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PREFACE.
THE Reverend and picus Author of the follow-

ing Treatife, compofed it for the Pulpit^ and
deHvered it in fundry Sermons^ but a few Weeks
before his Deceafe : which beins; found to have a

very happy Effed, in the Confirmation and Efta-

bHfhment of Ibme wavering Minds among his owa
People, he was urged to tranfcribe his Notes for the

Prefs ; but foon after he had begun this Work, he
was (as to the particular Time of it) unexpededly
called to his fuperior Station in God's Temple above.

Yet by a kind Providence^ a few Days before his laft

Illnefs, zyoung Minifter^ in the Neighbourhood of
this City, who had a Defire to improve himfelf by
Mr. Boftwick's Notes, which were written in a kind
of Short-Hand of his own Invention, applied to him,
and at his Requeft Mr. Boftwick fpent feveral Hours
in teaching him in fome Degree to undcrftand them;
and by his Means, the Copy now printed, was re-

covered from Oblivion, and tranfcribed fincc Mr.
Bofiwick's Death.

Under this View, it is hoped, the candid Reader
will difpenfe with a Stile a little too diffufe for a-

printed Argumentation, and pardon any Inaccura-

cy, that would probably have been avoided, if the
Work had pafled under it's Author's laft Hand. >

Thofe that were acquainted with Mr. Boftwick's

mild and pacific Temper, and knew the general'

A z Courfc



.vi PREFACE.
difcernlng therein an admirable Difplay of the infi-

nite Perfedlions of the Deity, with a perfedt Ac-
commodation to the various States of Man. He
confidered it not only as a System oi Divine Know-

ledge^ but as revealing a practical and experimental

^Dtfcipline \ and felt it's vital Energ)\ and had. it's

Truth fealed on his Hearty with that Kind of Evi-

dence as would doubtlels have flood the Fire upon

tiie fevered Trial.

After this, I fcarce need add, that he was a

Divine of the old Stamp, and could well defend

\\\s Syjlem againit all Gmnfayers.. In thefe Things he

was a Scribe well inftru6led, and with ^rtd-X. Sagacity

and Potetration could difcern the Spirit of Error in

it's mod diftant Approaches. He knew it's Connec-

tions^ and "Tendencies (ever aiming at God's Diflionour

or Man's Ruin) and therefore as a faithful Watchman

always gave the fpeedieft Warning of the: Danger,

He had thofe Gifts which rendered him a very

popular Preacher. With a flrong commanding
Foice, his Pronunciation was clear, diftind, and deli-

berate ; His Speech and Gefture decent and natural,

without any Affedation -, His Language elegant and

pure, but with ftudied Plainnefs, never below the

Dignity of the Pulpit, nor above the Capacity of the

meanefl: of his Auditory. The Strength of his Me-
mory^ and the Flow of his Elocution^ enabled him to

preach without Notes, but feldom or never extem-

pore : He furnifhed the Lamps of the San5iuary with

beaten Oil^ and the Matter and Method of his Sermons

were well ftudied.

In treating divine Stihje5Is^ he manifcfled an ha-

hitu^l Reverence for the Majesty of Heaven, a

deep Senfe of the IVorth of Soids^ an intimate Know-

ledge of the human Heart,, and it's various Workings

in it's two-fold State oi Nature and Grace, He dealt

faithfully
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faithfully with his Hearers^ declaring to them the whole

Counfel of Gody fnewing them their Danger and Re-
medy. And none v/ill periJJj from under his Miniftry^

hut their Blood mufl: lie upon their own Heads. He
always fpake from a deep Senje of the Truths he de-

livered, and declared thofe Things, which he hadfeen

and which he had beards and his Hands had handled of

the Word of Life j and delivered nothing to his Au-
ditor)\ but with a Solemnity that difcovered it's Im-
portance.

His Mi7id had a poetic Turn. His Stile was co-

pious and florid. He fometimes foared, when his

Subject would admit of it, with an elevated IVing ;

and his Imagination enabled him to paint his Scene,
whatever it was^ in very llrong and lively Colours,

Few Men could defcribe tlie hideous Deformity of Sin,

the Mifery of Men's Apoftacy from God, the JVon-

ders of redee-ming Love, the Glory and Riches of di-

vine Grace., in flronger Lines, and more affeding

Strains than he.

In the Condiiul of Life^ he was remarkably^^;///^

towards all Men^ v^QiVj prudent and cautious., and al-

ways behaved zvith the Meeknefs ofWifdom.^ and filled

np every Relation in Life., with it's proper Duty^ and

was a living Example of the Truth of that Religion,

which he taught to others. He preached not himfclf^

hut Chrifl Jefus his Lord. In this View his Eye was

fingk., and he regarded no other Ohje^l. He knew in

whofe Place he flood, and feared no Man. He dared

to fiafh the 'Terrors of the Law in the Face of the

ftouteft Tranfgreffor^ with the fame Freedom as lie dif-

play'd the amiable Beauties and Glories of the Go-
fpel for the Comfort and Refrefhment of the penitent:

Believer.

As he highly honoured hrs divine Mafler he was
highly favoured by him^ of which take one Inllance.

In
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In a farmer Illnefs^ from which it was thought he

could not recover, which happened fome Months
before he died, he was greatly diftrefied by a deep

Concern for his JVidow and his great Family^ on the

Event of his Death. But God was pleafed in a Time
of great Extremity^ to grant him a glorious and ajlo-

nijhing View of his Power^ Wijdom^ and Goodnefs^ and

the Riches of his Grace^ with a particular Appropria-

tion to him/elf znd his. Such as difpelled every Fear,

and at that Time, rendered him impatient to live,

but at length on his Recovery, which commenced
immediately on the Removal of this Diftrefs, his

Mind fettled into a divine Calm ; he perceived him-

felf equally willing to live or die as God pleafed. In

which Temper he continued to his laft Moment, when
placidly he refigncd his Soul and all his mortal Inte-

refisy into the Hands of his Saviour and his God !

Such Intercourfe fometimes pafTes between the Fa-
ther of Spirits and the human Spirit, andfuch Ho-
nour have they that fear God

!

Thus lived, and thus died, in the midfl of his

Days and Ufefulnefs, this excellent Minifter of Jefus

Chrifly to the unfpeakable Lois of the World, the

Churchy and his Family. He departed this Ufe on
the 1 2th Day of I^ovember, in the Year of our Lord
One Thoufand Seven Hundred and Sixty-Three, and in

the Forty-fourth Year of his Age, leaving his Widow
and Ten Children to the Care of Providence, and his

Remains lie buried in the Front Ifle of the Prefby-

terian .Church in this City.

Bated at New-York April the Ninth, Ont Thon-

fand Seven Hundred and Sixty-Four.

A Fair



A Fair and Rational

VINDICATION, ^c.

ACTS II. 39.

For the Promife is unto you^ and to your ChiU

dren^ and to all that are afar off', even as

many as the Lord our GodJhall calL

YOU arc very fen fible, my Brethren, that it

has not been my ufual Pradlice to fill your

Minds with htigious Difputes, or to introduce

Matters of needlefs Controverfy into the facred

Defk ; much lefs to throw out occafional Reflec*

tions, or fix opprobrious Epithets on thofe of differ^

ent Denominations.—This, I ever efteemed a mean,
unmanly Way of oppofmg Error, or advancing

the Caufe of Truth.—I have rather in general con-

fidered my Hearers, as tranfient, itinerant Mor-
tals bound to an eternal World ; and thefore have

made it my principal Bufinefs, to inculcate upon

them, thofe plain, praftical, and important Truths,

that have the neareft Conncdiion with, and are of

the greatefl Confequence to their eternal Interefl.

Convinced, however, of my indifpenfable Duty,

by feveral concurring Circum fiances \ I fhall now
attempt to illuflratc, vv'hat I fuppofe a precious Gof-

pel-Truth -, and vindicate a valuable Privilege, of

which the Church of Chrifl has been in FoflefTion

from its firfl Inflitution, though by fome made a

Matter of Dilputej and that is, the Riiht of Infant-

B Children^
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Children^ defcending from con -fa'derate^ or covenayited

Parents^ to that Ordinance of Baptifm^ which is the

eternal Seal of the Gofpel- Covenant.—And as this

is known to be my Principle, from my conflant

Pradlice ; furely none can take it amifs, or think it

flrange, that I {land forth in its Vindication ; efpe-

cially as I defign no unchriftian Refledion, no ac-

rimonious ExprclTions, or uncharitable Cenfures, on

thofe of contrary Sentiments and Practice ; but on-

ly a fair and rational Vindication of my own

;

having principally in View, the Satisfa6tion of a

Number of my Hearers, who have exprefled their

Defire of being further inftrui^ed in the fcriptural

Grounds and Reafons of our conftant Pradice.

—

And though on the one Hand, I will not place

this Point, of Infant-Baptifm, among the Things

that are abfolutely effential to Salvation -, yet on

the other, I am far from fuppofing it to be a Mat-
ter of trifling Indifference, or of little or no Con-

fequence.—For if the Baptifm of Infants is not

ao-reeable to divine Inftitution, or warranted by

the facred Word, then not only we, but the Pro-

tejlant Churches in general mufl be in a very un-

happy Situation having no regular Gofpel-

Ordinances of any Kind whatfoever.—Nay, if In-

fant-Baptifm be a meer Nullity, as fome pretend,

then we, with the Generality of the Protefiant

Churches, are in fa6l, a Company of unbaptifcd

Heathens •, who have neither Churches, Minillers,

or Ordinances, according to the Inftitution of Je-

fus Chrift : Our Miniftcrs themfelves, being un-

baptifcd, can have no regular Yluthority to baptife

others ; and we being all unbaptifed, cannot, with-

out the greateft Impropriety, approach the facred

Ordinance of the Lord's Supper.

Having
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Having therefore, on this Suppofition, no re-

gular Ordinances among us, we, with our nume-

rous Protefiant Brethren of various Denomina-

tions, muft want the very Eflence of a regular

Gofpel-Church, and in this Refped be reduced to

a State of ablblute Heatbenifm.— I do not adduce

this, as a Proof, that Infant- Baptifm is a divine

Inftitution ; that, I truH, will be proved by more

dired and pofitive Evidences ; I only mention it

to Ihew that the Controverfy is no Trifle, but of

fufficient Importance to demand our Attention, and

engage our impartial Inquiry, whether we are right,

or whether we are wrong ? .And can our Oppo-
nents, whofe Principles and Conduct neceiTarily

unchurch the whole Frotefiant World, except

themfelves,—can they, I fay, think themfelves

offended, that we do not filently fubmit to their

uncharitable Cenfures ? will they be difpleafed, that

we affert and vindicate our Handing in the vifible

Kingdom of Chriit, and that we are a Gofpel-

Church as well as they ? Surely, thofe that are Men
of Confcience among them will not j or if they

fhould, yet thefe are Matters too interefting to be

given up, out of mcer Complaifance, to any So-

ciety of Men in the Univerfe. Let us then

aim at the Truth, without any Regard to the

Pleafure or Difpleafure of Mortals ; and if our In-

fant-Baptifm can be vindicated, for Confcience

fake let it be done.—If not, if the Truth is not

for us, but againft us, let us honeftly give it up,

and no more pradife what the facred Word will noc

defend.

