believing parents, like Abraham^ have

it. But, in what clafs^ will they rank the

yewijh profelytes ? if in either, doubtlefs,

in that of \\\% fpiritual ^tti, 5 to whom there-

fore the fpiritual part of the covenant be-

longed. And yet circumcifion was applied

to the children of thofe believers, as well as

to themfelves. And thus, the Apoftles had
a plain rule of diredion to proceed by in

admin iiVring baptifm to chrijliafi prcfelytes

and their children, when this ordinance, as

the rite x^f initiation, came in the rootn of
circumcifioru For, had Chrifl: commanded
his Apoftles to go and profelyte all nations

by circiimcifing them, ^c. What could they

have underftood by fuch a command, With-

out any other explication 5 but that parents

and their children were both a like to be
received into the chriftian church by cir-

cumcifion, according to the ufage of the

Jewilli church ? In like manner, when
circumcifion was laid alide, and that wall of
partition removed [y], as the very order to

difciple

I^] See Gal, iii. 17-. [/] Fph. 1*1. 14, 15.
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dijciple all ftations [g] implied 5 when, upon
the abolition of this initiatory rite, baptifm

was appointed as the rite of initiation in the

chriftian church 5 the Apoftles would na-

turally, and even neceffarily conclude, that

parents and their children were to be equally

received into the chriftian church by bap-

tifm^ efpecially having been told before

with refpedl to Infants themfelves, that of
fuch h the kingdom of heaven [Ij\. Therefore,

^general comrmnd to baptize, which is not

denied, was fufficient to diredt, and authorife

the practice of baptizing Infants. Confe-

quently, there was no accalion for a parti-

cular and exprefs command to baptize themy

even fuppofing that Infants, as well as others,

were to be baptized. So that the want of

fuch a command is weakly urged as an ob-

jedion againft Infant-baptifm : efpecially, if

it be confidered on the other hand ;

(2.) There was a real neceflity for ^LplaiUy

and exprefs prohibition of Infant-baptifm^ at

the repeal of Infant-circumcifon^ if Infants

were not to be baptized : but no fuch prohi^

bition appears, nor can be produced. This

is a matter of the utmoft confequence in the

prefent debate; and, as our writers think, is

the very hinge^ on which the controverfy

turns.

[g\ Mat. xxviii. 19.

[/>] Mat. xix. 14. Luk. xviil. 15,16, " —The literal

'" meaning o{ thefe m:ords is, that little children may be ad-

" mitted into the difpenfation of the Meffiah, and by con-

" fequence may be baptized." Bp. Burnet, on Artie. ?7.
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Curns. For why ? Children, infants and

others, had been admitted to the initiatory

rite before, at the reception of profelytes in-

to the church of God under the Jeivijh dif-

penfation^ as hath been already obferved^

If then, at the time of reformation [/] under

the Gofpel, when the church of God was

new modelled, fo great an alteration was

intended in it's conftitution, as that Infants

fliould be wholly excommunicated^ like aliens

^Viiifirangers^ without any facrament or fign

of falvation \ had this been the cafe, there

was a plain neceffity for a pofitive and ex-

^x^k prohibition of their baptifm. But, we
fay it again, no fuch prohibition can be

found. Here the Scripture is profoundly

filent, where one might rationally have ex-

pedied it to fpeak clearly out 3 if Infant-

baptifm had not been agreeable to the mind

of Chrilly and as fuitable to the nature of the

Chriftian-inftitution, as Infant-circumcilion

was to the Jewifh difpenfation ! Says the

great Stillingfleet \k\ '« It is an evidence,

"' that Infants are not to be excluded from
'« baptifm, becaufe there is no divine law,

** which doth prohibit their admiflion into

" the church by it; for, this is the negative

** of a law ; and if it had been Chrift's in-

" tention to have excluded any from ad-

" miffion into the church, who were ad-
'' mitted

[z] Heb. ix. 10.

[i] Irenicmn, p. 7, 8. Edit. 2d,
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*^ mitted before, as Infants were, there muft
«' have been fome pojifive law, whereby
*' fuch an intention of Chrift {hould have
" been exprefled : For, nothing can make
<« that unlawful, which was a duty before,

** but a diredt and exprefs prohibition from
*' the legiflator himfelf, who alone hath
*' power to refcind, as well as to make
*' laws. And therefore Antipedo-baptifts

*' muft, inftead of requiring a pofitive com-
*' mand for baptizing Infants, themfelves

" produce an exprefs prohibition exluding

" them, &c. [/]" To all which add ; when
Chrift, upon a certain occafion, fpake fo

favourably of Infants, and children in arms,

as to declare publickly, that of fitch is the

kingdom of God [m']', it had been highly pro-

per, in order to prevent any miflake upon

this head, to forbid the baptifm of Infants,

if Infants were not to have been baptized in

his church. Therefore, the remark, which

hath been made upon that cafe by fome

noted writers on the other fide \n], may
be ftrongly retorted thus-, " Chrift*s intire

" filence about the exclufion of Infants from
" baptifm at this time, when he had fuch

" an opportunity of fpeaking of it to his

" difciples,

[/] See this point well argued by Mr. Baxter. Plain

Scripture-proof of Infants church-memberfhip, ^c. P. i.

ch. 5, ^c.

\7n\ Mark x. Luk. xvili. ubi fupra.

[«] Dr. Gill. Comment in Mat. xix. 14. Rees, an-

fwer to Walker, p. 86.
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" difciples, had it been his will, hath no
" favourable afpe<fl on fuch a pradtice."

But, if the jilence of Chrift upon that oc-

cafion difcountenancejs fuch a practice ; how
much more \\\sfpeech? when he faid, " Suf-
'' fer little children to cofne unto me \o\ and
'^ forbid them not : for offuch is the kingdom
" of heaven :

" ^ that kingdom, which q, d.

^ you are all expeding under the Mefjiah,

* purfuant to the antient prophecies [/>], and
* into which kingdom baptifm is to be the
* folemn rite of admiffion \f\'

(3.) After all 3 we feem to have a plain

command for baptizing children^ without any

limitation of age. And this command oc-

curs, where one might naturally expedt it,

viz, at i\\Q frjl opening of the Chrijiian dif-

penfation on the day of Pentecoft by St.

