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T HTED PR TRB DRI F LD

PR EFACE.

\HE Reverend and pious Author of the following
Treatife, compofed it for the Pulpit, and deli-
vered it in fundry Sermoms, buta few Weeks

before his deceafe: Which being found to have a very
happy Effe@, in the Confirmiation and Eftablifhiment
of fome wavering Mindsamong his own People, he was
urg'd to tranfcribe his Notes for the Prefs ; but {oon
after he had vegun this Work, he was (as to the parti-
cular Time of it) unexpeltedly call’d, to his fuperior
Station in God's Temple abeve. Yet by a kind Provi-
dence, a few Days before his laft lllnefs, a young M-
nifier, in the Neighbourhood of this City, who had a
Defire to improve himfclf by Mr. Boflwick’s Notes,
which were written in a Kind of fhort-Hand of his own
Invention, applied to him, and at his Requeft Mr. Bo/I-
wick {pent feveral Hours in teaching him in feme De-
gree to underftand them; and by 4«5 Means, the Copy
now printed, was recovered from QOblivion, and tran-
fcribed fince Mr. Boflwick's Death.

Under this View, ’tis hop’d, the candid Reader will
difpenfe with a Stile a little too diffufe for a printed Ar-
gumentation, and pardon any Inaccuracy, that would
probably have been avoided, if the Work had pafs'd
under it's Autbor’s lafp Hand,

a Thofe
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Thofe that were acquainted with Mr. Bofwick's
mild and pacific Tcmpm’, and knew the general Courfe
of his Miniftry to have been only converfant about the
great Doftrines and Duties of Chriflianity, may wonder
that 3 controverted Point fhould have employed his
Meditqtions, jut before he enter’d into his Mafler's' Foy.
Efpecially when he appear’d to his Hearers in his pub-
lick Difcourfes for feveral Months before his Departure,
to have been under an uncommon Imprefs of the great
Trutbs which havea more immediate Reference to the
Wortld to come ! The glrious and dreadful Realities
whereof (which were frequently his own Expreflions
concerning them) vifibly lying with the greateft Weight
upon his Spirits.

But the Truth is, that this excellent Servant of Chrif,
thcught the Subject of this Treatite of bigh cencernment
in Religion ; and the Believer's R:zbe to the Bleflings of
the Covenant of Grace, and their Infant Ciildren’s Kight
to the Seal of that Covenant, to be {o important a Point
i “briflianity, that it well deferv’d his Attention ; ef-
pecial'y when the State of his own Flock, from very
obvious Caufes apparent to himfeif and many others,
rendered it abfolutely Neceflary. And itis fhill pre-
{fumed, tha: the moft of the Readers of thefe Sheets
will think a Publication on fuch a Subjed, in thcfe
Days, and in fuch aPlace as New-York, needs no Apo-
lizy. And ’tis hcp'd the Author's Manner of handling
it, though itappears in P'ublick uader all the Difadvan-
tages of a pofhumous Work, will refle@ no Dijfbonour on
his Memory,

Perhaps this may be all that may be thought necef-
fary to introduce this (hort Traét to the publick V:it:gv,

~ Y
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by way of Preface. But tho’ Mr. Boffwick's fuperior
Talents for the Work of the Minittry had jpread brs
Praifes in the Gofpel, throughout thefe Weflern Clurckes,
yet he was perfonally known (comparatively) but to
Jew. His fix’d Charge, having always confin'd him
within the Verge of his incumbent Duty, and his great
Humility and intirc Freedom from all Oftentation, ever
concealed him as much from publick View, as the
Eminency of his Station would permit. But 2s e 1s
now No MORE, and fome STRicTURESs of his Perfon
and Characler, may be agreeable tomany of the diftant
Reader: of this Treatife, they may be pleafed to take
them briefly thus,

As AMAN ; hewas fomething above middle Stature,
comelyand well fez, his Afpe&t Grave and wvenerable ;
form’d by Nature, with a clear Underflanding, quick
Apprebenfon, prompt Elocution, and folid fudgment ;
his Linagination ftrong and lively, and his Memery very
tenacious.  Of all thefe he gave the moft convincing
Proofs, both in publicand private Life. |

He direéted the Coucfc of his S7udics, in 2 clofe and
intimate Subferviency to the great Bufinefs of his Pro-
resston. EN TOUTQIS ISTHI (1 T iv, 15)
might bave been bis MoTtTo. In DiviniTy his great
Sisength Jay.  He had anadmisable difcerning of Truth
and Hreor in their Caules, Connections and Confequen-
ces ; and belicved and tanght the pure Do&rines of
Chriftianity as contained in the holy Scriptures, and as
declar'd in the publick Confeflions of the reformed
Churches, in theic original and gepuine Meaning.
He beheld bis: Bisre with Reverence, as the GrRAND
CuARTER gf Life Elerpal! He knew it to be a

Revelaticy,



( vi)

Revelation from Gop, and the moft wonderful Best in
the World ! He faw it’s external and internal Evidencé,
by Nature’s Light, aided by human Learning; and by a
foecial Ilumination from above. He Leheld the Afg-
selly, Glory, Reality, and Importance of the Subjeé! of it
difcerning therein, an admirable Difpiay of the infinite
Perfections of the DrrTy, with a perfeét Accommo-
dation to the various States of Man.  Fle confidered it
not only as a Svstrm of Divire Knowledge, but as re-
vealing a praical and experimental Difeipline; and felt
it's wtal Fuergy, and had it's Trarh fealed on hig
Iieart, with that Kind of Evidence as would doubtlefs
have ftood the Fire upon the fevereft Trial.

ArTER THIs, I fcarce need add, that he was a Di-
VINE OF THE oLD STAanP, and could well defend his
Syflem againft all Gasnfayers. 1In thefe Things he was
a Scribe well inftructed,---and with great Sagacity and
Penetration could difcern the Spirit of Error init’s moft
diftant Approaches. He knew it's Conneétrons, and
Tendencies (ever aiming at God’s Dithonour or Man's
Ruin)-and therefore as a faithful Watcbman always. gave
the fpeedieft Warning of the Danger.

He had thofe Gifts which rendered him a very po-
pular PReacHer : With a ftrong commanding Porce,
his Prongnciation was clear, diﬁin& and deliberate ;
His Speech and Geflure decent and natural, without
any Affe@ation ; His Language elegant and pure, but
with ftudied Plainnefs, never below the Dignity of the
Pulpit, nor- above the Capacity of the meaneft of his
Auditory. The Strength of his Memory, and the Flow
of his Elocution, enabled hini to preach without Notes,
but feldom or never extempore : He furnifh'd the

Lamps



( vii )
Lamps of the Sanctuary with beaten O:l, and the Maiter
and Metbod of his Sermdns were well ftudicd.

In treating Divine Subjecls, he ‘manitefted an babi-
tual Reverence for the MAJEsTY oF HEAVEN, 2 decp
Senfe of the Worth of Sculs, an intimate Kmacledge ot
the buman Heart, and it’s various Workings in it's two-
fold State of Nature and Grace. He dealt faithfully with
his Hearers, -declaring to them the whale Council ¢f Ged,
fhewing them their Danger and Remedy.  And rnounc
will perifb from under his Minifiry, but their Biood
mutt lic upon their ewn Heads. He always fpake from a
deep Senfe of the Truths he delivered, and declared thofe
Things, wbich be bad feen and which ke bad beard, and
bis Hands bad bandled of the Word of Life ; and deli-
vered nothing te his Auditery, but with a Solemuity
that difcovered it's IMPORT ANCE.

His Mind had a-Poetick Turn. His Stile was copious
and florid. He fometimes foar’d, when his Subject
would admit of it, with an elevatea #ing ; and his
Imagination enabled him to paint his Scenr, wbhatever
it was, in very ftrong and lively Colours. Few Men
could defcribe the bidecus Deformity of Sin, the Mifery
of Men’s Apoftacy from Gob, the Wonders of redecming
Love, the Glory and Riches of Divine Grace, in ftronger
Lines, and more affe@ing Strains than he.

In the Conduct of Life, he was remarkably gentie
towards all Men, vattly prudent and cautious, and always
behaved with the Meeknefs of Wifdom, and fill'd up 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 bimfelf, but
Chrift Fefus bis Lord. In this View his Lye was fingle,

| and
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and he regarded no other Cbjed. He knew in whofe Place
he ftood, and fear’d no AMes. Fle dar’d to flath th: Terrors
of the Law in the Face of the ftoatelt Tramreflor, with the
fame Freedom as he difplay’d the amiable Beauties and Glories
of the Go/pel, for the Comfort and Refrefbment of the penitent
Beljever,

As he highly honoured his Divine Mafler, he was highly
favour’d by bim, of which take on: Inftance,

In a former Illmefs, from which it was thought he could
not recover, which happen’d foine Months betore he died,
he was greatly diftrefs’d by a deep Concern for his #Widow and
his great Family, on the Event of his Death. But Gop was
plealed in a Time of great Extremi’y, to grant him a Glorious
and aftonifbing View of his Power, Wifdom, and Goodnefs,
and the Riches of bis Grace, with a particular Appropriation to
Himfelf and bis. Such as ‘difpell’d every Fear, and at that
Time, rendered him impatient to live, but atlength on his
Recovery, which commenc’d immediately on the Removal of
this Diftrefs, his Mixd fettled into a Dyune Calw 5 He per-
ceived himfelf equaliy willing t0 live or die as Gob plealed. Ia
which Temper he continued to his Lt Moment, when placidly
he refigned his Soul and all his Mortal Interefts, into the Hands
of uis Saviour and #is Gon! Such Intercourfe fometimes
paffes between the Father of Spirits and the human Spirit, and
fuch Honour have they that fear Gop !