Having thus hinted the Importance of the Con-

troverfy, as a fufficient Warrant for my prefent

Attempt, I fhall now confider the Occafion, and

the proper Meaning of the Words before us>

—

lor

the Promife is to you and to your Childreriy &c.

B 2 In
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In the preceding Context, we have an Account
of that remarkable divine Energy, which attended

the firft Golpel-Sermon after the miraculous Effu-

fion of the Eloly Gholl, awakening in the Hearers

that mod anxious and important Inquiry, Men and

Bretben^ whatjhall we do ?

We have alfo the Apoflle's Anfwer to this mo-
mentous and interefling Inquiry, Repent and be

baptifed every one ofyou^ in the Name of Jefus Chriji^

for the Remiffion of Sins, and ye floall receive the Gift

of the Holy Ghofl \ i. e. " Return unfeigned! y from

Sin to God, through Jefus Chriil -, fubmit to the

Grace and Government of this divine Redeemer

;

and make a folemn pubHc ProfefTion of this Sub-

miflion, by being baptifed in the Name of Jeius

Chrifl, and your Baptifm fhall be an external Sign

of the Remiffion of Sins, and of the renewing and

fandifying Influences of the Holy Ghofl.'*

This Exhortation plainly confills of two Branch-

es, each of which is urged with a diflindl Motive.

The firft is Repentance, or a Turning to God
through Jefus Chrifl. This is urged with the en-

couraging Motive, that they fhall receive the For-

givenefs of Sins, and the ordinary fanclifying In-

fluences of the Holy Ghofb. The fecond Branch

of the Exhortation, is a Submiffion to this new Dif-

penfation of the Gofpel-Covenant, by being bap-

tifed in the Name of Jefus Chrifl. This is urged

with the Motive in the Text, For the Promife is

untoyou and toyour Children, &:c. q. d. " The Pro-

mife which encourages you to enter into this new
Covenant, by Baptifm, is primarily to you, and

your Children, as the Defcendents of Abraham ;

znd fecondarily to as many of the Gentiles, who are

yet afar off, (and, including their Children alfo)

i% by the Miniilry of the V/ord, the Lord our God
flmll
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Jhall call.'' It is pkin then, that this Promife,

whatever is intended by it, is urged as a Reafon

why they ought to fubmit to this new Inftitution

of the Gofpei, and he baptifcd in the Name of the

Lord Jefus, This Realori then inufl hold good
with Refpe^l to all to whom the Promife is made -,

but the Promife is made equally to them^ and their

Children \ it is therefore an equal Reafon v/hy they^

and their Children lliould be baptifed •, i.e. If the

Promife being made to them was any Reafon why
they ought to be baptifed, as the Apoftle exprefsly

declares, then the fame Promife extending to their

Children, mud be an equal Realbn why Baptifm

fhould be adminiitered to them \ n®r can I poflibly

fee how the Apodle's Argument can have any

more Force with refped to the Parents, than it has

with refpedlto the Children.—The Sum of the Ar-
gument is plainly this : The Promife is to you, there-

tore be baptifed in the Name of Jefus Chrift.—

•

But the Promife is to your Children alfo •, therefore

let your Children be baptifed would feem a necefia-

ry Confequence.—And indeed to fuppofe their Chil-

dren excluded from Baptifm, muft render the

Apoille's Argument very confufed and inconclu-

five ; for then it miuft lland thus : '•The Fromife is

to you, therefore be baptifed in the Name of the

Lord Jefus ; the fame Promife is equally to your
Children—yet let not your Children be baptifed -,

for they are not the proper Subjects of fuch an Or-
dinance.—And what an Abfurdity is this ? How
eafily might the Jews objed and fay : If the Pro-
mife to our Children is no Reafon why they lliould

be baptifed, then neither is the Promife to us any
Ground or Reafon why we would fubmit to this

new Inftitution, and therefore to fay the lealf,

there is juft nothing at all in the Argument.
The
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The Jewi^ to whom the Apoftle is fpeaking,

knew very well, that uncier the ancient Dilpenfa--

tion of the Covenant their Children were always

included with the covenanted Parents, and that

the Promife oi Abraham's Covenant had always

run in that Tenor, including Parents and Chil-

dren.—When therefore the Apoitle is perfuading

them to come under this new Difpenfation of the

Covenant, he allures them that their Children are

ftill to continue in PofTefilon of their ancient Pri-

vilege ; for that very Promife, which included

them under the Law, equally includes them now
under the Gofpel.—For obferve, he does not fay,

the Promife zvas to you and your Children, but it

isJim % otherwife they might naturally be fuppofed

to objed, that their Children were like to be in a

worfe Condition under the Gofpel, than they were

under the Law j which muft greatly ftrengthen

their Prejudices againft the evangelical Difpenfa-

tion. The Apoftle therefore precludes any fuch

Objedion, by informing them, that they can lofe

nothing by fubmitting to this new Difpenfation of

the Covenant •, for the Privileges of the Gofpel

Ihould by no Means be more confined and limited

than thole of the Law •, but on the contrary more

enlarged : for under the Law the Promife was

only to them and their Children, as Defcendants

oi Abraham-, but now it (hall extend to all among

the Gentiles, and their Children alfo, whom thi

Lord cur Godjhall call.

All that is further neceflary to fhew this Text

an unanfwerable Argument for the Right of In-

fants to Baptifm, is only to prove thefe two Points.

I. That by \\-\Q PrG7nife here, muft be under-

ilood the Covenant-Promife made to Abraham,

which
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which gave his Infant-Children a Right to the

Ordinance of Circumcifion.

2. That the Word Children in the Text does not

intend their adult Defcendants, as fome pretend,*

but their Infant-Offspring.

If thele two Things are proved, the Argument
Hands thus : The Covenant-Promife made to

Abraham, which gave his Infant-Children a Right

to Circumcifion under the Law, is now to you and

your Infant- Children under the Gofpel.—And this

Promife being urged as a Reafon why the Parents

fliould be baptiled, muft ^neceffarily carry an equal

Reafon for the Baptifm of their Children •, and muft

be fo underftood both by the Apoftle and his Jew-
ifh Hearers.

The firft Queftion then is, whether by the Promife^

in the Text, the Apoftle means that Covenant-

Promife made to Abraham, which entitled his In-

fant-Children to Circumcifion ? This fome deny,

and fuppofe that by this Promife the Apoftle only

intends that of JoeV% Prophecy, which he had

quoted in the preceding Sermon, from the 1 6th to

the 2 2d Verfe -, but let any one read that Prophecy

of Joel, as quoted by the Apoftle, in thofe Verfes,

and he muft be immediately convinced, that the

extraordinary and miraculous Gifts of the Holy
Ghoft are there intended \ confequently that the Pro-

mife, contained in this Prophecy, could never here

be urged, as a Ground or Motive to Baptifm

;

for extraordinary and miraculous Gifts, were nei-

ther required, as the Ground of Baptifm, or num-
bered among the Bleffmgs that ufualiy attend or flow

from it. Nor is there the leaft Intimation given

in this Hiftory, that the 3000 here baptifed, did re-

ceive thefe miraculous Gifts.—If therefore thti was
the Promife the Apoftle fpeaks of to them and their

Children,
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Children, it will follow that the Promife was. not

made good ; for neither they nor their Children,

(that we read of) were ever polTefTt-d of thefe ex-

traordinary Gifts. Befides, the Promife in Joel

had already its Accomplifhmenr, in that extraordi-

nary Etfufion of the Holy Ghofl upon the Apoftles.

This St. Fetcr declares, and quotes the Promife on
purpofe to prove his Declaration. It is plain then,

he can have no Reference to this, in the Promife

here mentioned ; nor can it with the lead Proprie-

ty, be underftood of any thing elfe but that very

Promise which God made to Abraham^ when he

took him, and his Infant-Children, into Cove-
nant.—This Covenant was fo eminent, and fo well

known, that it was often emphatically called The
Promise, without any other Charadlerifticor Note
of Diftindion.—Thus the fpiritual Sttdo^ Abraham
are faid to be Heirs according to The Promise.
And in many other Places too numerous to men-
tion.—But to conclude this Point, the Apoftle

himfelf has plainly informed us, in another Place,

what he here intends by the Promife, fee A5is iii.

25. where urging much the fame Exhortation up-

on his Jev/ifh Hearers, as he does here, he enforces

it with this Argument : I'e are the Childre-n of the

Covenant^ which God made with our Fathers^ f^yi^g

unto Abraham, and in thy Seedfhall all the Kindreds

of the Earth be bleffed ; unto youfirfi God hath raifed

up his Son J<fuSy and fent him to blefs you, 6cc.

And as the Promife is here pjopounded as a Mo-
tive and Obligation to Baptifm, nothing could be

more natural than for the Jews to underitand it of

the Promife of Abraham's Covenant, on which

was grounded the Ordinance of Circumcifion.

Allowing then (for indeed it cannot with any

Confiftency be difputed) that the Promife of Abra-

ham's
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l-ar^i's Covenant is the Thing to which the Apoftic

refers. The fecond Queftion is, who are intended

by their Children^ to whom this Promife is faid to

belong ? Some fuppofe their adult Defcendants,

and not their Infant Offspring are the Children

here intended ; but of this there is not the lead In-

timation in the Text, nor does it at all agree with

the Scope of the Apoflle's Argument j nay, fuch

a Conftrudion would fecm to make him fpeak

Nonfenfe ; for then he mufl be- underflood thus,

" 7"he Promife is unto you and to your Children,

but not to them as your Children, or as fuftaining

any Relation to you ; but when they fhall advance

to an adult Age, and be called by the Miniflry of

the Word ; then the Promife fhall be to them as

well as to you." Which is no more than might
be faid of the Children of an Ethiopian. Why then

is their Relation to their Parents mentioned at all,

and why are they joined with them, as the Sub-
jedls of the Promife, if after all they are to ftand on
their own Footing, as Adults, as much as the Chil-

dren of Heathens ? Nor does this Conftrudtion con-

fift with the plain grammaticalSenfeof the Words,
for the Apoitle does not fay the Promife is now to

you, and fhall be to your Children when grown
and called by the Word, but the Promife is now
to you and your Children : by which he very

plainly intends the prefent Privilege the Jewifli

Children enjoy, above the prefent unconverted

Gentiles^ who are faid to be afar off, and to whom
he fays the Promife fhall belong when called into

a Church- State, and to their Children alfo.