Peter -, who upon that great and folemn oc-

cafion delivered, in the audience of a vafl:

affembly, the following words, amongft

others [r]. '^ Repent, and be baptized, every

*^ one ofyou, in the name oiJefasChriJi^ for

" the remiffion of Sins, and ye fliall receive

" the Holy Ghoji. For, the promife is unto
*' you, and to your children, and to all that

'' are afar off, even as many as the Lord
'^ our God fliall call." '' It is obfervable

[p] 'EA^cTv '?r^o'; //4, i. e. is to be prdfelyted to me. See

Joh. iii. 26. And Walker's modeft plea, p. 13,— 15*

[/] Daniel ii. 44. vii. 13, 14, (^c.

iq\ Joh. iU. 3, 5. [r] Aa. ii. 38, 39-

G (fays
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(fays a learned, and judicious friend) that

when God made his covenant, or grant of

bleffings, with Abraham., he made him,

with refped to that covenant, the father

of many natio?2s [j], even of us, and of as

many among the nations, who fliouM be-

heve in Chrift, who v/ere to be jufcified,

** or interefled in the bleffings of the cove-
" nant ^ in the fame manner as Abraham
*^ was, namely by faith. Thus, the blef-

^' fmg of Abraham came on us Gentiles
*' through Jefus Chrift [t'\^ in whom that

«' Covenant, or Deed of gift was eftablifh-

*' ed, when made with Abrakara [y']. And
*' it is certain from St. Paul's reafoning in

** the third chapter to the Galatians^ that the

" Gofpel-covenant, which our Lord came
" into the world to publifii and explain in

it's extenfive grace, was no other than

the Covenant with Abraham^ which was
^' originally eflablifl:ied in Chrift. Therefore
" our Lord, when he gave his full and final

" commiffion to his Apoftles [i^^;], Go yc
*' and teach, or difciple^ all nations, bap-
*^ tizing them, &c. plainly commands them
*" to publish the Abrahamic Covenant, which
** alone included all nations^ and to baptize
*' according to the tenor, rule and conflitu-

" tion of that^ which exprefsly takes in

«' Abraham

\j\ Gen. xvii. 4. Rom. iv. 16, 17.

[/] Gal. iii. 14. \y\ Ibid. ver. 17,

[w] Mat. xxviii, 19,

<c
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*' Abraham and his children in the line of
** eledion ; or which defcendcd from him
•* by his fon Ifaac^ or under the Goipel be-

" came his children by faith in Chrift [x],

" And that our Lord intended baptifm
*' fhould be adminiftred according to this

" particular conlHtution of the Covenant,

" I will be a God to thee, and to thyfeed after

*' thee, (which certainly included the chiU
*^ dren of thofe who ihould be taken into the

** Covenant,) appears from what the Holy
^' Gboji in St. Peter faith, at the admini-
'* ftration of the ordinance to the frjl chri-

*' ftian converts [y]. Repent^ and be baptized
*' every one of you^ &c. For the promife h

unto yoUy and to your children, and to all

that are afar off\ even as many as the Lord

our Godfldall call." How narrow and im-

perfect foever St. Peters notions might be

(at prefent) concerning the calling of the
** Gentiles, or nations, it is certain, that

*' according to the fenfe of the Spirit, v/ho
** fpake by him, by thofe that are afar offy

*' is meant the nations or Gentiles, whom
" God fhould call into his church or king-

" dom under the Mefjiah. Therefore the

" promife, both here, and in Joel referred

** to by St. Peter [2;], is plainly by this cha-
*' rafter afcertained to be the Abrahamic
** covenant, or promife, and the Apoftle in

G 2 " the

[pc] Gal. iii. 29. [ y] Aa. ii. 38, 39.

\%\ Joel.ii. 28,-32. Aa. ii. 16, &c.
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*' the Spirit, with the greateft juftnefs and
^^ propriety, exhorts every one of themy even
** them and their children ^ to be baptized, ac-
** cording to the conftitution of that prom ife

'' or covenant. And thus it appears, that

'* our Lord did commiffion his difciples,

" both to preach and baptize according to

^' the conftitution of the Abrahamic cove-
" nant ; becaufe at the firft folemn open-
*' ing of the church of God to the firft

*' Chrijiian converts, the Holy Ghofl did di-

red: them fo to preach, and fo to bap-
'' tize/'

Nov/, if we view the matter in this hght;

one may clearly difcern the meaning and

connexion of St. Feter\ words, when he

faith, " Te fmll receive the Hcly Ghoji : For
" the promife is unto you^ and to your children^

'' &c/' For, the gift of the HolyGhoJi was

a feal of their adoption into God's church

and family under the chriftian difpenfation

[^], and fo a plain fign or token, that the

promife of Gofpel-bleftings belonged to them.

And thus, becaufe the promife was to them
and to their children ; therefore, as an evi-

dence thereof, they fliould receive xht Holy

GhoJi,—But this text will bear a more criti-

cal examination. Let it then be obferved.

(i.) In this claufe, " Repent and be baptized
'* every one of you" There is a remarkable

change

[a] Rom, viii. 15. Eph. i. 13, 14,
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change of number and perfon in the original

[/^], which literally runs thus, *' Repent

" ye^ and let every one of (or a?7tong) you bt

** baptized.'' So that this command con-

cerning baptifm agrees in form with the

command that was given about circum-

ciiion. T^^here the command was [r], Eve7j

male among you jhall be circumcifed. And
here the commmand is, Let every one ofy or

among, you (/. e, you and all your's with-

out diitindtion of Jex, or age) be baptized.

This conllrudion of the Apoftle's words

agrees to what follows. '^ For the promife

" is unto you
J
and to your children^ &cc** For,

where was the pertinency or propriety of

naming their children in the reafon of the

command, if the command itfelf had no im-
mediate reference to their children ? (though
* the command was not direded to the

children, but to the parents in relation to

their

[r] Gen. xvii. lo. nzpiTfj.rr'^yis-'crd.t vuccv 'jav dpffiViycov.

N. B. T'he difference of the two phrafes. CfjLoiv 'ttcLv, and

4/,3irc5 v[j.Zv, is not material, as 'za; and hiC',io^ are feveral

times joined together, vid. 2 Chron. xxiii. ro.