Thus liv’d, and thus died, in the midtt of his Days and Ufe-
fulnefs, this excellent Minifter of Fejus Cbrift, to the un{peaka-
ble Lofs of the Horld, the Church, avd his Family, He de-
parted this Life on the 12th Day of Novemder, in the-2ear of
our Lord One Thoufand Seves Hundred and Sixty Three, and
in the Forty fourtb 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 Prefbyterisn Church m'this
City. | C |

I)Sat:d at New-York April the Ninth, One Theufand Seven

Hundred ond Sixty Four,
A FAIR
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FAIR and RATIONAL

VINDICATION, &
| 2
ACTsau’;;,gm.

For the Promife 1s unto yen, and to scur Children, and
10 all that are afar ¢ff ; ¢ s many as the Lord cur
God fhall cail.

OU are very fenfible, my brethren, that it has rot been
my ufual praltice toentertain you with litigious difputcs,
or to introduce matters of needlefs controverly into the fucred
defk ; much lefs to throw out occafional refletions, or fix op-
probrious epithets on thofe of diffirent denoninations,—This,
I ever efteemed a mean, unmanly way of oppofing error, or
advancing the caufe of truth.—1 have rather in general confi-
dered my hearers, as tranfient, itinerant mortals, bound to an
eternal world; and therefore have made it my principal bufinefs,
to inculcate upon them, thofe plain, praétical, and imporrant
truths, that have the neareft conneftion with, and are of the
greatelt confequence to, their eternal intereft.
A Convircu
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Convinced, however, of.my. indifpenfable duty, by fevera]
- concurring circum(tances ; I fhall now attempt to, illuftrare,
what | fuppofe a precious gofpel truth 3 and vindicate a va-
luable privilege, of which the cliurch of Chrift has been in pof-
keflion from s firft inftitution, tho’ by fome made a mater of
difpure y-and that is, tbe right of Infent childreny defiending
jrowy con-faderate, or covenanted parents, to that crdinance of
baptifm, which is the external feal of the gofpel covenans. — Anl
as Chisis known to be my principle, frem my conftant prallice s
furely none can take it amifs, or think it (trange, that I Rand
forth in its vindication ; efpecially as I defign no unchriftian re-
flections, no acAimarious expreiiions, or vnchaiitable cenfures,
on thafe of contrary fentiments and pratice 5 but only a fuir
and gational vindication of my own ; having principally inview,
the fatisfe@ion of a number of my hearers, who Wavg exprefs’d
their delire of being furcher inftru€ed in the feriptural grounds
and reafans, of our conftang practice.—And tho' on the #ne
hand, 1 will not place this pgint, of infant baptifm, among the
things that are abfolutely eflciyial to falvation; yet on the other,
I am far from fuppofing it to be a matter of trifling indiffe-
rence, or of little, or ro confequence. —— For if the baptiim
of infants is not agreeable to divine inflitution, or warranted
by the facred word ; then not only we, but the Proteftunt
churches in general, muft be in a very vnuiappy fituation ——
havirg no regular gofpel ordinances of any kind whatfoever.
-.-Nay, if infant baptifin bz a meer nullity, asfome pretend,
thea we, with the generality of the Proteftant churches; are in
fa&, a cempany of unbaptifed Heathens ; who have neither
churches, minilters, or erdinarces, according to the inftitution
of Jefus Chrift :  Our minifters themfelves, bring unbaptifed,
can have no regular autharity to baptife others 3 and we beirg
all unbaptifed, gannot without the greateft impropriety ap-
proachthe faered ordinance of the 1 ord’s Supper.
Having thercfore, on this fuppofition, ro regularordinances
among us ; we with our numerous. Proteftant brethren, of va-

tious denominations, -muft want the very eflence of a rcgt;l:ui
' golpe
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gofpzl church, and in this refpect be reduced to a ftate of ab-
folute heathenifm.---1 do not adduce this, as a proof, that in-
fant baptifin is a divine inflitution; that, 1 truft, will be prc:wcd
by more direét and pofitive evidences 3 1 only mention it to
fhew that the controverfy is no trifle, but of fufficient impor-
tance to demand our attention, and engage our impartial in-
quiry, whether we zre right, or whethet we are wrong? And
can our gpponents, whofe principles and conduét neceflarily
unchurch the whole proteftant world, except themfelvés,---
“canthey, 1 fay, think themfelves offended, that we don’c fi-
“Jently fubmitto their uncharitable cenfures ? will they be dif-
leafed, that we affert and vindicate our ftanding in the vifible
ingdom of Chrift, and that we are a gofpel church as well
as they # Sure, thofe that are men of confcience among them
will not; or if they fhould, yet thefe are matters too intereft-
ing to be given up, out of meer complaifance, to any fociety of
men in the univerfe.~--Let us then aim at the truth, without
apy regard to she pleafufe or difpleafure of mortals; and it our
infant Daptfm can be vindicated, for confeience fake let it be
done.---Af not, if the truth is not for us, but againft us, let us
honeflly give it up, and no more praltife what the ficred
word: wiltnot defend. L T

Having thus hinted the tmportarce of the controverfy, as.
a fufficient warrant for my prefent atcempt ; 1 fhall now con-
- fider the gccafion, and the proper meaning, of the words be-
fore us, --for the promife is to yeu and to yeur ckidren, &c.

- In the preeeding context, we have an account of that .-
niarkable divine energy, which attended the firit gofpel ferr on
zfter the miraculous cffufiun of the toly Ghoft, awakeniig in
the hearers that moft anxious and imipurtant iequicy, men gid
bretbron, what fball we do ?

We have alfo the A poftle’s anfwer to this momentous and in-
te.cfling inquiry, Repent and be Laptifed every one of yeu, in-
1be name of Fefus Chrift, for the rensifion of fins, ard ye Sl
receive tke gift of the [loly Cheff, i. ¢. ** Return unfagedly -
Aromt €in t0 Soty thro® Jefus Chrilt; Rbuit to the gracs and
" govertniert
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government of this divine RcQécmcr; and make a folemn;
publick profeflion of this fibmiffion, by beirg baptifed in - the
name ot Jefus Chrift, and your baptifm (hall be an external

fign of the remiffion of fins, and of the renewing and fan&ifying

influeénces of the Holy Ghott.”’ :

This exhortation plainly confifts of two branches, each of
which is urged with a diftinét motive. The 6irlt is repentance,
or a turning to God thro’ Jefus Chrift. This is wiged with
the encouraging motive, that they fhall reccive the forgivencls
of fins, and the ordinary fan&itying influences of the Holy
Ghoft. The fecond branchof the exhortation, is a fubmiffion
to this new difpenfation of the gofpcl covenant, by being bap-
tifed in the name of Jefus Chrilt.  This is urged with the mo-
tive in the texe, for the promife is unto you aud to your chil-
dren, &c. q.d. ** The pramile which encourages you to en-
ter into this new covenant, by baptilm, is prissarily to you, and
your children, as the defcendants of Abraham; and fecondarily
to as many of the Gentiles, who are yet #far off, {and, includ-
ing their children alfo) as by the miniftry of the word, tbe Lord
oxr God jballcall.’’ ’Tis plain then, that this promife, what-
tver is intended by it, is urged as a reafon why they ought to
fubmit to this new inftitution of the gofpel, and &e baplifed in
the name of the Lord Fefus. This reafon then muft hold good
with refpeét to all to whom the promife is made ; butthe pro-
mife is made equally to them, and their cbildren; it is there-
fore an equal reafon why tbey, and tbeir children fhould be
baptifed.--- i, e, If the promife being made to them was any
reafon why they ought to be baptifed, as the Apoftle exprelly
declares, then the fame promife extending to their children,
muflt be an equal reafon why buptifm fhouid be adminiftered
to them ; nor can I poffibly fee how the Apoftle’s argumient
can have any more force with refpeét to the parents, than ic
has with refpe to the children.---The fum of the argument is
plainly this : The promife is 10 you, therefore be baptifed in
the name of Jefus Chritt.—But the promi'e is to your chil-
dren alfo 5 therefore ket your children be baptifed would feem a

neceffary
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neceflary confequence.---And indeed to fuppole their children
excluded from baptifm, muft render the {\poft!c's argument
very confufed and inconclufive ; for then it mufl ftand thus,
The promife is #o you, therefore be baptifed in the name of the
Lord Jefus 5 _the fame promife is equally to your children-- -
yet let not your children be bapufed ; for they are not the
praper fubje&s of fuch an ordinance.- -~ And what an abfurdity
1s this ? How eafily might the {cws obje& and fay,--if the
promife to our children is no realon why they fhould be bap-
tifed, then neither is the promife to us any ground or reafon
why we fhould fubmit to this new inftitution, aud therefore to
fay the leaft, there isjuft nothing at allin the argument ,

- The Jews, to whom the Apoftle is fpeaking, knew very
well, that ynder the ancient difpenfation of the covenant their
children were always included with the covenanted parents, and
that the promife of Abraham’s covenant had always run i that
tenor, -including parents and children.---When therefore the
(.)A’Poﬂl'c is perfuading them to come under this-new difpenfation

“the covenant, " he affures them that their children are-ftill to
continue in poffefiion of their ancient privilege ; for that very
promife, which included them under the law, cqually inclucies
them now under the gofpel :---For oblerve, he docs not fay,
the promife was to you and your children, but i¢ is f1// ; other-
wife they might naturally be fuppofed 1o object, that their
children were like to be in a worfe condition under the gofpel,
than they were under the law ; which muft greatly ftrengthen
their prejudicés againft the evangel'cal difpentation. The

_ Apoftle therefore precludes any fuch objedtion, by informirg
them, that they can lofe nothing by fubmitting to this new dit” -
penfation of the cqvenant ; for the privileges of the gofpel
fhould by no means be more confined and limited, than thote
of-the law ; bur on the contrary more enlarged : For und-r
the law the promife was only to them and their “children, as de-
ﬁ'cn(gms‘ of Abraham ; but now it fhall extend to all amory
the Gentiles, and their children alfy, whbom the Lord our Cod

Shall call, |
. | Al
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All that is further nccefary to make this text an unanfwer-
able argument for the right of infants to baptifm, is only to
prove thefz two points, | -

1. That by the promife here, muft be underftood the cove-
napt promife made to Abraham, which gave his infant chil:
~dren a right to the ordinance of circumcifion.