Having thus proved that by the Promise here

the Apoftle means the Covenant made with Abra-
ham^ and by Children, their Infant Offspring,

the Conclufion is plain, that if the Promife is pro-

C
'

pofed,
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pofed as a Reafon why the Parents fhould be

baptifed, as the Text plainly aflerts, it is then an

equal Reafon, why Baptifm fhould be adminiftered

to their Children ; for the Promife is equally to

hoth.

Having thus explained the Text, I fhall en-

deavour to illuftrate and eilablifli this Propofi-

tion.

That the Infant Children of con-feederate^ or cove-

nanted Parents have a Right to the Seal of phe Cove^

nant, under the Gofpely as much as they had under the

Law^ and therefore ought to be baptifed. To fet

this in a proper Light I Ihall attempt to fliew,

I. The Scripture Ground on which the Right of

Infants to Baptifm is founded.

II. The Evidence we have both from Scripture

and Hiftory that the Baptifm of Infants was the

common Pradice both of the Apoftles and the

primitive Church. And,

III. I Ihall attempt a Solution of the mod ma-

terial and common Objedions raifed againft the

Dodlrine.

I. Wc begin with the Scripture-Ground on

which the Right of Infants to Baptifm is founded.

And this Ground is the Covenant that God made
with Abraham and his Seed,-—the Inftitution of

Circumcifion as a Seal of that Covenant,—and

the Adminiftration of that Seal, by God's Ap-
pointment, to his Infant-Children,—whence this

Conclufion is natural, (viz.) that the Infant-

Children of covenanted Parents had, by God's Ap-
pointment, a Right to the external Seal of the Co-

venant
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vcnant under the Law, and therefore, as the

fame Covenant continues, they have doubtlefs

the fame Right under the Gofpcl.

To bring out this Conclufion, that they have the

fame Right wnder the Gofpel, 1 fliall endeavour to

prove thefe three Things.

i. I'hat the Covenant maJe zvith Abraham was a

Covenant of Grace^ and the fame for Suhftance that is

now in Force under the Gofpel.

ii. That Circumcifion was the cKternal Seal of this

Covenant^ and was by God^s Appointment adminiftered

to Infant • Children

.

iii. That Baptifn is now a Seal of the fame Cove-

nant ^ inftituted in the Room of Circumcifion^ and

therefore ought to he admimfiered to the fame Subje^s^

VIZ. to the hfant'Children of covenanted Parents.

\. The Covenant made with Abraham was a Cove-

nant of Grace., and the fame for Subftance that is now

in Force under the Gofpel. This I look upon to be

the grand turning Point on which the Ilfue of the

Controverfy very much depends ; for if Abraham's

Covenant, which included his Infant-Children,

and gave them a Right to Circunicifion, was not

the Covenant of Grace, then I freely confefs that

the main Ground on which we alfert the Right ot

Infants to Baptifm is taken away \ and confequently

the principal Arguments in fupport of the Doc-

trine are overturned.

But on the other Hand, if this Covenant,

which included Abraham's Children, and gave them

a Right to Circumcifion, was the fame Covenant

of Grace, under which the fpiritual Seed of Abra-

ham now are -, then, I think, the Covenant-Rela-

tion of Believer's Children, and confequently their

Right to the Seal of the Covenant, under the Gof-

pel, as well as under the Law, is indifputablc.

C a And
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And that Abraham^ Covenant was the fame Co-
venant of Grace, that now fubfifts under the Gof-

pel, I fhall prove from the following Arguments.

1. Tiie Nature of the Covenant itfelf^ and the

Tenor of the Promife it contains, are the fame with

the Covenant of Grace, fee Gen. xvii. 7. And I 'will

efio.hlifi tny Covenant between me and thee^ and thy Seed

after thee^ 'in their Generations^for an everlajfing Cove-

i2ant\ TO BE A God to thee and thy Seed after.

THEE. Now this is the conilant Stile of the Cove-

nant of Grace. I will be a God to thee,
&.C. God never was, or ever will be a God to

any Man, fince the Fall, in the Senfe of that

Phrafe, but through Chrift, and by a Covenant

of Grace. Hence the Apoftle mentions this, as

the exprefs Tenor of the Covenant of Grace, and

the grand Sum of all the Promifes it contains, fee

Heb. viii. 10. / will be to them a God^ and they

J!jall be to me a People. A greater Good than this

cannot be promifed ; for it is the Sum of eternal

Life. Hence it is faid, Rev^xxI. 7. He that over

-

ccmeth^ Jhall inherit all Things^ and I will be

HIS God. As therefore Abraham*s Covenant pro-

mifed the greatell BlefTing that can be promifed,

even the very fame, in exprefs Words, as is pro-

mifed in the Covenant of Grace, fure it mufl be

the fame Covenant, or elfe there mufl be two Co-

venants promifing the fame thing, and in the

fame Words, which is abfurd.

2. The Apoftle teftifies that Believers under

the Gofpel are the fpiritual Seed of Abrahatn^ and

confequently Heirs of the Promife of Abraham' 's,

Covenant, and if fo, then furely his Covenant

rnuft have been the Covenant of Grace, fmce it

was the fame which Believers are under now^ and

will be to the End of the World, fee Gal. iii. 29.

And
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Jnd if ye he Chriji's^ then are ye Abraham's Seed^

and Heirs according to the Promife, What Promife ?

why die Promife oi Ahraham\ Covenant-, that he

would be a God to him^ and his Seed after him. It

is plain then that the Covenant that promifeth

this, and of which all Believers, under the Gof-

pel, are Heirs, muft be the Covenant of Grace.

3. The Apoftle tells us, that the Covenant

made with Abraham was confirmed of God in Chrijt^

Gal. iii. 17. but no Covenant made with Man,
was ever confirmed of God in Chrift^ but the Cove-

nant of Grace ; for there was no Mediator in any

other Covenant ; therefore Abraham's Covenant was

a Covenant of Grace.

4. We are abundantly afTured, that Abraham

was juftified by Faith, as all Believers are under

the Gofpel, Rom. iv. 3, 23. But no Covenant

in the Univerfe ever did, or can admit of Juftifica-

tion by Faith, except the Covenant of Grace

;

therefore as all Believers have Communion with

Abraham^ in this grand Covenant- Privilege of

Juftification, and are juftified on the fame 1 erms

with htm ; it certainly muft follow, that if Be-

lievers are now under the Covenant of Grace, fo

was Abraham alfo. Let me add to this, that the

Scripture alfures us, in plain Terms, that the Gof-

pel was preached unto Abraham, in that i\rticle of

his Covenant, in thee fJjall all Nations he blejfed.

Therefore if the Gofpel contains the Covenant of

Grace, I hope the Point will admit of no further

Difpute. From the Whole I think I may
now fairly draw this Conclufion ; that the Cove-
nant made with Ahrahmn^ including his Infant-

Children, was the fame for Subllance, with that

which is now in Force with Believers under
. the

Gofpel, and differed only in the external Mode of

Adminiilra^
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Adminiftration : For (i) the Matter of the Co-
venant is the fame—/ will he your God, and the God

of your Seed, and ye Jhall he my People. (2I The
Term, or Condition of the Covenant is the fame \

for in both Juftification is by Faith, without

"Works. (3) The Mediator of the Covenant is the

fame., Jefus Chrifi the fame, Tefierday, To -day, and

forever. (4) The Sacraments under each Admi-
niftration, (though confiding of different Rites)

had the fame fpiritual Ufe and Meaning. Hence
the Apoftle afferts, that the Church of Ifrael, un-

der Abraham's Covenant, by Incidents and Adions
v/hich had a typical Reference to the Sacraments,

did eat the s amy. fpiritual Meaty and drink the same
fpiritual Brink, with Believers, under the Gofpel,

for they drank of the Rock thatfollowed them, and that

Reck wss Chrifi,

Thus I think it appears, beyond Contradiction^

that the Covenant, made with Ahraham and his

Seed, was the Covenant of Grace ; and the fami
of which the fpiritual Seed of Abraham are Heirs

under the Gofpel. And it is no Objedlion to the

above mentioned Conclufion, that the Promife of

the Land of Canaan was included in that Cove-

nant ; for temporal Bleffings are included in the

Covenant of Grace. Godlinefs is profitable unto all

Things, having the Promise of the Life, that 7jow

is, as well asfor that which is to come, i Tim. iv. 8.

ii. Circumcijion was a Seal of this Covenant of

Grace, and was, by God's Appointment, adminiflered

to Infant'Children. That it was the Token, or

Seal of Ahrahani% Covenant, you fee in the very

Inllitution, Gen. xvii. 11. Te floall he circumcifed^

and it fhall be a Token ofthe Covenant between me and

ycm. And again, this is my Covenant, which ye

Jkall keep between mt andyoUy every Alan Child among

yoh
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you Jhall he ^xiraimcifed. And the Apofllc tells us

exprefsly, Rom. iii. ii. Thzx. Abraham received the

Sign of Circumcifton^ a Seal of the Righteoufnefs of
Faith : and that the Promife of his Covenant was
not to Abraham^ and his Seed^ through the LaWy
but through the Righteoufnefs of Faith ; i. e. the

Covenant of Grace ; for what has Faith to do
with a legal Covenant of Works ? And that this

Seal of the Covenant was, by God's Appointment,
adminiftcred to the Infant-Children oi Abraham'

%

Pofterity, in all their fucceeding Generations, will

not be denied by any^ who have read the Hiftory of
the Old Teftamcnt.

Now from thefe two Propofitions, that the Co-
venant with Abraham was the Covenant of Grace,

and that Circumcifion was the Seal of that Cove-
nant, and adminiflered to Infant-Children by
God's Appointment, it follows, as plain as any
Confequence can follow, that the Children of con-

foederatc Parents, were once included, together

with their Parents, in the Covenant of Grace.

That this was the Cafe of Abraham'^ Children

has been undeniably proved, and that this was the

Cafe of the Ifraelites^ under the Mofaick Difpenfa-

tion, is evident from theexprefs Word, Deut. xxix,

lo. and onward i where we have a Renewal of

thefame Covenant.