* Note : There is no impropriety in the notion of chil-

dren being fubjecls of a pofitive rite, without being fubjedls

of a pontive command enjoining it, as we fee in the cafe of

circumcifion. And if it ^^r^;;?^ the Jews, who praftifed In-

fant-circumcifion, to fulfil all rightcufnefs i the like obligation

upon Chriftians may very well comport with " the praftice

of Infant-baptifm. Nor can that obligation be urged, as

an argument to the contrary, without taking the thing for

granted, which ought to be proved, -viz. that Chriftian-

baptifm
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their children, as well as to themfelves ; In

anfwer to that queftion [^], What fl:all we
do? Which, by the way, naturally accounts

for the varied manner of the Apoflle^s ex-

prefiion taken notice of before). (2.) Thefe
words, *' Jndto all that are afar off-, even as
*' many as the Lord our God Jhall call^ " evi-

dently refer to the Gentiles^ or Heathens [e]
;

without excluding their children : for, it is

agreeable to the fcripture ftile to fpeak of
children as called^ when the call is diredly

given to their parents, to thofe that bring

them, or have the command over them[y].
But then, St. Feter himfelf can hardly be

fuppofed to have any reference here to the

general calling of the Gentiles : for it feems,

that this myftery had not yet been revealed

to him [g'] : though the words of the pro-

phet,

baptifm is defigned only for the Adult : a point, which can-

not be proved from the nature, or peculiar fignification of

baptifm, as a fymbolical rite. For, circumcifion had a

peculiar fignification, as it was a token of the conjenant : and
yet the Jewifh infants knew nothing of the fnatter, much
lefs could they profefs any knowledge , or faith, about it;

though others did in applying that rite to them. In fliort,

if any primary ends of baptifm are not anfwered in the

baptifm of infants j even this is no valid objefrion againft

it. For fome primary ends of John's baptifm were not

angered in the baptifm of Chrift : and yet baptifm was
rightly adminiftred to him. By this the reader may judge

of the weight of Mr. Burroughs's argument, i^ee Tivo DiJ-

courfes relating to pofti've Injlitutions^ and the Defence.

[d'\ Aft. ii. 37. [<?] Eph. ii. 13, 17.

[/] Mat. ii. 13,-15, Luk. xviii. 16. Vid. Beza.

in loc.

{gl See ACi, Chap. 10. Pearfon. ledtiones in Aftv

Apoft. p. 33.
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phet, Jocly to which he alludes, are thought

to look that way. Therefore, it is humbly
oftered to con fide ration, whether, in this

laft claufe, the Apoftle had not a diredl

view to thofe Gentile fervants, v/hich were

incorporated into Jev/i{h families according

to the law[/6]. This notion feems to be

favoured by his manner of quoting the

words of Joel^ w^here, together with Sons

and Daughters^ mention is made of Servants

and hand~maide?2S [/] : And if allowed, we
have here a plain command, given at the

iirfl foundation of the chriidian-church, to

believing parents and heads of families, to

get all the members of their houfe without

diftindion baptized, in like manner as Abra-
ham v/as commanded to have all the 7nales

of his houfe, of a certain age, circumcifed at

once [^]. Thus, the words of St. Peter be-

fore us, will admit of this eafy paraphrafe,
" R^epent ye, and let every one among you
^' be baptized without delay, &c. For, the
*' promife is unto you, therefore be ye bap-
*' tized ; and to your children, therefore let

'' them be baptized along with you ; and to

" all that are afar off, even as many as the
" Lord our God fliall call amongft the
*' Heathens, therefore let your Gentile fer-

" vants alfo be baptized/' The words view-

ed in this light appear with the greatefl: pro-

priety,

\h'\ Levit. XXV. 44. Q] Aa. ii. 17^ 18.

[i] Gen, xvii. 12, 27.
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priety and force -, and at the fame timd
difcover the ground of the fubfeqnenC

pradice of the Apoftles in baptizifig whole

houjebolds.

But, as fome writers fuppofe, that the

promife mentioned by St. Peter is the pro-

mife of the Holy Ghoji himielf ; which, they

think, invalidates the argument for Jnfant-

baptifm from this text : we will therefore

argue the point with them upon their own
fuppofition. Now, *' VVhen it is faid,

*' you Jhall receive the Holy Ghojiy 'tis not in-

" tended, that every one of them, upon their

•' baptifm, (hould be endued with the ex-
** traordinary gifts of tongues and prophecy.
" —But the meaning of St. Peter is, that

" he (hould fall upon fome of all ranks of
'' them, according to the true purport of
*' the words of Joel:"' fays Dr. Whitby.

And if he had attended to the force of his

own obfervation, the following 7J0te might

have been fpared, viz. *' That thefe words
" will not prove the right of Infants to re-

*' ceive baptifm [/]. For, it follows from
his own remark, that fome perfons might
have a right to receive baptifm, and yet not

receive the extraordinary gifts. If Infants

therefore did not receive the faid gifts, which
is the ground of the objection, they might

neverthelefs have a right to receive baptifm.

And, as thofe divine gifts were not ordinarily

centerred

[/] See Whitby, Comment, in loc.
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conferred before baptifm -, as they were a

Jree donation, given to fomey and not to

others 5 fe. g. fome parents , fome children

y

&c.) and as the command for baptifm is

univerfaly *' Let every one of you be bap-
^* tized;" fo the reafon given to enforce this

command, *' for the promife is unto you, and
*' to your children^ &c/* feems plainly to

prove the right of children indefinitely^ that

is, children of any age^ and confequently

Infants, to receive baptifm. For, where
none are excluded, all mufl: be included,

and fo vice verjd. And, as the parents could

not tell, ivhich oi xhcm, or of their children,

fhould receive the Holy Ghofi -, or in what
degree they fhould receive it -, or at what
particular time^ whether immediately, upon
their baptifm, or fome time after it : So,

they had here an exprefs order and diredion

to lay themfelves and all theirs in the way of

the promifed bleffing, by being baptized

with the baptifm of Chrift, Had it not

been high prefum^ption in them to limit

the moil: High by making any diftindion

in their children on account of ^^£'? efpecially

confidering the promife that was given with

relation to fohn Baptifi^ viz, that he fhould

be filled with the Holy Ghofi from his mother $

womb \ni\ Language, which, doubtlefs, his

father, ZachariaSy to whom it was fpoken,

very well underflood. Seeing then the Jews

H had

[in\ Luk. i. 15,
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bad a notion of perfons being filled with tb^

Holy Ghoji^ even from their mother's womb,
they could have no ground to queftion their

Infants right to baptifm, from any fufpicion,

that the promife of the Holy Gbojt did in no-

wife extend unto them, becaufe they were

Infants. Befidcs, though the promife of the

Holy Ghojl in it's full extent comprehended

the extraordinary gifts \ what neceflity is

there for coiifijiing that promife to thefe gifts,

the Afitipcedo'baptijh themfelves being judges.