2. That the word cbildren in the text dores not intend their
adule defcendants, as fome pretend, “but their infant offspring.

If thefe two things are proved, the argument ftands thus.
The covenaat promife 'made to Abraham, which gave
Liis infant children a right to circumcifion under the law, is now
ro you and your iufant children under the gofpel.---And-this
promife being urged as a reafon why the parents fhould be
Laptifed, muft neceflurily carry an equal reafon for the baptifm
of their children 3 and muft be fo underftood both by the
Apoftle and his fewith hearérs. . .

‘The firlt queftion then is, whether by the promife, in the
rext, the Apoftle means that-covenant promife made t» Abra-
ham, which entitled his infant children to ciccumcifion? This
fome deny, and fuppofe that by this promife the Apoftle only
interds that of Joel’s prophecy, which he had quoted in the
preceding fermon, from the 16th to the 22d verfe ; but 1t
any one read that prophecy of Joel, as quoted by the Apoftic,
in thofe verfes, and he mult be immediatcly convinced, that
the excraordirary and miraculoas gifts of the Holy Gholt are
tiere intended ;-4 confequently that the promife, contained in
this prophecy, could never bere be urged, a- a'ground or mo-
i1 e to baprifm;=- -for ‘extraordinary and miraculous gifts, were
veither required, as the ground of baptifm, or npmbcrcd
among the bleflings that ufually attend or flow from it. Nor
* js there the l=aft intimution, givenin this hitory, that the 2000
Lere baptifed, did receive thefe miracalous gifts. ---1f the refore
tbis was the promile he fpeaks of to them and their cliildren,
it will follow that the promife was not made good ; for ncither
they nor their childien, (chat we read of) were ever podefld

o t1:f: exiraosdiniry gifts,  Befides, the promife in Joelhad
already
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already its accomplithment, in that extraordinary efiufion of the
Holy Ghoft upon the Apollles.-- This St. Peter declares, and
quotes the promife on purpofe to prove his ceclaration, ’Tis
plain then, he can have no reference to, this, in the promrj} here
mentioned 3 nor can it with the lealt propriety, be under{tood ot
any thing clfe but that- very Promise which God made to
Abraham, when he took him, and hisinfant children, into co-
venant.: -- Thig covenant was fo eminent, and fo well known,
that it was often emphatically called Tue Promise, without
- any other-chara&eriftic or note of diltinction ---Thus the fpiri -
tua) feed of Abraham are fuid to be hei s according to Trg Pro-
M13E.  Andin hjany other placés too numerous to mention.---
Byt to tonciude this point, the. Apoftic himflf has plainly in-
formed us, in another place, what he iere intends by the pro-
hife, fee A5 ili, 25 where urging much the fame exhorta-
tion upon his Jewith hearers, as he does here, he enforcgs it -
with this argument. 2% are the children of the covenant, which

égél made- @ith our fatbers, ‘[aying unto Abrabam, and in thv
fn{;/ba'll all the kindreds of ibe eorth be bleffed ;---unto you firft
Ggd bath ra’fed up bis fon Jefus, and fent bim to blefs yeu, &c.
And 3s the promife is here propounded, as a mortive and obli-
gation to baptifm ; ncthing could be more natural than for th.e
Jews to underftand ic of the promife ot Abraham’s covenant,
on which was grounded the ordinance of circumcifion.

_ Allowing then (for indeed it cannot with any confiftercy lic
difputed) that the promife of Abraham’s covenant is the thing
to which the Apoftle refers.- -The fecond queftion is, who arc
intgpd:d by;'tbqir 6bildren, to whom this promii’c 1s faid to be-
long ? Some fuppofe their adult defcendants, and not their in-

Yant'éﬁs’p’n ing, are the children here intended; but of this there
- 1s ot the leaft intimation in il texe, nor does it at all agree

'&ghe fcope of the Apoftle’s argument 5 nay, fucha confiruc-
tion' would feem to make him feak ponferde; tor then he mult
be underftood thus,  *¢ The promift is unto you apd to your
children, but not to them as your cl.ildren, or as fuftainine any
_ relation to you ; but Wwhen they fhall advarce to an adu!?agc,
acd
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and be called by the miniltry of the word ; then the promife
fhall be t0 tbem as well as to you.””--- Which i# no more than
might be faid of the children of an Fthiopidh + Why then is
their relation to their parents mentioned at all, and why are th
joined with thém, as the fubjefts of the promife, if after all,
they are ta ftand on their own footing, as adults, as much as
the childfen of the Heathen ? Nor does this conftru@ion confilt
with the plain grammatical fenfe of the words ; for he does not
fay the pronife is now to you, and fhall be to your children
when grown snd called by the word y but the prowmife is now
to you and ta°your children: By which he very plaisly intends
the prefent pri%fiicige the Jewith children enjoy, £ove the pre-
fent uncovenanted Gentiles, who are here faid to be afar off,
and to whom he Gays the promife thall belong when called into
2 church ftate, antl to their children glfo. —— ‘
' Having thus proved, that by thie Promise here, the Apottle
means the covenant made with Abrasham ; and by CriLorsn,
their infanst offSpring ; the conclafion is plain, that if the pro-
mile is propofed, as a reafon, why the parents fhould be ba
tifed, as the text piainly aflerts 5 it is then- an equal reafon, why
baptifm fhould be adminilter’d to their children ; for the pro-
mile is equally to dosb. | o L.

Having thus explained the text, 1 fhall endeavour to iluf-
trate and eftablith this propofition, |

That the infant children of con-faderate, or covenanted pa-
 remts, bave a right to the feal of the covenant, under the goj;{d,
as much as they bad under tbe law, and therefore ought to be
baptifed. To fet this ina proper light, 1 fhall atcempt to fhew,

1. The feripture ground, on which the right of infants to
baptifm, is founded. '

2. The evidence we have, both from fcripture and hiftory,
that the baptifm of infants was the common pratice, both of the
‘Apottles and the. primiiive church.---And o

111. I thall attempt a folution of the moft material, and com-
mon obje&ions, raifed againft the doctrine. o

¢

‘v
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1. then. The ground on which the right of infants to
baptifm is founded, is---the covenant that God made with A-
braham and his feed,=--the inftitution of circumcifion as a feal
of that covenant,---and the adminiftration of that feal, by God’s
appointment to his infant children,---whence this conclufion
is natural, (viz.) that the infant child of covenanted
parents had, by God’s appointment, a right to the external feal
of the covenant under the law ; and therefore, as the fame co-
venant continues, they have, doubtlefs the fame right, under
the gofpel.

To bring out this conclufion, that they bave the fame right
under the gojpel, 1 fhall endeavour to prove thefe three things.

i. That the covenant made with Abrabam was a covenant of
grace, and the [ame for fubfiance tbat is mow in force under
the gofpel. \ )

. That circumcifion was the external feal of this covenant,
-and was by God’s appointment adminifiered to infant children.

ii. That baptifm is now a feal of the [ame covenant, infii-
tuted in the room of circumcifion, and therefore ought to be
adminifiered to the fame [ubjells, viz. 1o the infant children of -
covenanted parents. _

1. The covenant made with Abrabam was a covenant of
grace, and the [ame for [ubfance that is now in force under
the gofpel—This 1 look upon ta be the grand turning point,
on which the iffue of the controverly very much depends ; for
if Abraham’s covenant, which included his infant children, and
gave them a right to circumcifion, was not the covenant of
grace, then I freely confefs that the main ground on which we
affert the right of infants to baptifm is taken away ; and confe-
quently the principal arguments, in fupport of the do&rine 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
feed of Abraham now are ; then, I think, the covenant relation
of believer’s children, and confequently their right to the feal
of the covenant, under the gofpel, as well as under the law, is
indifputable, B And
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And that Abraham’s covenant wis the fame covenant of
grace, that now fubfifts under the gofpel, I fhall prove from
the following arguments,~--

1. The nature of the covenant s¢felf, and the tenor of the
promife it contains, are the fame with the covenant of grace,
feec GeN. xvii, 7. And I will efablifb my ccvenant between me
and thee, and tby feed after thee, in their cenerations, for an
everlafing covenant; To BE A GOD TO THEE AND THY
. SEED AFTER THEE. Now this is the conftant flile of the co-
venant of Grace. 1 wiLL Be A Gop To THEE, &c. God
never was, or ever will be a God to any man, fince the fall,
in the fenfe of that phrafe, but thro’ Chrift, and by a cove-
nant of grace. Hence the Apoftle mentions this, as the ex-
prefs tenor of the covenant of grace, and the grand fum of all
* the-promifes it contains, fee Hes. viii, 10. 1 will be to them
a God, and they fball be to me a people. A greater good than
this cannot be promifed ; for it is the fum of eternal life.
Hence it is faid, Rev. xxi, 7. He, that overcemeth, fball in-
berit all things, and 1 wiLL Be His Gop. As thercfore
Abraham’s covenant promifed the greateft blefling that can be
promifed, even the very fame, in exprefs words, as is pro-
mifed in the covenant of grace, fute it muft be the fame cove-
nant, or elfe there muft be two covenants, promifing the fame
thing, and in the fame woras, which is abfurd.