Te Jland this Dayy all ofyou^ before the Lordyour
Cod ; your Captains of your Tribes^ your Elders^ and
your Officersy with all the Men (?/irrael ; your Little-

ones^ your tViveSy and the Stranger that is in thy

Camp ; from the Hewer of thy JVood^ unto the Drawer

of thy Water \ that thou fhouldfi enter into Covenant

with the Lord thy God^ and into his Oathy which

the Lord thy God maketh with thee this Day ; that he

may efiablifh thee to Dayfor a People unto bimfelf and

thg>
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that he may he to thee a God, Szc, Obferve how
their Little-ones are Partakers in this folemn

Tranfadion. He then who denies that Children

were taken into this Covenant, may as well deny

this to be the Word of God. Nay, it is evident,

from the conflant Pradlice of circumcifmg Infants,

that they were always eonfidered as included with

the con-foederate Parents •, and on this Footing,

ihat Seal of the Covenant was adminiftered. Since

then the Children of con-fcederate Parents were,

by God himfelf, admitted into Covenant, they

muft ftill be acknowleged by God as Parties in the

new Covenant, or rather new Adminiftration of

the Covenant •, and ought to be fo acknowleged

by us, unlefs there is good Ground for their Ex-
clufion, for a Privilege, once granted to the

Church, muft continue through all Ages, unlels

the Donor is pleafed to revoke it ; and that the

Covenant-Intereft of Children is a Privilege, the

Apoftle plainly proves, in his Anfwer to the Quef-

tion. What Advantage hath the ]tvj^ and what Pro-

Jit is there in Circumcifion? Much every Way, Da-
vid acknowledged it a Privilege, and pleaded it

before God. / am thy Servant^ and the Son of thy

Hand-Maid^ Pfal. cxvi. i6. Now if this be a

Privilege, and God has once granted it to his

Church, when has he ever revoked it ? It is cer-

tain he did receive Children into his Church, with

their Parents, and granted them the Seal ; this is

undeniable Fad. Now, has he given the leaft Inti-

mation, that it was his Defign ever to exclude them ?

There is not a fingle Text in the Bible, that teaches

either exprefsly or by Confec[uence that they ought

to be cut off from that antient Privilege. Neither

has Jefus Chrift, by any Dodlrine, or Inftitution,

cjpbared them from their Covenant-Intereft, but

rather
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rather confirmed it, as I fliall fhew in the Se-

quel.

There is nothing in the Nature, or Conftitution

of the Gofpel- Covenant that excludes them; nor

can any Reafon be iuggefted for it from their In-

capacity ; for they are as capable now of BlefTings,

and of the Seal of the Covenant, as they were un-

der the Law. Therefore, fince it is undeniable,

that God has of old received Infants into Covenant,

and has never nnce, either dire6lly, or confequenti-

ally debared, or cut them off from this Privi-

lege ; and fince no Reafon can be affigned, why
they ought to be excluded ; I muft, I am conftrain-

ed to believe that it is ftill his Will that they fhould

be reckoned as Parties in his Covenant, and enti-

tled to the external Seal.

iii. I now proceed to the third Thing that was
propofed under the firfl general Head, (viz.) Tbai

Baptifm is a Seal of the fame Covenant^ made with

Abraham, infiituted in the Room of Circumcijtony

and therefore ought to he adminijlered to the Children

ofprofejfed Belie^rs.

ift^ If the Covenant made with Abraham wa$
a Covenant of Grace, and an everlafting Cove-

nant, as has been proved, then Baptifm muft be a

Seal o^ihtfame Covenant, and muft have been in-

ftituted in the Room of Circumcifion, juft as the

Lord's-Supper is inftituted in the Room of the an-

cient Paflbver ; and this the Apoftle plainly afTerts

to be the Cafe, Col. ii, 1 1 . In whom alfo ye are cir-

cumcifed with the Circumcifion made without Hands^

in putting off the Body of the Sins of the Flefh^ by the

Circumcifion of Chrift ; buried with him in Baptifm,

Here it is necelfiry to obferve, that the Coloffians

were perplexed with Judaizing Teachers, urging

the NeceflTity of Circumcifion. The Apoftle tells

D ^theni
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them they need it not but are complete in Chrift

without that Jewifh Rite, fince they had been bap-

tifed in the Name of the Lord Jefqs ; which he calls

the Circumcifion of Chrill, or, as it might be ren-

dered, the Chriftian Circumcifion, which exadtly

anfwers the fpiritual Ufe and Defign of that Jew-
ifh Inflitution. What then can be meant by the

Circumcifion of Chrift, but Baptifm ? It cannot

be the Circumcifion that Chrift received when an

Infant ; for that was the Jewifti Rite the Apoftle

was arguing againft. It cannot be the fpiritual

Circumcifion of the Heart ; for this is mentioned

in the foregoing Claufe, and called a Circumcifion

without Hands. And to underftand this Circum-
cifion of Chrift to be the fame^ would make an

unreafonable Tautology ^ as if he had faid, ye are

circumcifed with the fpiritual Circumcifion by the

fpiritual Circumcifion, which would have been

Nonfenfe. But the Apoftle has put it out of all

Doubt ; for he explains the Circumcifion of Chrift,

to mean, their being buried with him in Baptifm.

The plain Senfe then is. Ye have the myftical In-

tention of that Jewifti Rite in the Circumcifion of

Chrift, which is a being baptized in the Name of

the Lord. But,

2^/y, Baptifm fignifies the fame Thing with

Circumcifion, and may we not therefore conclude

that Baptifm was inftituted in its Room ? Did the

Blood of Circumcifion point to the Blood of Jefus

Chrift, as that whereby Guilt is removed ? fo does

the Water of Baptifm. Did Circumcifion fignify

our natural Corruption, and our Need of Regene-
ration and Sand:ification by the Spirit ? fo does

Baptifm. Was Circumcifion the Sacrament of

Admiflion into that Church oi Ifrael? fo is Baptifm

into the Chriftian Church. Was Circumcifion a

Badge
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Badge of Relation to the God oi Ifrael ? fo is Bap-
tifm of Relation to Chrift. And was Circumcifion '

a Sign and Seal of the Covenant of Grace, and of

the Righteoufnefs of Faith ? fo is Baptifm. The
Analogy in thefe, and in many other Particulars,

that might be mentioned, plainly fhews, that

Baptifm was inflituted in the Room of Circum-
cifion.

Again, 3^/^, If Baptifm does not come in the

Room of Circumcifion, then we have no Ordi-

nance anfwering to that Jewifli Rite, and confe-

quently the Chriflian Church, by the Coming of
Chrift, has been deprived of a Sacrament, which
was reckoned of fingular Advantage in the Jewifh

Difpenfation ; for the Profit of Circumcifwn^ the

Apoftle afferts, was much every JVay. And if fo,

the Chriflian Church has loft much every Way,
by having nothing appointed in its Stead. We find

that other Inftitutions, under the Old-Teftament,

are fupplied by fomething anfwerable in the New.
Inftead of the Faflbver, we have the Lord's-Sup-

per. Inftead of the Jewifti-Priefts, GofpeI-Mi~
nifters. Inftead of the meeting of the Tribes at

the Temple, our Chriftian Alfemblics. Inftead

of the Seventh-Day Sabbath, we have the firft

Day of the Week. And does nothing fucceed

Circumcifion ? Is a divine Ordinance totally loft ?

Surely fuch a Suppofition is abfurd. And if any

thing does fucceed Circumcifion, Baptifm cer-

tainly ftands the faireft for its Succeflbr, as it has

the fame Ufe and Meaning, and is a Sign of the

fame Covenant.

Now if Baptifm fucceeds Circumcifion, as a Seal

of the fame Covenant, is it not an undeniable In-

ference, that it ought to be adminiftered to the

P 2 fams



( 28 )

fame Subje6ls as Circumcifion v/as, that is to the

Infants of con-foeclerate Parents.

Could that Circumcifion ofChnft, which the Apoi-

tle calls Baptifm, fatisfy his Jcvvifh Hearers, if it

was not to extend to their Children, as well as the

Circumcifion of Abraham ? They were enraged at

Paul^ we are told, when they heard that he taught

the Jtws^ who were among the Gentiles^ that they

ought not to circumcif>i their Children, ABs xxi.

21. Therefore, his telling them that Baptifm

was the Circumcifion of Chriil, and took Place in-

flead of the antient Rite, would have been- no Sa-

tisfaction to them, had it been only for Adults,

and not for their Infant- Children. The Apollk
therefore mufl have intended it for both, or elfe

lie had given no latifadlory Anfwer to the Plea of

the y^a'j for retaining Circumcifion.

> Thus I have (hewn, that the Covenant with

Alraham^ was a Covenant of Grace—that Circum-
cifion was a Seal of that Covenant, and by God's
Appointment adminiftered to his Infant-Chil-

dren,—that Baptifm is a Seal of the fame Cove-
nant, and therefore ought to be adminiftered to

the fame Subjects ; ii e. the Infant- Children of
eon-fcederate and believing Parents-, becauk
their antient Right to this Seal has never been dii-

annulled.

. II. I now proceed to fliew the Evidences we
have, both from Scripture and Hiltory, that the

Baptiim of Infants was the common Pradice,
both of the Apollles and the primitive Churches.
Now the Evidence we " have, that this was the
Practice of the Apollles, is oftwo Kinds.
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i/. Their acknovvledging the Covenant-Rela-

tion of Children, under the Gofpel, as well as

under the Law. And,
idly^ The ilrong Probability we have that

there were Infant-Children among thofe whom
they baptized.

ly?, Then it is indiiputably evident that the

Apoftle did allow the Covenant-Intereil of Chil-

dren, under the Gofpel, as well as under the

Law. I have already fliewn, that the Text itfelf

plainly aflerts, that the Promife of Abraham^
Covenant was to Believers and their Infant-Chil-

dren ; and to this, I would add that Pallage^

Rom. xi. 1 6. tor if the Root he hcly^ fo are the

Brmiches : and if feme of the Branches be broken offy

and then being a wild Olive-'Tree^ wert grafted in

f.niongfl them^ and with them partakefi of the Root

and Fatnefs of the Olive-Tree^ &c. Now by the

Ivoot here^ the Apoftle intends Abraha7n^ and by
the Branches his Poilerity, who paitook in the

fame Privileges with him, by Virtue of their In-

tereil in the lame Covenant, till they were broken

off. Here then is plainly afferted the foederal

J lolinefs, or Covenant-Intereft of the Children of
can-foedcrate Parents. If the Root be holy, fo

are the Branches. God has fiid it, and who dare

imfay it ? And as this is not fpoken of real Holi-

nefs, or truly gracious Habits, (for no Parent can

convey real Holinefs to his Children) it muft then

mean a fcederal orCovenant-HoHnefs, fuch as de-

nominated the Jews in general, a holy Nation ;

not that they were all truly gracious, but vifiWy

dedicated to God, and Members of his vifible

Church ; and in confcquence of this, had his Ordi-

nances adminiftered to them. This is the Holinefs

we plead, for the Children of Believers, or con-

federate
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foederate Parents. Now it is here afierted, that

the believing Gentiles^ are io ingrafted into this

Stock, and To umiQd io Abrahamy by Covenant-
Relation, as to partake of the fame Privileges

that Abrahanis Children once did, and from which
they were now broken off. For obferve, the

Grafted in^ anfwers exactly to the Broken off. The
Broken off of the Jevos^ was from the vifible

Church, fo is the Grafted in^ of the Gentiles., into

the vifible Church alfo.