For, when any of them pray over the bap-

tized perfon, that he may receive the Holy

Ghoji^ as fome of them are fuppofed to do

upon the foot of this very promife, furely

they do not expedl him to receive the extra-

ordinary gifts of tongues andprophecy l^'^'f"^^'''-^

After all ; it may poflibly remain a diffi-

culty with fome perfons, how the words of

St. Fctcr, "Let every one of you be bap-
" tized in the name of Jefus Chrift for the

** remijpon of fins, can be applicable to the
*' cafe of Infants." It m.ay be faid upon this

occafion, %vby fhould the innocent age make

fuch hafte to the remifjion of fins ? In anfwer

to which let it be obferved. (i.J As the

baptifm of water is a fymbolical reprefenta-

tion of waJJjing away fin \?i\ % fo, that im-

precation of the Jews \o\ his Blond be on us,

and on our childj^en (meaning, no doubt, all

their children, old and young) difcovers a

fignificant

[»] Aa. xxii. 1 6. [<7] Mat. xxvii. zj*
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Significant propriety in the Apoftle^s exhort-

ing thefe Criicijiers of Chrill: [/>], to repent

themfelvesy and to get both them and their

children baptized for the remijjion of fins.

Accordingly, Mr. TomheSy that learned and
zealous Antip^do-baptifl", fuppofed (q)^ that

St. Peter might have an eye, in this place,

to that horrid imprecation. (2.) Befides this

confideration peculiar to the Jews, there is

another ground and reafon of the thing,

common both to Jews and Gentiles. For,

if all mankind, as defcended from Adam by
ordinary generation, are reputed Smners^ at

leafl: as being fubjed to death, iht penalty of
fin (r), (and as Job fays (s)^ who can hri72g

a clean thing out of an unclean) then muft
Infants alio be confidered under this charac-

ter.- Therefore, fince Chrift is the fecond
j^dam, and the Redeemer of a loft world

;

it feems no ways improper, but rather very

fit and congruous, that Infants fhould be
baptized with Chriji\ baptifm for the re-

miffion of fin : in token that, *' as by one
'^^ man's difobedience many v/ere made fin-

*^ ners ; fo by the obedience of one fhould
" many be made righteous (t) : and that,
*' as in Adam all die ; fo in Chrift fliall all

'^ be made alive (v)'' Hence that remark
of Cyprian (w)^ ^' If rcmiffion of fins be

" granted

[/>] Aft. ii. 36, 37. [^] Exameii: p. 60. [r] Kom. v.

I2,^c. [j] Job. xiy 4. [/JRom. V, 19. M i Corinth.
XV. 22. Vid. Limborch. Theol. Ch. lib. (5. cap. 6S»
Sec. 23. Ivj} Ep. ad Fidum.
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granted to thefe moft heinous offenders,

who have long ago finned againft God ;

and if none of them be denied accefs to

the grace of baptifoi ; how much lefs

reafon is there for denying it to Infants ?

who being but newly born can be guilty

of no fin, except that being derived from

Adam^ according to the flefh, their birth

hath communicated to them the infection

and puniiliment of his offence* who
therefore are the more eafily admitted

to the pardon of their fin, becaufe it is

not fo properly their ouoUy as anQthersJ'

Upon the whole then, it fecms very plain

to us, that the words of St. Peter under

confideration, exhibit a proper command to

chriftian believers to get all the members of

their refpedive families, and particularly, moft

exprefsly their children^ together with them-
felves, baptized. And the true meaning of

this command, like that of any other law,

muft be fixed by the proper fignification of

the terms^ in which it is conceived and ex-

preffed, without any dependence upon what
follows in the facred hiftory. For, if not a

fingle perfon had been baptized on that oc-

cafion, this would not have altered tfje fefife^

or deftroyed the authority of the cornmand.

However, there is nothing in the content,

that in the leaft militates with the given

fenfe of the Apofl:le's words. For, as this

was the Jirji opening of the Chrijlian dif-

penfation.
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penfation, and fo the firft adminiflration of
Chriftian baptifm ; it was of conrfe to be ad-
mininred firft of all to Chriffcian believers.

But this could be no impediment, it was in-

deed a neceffary leading (!ep, to the baptizing

oi xh€\r houfeloolds \ becaufe, no perfons could
regularly have their families baptized, with-
out being firft baptized themfelves, in confe-
quence of their receiving the word gladly : ac-
cording to what is faid of the firfl:converts[A;].

When we read that fuch and fuch perfons
believed^ and were added to the church \y\
This language is by no means exclufive of
their children : for, it is no more than what
might be faid of any Jewi(h Profelytes, when
they were received into the Jewiili church,
without the exclufion of their children from
the rite of initiation. Thus, e. g. it is faid of
Achior, «* He believed in God greatly, and
'' circumcifed the fle-ili of his foreskin, and
''. -w^^ joined to the houfe of Ifrael [^] ;" that
is, to the church of the Jews. We conclude
therefore, that ^t.Peter bath laid down a plain

command for baptizing children v/ithout limi-^

tation of age. And though, as Mr. Stennet
remarks [^],

*' there feems no ncceflky to
'^ rejlrain the term [children] to infants

:"

there appears to be no r. afon for limiting it fo

^^io exclude infants 3 which is all we contend
for [b]. SEC
M Aa. l•i^4I.^ [y-] 'Tfojiii^m&v. ibid.
[as] 'Tpoffiri'^M £/< rof olnov Upi^fiK. Judith xiv. lo.M Anfvver to RuiTen. p. 33.