2. The apoftle teftifies, that believers under the gofpel are
the fpiritual feed of Abraham, and confe?ucntly heirs of the
promife of Abraham’s covenant, and if fo, then furely his
covenant muft have been the covenant of grace, fince it was
the fame which believers are under #o0w, and will be to the
end of the world, fee GavL. iii. 29. And if ye be Chrift’s,
then are ye Abrabam’s feed, and beirs according to the promife.
What promife ? why the proinife of Abraham’s covenant ;
that be would be a God to bim, and bis feed after bim. ’Tis
plain then that the covenant that promifeth this, and of which
all believers, under the gofpel, are heirs, muft be the covenant

of grace,
¢ 3 The
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g. The ApoRie tels us, that the covenant made with Abra-
ham, was confirmed of God in Chrif, GaL. ii, 17. but no co-
venant made with man, was ever ¢confirmed of God in Chrift,
bue the covenant of grace ; for there was no Mediator in any
other covenant ; therefore Abrabam’s covenant was a cove-
nant of grace, | .

4. We are abundantly affured, that Abraham was juftified
by feith, as all believers are under the gofpel, Rom. iv, 3,
and 23.—But no covenant in the univerfe ever did, or can
admit of juftificaiion by faith, except the covenant of grace;---
tg:rcforc as all believers have }:omﬂmmion wiat‘l:d Abralyar‘rtl‘,ﬁ exg
this grand covenant privilege of jutificatian, are jufti
on the fame terms w!;tr;: bim ; it certainly muft follow, that if
believers are #ow wnder the covenant of grace, fo was Abra-
ham alfo.—Let me add to this, that the fcripture affures us, in
plain terms, that the go/pel snas preached unto Abrabem, in
that article of his covenant, is thee fhall all nations be blefed.
Therefore if the gofpel contains the covenant of grace, 1 hope
the point will admit of no further difpute, ————From
the whole 1 think I may now fairly dsaw this conclufion;
that the covenant made with Abraham, includiog his infant
children, was the fame for fubftance, with that which is
now in force with belicvers under the gofpel, and differed
only in the cxternal mode of adminiftration: For (1)
the matter of the covenaat is the fame—1I will be your God,
and the God of your fted, awd ye foall be my people: (2) The
term, or condition, of the covenant is the fome ; for in both,
juftification is by faith, without works: (3) The mediator
of the covenant is the fame,— Fefus Chrift the [ame, yefierday,
0 day, and forever : (4) The facraments under.each admi-
niftration, (tho’ confifting of different rites) had the /ame fpi-
ritus] ufe, and meaning : Hence the Apoftle afferts, that the
<hurch of Ifracl, under Abraham’s covenant, by incidents
and a&ions which had a typical reference to the facraments, did
¢at the sSAME [piritual meat, and drink she saMr fpiritual drin&l;

wit
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with believers, under the gofpel, for tkey drank of the rock,
that followed them, and i1hat rock was Chrift,

‘Thus 1 think it appears, beyond c ntradiftion, that the
covenant, made with Abraham, and lis fced, was the cove-
nant of grace ; and the fame of which the fpiritual feed of
Abraham are heirs, under the gofpel.—And it is no objétion
to the above-mentioned conclufion, that the promife of the
lard of Canaan was included in that covenant ; for temporal
bleflings, are included in the covenant of grace. Godlinefs is
preitadle unto all things, baving the rRoMiSE of the life, that
notw 15, as well as of that, which is to come.

i, Circumcifion was a feal of this covenant of grace, and
was, by God’'s appointment, adminifiered to infant children.
That it was the token, or feal, of Abraham’s covenant, you
fee in the very inflitution ; GeN. xvii, 11.  2¢ fball be cir-
cumcifed, and it fhall be a tcken of the covenant beiween me
and yox. And again, tkis is my covenant, which ye /ball keep
between me and you, every man child ameng you fhall be ¢ircum-
cifed.—-And the Apoftle tells us exprefsly 3 Rom. ni, 11,
‘That Abrabam received the fign of circumcifion, a [feal of the
righteoufme(s of faith : And that the promife of his covenant
was not fo Abrabam, and bis feed, through the Law, but
throuzh the righteoufnefs of faith (i. c.) the covenant of grace;
for what has faith to do with a legal covenant of works ? And
that this feal of the covenant was, by God’s appointment,
adminiftred to the infant children of Abraham’s pofterity, in
all their fucceeding generations, will not be denied by any,
who have read the hiftory of the Old Teftament. |

Now from thefe two propofitions, that the covenant with
Abraham was the covenant of grace, and that circumcifion
was the feal of that covenant, and adminiftred to infant chil-
dren, by God’s appointment ; it follows, as plain as any con-
fequence can follow, that the children of confaederate parents,
werc once included, together with their parents, in the cove-

nant of grace,
That
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That this was the cafe of Abraham’s children has been un-
deniably prov’d, and that this was the cafe of the Ifraclites,
under the Mofaick difpenfation, is evident from the exprefs
word, DeuTkrroNOMY, XXix, 10th, and onward ; where we
have a rencwal of the fame covenant.

Ze fand this day, all of you, before the Lord your God § your
capiains of your iribes, your elders, ard your officers, with ail
the men of Ifrael 5 your little ones, your wives, and the firanger
that is in iby camp ; from the bewer of tby weod, unto the
drawer of thy water , that thou fhouldft enter inte covenant
with the Lord, thy God, and into bis oath, which the Lord
thy God maketh with thee this day : that be may eflablifh thee
to day for a people unto bim/:lf, and that he may be to thee a
God, 8&c. Obferve how their LiTTLE OnES are partakers in
this folemn tranfaétion. He then who denics, that children
were taken into this covenant, may as well deny this to be the
word of God. Nay, it is evident from the conftant practice of
circumcifing infants, that they were a/ways confidered, as in-
cluded with the confcederate pzrents ; and on this footing, #bat
feal of the covenant was adminiftered. Since then the chil-
dren of confeederate parents were, by God himfelf, admitted
into cevenant, they muft ftill be acknowledg’d by God as
parties in the new covenant, or ratber new adminiftration of
the covenant ; and ought to be /o acknowledg’d by us ; unlefs
there is good ground for their exclufion : For a privilege,
once granted to the church; muft continue through all ages,
unlefs the donor is pleafed to revoke it ; and that the cavenant
intereft of children is a privilege, the Apoftle plainly proves, in
his anfwer"to the queftion, what advantage bath the Few, and
what profit is there in circumcifion 2 Much every way.—David
acknowledg’d it a privilege, and pleaded it before God.— 17 am
thy [ervant, and the fon of thy band maid, Pfa. cxvi, 16. Now
if this be a privilege, and God has once granted it to his
church; when has he ever revoked it ? It is certain he did re-
ceive children into his church, with their parents, and granted
them the feal ; this is undeniable faét,—Now, has he given the

leaft
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leaft intimation, that it was his defign ever to exclude them ?
There is not a fingle text in the Bible, that teaches either ¢x-
prefsly or by comfequence, that they ought to be cut off from
that antient privilege. Neither has Jefus Chrift, by any dec-
trine, or infticution, debar’d them from their covenant intereft,
but rather confirmed it, as I fhall thew in the fequel.