The Broken off reached Parents and Children,

and fo mufr the Grafted in. And if the believing

Gentiles partook of the Fatnefs of the farne Olive,
/". e, of the fame Privileges of which the Jews did,

then their Children certainly mud be included in

the Covenant, and entitled to the external Seal

;

for that the Jewifh Children were is plain Fa6l
j

and if Gentile Children are excluded, and not ta-

ken into Covenant, by Baptifm, as the others

were by Circumcifion, then they do not partake of
xk-xtfame Privileges with the Jeivs., who are broken
off, and confequently the Apoftle's Affertion muft
be falfe, and his Argument inconclufive.

Another Text which proves the Covenant-Inte-

reft of the Infants of believing Parents, in the

Judgment of the Apoftle is, r Cor. vii. 14. For
the unbelieving Huffand is fantlified by the IVife^ and
the unbelieving Wife is fantlified by the Hufhand, elfe

were your Children unclean^ but now are they holy.

The Qiieftion pronofed was this •, JVhether it was
lawful for a believing Huffand or Wife., t^

live with their unbelieving Companion? This the

Apoftle anfwers in the Affirmative, for which he

gives this Reafon, the Unbeliever is fandified by the

Believer, whofe Duty it is to confeprate his All to

God, as he acl:ually does, {:\\t were your Children

unclean.
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unclean, but now are they holy. This is a plain

Intimation, that it would not be confiftent with

the Chriftian Chara6ler, to continue in a Marri-

age-Relation with an Infidel, if their Children

would, in fuch Cafe, be unclean. Here unclean^

and hol)\ are fet in dire6l Oppofition. Now to be

unclear* in the Stile of Scripture, as oppofed to

holy, is to be out of the vifible Church, or with-

out any vifible Intereft in, or Covenant-Relation

to God, {^tAcIsx, 14. where P^/^r ufes the Word
unclean, with reference to Cornelius^ becaufe he was

not vifibly in Covenant, being a Gentile. And on

the other Hand, to be holy, mud fignify to have

a vifible Intereft in the Covenant, or vifibly to be-

long to God. So that the Covenant- Relation of

the Children of believing Parents is here plainly

alferted. What elfe can be meant by their being

holy ? It cannot mean Legitimacy, as fome pretend •,

for the Legitimacy of Children has no Dependence

on the relative Charader, or Profefiion of their

Parents, but only on a lawful Marriage -, which is

no peculiar Privilege of the Church, but of Man-
kind in general. It cannot mean a real internal

Holinefs -, for this is not at all derived from the

mod eminent believing Parents. But it is plain, the

Apoftle here means ibme Kind of Holinefs that

depends on one of the Parents beiirg a Believer,

and without which they would be unclean. If this

then is not a foederal Holinefs, or a vifible Cove-

nant-Relation, let any Man, if he Gan, tell what

it is. If it is a foederal Holinefs, or Covenant-

Relation, then here is a plain Proof, that the

Apoftle looked upon the Children of con-foederate

Parents, as having the fame Intereft in the Cove-

nant, under the Gofpel, as they had under the

Lawj and if they had the fame Intereft in the

Covenant,
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Covenant, they had the fame Right to the exter-

nal Seal : for a Right to Baptifm is acknowledged,

by all, to be founded on a vifible Inrereft in the

Covenant of Grace. Hiis gave Abraham and his

Children a Right to Circumcifion under the Law ;

and this it is that gives both Parents and Children

a Right to Baptifm under the Gofpel. Now if the

Apollle iQoked on the Chikiren of believing Pa-

rents, as having an Interell in the Covenant of

Grace, as has been proved, and if they efheemed

a vifible Covenant- Interell to be the Ground of

AdmifTion to Baptifm, which none will deny, then

we have undeniable Evidence, that they did in

Fad baptize the Chiidren of all ProfefTing Be-

lievers ; and that they underftood their Commif-
fion, as authorizing them fo to do, when they were

bid to go and teach all Nations^ baptizing them in the

Name of the Father^ of the Son^ and of the Holy

Ghojl. The Word teach^ is, in the Original, to

make Difciples, or learn ; and Children are ca-

pable in this Senfe of being made Difciples ; nay,

the Children of believing Parents under the Gof-

pel, are called Difciples exprefsly, A^s xv. lo.

Now therefore^ why temptye Gcd to put a Yoke upon

the Neck of the Difciples y &c.

The Yoke here mentioned was Circumcifion,

which was appointed to be adminiftered to Inf^int-

Children, as you fee in the Context j therefore

Children are called Difciples, and as they are ca-

pable of being admitted, as Learners, in the School

of Chrift, and have that Interefl: in the Covenant,

on which that Right of Baptifm is founded ; they

mull be included in the Words, all Nations ^ men-
tioned in the Commiflion. And, befides this clear

Evidence, that they undcrftood their CommifTion

to include Believers' Infants, wc have alfo, from

Scripture
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Scripture-Accounts, the higheft Probability that

their general Pradlice was accordingly ; for we
read that they baptized whole Houfliolds. For
inftance, Lydia, and her Houfhold, the Jailor,

and all that were bis^ and the Houfhold of Sle-

phams. And is it probable that there were no
Jnfant-Childrcn in any of thefe Families ? We
read, when God fmote the Firfl-born of E^ypt^

there was not an Houfe, in which there w^as not

one dead; confequently not an Houfe in Egypt^ in

which there was not a Child. And is it probable,

or credible to an unprejudiced Mind, that in all

the Houfholds baptized, there was not one Child ?

Suppofe it had been faid of one profelyted to the

Jewifh Religion, that he, and his Houfhold, or

that he, and all his, were circumcifed ; would any

doubt whether his Infant-Children were circum-

cifed ? I believe not : for this was a known Prac-

tice, ever fince Abraham^ Covenant, to receive

the Children with the Parents into a Covenant-Re-

lation. And I have fliewn that the fame Reafons

hold for their AdmifTion under the Gofpel. It

would feem then, as it had always been the Prac-

tice of the Church, to adminifter the Seal of the

Covenant to the Infants of con-foederate Pa-
rents, that there would have been fome Difappro-

bation of it, or fome exprefs Declaration againft ir,

if it is not to be continued. So great a Change as

that of calling Infants out of the vifible Church,

Y^ho had been admitted for fo many hundred Years,

by a divine Appointment, can hardly be fuppofed,

without an exprefs Declaration forbidding them.

Would the Apodles have refufed them that

Chriflian-Memberfhip, and the Seal of the Cove-

nant, which they had fo long enjoyed, without

^ny exprefs Command for that Purpofe P And if

E they
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they had received fuch'a Command, and in con-

fequence, made fo great a Change in the Conftitu-

tion of the Church, fliould we have had no Ac-
count of it ? would it not have made a Noife and

Stir among the beheving Jews^ or at lead, have

been a Matter of Record ? Since therefore Infants

were admitted to the Seal of the Covenant of Grace

till the Apoftles' Day, and fince we have no Ac-
count that they ever rejected them, or cut them

oiTfrom that Privilege: and efpecially fince they

baptized whole Houfliolds, upon the Converfion

of the Parents, or Heads of the Family, we have,

I think, fufficient Evidence, that it was their com-
mon Pradice to baptize them.

I now pafs on to confider the Evidence which

we have, that the Baptifni of Children was the

conftant Practice of the primitive Church from

the Apoftles' Time ; which will ftill confirm the

Evidence that it was their Pradlice alio. For it

cannot be fuppofed but that thofe, who lived fo

near the Apoftles, as the firft, fecond, and third

Centuries, muft have known what was the Prac-

tice of the Apoftles themfelves, and that they prac-

tifed accordingly. For it is allowed by all, that

the Church was then in its Purity, and not cor-

rupted with Innovations, and Superftitions : and

the Writers of thofe Times are not only Witneflcs,

that Infant- Baptifm was xht Pra6lice in their Day,

but exprefsly declare, fome of them, that it was

the Pratflice of the Apoftles themfelves, and of

the Church from their Time.

The Ift Evidence I would produce is Irenus^

who, by the beft Accounts, was born before the

Death of the Apoftle John^ and was well acquaint-

ed with Polycarp^ who was Joht's Difciple ; and

therefore could not be miftakcn about the Prac-

tice



( 3^ )

tice of the Church down to his Time. It is truc>

he mentions Infant Baptifm only tranfiently ; for

it had not then been a Matter ofDifpute, and

therefore there was no Occafion given for arguing

about it.

It muft alfo be obferved, that he, and many of

the Fathers, when they fpoke of Baptifm, ufed the

Thing fignified for the Sign ; and, as in the Old-

Teftament, Circumcifion is called the Covenant,

inflead of the Sign and Seal of Covenant ; fo by

Irenus^ and others, Baptifm is called Regeneration,

becaufe it is the outward Sign of Regeneration, and

the Renewing; of the Holy Ghoif. With how
much Propriety he calls it fo is nothing to me, if

it appears that he does call it fo, and- under that

Charadler fpeaks of it as commanded to Children

and Little-ones, his Teftimony is diredly to the

Purpofe. And that he does iifc the Word Rege-

neration for Baptifm, is plain from his own Words

:

" When Chrijt^ fays he^ gave his Difciples the Com-
" mand of Regenerating unto God^ he faid^ Go and
" teach all Nations, baptizing them in the Name of
*' Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghofi.'*

Here it is plain, that by the Command of regene-

rating, he means the Command of baptizing ; not

that he fuppofes Baptilm was Regeneration ; but

he puts the Thing fignified for the Sign, juft as

God himfelf does, when he calls Circumcifion his

Covenant, which was a Sign or Token of his Co-
venant.