[^J See Cragge*s reply to Tombes. p. 208.
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S E C T I O N '

' ^F ^^vi'^ju*

^e pretence ofa virtual Prohibition' i^irife/yifi

THIS examination we fhall begin with

that text which perhaps is thtfirfit

that was ever diredlly alledged againft the

practice of baptizing infants by certain per-

fons, who hved above a thoufand years after

Chrift [^] 5
" He that believeth, and is bap-

*' tized^Jhallbefaved\i^z,[dY From hence

it is inferred, that all perfons muft believe

before they are baptized ; and therefore in-

fants ai*e not to be baptized, becaufe they do

not beheve. In anfwer to which argument

it is repHed (i.) Thefe words were fpoken by
Chriji to his Apoftles with an immediate view

to the firft planting of the Chriftian church,

and confequently to the firft adminiftration

of Chriftian baptifm to convert "Jews and
Heathens. For thus the words are introdu-

ced; " Go ye unto all the world^ and preach
*' the Gofpel to every creature. He that be-

'if' lievetb and is baptized, fiall be faved, &cq'*

Now, in this cafe it is plain, that adult per-

fons of either fort (at leaft thofe, that were

Juijuris) were to be firft inftrudcd in the

Chriftian

[r] See Dr. AlUx. on the Piedmont churches, p. 143. and
Wall on the Waldenfes.

Id] MarkxvL j6.
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Chrlftian faith, before they were by baptifm
received into the Chriftian church. Accord-
ingly (2.) we grant that all perfons in the fame
circumftances with thofe firft converts ought
to believe before they are baptized. Thus,
e. g. if a Jew, a Mabommedan, or an Indian

Should now embrace the Chriftian religion,

we are not againft his being inftrudted in it,

before he is baptized. For, as the thing ap-

pears to be rational in itfelf j fo it is conform-
able to the practice of the Jewifli church in

iuaking Profdytes [e]. But (3.) the confe^

quence is denied with refpedl to infants. For,
though the Jews inftrudted new Profelytes in

the principles of their religion, before they
were admitted to circumcifion, (not to men-
tion the baptifm of Profelytes amongft them)
yet their children alfo were circumcifed toge-

ther with themfelves. In like manner, if

new converts to Chriftianity were firft in-

flraded in it before their admiffion to bap-
tifm -y yet, for all that, their children might
be baptized along with them : and certain it

is, the contrary can never be proved by fuch
an argument, as is here alledged. For (4.)
the test fays not, all perfons whatever mufi
believe before they are baptized. On the
contrary, if one might argue from the order

of words^ (which is the way the Antipasdo-

baptifts take here) it would follow even from
this paflage of Scripture, that infants ought

by

ie] See Biihop Patrick, comment, in Levlt. xlx. 10,
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by all means to be baptized ; as hath been

frequently urged by the writers on our

fide [f]. For, if from this circuniftance,

that beheveth is fet before baptized in the or-

der of words, it follows, that all perfons muft

believe before they are baptized , by the fame

rule all perfons mud be baptized before they

can be faved : becaufe baptized is fet before

faved in the fame order of words. Again j

in the latter claufe of the text it is added,

" HCy that believeth 7iot^ Jhall he damnedy

And thus, by the words of Odrijl^ believing

is made as neceffary at lead to falvation, as

it is to baptifm. Therefore, the argument,

from this text againfl the baptifm oimiziytSy

concludes as ftrongly againft their fahatio??',

which is reducing it to a plain and fliocking

abfurdity. Mr. Rees would evade all this, by

asking [g],
*' Why they (/. e, irfarasj may

^* not be faved without baptifm ?** A quef-

tion little to the purpofe. For. if infants may
be faved at all; why will he and his friends

infill: upon fuch an argument againft their

baptifm, as would equally conclude againft

their falvation ?

Again ; it is pretended [b] that the words of

tht co?mjiiJ/ion [i]y *' Go ye, atid teacb all na^
*• tions,

[/] Marftiall, Sevm. on bapt'zing Inf. p. 4^ Wills,

anfwer to Danverf. p. i o. Walker. Modell Plea, &c, chap,

xxiii. fee. 14.

[a] Anfwer to Walker, p, 36.

[/:'] See Gale. Reflexions, &c. Let. 7^

CO Mat. xxviii. 19, ao.
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^^ tUmy. baptizing them^ &c.'* contain a vir-

tual prohi^iiion cf Infant-baptifm. For, fay

they, teaching is fet before baptizing^ ^i*gQ,

&c. And fo indeed it may feem to an Eng-
iifh reader ; but baptizing is fet before teach-

ing in the exprefs order of the words accord-

ing to the original^ which ought to be render-

ed thws^ ^* Go ye, and dijciple all nations,

^* baptizing them in the name of the Father,
•* &e. teaching them, &c." Obferve here

(i.) The general matter of the commiffion is

exprefled by difcipUng ; which is a compre-

Kenfive term, including both teaching and
baptizing^ by the confeffion of fome of our

moft learned oppofers [^4], (2.) Then fol^

lows the particular method oi executing this

commiffion laid down in two diredions, mz.
by baptizing^ and by teachings agreeably to

the Greek idiom of fpeech [/]. It is plaia

therefore, that in the exprefs order and feries

of the words in the commifilon, teaching i^

not fet before, but after baptizing. But,

fuppofe.the contrary were true 5 this v/ould

prove no more againft Infant baptifm^ than

the text in Sti Mark^ already confidered j and
how much that proves againft it, is left to .the

judgnient of common fenfe.

Again ; St. P^??// makes mention of ^;;^ bap^

tifm[nr],. Now, by this one baptifm Mr.-
*-

I Barclay

[^] Dr. Gill, comment, in Ad. ix. i, 2.

[/] See Psdo-baptifm, p. 89, &c.