There is nothing in the nature, or conftitution, of the gof-
pel covenant, that excludes them ; nor can any reafon be fug-
gefted for it, from their incapacity : for they are as capable
now of bleflings, and of the feal of the covenant, as they were
under the law.  Therefore, fince it is undeniahle, that God has
of old received infants into covenant, and has never fince,
either directly, or confequentially, debar’d, or cut them «ff
from this privilege ; and fince no reafon can be afligned, why
they ought to be excluded ; I muft, I am conftrained, to be-
lieve, that it is ftill his will, that they (hould be reckon’d s
parties in his covenant, and intitled to the¢ external feal.

iii. I now proceed to the third thirg rhat was propofed un-
der the firft general head, (viz.) bat baptifm is a feal of the
fame covenant, madc with Abrabam, inflituted in the room of
eircumcifion, and therefore ought to be adminifiered to the chil-
drem of profefs’d believers,

1. If the covenant, made with Abraham, was a covenant of
grace, and an everlafting covenant, as has been proved, then
baptifm muft be a feal of the fame covenant, &mult have been
mftituted in the room of circumcifion, juft as the Lord"s fupper
1s inftituted in the room of the ancient paffover ; and this the
Apoftle plainly aflerts to be the cafe, Col. ii, 1. In whom alfo ye
are circamcifed with the circumcifion, made wilbout bands, i put-
ting off the body of the fins of 1be flefb, by the circumcifion of Chrif,
buried with bim in baptifm. Here it is neceffary to obferve, that
the Coloffians were perplexed with Judaizing teachers, urgmg
the neceflity of circunicifion. The A poftle tells them they nced 1t
not ; but are complete in Chrift without that Jewifh rite, fince
they had been baptifed in the name of the Lord Jefus; which
he calls the circumcifion of Chrift, or, as it might be rmdewg,

the
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the Chrittian circumcifion, which exaély snfwers the (irjtual
ufe and defign of that Jewifk inftituzion. What *hen can be
meant by the circumcifion of Chrift, but baptifm? It can’t
be the circumcifion that Chrilt received when an infant 3 for
that was the Jewifh rite the Apoflle was arguing againft, It
can’t be the fpiritual circumcifion of the heart ; for tlus is
mentioned in the foregoing claufe, and called a circumcificn
without hands. ~ And to underftand this circumcifion of Chitt
to be the fame, would make an unreafonable tautology 5 as if
he had faid, ye are circumcifed with the fpiritual circunicifion,
by the fpiritual circumcifion ; which would have been nonfenfe,
But the Apoftle has put it out of all doubt; for he explains the
ciccumcifion of Chrift, to mean, their being buried with him in
baptifm. The plain fenfe then is, Ye have the myflical in-
tention of that Jewifh rite in the circumcifion of Chrift, which
is a being baptized in the name of the Lord. But,

2dly. Baptifm figmfies 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 fignily our natural corruption,
and our need of regeneration, and fan&ification by the fpirit ?
fo does baptifm., Was circumcifion the facrament of admiffion
into that church of Ifrael? o is baptiim into the Chriftian
church, Was circumcifion a badge ot relation to the God of
Ifracl ? fo is baptifm of relation to Chrift. And was circum-
cifion a fign and feal of the covenant of grace, and of the
righteouinefs of faith? fo is baptifm. The analogy in thefe,
and in many other particulars, that might be mention’d, plain-
ly thews, that baptifm was inftituted in the room of circum-
tifion.

Again 3dly. If baptifm does not come in the room of cir-
tumcifion, then we have no ordinance anfwering to that Jew-
ith rite, and confequently the Chriftian church, by the coming
of Chrift, has been deprived of a facrameot, which was rec-
kon’d of fingular advantage in the Jewith difpenfation ; for

the
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the profit of circumcifion, the Apottle aflorts, was much every
way. And if fo, the Chriftian church has lot much every
way, by having nothing appointed in its ftead. We find that
other inftitutions, under the old teftament are fuppiied by fome-
thing anfwerable in the new, Inftead of the paffover, we have
the Lord’s fupper. Inftead of the Jewith priefts, gofpel mi-
nifters. Inftead of the meeting of the tribes at the temple, our
Chriftian affemblies. Inftead of the feventh day fabbath, we
have the firl day of the week. And doss nothing fucceed cir-
cumcifion? Is a divine ordinance totally loft ¢ Surely fuch a
fuppofition is abfurd.— And if any thing does fucceed circum-
cifion, balptifm certainly ftands the faireft for its fucceflfor, as
it has the fame ufe and meaning, and is a fign of the fame co-
venant,

Now if baptifm fucceeds circumcifion, as a feal of the fame
covenant, is it not an undeniable inference, that it ought to be
adminiftered to the fame fubjets, as circumcifion was, that is
to the infants of confcederate parents.

Could that circumcifion of Chrift, which the Apoftle calls
baptifm, fatisfy his Jewifh hearers, if it was not to extend to
their children, as well as the circumcifion of Abraham? They
were enrag’d at Paul, we are told, when they heard, that he
taught the Jews, who were among the Gentiles, that they
ought not to circumcife their children, Acts xxi, 21.  There-
fore, his telling themy that baptifm was the circumcifion of
Chrift, and took place inftead of the antient rite, would have
been no fatisfattion to them, had it been only for adults, and
not for their infant children. The Apottle therefore muft have
intended it for both, or elfe he had given no fatisfaltory anfwer
to the plea of the Jews for retaining circumcifion.

Thus I have fhewn, that the covenant with Abraham, was
a covenant of Grace—that circumcifion was a feal of that co-
venant, and by God’s appointment adminiftred to his infant
children,—that baptifm is a feal of the fame covenant, and

therefore ought to be adminiftered to the Jfame fubjects, i. e.
the
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the infant children of confaederate, and belicving parents 3 be.
caufetheir ancieat right to this fea| has never teen difannull’d.

1. I now proceed to thew, the evidences we have, both
from icripture, and hiftory, that the baptifm of infants, wus
the common praétice, both of the Apoftles, and the primitive
churches. Now the evidence we have, that this was the prac-
tice of the Apoitles, is of two kinds.

1#. Their acknowledging the covenant relation of children,
under the gofpel, as well as under the law.  And

2. The ftrong probability we have, that there v cc infant
children among thofe, whom they baptized.

1§f. Then it is indifputably evident, that the Apcftles did
allow the covenant intereft of children, under the gofpel, as
well as under the law. I have already fhewn, that the text it-
{elf plainly afferts, that the promife of Abraham’s covenant
was to believers, and their infant children 5 and to this, I would
add that paflage Rom. xi. 16. For if the root be boly, fo ure
the branches, ayd if fume of the branches be broken off, and thou
being a wild olive tree, wert grafied in among B them, and witl)
them partakeft of the root and fainefs of the elive tree, &c.
Now by the root bere, the Apoftle intends Abrabam, and by
the branches his pofterity, who partook in the fame privileges
with him, by virtue of their intereft in the fame covenapt, ull
they were broken off. Herze then is plainly afferted the feederal
holinefs, or covenant interc(t of the children of confeederare
parents. If the root be holy, fo are the branches. God has
faid it, and who dare unfay it? And as this is not fpoken of
real holinefs or truly gracious habits, (for no parent can convey
real holinefs to his children) it muft then mean a feederal, o:
covenant holinefs, fuch as denominated the Jews in genera), a
holy nation ; not that they were all truly gracious, but viGbly
dedicated to God, and members of his v'igbic church; and in
confequence of this, had his ordinances adminittred to them.
This is the holinefs we plead, for the children of believers, or
confcederate parents. Now it is here afferted, that the believ-
ing: Gentiles, arc fo ingrafted into this ftock, and fo united to

C Abraham
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Abraham, by covenant relation, asto partake of the fime pri-
-~ vileges that Abraham’s children once did, and from which they
were now broken off. For obferve, the grafted in, anlwcrs ex-
actly to the broken off. ‘T'he broken off, of the Jews, was from
the vifible church, fo is the grafted in, of the Gentiles.

The broken off, reach’d parents and children, and fo muft the
grafted in.  And if the believing Gentiles partook of the fat-
nefs of the fame olive, i. e. of the fame privileges of which the
Jews did, then their children certainly muft be included in the
covenant, and entitled to the external feal ; for that the Jewith
children were is plain faét 5 and if Gentile chlldren are excluded,
and not taken into covenant, by baptifm, as the others werce by
circumcifion, then they do not partake of the fame privileges
with the Jews, who are broken off, and confcquently the
Apoftl:’s affertion miuft be falle, and his argument inconclu-
five.

Another text which proves the covenant intereft of the in-
fants of believing parents, in the judgment of the Apoftle, is
1 Cor. vil, 14.  Fer the unbelieving bufband is fanilified by
the wife, and the unbelieving wife is fanitified by the bufband,
elfe were your cbhildren unclean, but now are they boly. The
queftion propofed was this ; wbether it was lawful for a be-
lieving bufband or wife, to live with their unbelieving compa-
nicn ? This the Apoftle anfwers in the affirmative, for which
he gives this reafon, the unbeliever is fanctified by the believer,
whofe duty it is to confecrate his all to God, as he actually
does, elfe were your children unclean, but now are they holy.
This is a plain intimation, that it would rot be confiftent with
the Chriftian charater, to continue i1 a marriage-relation
with an infidel, if their children would, in fuch cafe, be un-
clean. Here unclean, and boly, are fet in direct oppofition.
Now to be unclean in the ftile of feripture, as oppofed to holy,
is to be out of the vifible church, or without any vifible interefl
in, or covenant-relation to God, fee Aéts x, 14. where Peter
ufes the word unclean with reference to Cornclius, becaufe he

was not vifibly in covenant, being a Gentile. And on ]tnc
other
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other hand, tobe holy, muft fignify to have a vifible intereft
in the covenant, or vifibly to belong to God.  So that the co-
venant relation of the children, of believing parents is here plain-
ly afferted : What elle can be meant by their being holy ? It
cannot mean legitimacy, as fome pretend ; for the legitimacy
of children has no dependance on the relative character, or
profeflion of their parents, but only on a lawful marriage ;
whichis no peculiar privilege of the church, but of mankind in
general, It cannot mean a real internal holinefs ; for this is
not at all derived from the moft eminent believing parents,
But it is plain, the Apeftle here means fome kind of holinefs,
that depends on one of the parent’s being a believer, and with+
out which they would be unclean. If this then is not a fcede-
ral holinefls, or a vifible covenant relation, let any man, if he
can, tell what itis. If it is a foederal holinefs, or covenant re-
lation, then here is a plain proof, that the Apoftle look’d upon
the children of confcederate parents, as having the fame intereft
in the covenant, under the gofpel, as they had under the law
and if they had the fame intereft in the covenant, they had the
fame right to the external feal : For a right to baptifm is ac-
knowledged, by all, to be founded onavifibleintereft in the co-
venant of grace. This 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 Apoftle look’d on the children of believing parents, as
having an intereft in the covenant of grace, as has been proved,
and if they cfteemed a vifible covenant interelt to be the
grounc: of admiffion to baptifm, which none will deny, then
we have undeniable evidence, that they did in fact baptize the
children of all profeffing believers ; & that they underftood their
commiffion, as authorizing them fo to do, when they were
bid to go, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of
the Fatber, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft. The word teacl
15, in the original, to make difciples, or learp ; and children are
‘capable in this fenfe of being made difciples ; nay, the chil-
dren of believing parents, under the gofpel, are called difciples

cxprefsly,
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cxprefsly, A&ts xv, 10. Now therefore, why tempt ye God, to
put a yoke upon ibe neck of the difciples, (¢,