Allowing then, that he ufes Regeneration for

Baptifm, as the above Qiiotation plainly proves,

his Teftimony is plain for the Baptifm oi Infants
;

for he adds :
" Chrift came to fave thofe, who by him

" are regenerated unto God-, fi. e. baptized) both
" Infants and Littk-ones, andyoivig Men and elderly

E 2 " 'Terfom,^*



( 3^ )

*' Perfons'* Here he fpeaks of Infants and Little

ones, being regenerated unto God. And that he

ufes the Word Regeneration for Baptifm, putting

the Thing fignified for the Sign, is further evident

from the concurring Pra6lice of his contemporary

Writers -, particularly Juftin Martyr^ who has

thefe Words :
" l^^bey are regenerated in the fame

*' Way in which we have been regenerated^ for they

*' are wafhed with Water^ in the Name of the Fa-
" ther^ the Son^ and the Holy Ghofi''

If it be faid there was an Impropriety in calling

Regeneration Baptifm, it is nothing to the prefent

Argument, for that they did call it fo, is undeni-

ably Fad from thefe Quotations ; and it is equally

fadl that they fpoke of it as commanded to Infants,

and Little-ones, as well as young Men, and el-

derly Perfons.

In the Beginning of the third Century, Origen

exprefsly declares I nfiint- Baptifm to have been the

conflant Ufe of the Church. The Occafion of h\i

mentioning it was this, he was attempting, in the

eighth Homily, to prove the Dodlrine of Original

Sin, and that Infants were guilty as foon as born,

and makes ufe of their Baptifm as an Argument.
" ^he Baptifm of Children^ fays he^ is givenfor the

*• Forgivenefs of Sins: But why^ continues he^ are

'' Infants^ by the Ufage of the Churchy baptized^
'
' if they have nothing that wants Forgivenefs ? And

*' again^ he adds^ It is hecaufe by the Sacrament of
'' Baptifm the Pollution of our Birth is taken away^
*' that Infants are baptifcd.'^ With much more to

the fame Purpofe.

Here is as plain a Teftimony as can be given,

that Infant-Baptifm was the Handing Ufage of

the Church ; and that it was then a Point out of

all Difpute 3 or elfe he never would have thought

it
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it an Argument to prove Original Sin. Nay, he

not only alTcrts it to be the Ufage of the Church

in his I'ime, but declares that they received it

from the Apoltles ; for in his Comment on the

Epiflle to the Romans, he has thele Words :
" The

" Cbtirch had alfo, from the Apoftles^ an Order to

*' give Baptrfm to Infants •, for they^ to whom the

" divine Myfieries zvere committed, knew that there

" was, in all Perfons, a natural Pollution, which
" ought to he wajhed aivay by Water -^ and the

" Spiritr

Now Orizen v/as born about the Year of ouro
Lord 183, within 100 Years of the Apofties

themfelves. Both his Father and Grandfather

were Chriftians. He was one of the mod learned

Men of that Age, and preached the Gofpel in

Rome, in Greece, in Palefiine, and Syria, and there-

fore could not but be acquainted with the Ufage

of all the Churches. And the Manner in which he

fpeaks of it makes his Evidence the Jirongefl, as he

ufes it for an Argument to prove another Dovftrine^

(viz,) Original Sin, vv^hich he could not have

done with any Propriety, if it had not been an uni-

verfally acknowledged Truth in his Day.

"Tertullian alfo, who was contemporary with

Origen, gives us a plain Proof, that Infant- Bap-

tifm was the conftant Praftice of the Church

in his Day.

It is true, he fpeaks againfl it, and advifes that

it fhould be delayed till grown to Years, nay, till

after Marriage. The Reafon was, he had enter-

tained a Notion, that :::ins, committed after Bap-

tifm, were next to, if not utterly unpardonable -,

and therefore advifed that the Baptifm of Children

fliould be delayed, unlefs in Cafe of NecefTity,

even till after Marriage, imagining they would

then
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then be lefs liable to Temptation, iffc. Many other

odd and fingular Opinions are found in his Wri-
tings, and therefore it may be remembered, that

I neither quote him, or any other of the Fathers,

with a View to be determined^ by their Opinions,

whether Infants ought to be baptized, or not,

but only to prove what was Matter of Fadl,

that the Baptifm of Children was the Pradice of

the Church, whether right or wrong -, and Ter-

tullian fpeaking againft it, (for the Reafons above-

mentioned) is as plain a Proof of the Fadl as any

of the reft. For if it was not the Cuftom to b;ip-

tife Children why Hiould he fpeak againft it?

Surely he would not fight with his own Shadow,
or oppol'e a Practice, or Cuftom, that had no
Exiftence. And befides, he allows it in Cafes of

Neceflity, i. e. when in Danger of Death ; fo that

he was only againft it for the abfurd Reafon he

mentions, left they fiiould fall into more aggra-

vated Sin. And therefore he would not have it

ndminiftered in common Cafes till after Mar-
riage.

The next Evidence, I would produce, is the

biefted Martyr Cyprian^ who was made Overfcer of

the Churches at Carthage^ about 248 Years after

the Birth of Chrift. A Queftion was ftarted in his

Time, whether Infants might be baptized, before

rhey were eight Days old } becaufe that was the

Day in which Circumcifion was to be adminiftered.

On this he calls a Council of Minifters, no lefs

than 6G in Number, who all unanimoufly agreed,

that Baptifm ought not to be delayed till the eighth

Day, at leaft,. that there was no Neceflity of fuch

a Delay. A large Letter v.'as v/rote to this Pur-

pole to fatisfy ail who were in Doubt about this

(^Licftion,
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Queftion, and figned by Cyprian in the Name of

the reft.

Now obferve, the Queftion was not, whether

Infants were to be baptized, this was allowed by

all, but the only Qiieftion was, whether, like

Circumcifion, it muft be limited to the eighth

Day from the Birth ?

And this they determined in the Negative, and

fay, it may with equal Propriety be adminiftered

fooner.

St. Amhrofe^ who wrote about 274 Years from
the Apoftles, declares exprefsly, that the Baptifm

of Infants has been the Pradlice of the Apoftles

themfelves, and of the Church till that Time.
And this he mentions only tranfiently, when
fpeaking on another Subjedb, which plainly proves

it was not a Subjed: of Debate. It would weary

your Patience to cite all the Authors that might be

produced to this Purpofe. Iftiall therefore con-

clude with the Teftimony of St. Aufiin^ who wrote

his Piece againft the Donatijis^ about 300 Years af-

ter the Apoftles, in which he has thefe very Words :

" If any ajk for divine Authority in the Matter of In-

" fants being baptized^ though that which the whole
" Church pra^ifeSy and which has not been i^iflitu^

" ted by Council^ but was ever in Ufe^ is very rea*-

*' fonably believed to be no other than a ''Thing de-

" livered by the Authority of the Apoftles^ yet^ fays
" he^ zve may take a true Ejlimate how much Baptifm
*' avails Infants^ by the Circumcifion which God*6
'' former People received"

The fame Thing he urges in his Controverfy

with Pelagius, which was about the Year 410..

Now Pelagius had taught, that Infants were born
free from any ftnful Defilements. St. Aujlin writes

againft him, and infifts on the Baptifm of Infants,

which
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which was the known and {landing Pradife of the

Church, as an Argument of their natural Defile-

ment. In this PJea he has thefe Words :
" That

*' Infants are by all Chriflians acknoxvledged to fiand
*' in Need of Bapiifm^ which muft be in them for
" Original Sin, fmc^ they have no other.'' Again,

fays he, ^^ If they have no Sin, why are they ac-

*' ceptedto the Ufage of the Church- Baptifm? Why
*' are they wafhed with the Laver of Regeneration, if
*' they have no Defilement ?

Pelagius was extremely puzzled with this Argu-

ment, as he could not pretend to deny Infant-

Baptifm. Nay, when fome charged him with de-

nying it (as the neceffary Coniequence of this

Doctrine) he tries to refute the Charge, and has

thefe remarkable Words

:

" Men flander me, fays he, as if I denied Bap-
" tifm to Infa?its.'' This he calls a Slander, and

fays that he never heard af any, no not the

worll of Heretics, that would fay fuch a Thing of

Infants.

This Confeflion is the flrongefl: Demonftration,

that Infant-Baptifm was univerfally pradifed, Time
out of Mind •, or elfe he, whofe Intereft it was to

deny it, to anfwer the Arguments of his Adverfa-

jy, would certainly have done it. But fo far is he

from that, though his Caufe required it, that he

exprefsly declares, he does not deny it, nor ever

heard of any that did. Now Pelagius was a great

Scholar, and a great Traveller. He had been to

Rome^ /Africa, Egypt, and Jerufalem, where he

fpent much Time •, and therefore mud be ac-

quainted with the Rites of the Fathers, and Cuf-

toms of the Churches in all thole Parts; and yet

he declares that he had never heard of any that had

denied Baptifm to Infants. It is as plain then as

Hiilory
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Hiflory can make it, that there had been then no
Dilpute about the Point, and that there was not,

neither had been any Sed: of People profefiing

Chriftianity, that denied it, from the Apofllea'

Time to that Day. Nor is there the leafl Evi-

dence, that it vv'as ever oppofed by any Man, or.

Society of Men, for fix or feven hundred Years

from that Time. And now, what is the Confe-

quence ? You fee, that the baptizing Infantswas the

Pradice of Churches, derived from the Apoftles*

Time, and fo on for eleven or twelve hundred
Years, which is as plain a Facl as Hiftory, and
the Writings of thofe Times can make it. The
Confequence is, that if Infint-Baptilm is a Nullity,

and not agreeable to the Inflitution of Chrift, then

the Church mud have loft an Ordinance of Chrili.

during all this Period. Nay, they muft have loil

it in the very firft Ages, and pureft Times,
and there muft have been no regular Baptifm,

confequencly no Chriftian Minifters, or any Ordi-

nances, for eleven hundred Years or more. And
can any Man, of an impartial Mind, believe this ?

What then would become of our Saviour's Pro-

mife, to be prefent in the Adminiftration ofBap-
tifm ? Lo I I am voith you always^ even to the End
of the World, For that they baptized Infants you
fee is Fadl \ and if this was not agreeable to his

Inftitution, he could not be with them in the Ad-
miniftration of that Ordinance, and therefore his

Prefence muft fail, and his Church, during all

that long Period, of many hundred Years, muft

have had no regular Baptifm, and confequently

could be no regular Gofpel -Church. And who
can perfuade himfelf, or imagine, tliat Chrift had
no Church in the World during all that Period ?