[w] Eph. ivi 5. confer, i Cor, i. 12—15..
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Barclay underfiands the haptifmof the Spirit

^

in oppofition to water-baptifm [«]. On the

other hand Mr. Kcach underftands it oi adult-

baptifm in exclufion of Inflint-baptirm[^]. But

both accounts are wide enough of the Apof-

tle's meaning. St. PWis there recommend-
ing miity^ peace and love to fellow-chrifti-

ans. And fo, by one baptiJtn.hQ plainly, in-

tends one moral end and defign of baptifm,

as it is a facred rite of dedication to one and

the fame religious fervice, the fervice of one

common Lord, who is the head of one fpiri-

tual fociety. *' One Lord^onefaith, one baptifm^
** one Godand Father ofall^ one body, one Spirit^

** one hope^ one heaven:' And v/hat! are infants

excluded from all thefe? God forbid.—Be-

fides ; Chriftian baptifm may be one baptifm,

and yet of a complex nature in relation to the

fubje5fs of it. For, was not circiimcfion un-

der the law one circumcifion, as a rite of dedi-

cation, or engagement to the fervice of God

[/>] ? And yet it was adminiftred to different;

lubjeds, particularly to adult- profelytes and

their children.

Again 5 St. Faul fays' [j],
" Henceforth

know we no man after the flejl:)^ iiCcT q. d,

** I have no regard to any one, according to
** the flefh, &c. for being circumcifed, or a

'' Jew [r]r The diftindion of Jew and

Gentile
[w] Apology, prop. 12.

[0] Anfwer to Owen. p. 241, &;c.

[p] Gal. V. 3. [^j i Cor. v. i5.

[r] Mr. Locke in loc.

cc
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Gentile was fet afide under the Gofpel, by

the ivall of partition being removed, and

broken down [i]. Surely thofe perfons are at

a lofs for arguments, who alledge this text as

a difproof of Infant- baptifm \t\ Tacitus fays.

a much ftronger thing of the yeivijh Profe-

lytes [i;], T/2r. '^ That they were taught to

^' defpijf'e their parents, children, brethren.'*

And would any one conclude from hence,that

no infants of Profely tes were circumcifed ? It

is abufing the reader's patience to take notice

of fiich fimple and trifling cavils 5 we fliall

therefore only mention one text more, which

may feem to be urged with a little better

grace.

St. Peter fays [*!£;],
*' The likefigure where*

" unto baptif?n doth alfo fave iis^ (not theput-
** ting away the filth of the flejh^ but the an-
*

' fwer of a good confcience towards God) by

" the refurrcBion of Chrift"—But infants

cannot make this anfwer of a good confcience;.

E^gOy &c. To which argument it will be

fufficient to reply in the words of Dr. Whit-

i^y [x], viz, " That St. PW alfo fays, that

•* the true circumcifion before God is not the

** outward circumcifion of the fiefijy but the

^* internal circumcifion of the heart and fpi^
" rit [;']. But will any one here argue,

I 2 '' That

[0 Rom. X. 12. Eph. ii. 14, Col. iii. u.

[/J See Keach. ubi fupra, p. 208,

fa;] Corn. Tacit, hift. lib. 5. M 1 Pet. iii 21,

\x\ Comment, in Iqq. \j] Rom. ii. 29.
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" That the Jtwifli infants for want of this

** were not to be admitted into covenant with

God by circumcifion ? And yet the argu-

ment is plainly parallel: The anfwer of a

good confcicnce is required, that the bap-

tifm may be falutary ; therefore they only
*' are to be baptized, who can make this an-

" fwer : and the inward circumcifion of the
*^ heart is required, as the only acceptable

" circumcilion in the fight of God : therefore
*' they only are to be circumcifed, w^ho have
" this in'vvard circumcifion of the heart. The
** Jews did not admit profelytes to circumci-
*' fion wnthcut the anfwer of a good confci-
*' ence : but thev admitted their infants with-
** out any fuch thing. Why therefore may
" we not allow the Chriftian church in the
** adminiflration of baptifm, to obferve the
*' fame cuftom, in admitting the children of
'* theirPro/^/)'/^^ to baptifm ; as they admitted
*^ them to circumcifion and baptifm."=—It is

plain then, that there is nothing in what St.

PeUr fays oi bciptifmy which can amount to

2^ prohibitiGn^ or exclufion of baptizing infants

in the Chriftian church. For, St. Paul fays

the fam*e thing in effedt of circwncifion ;

and yet, it is undeniably certain, that infants

were circumcifed in the Jewifli church.

In relation to what Dr. IVhitby fays of the

Jew^s admitting the children of profelytes to

circumcifion and hapufm\ he proceeds upon
the notion of Profelyte- baptifm obtaining

amongft
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amongft them. But, as learned men are not
agreed in this point, we have laid little or no
iirefs upon it ; the argument from Profelyte^

circumcifion being clear and ftrong enough
without it. However, it is pkafant enough
to obferve, that fome authors, who very much
depreciate the authority of the Jewidi writers

upon this head, fcruple not to make ufe of
their authority in deciding any point in their

own favour, e.g, about the antient mode of
baptifm ; concerning v/hich we (hail offer a
few remarks, and fo conclude this argument.
Now—that the word, baptize^ doth not al-

ways^ or neceffarily fignify, dipping the body

all over \ even Dr. Gale, after all his pains to

prove the contrary, was forced to acknow-
ledge in as plain terms as he durft. This
point hath been fet in a good light by Mr.
Perronet {z\ And Dr. Wall brought the

matter to a fair iflue in a (hort dialogue be-

tween an Antipaedo-baptift, and a church-
man \a\ The truth is, much of the time and
labour might have besn fpared, which hath
been fpent in rummaging authors, to fix the

original {^v^k of the Greek words, pccTfJca, and
PoiTTTi^M, For the learned Critics know, that

the^rji and primitive, is not always the true

and proper fenfe of words. Becaufe in the

flux of language the fignification of words al-

ters at different times and places, and amongft

different

[x] Defence of Ihfant-baptifm, fee. 2.