The yoke herr mentioned was circumcifion, which was ap-
pointed to be adminiftered to infant children, as you feein the con-
text ; therefore children are called difciples, and as they are capa-
bie of being admitted, as learners, in the fchool of Chrift, and
have that intereft in the covenant, on which that right of bap-
tilm is founded ; they muft be included in the words a// nations,
mentioned in the commiflion. And, befides this clear cvidence,
that they underftood their commiffion to include believers’ in-
fants, we have alfo, from fcripture accounts, the higheft proba-
biiity that their general pra@ice was accordingly = for we rcad
that they baptized whole houtholds. For inftance, Lydia, and
her houthold-~the jailor, and all that were 4is, and the houl-
hold of Stephanus. And is it probable that there were no in-
fant children in any of thefe families? We read, when God
imote the firft-born of Egypt, there was not an houfe, in which
there was not one dead ; confequently not an houfe in Egypt,
in which there was not a child.—And is it probable, or cre-
dible, to an unprejudiced mind, that in all the houtholds bap-
tized, there was not owe child ? Suppofeit had been faid of one
profelyted to the Jewith religion, that he, and hishoufhold, or
that he, and all his, were circumcifed ; would any doubt whe-
ther his infant children were circumcifed ? 1 believe not : for
this was a keown pradtice, ever {ince Abraham’s covenant, to
receive the children with the parents into a covenant relation.
And [ have fhewn ¢hdt the fame reafons hold for their admiffion
under the gofpel. It would feem then, as it had always been
the praltice of the church, to adminifter the feal of the cove-
nant to the infants of confeederate parents) that there would
have been fome difapprobation of it, or fome exprefs declara-
tion againtt it, if it is not to be contimued. So great a change
as that of cafting infants out of the vifible church, whe had
been admitted for fo many hundred years, by a divine appoint-
ment, can hardly be fuppofed, without an exprefs declarauion

forbidding them. |
Would
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Would the Apoftles have refufed them that Chriftian mem
berthip, and the feal ot the covenant, which they had fo Jong
enjoy’d, without any exprefs command tor that purpole ? And
if they had reccived fuch a command, and n coniequence,
made fo great a change, in the conftitution of the church,
(hould we have had no account of it? would it not have made
a noife and ftir, among the believing Jews, or at leaft, have
been a matter of record? Since theretore infants were admitted
to the feal of the covenant of grace till the Apoftles’ day ; anc
fince we have no account that they ever rejected them, or cur
them off, from that privilege : and e/pecially fince they bap-
tized whole houtholds, upon the converfion of the parents, or
heads of the family: We have, ! think, fufficient evidence,
that it was their common pradlice to baptize them.

I now pafs on to conlider the evidence which we have, that
the baptifin of children was the conftant practice of the primu-
tive church from the Apoftles’ time ; waich will ftill confirn
the evidence that it was ¢hesr praltice aifo. For it can’t be
fuppofed but that thofe, who liv’d fo near the Apotftles, as the
firft, fecond, and third centuries, muft have known what was
the practice of the Apoftles themfelves, and that they prac-
tifed accordingly. For itis allow’d by all, that the church
was then in its purity, and not corrupted with innovations, and
fuperflitions : And the writers of thofe times are not only wit-
nefles, that infant baptifm was the praétice in their day, but ex-
prefsly declare, fome of them, that it was the practice of the
Apoltles themfelves, and of the church from their Time.

The 1ft evidence I would produce is fremeus, who, by the
beft accounts, was born befare the death of the Apoftle Joln,
and was well acquainted with Pojicarp, who was John’s difci-
ples and therefore could not be miftaken about the pragtice of
the church down to his time. ’Tis true, he mentions infant
baptifm only tranfiently ; for it had not then been a matter of

:dti)ifutc, and cherefore there was no occafion given for a, guing
about it.

It
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It muft alfo be obferved, that he, and many of the fathers,
when they fpoke of baptifm, ufed the thing fignified for the
hgn; and as in the old teftament, circumcifion is called the
covenant, inftead of the fign, and feal of the covenant; fo by
Irenzus, and others, baptifm is called regeneration, becaufe it
iIs the outward fign of regeneration, and the renewing of the
Holy Ghoft.  With how much propriety he calls it fo is no-
thing to me, if it appears that he does call it fo, and under
that character fpeaks of it, as commanded to children and little
oncs, his teltimony is diretly to the purpofe. And that he
does ufe the word regeneration for baptifny, is plain from his
own words : *“ I#ben Chrift, [ays be, gave bis difciples the com-
““mand of remenerating unto God: He faid, go and teach all
*“ nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
““ Son, and of the Holy Ghot.”’ Here it is plain, that by the
command of regenerating, he means the command of bapti-
2ing; not that he {uppofes baptifm was regeneration ; but he
puts the thing fignified for the fign, juft as God himfelf does,
when he calls circumncifion his covenant, which was a fign or
token of his covenant. | :

Allowing then, that he ufes regeneration for baptifm, as the
above quotation plainly proves, his teftimony is plain for the
baptifm of infants ; for he adds, ‘¢ Chrif came to fave thofe,
““ who by bim are regenerated unto God, (i. e. baptized) both
*“ infants and little ones, and young men, and e'derly perfons.”
Here he fpeaks of infants and litde ones, being regenerated
unto God. And that he uf=s the word regeneration for baptiim,
putting the thing fignified for the fign, is further evident from
the concurring practice of his contemporary writers ; particu-
latly Fuftin Martyr, who has thefe words : ¢ They are rege-
““ merated in the fame way in which we bave been regenerated,
““ for they are wafbed with water in the name of the Fatber,
““ the Son, and the Holy Ghof.” .

If it be faid there was an impropriety in calling regeneration
baptifm, it is nothing to the prefent argument, forthat they
did call it fo is undeniably fa& from thefe quotations 5 and xtnzs

equally
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fad that they fpoke of it as commanded to infants, and little
oncs, as well as young men, and elderly perfons.

In the beginning ot the third century Origen exprelsly df'
clares infant baptilin to have been the conftant ule ot tue
church. The occafion of his mentioning it was this, e was
attempting in his eighth Homily to prove the dodtrine of origh
na! fin, and that infants were guilty, as foon as born, and
makes ufe of their baptifm as an argument, ‘¢ The baptijm of
¢ children, fays be, is given for the forgivenefs of fins, but why,
““ continues be, are infants by the ufage of the church baptiz'd,
““ if they bave nothing that wanis forgivenc[s ¢ snd again, be
““ adds : It is becaufe by the facrament of baptifis tie peliution
““ of our birth is taken away, that infants are bapti’d,”’ with
much more to the fame purpofe.

Here is as plain a teftimony as can be given, that infant
baptifm was the ftanding ufage of the church ; and that it was
then a point out of all difpute; or clfe he never would have
thought it an argument to prove original fin.  WNay, he¢ not
only afferts it to be the ufage of the church in his time, but de-
clares, that they received it trom the Apoftles ; for in his com-
ment on the epiftle to the Romans, he has thefe words ¢ The
““ church bad alfo from the Apoftles, an crder to give baptiim 1o
““‘infants y for they, to whom the divine myferics were commit -
““ ted, knew, - that there was in all perfons, a natural pollution,
““ whick ought to be wafbed away by water, ard the Spirit.”

Now Origen was born about the year of our Lord 183,
within 100 Years of the Apoftles themfelves, Both his father
and grandfather were Chriftians. He was one of the moft
learned men of that age, and preach’d the golpel in Rome, in
Greece, in Paleftine, and Syria, and therefore could not but be
acquainted with the ufage of all the churcies. And the man-
ner in which he {peaks of it makes his evidence the f#rongeft, as
he ules it for an argument to prove another doétrine (viz.) oii-
ginal fin, which he could not have done with any propriety, if
it had not been an univerfally acknowledg’d truth in his Day.

Teriul-
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Tertullian allo, who was contemporary with Origen, gives
us a plain Proof, that infant baptitny was the conftant pralice
ot the church in his day.