Befides, if Infant- Baptifm had, in any of thofe

F Periods,
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Periods, been introduced by Men, and had not been

the Ciiftom of the Church from the Apoftlcs

;

how a ftrange mufl it appear that there fhould be no

Account, no not the leaft Hint, in all Antiquity,

when it was introduced, or by whom ? Had it

been human Invention, would it have been fo uni-

verfal in the firft 300 Years, and yet no Record

left, when it was introduced, nor of any Dif-

pute, or Controvcrfy about it ? This is incre-

dible.

We have particular Accounts in Hiflory, when
the Baptifm of Infants began to be denied and dif-

puted, and by whom ; but no Account of any

Time or Means of its Introdu6lion : which is a

plain Proof that it mufb have been handed down
from the Apoftles, and have been a (landing Pri-

vilege in the Church from their Time. Again, if

Infant-Baptifm is a NuUity, it is plain, from the

hiftorical Fadls above-mentioned, there can now
be no regular Baptifm in the World, nor ever

will be to the End of Time, fince a Succeflion of

adult Baptifms cannot fo much as be pretend-

ed to.

Thofe then, who firft began to baptize Adults,

were themfelves baptized in their Infancy, and

therefore, being unbaptized themfelves, accord-

ing to the AnabaptJjVs Scheme, could never have

Authority to baptize others. So that all the pre-

fent adult Baptifms, if traced back, muft come
originally from thole, who were baptized in In-

fancy •, and confequently, on their Principles, can

have no Validity in them. We muft therefore

give into one of thefe three Things, either ift.

That a Succeflion of adult Baptijis can be traced

from the Apoftles -, or 2^/)', That Infant-Baptifm is

valid, and agreeable to the Inftitution of Chrift i

or
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or elfe "^dJy^ That there neither is, nor can be, any*

regular Baptifm in the Church, to the End of the

World.

The ly?, can never be done, as all mufb allow.

The lafh is too fhocking and impious to be ad-

mitted. And therefore the 2d, muft be acknow-

ledged, viz, that Infant- Baptifm is valid and

agreeable to the Inftitution of Jefus Chrift \ for a

fourth Conclufion cannot be thought on.

III. But I haften in the lafl Place, to anfwer

fome of the mod material Objedions that are made
againft the Do6trine, and by which thofe of con-

trary Sentiments puzzle and confound the Minds of

Men, and endeavour to render the Subjedl obfcure.

The mod common Objedions are fuch as thefe •,

^ft->
We have no exprefs Command in Scripture

for baptizing Infants, and therefore, it is infmuat-

ed, we ad: without any Warrant from the divine

Word. To this I anfwer. If there are virtual and

implicit Commands tor it, and if it is commanded
by clear Scripture-Confequence, it is of equal Force,

as if it had beeA faid in exprefs Terms, bapize

your Infant-Children,

A Command may be as clearly inferred, byway
of Confequence, from certain Premifes, as if it was

in exprefs Words. See an Inflance of this in Paul

and Barnabasy Ads xiii. 46. Lo \ fay they,, we
turn to the Gentiles, for fo hath the Lord commanded

m faying,, 1 have fet thee to be a Light of the Gen-

tiles. Now the Command they fpeak of, is not at all

exprefsy but implicit \ for what they call a Ccmmand,,

is a Promife made to Chrift : 1 have fet thee to be a

Light of the Gentiles. This they conftrue to be an

implicit Command, direding them in the Way
of Duty. Lo ! we turn to the Gentiles, forfo hath

F 2 tb*
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the Lord commanded us. Where had the Lord com-
manded them ? Why virtually and implicitly in this

Promife, made to his Son, I have Jet thee to be a

Light to the Gentiles, &c. l^his then being grant-

ed, that a virtual and implicit Command, is of

equal Force, as if it had been exprelled \ it is eafy

to deny the Objedlion, and fay, we have many
Commands to baptize our Infant-Children. And
\fi. God's Command to Abraham to circumcife his

Infant-Children, is a virtual and implicit Com-
mand to Believers to baptize their''s \ for Believers

are Abraham's fpiritual Seed, and Heirs according

to the Promife. Here you fee an exprefs Com-
mand was once given to initiate Children into the

Church, by a facramental Rite that is command-
ed, and has never been repealed, and therefore

flill remains in Force, as I have proved before.

Again, Chrift's commanding to fufter little Chil-

dren to come unto him, and not forbid them, is a

virtual, or implicit Command, that Parents ought
to bring their Children to him in Baptifm. For
the Ground on which that Command is founded,

is, offuch is the Kingdcm of Heaven. Which, to

make the leaft that can be made oi it, is, that they

have a vifible Inttreft in the Covenant, and a

Right to Memiberfhip in his vifible Kingdom.
And we know, yea, it is acknowledged by all^ that

a vifible Interelt in tlie Covenant is the Scripture-

Ground on which Baptifm ought to be adminif-

tered.

Again., the Command that our Saviour gave.

Go and difciple all Nations., and baptize them^ is an
implicit, if not an exprefs Command to baptize

the Children of Chriflian Nations ; for Nations

muft include Children, as you fee in the Promife

made to Abraham^ in thy Seed, /. <?. in thy Chil-

dren
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dren Iliall all Nations be bleflcd. Now if Children

are not here included in the Words all Nations^

then it will follow, that all that die in Infancy

mnfl perifh without Exception, having no Intereft

in the BlefTings of Chrill, and if the Words all

Nations include them here, fo it mud in the Com-
mifTion above-mentioned, and confequently they

are virtually, and implicitly commanded to be

baptized. Again^ the Exhortation to the Jews in

the Text to be baptized^ is an implicit, if not an
exprefs Command to baptize their Children ; for

the Exhortation is grounded on the Promife, and
the Promife is to them and their Children.

Thus you fee the Scripture abounds with impli-

cit and virtual Commands to baptize our Children,

and fuch Commands are looked upon fufficient to

determine our Condud in other Cafes, and there-

fore, why not in this ^ For example, who doubts

but it is a commanded Duty to keep the hrft Day
of the Week for a Sabbath, and yet where is the

formal exprefs Command ? It is commanded only

virtually and implicitly.

Who doubts that public Worfhip is a com-,

manded Duty ? Yet, where is the exprefs Com-
mand in fo many Words ? We are bid not to for-

fake the Affembling ourfelves together, but this Is

a negative Precept, the Affirmative requiring us

fo to aflemble, is an implicit Command. It is

therefore a foolifh Cavil to fay, there is no exprefs

Command to baptize Infants ; for this may be

faid of Womens' receiving the Sacrament, of

keeping the firft Day of the Week, and a hun-

dred other Things, which all allow are implicitly

commanded, and have the fame Obligation on
Mens' Confciences, as if ever fo formally exprefTcd.

Befides, what Neceffity could there be of a;^ ex-

prefs
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prefs Command, for that, which had been once

jnllituted^ and never repealed ? The Children of

'Covenanted Parents were once exprefsly command-
:^d to receive the Seal of the Covenant, and this

•Command has never been reverfed, as we have

•already proved, therefore the original exprefs Com-
ti^and continuing in Force, there would be no

iisTecelTity of another. And as it had been the

conftant Pradice of the Church-, for many Ages,

to adminifter the Seal of the Covenant to their

Children, there was no NecefTity of renewing the

Inftitution, in cafe it was to continue. But on the

other Hand, there was an abfolute NecelTity of an

exprefs Declaration againft it, if it was then to

have ceafed.

Another Obje6lion is this, that there is no ex-

prefs Inftance in all the Hiftory of the New-Tefta-

ment of an Infant Child's being baptized •, and

therefore we proceed without any Scripture-Ex-

ample. Let rrie reply. I have told you already

of whole 1 loufliolds being baptized, on the Con-
verfion of the Parent, or Head of the Family •,

which carries the itrongefl Probability of the

iSaptifm of Infant-Children, and would be eafily

underllood to include them, had the fame been

faid of Circumcifion. And there is the fame

Reafon for it in the one Cafe, as in the other.

But fuppofing there is no exprefs Mention made
in the Hiftory of the New-Teltament, of one In-

fant-Baptifm, yet no Man has any Right to con-

clude from hence, that, in Fa6t, there was none v

for if fo, we might as well conclude there were

whole Churches which never were baptized. For

there is no exprefs Account, in the Hiftory of

the New-Teftament, that the Churches of Antioch^

of Iconium^ of the Rcrmi7is^ Gakitiaits^ Ihejfahni'

anSy



( 47 ) ^

/?»jr, and ColloJfianSy were ever baptized. Would it;

be fair to conclude from hence, that they there wer^^^

not ? Nay, you may read the Hiftory of the Old-

Teflament, for feveral Ages of the Church, and.

never find one Inftance of a Child's Circumcifion.
~

And will it do from hence to conclude, that th^y

lived without circumcifing their Children? No,^

you will fay, it may be argued by clear Confe-

quence ; and fo, I fay, may the Baptifm of Chil-

dren i befides, this Objection lies with great^jj^

Force againft thofe^ who praftife adult Baptifm,

than it does againft us \ for .they cannot produce

one Example from Scripture that warrants their

Pra6tice. That there were many adult Baptifms,

I grant, becaufe the Subjedls were grown to adult

Years before they profefied Chriftianity. And in

this we agree with them, that adult Perfons, who
are converted from Judaifm^ or Heathenifm, to

Chriftianity, ought, in their adult Years, to be

baptized, and all fuch^ as have never been bap-

tized before. But Scripture-Inftances of this arc

nothing to the Purpofe, for in this we all agree^

and have no Controverfy. But if they would

five a Scripture-Example of their own prefent

'radlice, they muft give an Inftance of a Perfon

born and brought up of Chriftian, or baptized

Parents, that was baptized in adult Years. If they

could do this, it would be fome Evidence, that In^.

fant-Baptifm was not in Pradice. If they cannot,

as it is certain they cannot produce fuch an Inftance,

let them no more pretend theWant ofScripture-Ex-
ample againft baptizing Children, or that they havf

Scripture-Example on their Side. jAndwhy ftiould

there be no Inftances of this Kind, if fuch was the

common Pradice } For the Hiftory of the A5Is of

the Apoftles, continued above the Space of thirty

Years from thrift's Afcent to Paul'^ Imprifonmcnt
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at Rom *, and during th^t Time, thoufands were born
of Chriftian Parents, and grown up to the Age of
twenty or thirty Years, and yet there is not one
Inftance in Scripture of any fuch Baptifms in

adult Years. If therefore they were not baptized

in Infancy, there is no Account of any, no not of
one, of the Pofterity of Chriftian-Parents, being
baptized at all •, for all the Account of adult Bap-
tifms are only o^ fuch as in adult Years embraced
the Chriftian Religion, having been before either

Jews or Heathens.