[«] Defence, &c. p. 96.
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different people. And as words are but ar-

bitrary figns of ideas, or thoughts ^ cuftom is

the rule to fix their current fenfe. Suppofe

then, that the words in queftion primarily,

and originally fignified to dip, or immerfe a

body all over ; it follows not, that this is their

real and precife meaning in the New Tefta-

ment. For, in the time of Chrifl and his

Apoftles, thefe words, as being then parts of

a living language, might have acquired a

more lax and general fignification amongft the

Hellenijis, importing to wap, not only by

dipping, but other ways. And that this was

the cafe in fa6t, appears pretty plain from fun-

dry paffages in the Greek writers among the

Jews. E. g. It is faid oiNebuchadnezzar [/5],

*' that his body was wet [c] with the dew of

*' heaven." Now, can this mean, that his

body w^as dipped \n the dew of heaven 5 and

not rather that his body was wet with the

dew, falling or fprinkled upon it ?—^Again :

it is related of Judith [^], " that (he went
*' out in the night into the valley ofBethuliay

" andu'^7Zj^^herfelf[^]in {or at [/]) afoun-
*' tain, by (or in [g]) the camp." But the

circumftances of the cafe render it very im-

probable, that {he {Gripped herfelf, and im-

merfed her whole body in the water.

—

Again,

[h] Dan. iv. 33. [c] 'E/5rf(?H from ^^.ttJco.

[/] Judith xii. y [^] 'E/35t'5rTi(fTo, literally baptized,

[/] 'E'sr/ T«? 'ar«3^H$. Sep Walker. Doarine of baptifms.
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Again, when the Apoftles were baptized with

the Holy Ghoji according to Chrift's pro-

mife [hi ; this was not by immerfion, but ^-
fufion. For, upon that occafion, St. Peter

told the multitude [/], " Chrijl being by the

" right hand of God exalted^ and having re-

*' ceived of the Father the promife of the Holy •

" GhoJi, hath (hed forth this [kX which
«« ye now fee and hearJ* This expreflion,

hath Jloed forth^ or poured out^ this (meaning

the Holy Ghoft in its extraordinary gifts) is of

more force than Caufabon^ criticifm in Adl. 5.

5. upon which more ftrefs is laid than it will

bear, to make out fomething like a proper

immerfion in the prefent cafe. For (i.) it is

not faid, as he underftands it, that the houfe

\Y2i^ filled with the Holy GhoJi (which would
make the houfe infpired) but that ih^found^

which came from heaven, as of a rufhing

mighty wind, filled the houfe [/]. (2.) This
found, or noife^ filled all the houfe, and not

only the particular room where they were
fitting. But, were all the people in the

houfe baptized with the Holy Ghoft, as

well as the Apoftles? (3.) It
fi filled

all the houfe, as to be heard by all that

were in it; and fo great was the alarm, as

that it occafioned the multitude to come to-

gether [/;?]. Thus then, the Apoftles were

baptized

C^] Aa.i. 5. [i] Aa ii. 33.

C^] 'E?4>'5£. [/] Ad. ii. 2.

[^] Ver, 6, Vid. Dan. Heinfius. Sacr, Exercit. in Igc
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baptized w'tb the Tloly Ghoft^ not in the wtty

of immerjion, hwt of effu/ion. For, they were
not dipped into the Holy Ghoft, but the Ho-
ly Ghoft was poured out upon them.—Once
more ; we read [«], that a certain Pharifee,

who invited Chrift to dine with him, " mar-
** veiled that he had not firfi walhed [5] before

** dinner" Surely, /&'i waihing cannot mean
immerfing his body all over; as there is no

room here to pretend, *^ that Chrijt was now
*^ come from market^ or any court ofjudi^

cature, which might render it neceflary

to immerfe himfelf in v/ater according to
** the fuperftition of the Pharifees [/>]." And
yet in the original it is the very fame v/ord for

wajhed, that is ufed in fpeaking of Chrift be-

ing baptized by Johji, How then doth it ap-

pear, that Chriit himfelf was dipped ? Why,
we are told [5^],

•* Chrifl:, when he was bap-
'* tized by John in the river Jordan, went
^^ upfraitway out of the water, &c" From
whence it is inferred [r], *' that fince it is

** faid, that he came out of the water, he
" mm ft firil have gone down into it ; muft
*' have been in it, and Vvas baptized in it; a

^^ circumftance ftrongly in favour of haptifm
** by immerfion, &c" Doth not this look

wonderful plain and clear? And yet, it is all

grounded upon a miflake, and the inaccuracy

of

[nl Luk. ii. 38. [<j]'F^'^'27!io&>f, literally, ^^/-'/xf^.

[/>] See Dr. Gill. Divine Right of Infant-bap tiim exa-

mined. Sec, p. 96.

l{\ Mat. iii. i6. [r] Dr, GiU. comment, in loc.
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of our EngUfh verfion. Let us only hear

what Mr. Henry fays upon the place; *' Chrift

*' having no fins to confefs went up imnrjedi-

" ately out ofthe "water ; fo we render it, but
*^ not right \ for, it is cLiro rou &ro;, i. Q,from
*^ the water, from the brink of the river, to

** which he went down to be waflied with wa-
" ter, /. e, to have his head^ oxface wadied ;

^' {^John xiii. 9 ) for, here is no mention of
*' the putting off, or putting on his cloaths,

*^ which circumOance would not have been
^' omitted, if he had been baptized naked [j]."

If this remark on the Gr-eek phrafe is not quite

new ; it was worth repeating ; for it feems to

be a fair Criticifm, and not any wretched

Jhifty as Mr. Rees is pleafed to call it. But

it is really a wretched conJiruBiony which

he and others [/] put upon the words of St.

Mark^

[j] Mr. Henry's Expofition on Mat. iii. 16.

[/] Rees. anfwer to Walker, p. 127. Keach. anfwer to

Owen, p. 23,320. Plain account of the facred ordin. of bap-

tifm, p. 3 1 . Burroughs's two difcourfes on pofidve inflituti-

ons, p. 28. This laft named author fays (Defence of two

difcourfes, &c. p. 31.) *' If liq tcv lo^<^amv does not mean/«-
«* to Jordan, what is the meaning of s^ to v<^co^, when
*• applied to Philip, and the Eunuch ?" Why, if it mean inf

the nvatery this will neither determine the meaning of that

other phrafe, nor necefTirily conclude for dipping. But, fays

he (ib. p. 26.) " There is no accounting for fuch words as

** thefe, [going dorwn both into the nvater, baptizing there, and
** then coming up out of the 'water:'' A«5ls viii. 38, 39. ] that is.