It istrue, he peaks againtt it, and advifes that it fhould be
delayed till grown to years, nay, till after marriage. T'he rea-
fon was, he had entertain’d a no.ion, that fins, committed at-
ter baptifm, were next to, if not utterly unpardonable; and
therefore advifed that the baptifin of children fhould be delayed,
unlefs in cafe of neceffity, even il after marriage, imagining
they would then be lefs liable to temptation, &c. Many other
odd and fingular opinions are found in his writings, and there-
fore it may be remembered, that 1 neither quote bim, or any
¢ciber of the fathers, with a view to be determined, by their
opinions, whether infants ocught to be baptized, or not, but
only to prove, what was matter of faét, that the baptifm of
children was the praétice of the church, whether right or
wrong 5 and Tersullian {peaking againft it, (for the reafons
above mentioned) is as plain a proof of the faft as any of the
ret. 'or il it was not the cuftom to baptize children, why
fhould he fpeak againft 1c? Surely he would not fighe with his
own fhadow, or oppofe a praltice, or cuttom, that had no
exiftence. And befides, he allows it in cafes of neceflity, (i. e.)
when in danger of death : {o that he was only agaiait it for the
abfurd reafon he mentions, leit they fhouid fall into more ag-
cravated {in. And therefore he would not have it adminiftred
i common cafes, till after marriage.

The next evidence, I would produce, is the blefled siarsyr
Cyprian, who was made overfeer of the churches at Carthage,
about 249 years alter the birth of Chrift, A queftion was
ftarted in his time, whether infants might be baptized, before
they werc eight days old ? becaufe that was the day in which
circumcifion was to be adminiftred.  On this he calls a coun-
cil of minifters, no lefs than 66 in nwmber, who all unani-
moufly agreed, that baptifm ought not to be deky’d till the
cighth day, at leait, that there was no ncceffity of fuch a de-
Jay. A large letter was wrote to this purpofe, to fatisfy agl,

who
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who were in doubt about this 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 queftion
was, whether like circumcifion, it muft be limited, to the
cighth day from the birth ?

And this they determined in the negative, and fay, it may
with cqual propriety be adminiflered fooner.

8t. Ambrofe, who wrote about 274 years from the Apottles,
declares exprefsly, that the baptifm of infants had been the prac-
tice of the Apoftles themfelves, and of the church till that
time. And this he mentions, only tranliently, when fpeaking,
on another fubjeét, which plainly proves it was not a fubject
of debate. It would weary your patienice to cite all the au-
thors that might be produced to this purpole. I fhall there-
fore conclude with the teftimony of §t. Aufin, who wrote his
piece againft the Donatifts, about 300 years after the Apoftles,
tn which, he has thefe very words, * If any ak jor diviue
““ austhority in the matter of infanis being baptiz’d, tho’ thaos
““ wbich the woole church prailijes, and which bas not been in-
““ fisuted by council, but «was ever in wufe, is very reafoisably
““ believ’d to be mo other than a thing delivered by the auibority
““ of the Apofiies, yet fays he, we may takea true eflimate how
““ much baptifm avails infanis, by the circumcifion which God’s
‘“ former people received.”’

The fame thing he urges in his controverly with Pelagius,
which was about the year 410. Now Pelagius had taught,
that infants were born free from any finful defilements, S,
Auftin writes againft him, and infifts on the baptifm of infants,
which was the known and ftanding practice of the church, as
an argument of their natural defilement.  In this plea, he has
thefe words, ** That infants are by all Chrifiians acknowledged
““ 1o fland in need of baptifm, which muft be in them for original
““ fin, fince they have no other. Again fays he, 5f they have no
Jin, why are they accepted to. the ufage of the church baptifm ?
Why are they wah’d with the laver of regeneration, if they
kave no defilement ? D Pelagius
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Pelagins was extremely puzzled with this argument, as he
could not pretend to deny infunt baptinn. Nay, when fome
charg’d him with denying it 7as the neceffary  confequence of
his-doélrine) he tries to refute the charge, and has thefe re.
nrarkable words,

“ Men flander me, {ays he, as (f T denied baptifmtoinfants.”’
This he calls a flander, and fays that he never heard of any,
no not the worft of Hereticles, -that -would fay {uch a thing of
rfants,

This-confeMon is the A-ongelt demonftration, that infant
haptifn was univerfally practifed, tinre ont of mind 5 or clfe
he, whofe interclt it was-to deny it, to anfwer the arguments
of his adverfary, would certainly ‘have dore it Rut fo far is
he trom thar, tho’ his caule required i, that he oxprefsly de-
clares, he does not deny it, nor ever heard of any that did.
wow Pelusius was a great {cholar, and a great traveller.  He
had been to Rome, Africa, Egypt and Ferufalem, where he
fpent much time 3 and therefore mult be acquainted avith the
rites of the fathers, and cuftoms of churches in all thoft pares 5
and yet he declares, that he had never heard of any, that had
denied baptifm to infants, It isas plain then as hiftory can
make it, that there had been then no difpute about the point,
and that there was not, neither had been any fet of people, pro-
te(fling Chriftianity, that denied it, from the Apoftles’ time to
that day. Nor is there the leaft evidence, that it was ever
oppofed by any man, or focicty of men, for (ix .or feven
hundred years from that time. And now, what is the confe-
quence ? You fee, that the baptizing infants was the practice
of churches, derived from the Apoftles’ time, and fo on for
cleven or twelve hundred years, which is as plain a faét as hif-
cory, and the writings of thofe times can maké it.. The con-
fequence is, that if infant baptifm is a nullity, and not agree-
able to the inftitution of Chnift, then the church muft have loft
an ordinance of Chrift during all this period. Nay, they muft
have loft it in the very firft ages, and pureft times, and there
muft have been rio regular baptifm, confequently no Chriftian

minifters,
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minifters, or any ordinances, for cleven hundred years or more.
And can any man, of an impartial mind, believe this? Whut
then would become of our Saviour’s promife, to be prefent
the Adminiftration of baptilm? Lo! I am with you always,
even to the end of the world. For that they baptized infants
you fee 1s faét 3 and if this was not agreeable to his inftitution,
he could not be with them in the adminiftration of thar ordi-
nance, and therefore his prefence muft tail, and hisechurch,
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 himlelf, or
imagine, that Chnift had no church in the world during all that
period ? Befides, if infant baptifim had, in any of thofe pe-
riods, been introduced by men, and had not been the cuftom
of the church from the Apoftles; how ftrange mult it ap-
pear that there fhould be no account, no not the leaft hint, in
all antiquity, when it was introduced, or by whom? [lad it
been a human invention, would it have been fo univerfal in
the firft 300 years, and yet no record lefr, when it was intro-
duced, nor of any difpute, or controverfy about it? This is
icredible.

We have particular accounts in hiftory, when the bap:ifm
of infants began to be denied and difputed, and by whom ; but
no account of any Time, or means of its introdution ; which
is a plain procf that it muft have been handed down from the
Apoftles, and have been a ftanding privilege in the church
from their time. Again, if infant baptifm is a nullity, it is
plain, from the hiftorical faéts above mentioned, there can now
be no regular baptifm in the world, nor ever will be to the
end ot time: Since a fucceflion of adult baptifms cannot fo
much as be pretended to.

Thofe then, who firft began to baptize adults, were them-
felves baptized in their infancy, and therefore, being unbap-
tized themfelves, according to the anabaptit’s fcheme, could
never have authority to baptize others. So that all th= pre-
fent adult baptifms, if traced back, muft come originally from

thofe,,
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‘thofe, who were baptiz'd in infancy ; and confequently, on
their principles, can have no valdity in them, We muft
therefore give into one of thefe three things, either 1#. That
a fuccefTion of adult baptifts can be traced from the Apoftles ;
or 2dly. That infant baptifm is valid, and agreeable te the in-
ftitution of Chrift ; or elfe 3dly. That there neither is, nor can
be, any regular baptifm in the church, to the end of the world,

The 1/ can never be done, ac all muft allow. The laft is
too fhocking and imgpious to be admitted. And therefore the
2d muft be acknowledg’d, viz. that infant baptifm is vald,
and agreeable to the inftitution of Jefus Chrift ; for a fourth
conclufion cannot be thought on.

III. But T haften in the laft place, to anfwer fome of
the moft material objetions, that are made again{t the doc-
trine ; and by which, thofe of contrary fentiments puzzle, and
confound the minds of men; and endeavour to render the
fubje® obfcure. The moft common obje@ions are fuch as
thefe. 31#. We have no exprefs command in fcripture for
baptizing infants, and therefore, it is infinuated, we act with-
out any warrant from the divine word. To this I anfwer, If
there are virtual and implicit commands for it, and if it is
commanded by clear fcripture confequence, it is of equal force,
as if it had been faid in exprefs terms, daptize your infant
children. |

A command may be as clearly infer’d, by way of confe-
quence, from certain premifes, as if it was in exprefs words.
See an inftance of this in Paul and Barnabas, Aéts xili, 46.
Lo! [ay they, we turn to the Gentiles, for fo bath tbe Lord
commanded us, [aying, I bave fet thee to be a light of the Gen-
tiles.---Now the command they fpeak of, is not at all exprefs,
but swplicit ; for what they call a command, is a promife, madc
to Chrit. I have Jet thee to be a light of the Gentiles. This
they conftrue to be an implicit command, dire&ing them in
the way of duty. —Lo ! we turn to the Gentiles, for fo bath
the Lord commanded ws. Where had the Lord commanded

them ? Why. virtually and implicit’ in this promife, made to
his
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his fon, I bave fet thee to be alight of the Gentiles, 8c.  This
then being granted, that a virtual, and implicic command, 1=
of equal force, as if it had been exprefs’d ; it is eafy to deny
the obje&tion, and fay, we have many commands ro baptize
our infant children. And 1#. God’s command to Abraham
to circumcife his infant children is a virtual, and implicit com-
mand to believers to baptize their’s 5 for believers are Abra-
ham’s fpiritual feed, and heirs according to the promife. Here
you fee an exprefs command was once given to iniuate chil-
dren into the church, by a facramental rite that is commanded,
and has never been repealed, and therefore ftill remains in
force, as I have proved before. Again, Chrift’s commanding
to {uffer lictle children 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, of fuch is the kingdom of beaven.
Which, to make the leaft that can be made of ic, is, that they
have a vifible intereft in the covenant, and a right to member-
fhip in his vifible kingdom. And we know, yea, it is acknow-
ledg’d by all, that a vifible intereft in the covenant is the fcrip-
ture ground on which baptifm ought to be adminiftred.