A third Objedlion is, that Infants can receive

no Benefit from Baptifm, becaufe of their Incapa-
city, and therefore ought not to be baptized.

To this I anfwer, the fame Objedlion might be

offered againft their being circumcifed under the

Law •, for the Capacity of Infants is doubtlefs as

great now^ as it was then. Therefore, in the firft

Place, Infants are capable of being entered into

Covenant with God ; for that the Children of the

Jews were fo, is plain Fa6t, not only from the

Tenor of the Covenant with Abraham^ which ex-

prefsly included them, but from that folemn Re-
newal of it in Deuterojiomy^ where their Little-

ones are exprefsly mentioned as Partakers in the

Covenant-Tranfadlion. Secondly, they are capa-

ble of the Seal of the Covenant, for this was by

God's Appointment adminiftred to them under the

Law, at eight Days old. Thirdly, they are capa-

ble of being cleanfed by the Blood of Chrift, and of

being regenerated by his Spirit, which are the

Things fignified by Baptifm. He who denies this,

muft deny that they arc capable of Salvation, and

therefore, dying in Infancy, muft perifh, on fup-

pofition of original Guilt and Pollution. And if

they are capable of deriving original Guilt and Pol-

lution
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•

Jution from the firfl Adam^ without their Know-
ledge and Confent \ they certainly are as capable

of deriving Pardon, and renewing Grace from the

fecond Adam^ without any explicit Knowledge
of, or actual contenting to his Covenant. And if

they are capable of the Root, and Principle of all

Sin, they are equally capable of the Habit and
Principle of all fpiritual Grace.

Again^ They are as capable of being laid under

Obligations of Duty to God, to beperform'd when
grown up, as the Children of the Jews were, and
the Apollle fays expreisly, I teftify unto every Man
that is circumcifed^ that he is a Debtor to the whole

Law. And why are not Children 7iow as capable

of the baptifmal Obligations to the Law of Chrift,

as the circumcifed Children of the Jezvs were, of

being Debtors to the Law of Mofes ? And is it

not Matter of daily Obfervation, that Infants are

capable of having earthly Inheritances fettled upon
them, by Inllruments figned, and fealed, while

they are ignorant of the whole Tranfadion ? And
what Reafon can be given, why they ihould not

be as capable of the Blefllngs of the new Cove-
nant, and of having them fealed by Baptifm,

though they are ignorant of it ?

To fay that it is no Advantage to Children to

adminifter the Seal of the Covenant to them, be-

caufe of their Incapacity, is to reRed: on an Infti-

tution of Heaven, and on the Wifdom^ and Good-
nefs of its Author. The Apoille Paul v/as of
another Mind ; for he fays the Profit of Circum-
cfion was much every Way, notwithftanding the

Incapacity of the Subjeds, being but eight Days
old;

But
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But a 4/^% and mod common Obje^llon Is,

that Faith and Repentance, or a ProfefTion of

them, at lead, are mentioned in the New-Tefta-

ment, as the necefiary Pre-reqiiifites of Baptifm,

and therefore, as Children are ii.capable of thefe,

they mud be incapable of the Ordinance itfelf. I

anfwer, that Children are capable of the Habits

and Principles of Faith, as has been obferved be-

fore, and mud be allowed by all, who do not ex-

clude them from Salvation. Now is their a greater

Abfurdity in allowing them to be capable of the

Root and Principle of every Grace, than to allow

them to be capable of the Root and Principle of

every Sin ? Befides, our Lord fays of a little

Child, whom he fet before his Difciples, as a Pat-

tern of Mum ility, ivbofoeverjhail offend one of thefe

little Ones^ that believeeth in me^ &c. Whence it is

plain, that Little-ones may believe in him, /. e.

they may have the Habits or Principles of F^aith,

though incapable of the Ad •, or elfe, as I faid

before, we muft neceffarily embrace that unchari-

table Sentiment, that all, who die in Infancy,

muft periili without Remedy.

If it be faid, that it is a ProfefTion of Faith,

which the Scripture mentions as a Pre-requifite to

Baptifm •, I grant it with refped to adult Perfons,

who embrace Chriftianity in their adult Years.

And this is all that can pofiibly be argued from it

;

for all muft allow, that when ever thefe Pre- re-

quifites are fpoken of in Scripture, it is with refe-

rence to Adults, who were converted from Judaifm

or Heathenifm to Chriftianity •, and in all fuch Cafes

we allow, that there muft- be a ProfefTion of Faith,

antecedent to Baptifm. In this we have no Con-
troverfy
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troverfy with thofe, who pradife adult Baptifm.

But they thou muft allow, that all theJe PaiTages,

which require the Profcfiion of pLiith, as necelliiry

to Baptiiin, have no reference at all to Infants,

but are intirely confin'd to thoie, who embrace

Chriflianity in their adult Years ; and therefore no

Argument can be drawn from hence, againft the

Baptifm of Children i for they are not at all the

Perfons fpoken of. Yet we find, in fadl, that

when thofe Adults, that embraced Chrillianity,

in the Apoftles Times, ^nrofeiTed their Faith, not

only themfelves, but their Houflioids, and all

that were theirs, were baptized. And as there is

not a Word faid of fuch a ProfelTion being required

of the Members of thofe Families, we muft there-

fore conclude, either that they were young Chil-

dren, and lb incapable -, or elle, that Aduks were

baptized without a Profefilon.

So under the antient Difpenfation, the pro-

feifing Stranger was obliged *to embrace th*^ Jewijh

Religion inftantly, in order to his Circumcifion ;

but when this was done i and himfelf circumci-

fcd, the fame Ordinance was always adminiilercd

to his Family and Children, as you fee Exodus

xii. 48, 49.
So bere^ thofe Adults, who were converted to

the Chriftian Religion, were obliged to profefs

their Faith, in order to their being baptized •,

and on this Profeflion, not only themielves, but

their Floufholds were baptized alio.

This Objedion then, viz. A ProfeJ/lcn of Faith

being a Pre-requifite to Baptifm^ is no more an Ob-
jcdion againfl Childrcns being baptized, on the

Profeflion of their Parents, than it was again (t

the Childrens being circumcifed, becaufe the Pa-

F 2 rinC"
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Tents were previoufly obliged to embrace the Jewijh

Religion.

Some other trivial Obje6lions there may be raif-

ed againft the Baptifm of Infants, but I know of

none befides tbefe^ of any Confeqiience, that have

not been precluded in this Difcourfe ; and thefe, I

think, every one mufl fee from what has been faid,

are not of the leafl Weight, when im.partially ex-

amined, againft the Foundation that has been

laid of the Covenant-Relation of the Children of

confoederate Parents and vT\c Arojuments that have

been produced to prove their undoubted Right to

Baptifm, according to Chrift's Inftitution. The
Conclufion then is plain, that, as they had a Right
by God's own Appointment, to the Seal of the

Covenant of Grace, under the Law, and as that

Right has never been repealed, either explicitly,

or by Confequence, it muft frill remain ; and that,

as it was the univerfal Pra6lice of the primitive

Churches, for the three firft Centuries, vv^hich were

the pureft Times, and no Account has been giv-

en of its ever having been introduced as an Inno-

vation, it muft have been the .Pradlice of the

Apoftles them.felves, and muft have its divine Ori-

ginal in that Covenant- Promife, made to Abraham^

which the Apoftle declares in our Text is to be-

lieving Parents and their Children, under the

GofpeJ, as well us under the Law. On the other

Hand, to deny Infant-Baptifm to be a divine In-

ftitution, is attended with many Abfurdities, and

much Confufion.

It is as much as to fay, that the Covenant

made with Abraham^ including his Children, is

not an everlafting Covenant j that therefore Be-

lievers under the Gofpel are not Abraham's Seed,

and



V Oo )

and Heirs of his Promife ; tor his Promife was to

Parents and Children : yea, that the ingrafted

Gentiles do not partake of the fame Privileges, in

the Church, from which the Jews were broken off.

And on the Whole, that the Privileges of the Gof-
pel-Difpenfation are lefs than thofe of the Law j

all which are flat Contradidions to Scripture.

Again^ to deny the Validity of Infant-Baptifm,

is as much as to fay, that there v^as no true Bap-
tifm in the Church for eleven or twelve hundred
Years afrer Chrifl, and that the Generality of the
prefent Profeflbrs of Chrifcianity, are now a Com^
pany of unbaptized Heathens \ and although k
mull be allowed, that there are, and always have
been, vallly more truly religious People, who
have been baptized in the Infancy, than of others

;

yet all who have been fo' baptized, are on thele

Principles, out of the vifible Church, and the
Confequence will be, that vaflly great Numbers are

faved out of the Church than in it, which is very
abfurd, to fay no worfe. Thefe, and many other
like Confequences neceffarily follow from de-
nying the Validity of Intant-Baptilm.

Again^ if Infant-Baptifm is a divine Inftitution,

and warranted by the Word of God, then they
who confent to be baptifed in their adult Age, do
in that Traniadlion, neceffarily renounce a divine
Inftitution, and an Ordinance of Jefus Chrift ; and
as it were vacate the former Covenant between God
and them ; nay, they pradicaily fay, there are no
baptized Perfons, no regular Minilfers, nor Ordi-
nances, in all the numierous protelfing Churches,
but their own : and if the Baptifm of all thofe
numerous profeffing Churches is a Nullity, all the
Adminiftiations of their Minifters muft be fo too,

and
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and then the Promife of Chrift, to be with his

Minifters, in the Adminiftration of this Ordinance,

to the End of the World, mud have failed duripg
tliofe hundreds and hundreds of Years, in which
Infant-Baptifm was fo univerfally pradlifed.

Nay, further, as the SuccefTion of adult Bap-
tifms cannot be traced to the Apoilles' Times, lo

it will follow, that if Infant-Baptifm is a Nullity,

there neither is, nor ever will, or can be, any re-

gular Baptifm hereafter to the End of the World ;

and confequently an Ordinance of Chriil, as to its

regular Adminilbation, mud be loft-, for adult

Baptifm now adminiftered, if originally dei-ived

from thofe, who were baptized in Infancy, cannot

be valid, if Infant-Baptifm be not valid.

1 have finifhed the Subject, as far as it is a Point

of our Controverfy. It was my Defign to clofe

all with an Addrefs, both to Parents and Children,

enforcing the Obligations upon each^ in Confe-

qucnce of their folem I'ranfaction with the great

God, in this Ordinance of Baptifm ; but the Time
will not permit. May God lead us into all ye-

eellary Truth, for Chrifrs Sake ! Amin.

F I aN I S.
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