Upon any other fuppofition, either of fprinkling or pouring.

And yet, unlefs the word baptize^ of itfelf neceffarily means

K clipping*
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M<^rk [v\ when they make him fay, that

John baptized Chrifl: into Jordan [-!£?]. For,

in the fiile of Scripture, this would lignify,

that John made him a dijciple of Jordan \x\i

The proper meaning of the Greek phrafe is at

Jordan y exprefling the place, where John was
baptizing [^'], by way of diftindion from the

place, whence Chrifl: came to be baptized of

him. It is the very fame phrafe, that is ufed

by the Greek interpretCx^s, where David tAh
Solomon [x^ that Skimei came down to meet

him
dipping, (which Is denied) thefe mere circumllaftces of going

down iRto the water, and coming up out of the water, will not

prove a dipping in that cafe : for, was Solomon dipped, when
they went down with him, ?/; iw Tim, to (or be it into) Gihoriy

and after anointi'ng him in Gihoji, came up from thence, i Kings,

i. 38, 45. Nor will thofe circumftances, confidered in con-

nexion with the ad ofbaptizing, fo certainly fix it for immer-
iion, as is conceived. For one may eafily conceive, that for

want of other conveniences, in \ki2Xdefart place, Philip might
go down with the Eunuch into the water to a certain depth,

that fo he might the morecommodioufly take up water with

the hand, and pour it on the Eunuch's head. *• But why did

** Philip go do'wn into the ^joater himfelf, and take the Eunuch
•* along with him ? Why did he not fetch a little water, to

*\fprinkle, or to pcur upon him?'* To which it is anfwered.

Where could Philip have in fuch a place any 1/^/ proper for

thepurpofe? Befides, if the Eunuch was dipped, it muft either

be naked, or with his <r^/>^^j on : neithe^of which feems pro-

bable in his prefent circumftances. After all, how will it prove,

that dipping was pra<Sifed in all cafes, and particularly, that

jfohn in baptizing him, dipped Jefus, even fuppofing thatP^f-

/// dipped the Eunuch ? A fuppcfition fo precarious, as that up-

on a diilinft view of the cafe, Mr. Walker fays, (Doftrine of

baptifms, chap. 14. fee. i 2.) *' What's all the noife of Philip*s

*' dipping the Eunuch come to? To nothing elfe but mere
" noife."

[f] Mark i. 9. [w] lii7oi> lop/ctVw.

[a-] See I Cor. x. z. Gal. iii. 27.

\j} Joh.i. 28. [z] I Kings ji. 8.
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him at Jordanlaj,—As it is only by the by
that we here take notice of the mode of bap-

tifm ; we (hall not examine all the texts, that

are commonly alledged in favour of immer^

fion 5 but refer the reader to thofe treatifes,

which have b^en profeffedly writ upon that

fubjedl [b\ Let it fuffice for the prefent to

obferve, that there is hardly a flronger paffage

to be found, than thofe words of St. Paul[c\
** We are buried with him by haptifm inta

** deathy &oq" And yet fays an ingenious

writer, " I queftion whether we can certain-

" ly from this paffage infer the outward mode
of adminiftring baptifm. For, in the next

verfe, our being incorporated into Chri/l

by baptifm is alfo denoted by our being

planted, or rather grafted together in the

likenefs of his death: and Noah's ark, float-

*' ing upon the water, is a figure correfpond-

" ing to baptifm, i. Pet. iii. 20, 21. But
" neither of thefe give us the fame idea of
*^ the outward form., as burying [^]." But,

fuppofe it were proper to preferve fome ana-

logy between the mode of baptifm^ and that

of a burial *y it (liould be conlidered, that the

K 2 modes

[<?] xrtTe/3H—g],- TOP lo^S'a.vm. By this expreffion we fee,

that Chrift might go doivn to Jordan, and fo come upfrom Jor-

dan after he was baptized by John at Jordan j and yet never

have been fo much as in Jordan.

[b"] See Plunging, a fubjeft of bigotry,when made effential,

&c. Dipping net the only Scripture and primitive mode, &c»

[f] Rom. vi. ^ , [</J Taylor in loc.

<c

<c
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modes of burial differ in different countries 5

and fo would require different modes of bap-

tifm to reprefent and exprefs them truly,

Confequently, no one particular mode could

be proper in all cafes. And thus the very

argument, which is commonly urged for the

univerfal propriety and even neceffity of im-

merfion, proves quite the contrary.—In (hort,

from the examples already produced, (to

which more might be added [^], the word
baptifm appears to have acquired in common
ufe among the Hellenijls^ fo large and gene-

ral a fenfe, as to comprehend other modes
and ways of wafiiing, befides that of immer-
iion. Hence Origen calls pouring water upon

the wood, baptizing it [_J ]. Therefore the

command to baptize feems to be only a com-
mand to 'wajl^ without prefcribing the parti-

cular mode [^]. And therefore, as no one

particular mode can be neceffary, exclufive of

another ; fo, different modes of baptifm

might be ufed from the beginning. We are

not pleafed to find any grave authors fpeak

lightly of baptiim by immerfion : for this

might be one mode of baptizing atnongft the

ancients. But yet^ fuppofing it to be fo, this

is

{e] See Walker, Bodrine of baptifms, chap. 4 6.

[/] See \ King, xviii. 33. Wall's Defence, Appendix,

p. 19.

[^] The Hebrew word, Tabal, and the Syriac, Jmad,
are obfervcd to admit the fame large conitrudlion. See Wal-
ker, ubi fupra, ch. 7,
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is no proof, that it was anciently the only

mode. Let immerfion then be allowed, but

not abfolutely required : it fhould neither be

defpifed nor idolized^ in our humble opini-

on. Since baptifm doth not fave by the

wafliing, ox putting away the filth of the fiejh

[/6], is there not danger of e?wr-^o/;2!^ here,

by laying fo much ftrefs upon the external

mode of adminiftration, as borders too near

upon fuperftition? In a word, if the falutary

nature of baptifm confifts not in the out-

ward rite itfelf, how much lefs in the par-

ticular mode !

[^3 I Pet. iii. 21.

FINIS.
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