Again, the command that our Saviour gave, Go and dif-
ciple all nations, and baptize them, is an implicit, if not an ex-
prefs command, to baptize the children of Chriftian nations
for mations muft include children, as you fee in the promife,
made to Abraham, in thy feed, i. e. in thy children, fhall all
nations be blefled. Now if children are not here included in
the words a/l nations, then it will follow, that all, that die in
infancy, muft perifh without exception, having no intereft in
the bleflings of Chrift. And if the words all naticns include
them here, foit muft in the commiffion above-mentioned, and
confequently they are virtuzlly, and implicitly commanded to
be baptized. Again, the exhortation to the Jews in the text
to be baptiz’d, is an implicit, if rot an exprefs command to
baptize their children ; tor the exhortation is grounded on the
promife, and the promiic 1s to them and their chiidren,

Thus
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Thus you fee the fcripture abounus with implicit, and vie-
tual commands, to baptize our children, and fuch commands
are look’d upon fufficient to deternune our condut in other
cales, and therefore, why not in this? For example, who
doubts but it is a commanded duty to keep the firft day of the
weck for a fatbath, and yet where is the formal, exprefs com-
mand 2 It is commanded on/y virtually and implicitly.

Who doubts that publick worfhip is a commanded doty ?
Yet, where is the exprefs command in fo many vords? We
are bid not to forfake the aflembling ourfelves together, but
this is a negative precept, the affirmative requiring us /o to
affemble, 1s 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 facrament — of
keeping the firft day of the week—and a hundred other things,
which all allow, are implicitly commanded, and have the fame
obligation on mens confciences, as if ever {o formally exprefs’d,
Befides, what neceflity could there be of an exprefs command,
for that, which had been once inftituted, and never repealed ?
The children of covenanted parents were ance exprefsly com-
manded to receive the feal of the covenant, and this command
has never been reverfed, as we have already prov’d, there-
fore the original exprefs command continuing in force, there
would be no neceflity of another. And as it had been the con-
ftant praflice of the church, for many ages, to adminifter the
feal of the covenant to their child n, there was no neceflity
of renewing the inftitution, in cafe it was to continue. But on
the other hand, there was an abfolute neceffity of an exprefs
declaration againft it, if it was then to have ceas’d.

Another objeétion is this, that chere is no exprefs inftance in
all the hiftory of the new teftament of an infant child’s being
baptiz’d; and therefore we proceed without any fcripture
example. Let me reply. 1 have told you already of whole
houtholds’ being baptiz’d, on the converfion of the parent, or
head of the family ; which carries the ftrongeft probabilty of the
bapti{m of infan' children, and would be ealily undcrﬁ.oo;i 50

include
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imclude them, had the fame been faid of circumcifion. And

there isthe fame reafon for itin the one cafe, asin the other.
But fuppofing there is-no exprefs mention made in the hil-
tory of the new teltament, of one infant baptifm, yet no man
has any right to conclude from hence, that, in fact, therc was
none ; for if fo, we might as well conclude there were whale
churches which never were bantiz’d.  For there is no exprets
account, in the hiftory of the new teftament, that the churches

of Antisch, ot Icosisum, of the Remans, Galatians, Theflals
wians, and Colicfians, were ever baptized.  Wculd it be tur-
to conclude, from herce, that thiey were not ? Nay, you may
read the hiftory of the old Ueltament, for feveral ages of .tixc
church, and-never find.one inftance of a child’s circumaifion.
And will it do trom hence to conclude, that they lived without
circumcifing their-children ? No! you will fay, it may be ar-
gued by clear confequence ; and fo, I fay, may the baptifm of
children ; befides, this objection lies with greater force againft
#bafe, who pradife adult baptifm, -than it does againft as ; :for
they-can’t produce one example from fcripture that warcants
their prattice. That.there were many adult baptifms, 1 grant,
becayle the fubjeéls were grown to adult years before they:pro-
fes’d Chritianity. And in this we agree with them, that
adult perfons, who are converted from Judaifm, or Heathen-
{m, to Chriftinnity, aught, in their adult years to be baptized,
and all fucb, as have never been baptized before. But fcripture
‘inftances of this are nothing to the purpofe, for in this we all
agree, and have no controverfy. But i they would give a
feripture example of their own prefent practice, they muft give
an inftance of a perfon, born and bro’t up of Chriftian, or bap-
tiz’d parents, that was baptiz’d in adult years.. 1f they could
do this, it would be fome evidence, that infant baptifm was
not in praftice. If they cannat, as it is certain they cannot
produce fuch an inftance, let them no more pretend the want'
of feripture example againft baptizing children, or that they
haye fcripture example on their fide. And why. thould there:
e no inftances-of this kind, - if fuch was the common pradtice 2
; | For
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For the hiftory of the Acts of the Apoftles, continued above
the fpace of 30 years from Chrift’s afcent, to Paul’s impri-
forment, at Rome ; and during that time thoufands were born
of Chriftian parents, and grown up to the age of 20 or 30
years, and yet there is not one iaftance in feripture of any fuch
baptifms in adult years. If therefore they were not baptiz’d
in infancy, thercis no account of any, no not of one, of the
pofterity ot Chriftian parents, being baptiz’d at all ; for all the
account of adult baptifms are only of fuch as in adult years em-
braced the Chriftian religion, having been before either Jews.
or Heathens,

A third objefion s, that infz+ts can rece:ve nobenefit from
baptifm, becaufe of their incanizity, and therefore ought not
to bz baptized.

To this [ anlwer, the farne objeftion might be offered
againft their being circumcifed under t'ie law ; tor the capacity
2t infants is doubtlefs as great mow, s it was then. Therefore,
i the fieft place, infants are capable of being entered into cove-
nant with God, for that the children of the Jews were fo, is plain:
fact, not only from the tenor of the covenant with Abrahanm,
which exprefsly included them, but from that folemn renewal
of it in Desteromomy, where their little ones arc exprefsly men-
tioned, as partakers in the covenant tranfaction. Secondly they
are capable of the feal of the covenant ; for this was by God’s
appointment adminiftred to them under the law, at eight days
old. Thirdly, they are capable of being cleanfed by the blood:
of Chrift, and of .being regenerated by his Spirit, which are-
the things fignify’d by baptifm. - He, who denies this, maft
deny that they are capable of falvation, and therefore, dying:
in infancy, muft perith, on fuppufiicn of original guilt and.
pollutiop from the firlt Adam, without their knowledge and:
confent ;. they certainly are as capable of deriving pardon, and
renewing grace from the fecond Adam, without any explicit
knowledge of, or aétual confun'ing to his covenant. And if
they are.capable of the root, and principle of all fin, they are
«qually capable of the habiv and principle of all {pifitual grac_:e.

’ | lgain,
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Again, They are as capable of being laid under oblizitons
of duty to God, to be perform’d when grown up, as the
children cf the Jews were, and the Apoftle fays exprefily, [
teftify unto every man that is circumcifed, that be 15 a de[?tc.‘r ty
the whele law. And why are not children not as capabie ol
the baptifmal obligtions to the law of Chrift, as the circum:
ciled children of the Jews were, of being debrors to the T
of Viofes 2 And is it not matter of daily oblervatior, thaein-
fants are capable of having earthly inheritances fottied apon
them, by inftruments, figned and fealed, while iy are g o
rant of the whole tranfaétion 2 And what rexfon cin be given,
why they fhould not be as capable of the bleffings of the rew,
covenant, and of having them fealed by baptifin, tho” they aie
ignorant of it ?

To fay that it is no advantage to children to adminiiter tive
feal of the covenant to them, becaule of their incapacity, isto
refle€t on an infticution of lHeaven, and on the wifdom and
goodnefs of its author. The Apoftle Paul was of another
mind ; for he fays, the profit of circumcifion was much every
way, notwithftanding the incapacity of the fubje&s, being bu:
eight days old. .

But a 4th, and moft common objection is, that faith and re-
pentance, or a profeffion of them, at leaft, are mention’d in the
new teltament, as the neceffary pre-requifites of baprifin, and
therefore, as children are incapable of thefe, they mult be incapa-
ble of the ordinance itfelf. Ianfwer, that children are capable,
oft he habitsand principles of faith, as has been obferved before,
and muft be allow’d by all, "who do not exclude them from
falvation. Now is there a greater abfurdity in allowing them
to be capable of the root and principle of every grace, than to
ailow them to be capable of the root and principle of every fin ?
Béfides, our Lord fays of a little child, whom he fet before
his difciples, as a pattern of humility, whaofoever fhall offend one
of thefe little omes, that believeth in me, Sc. Whence it is
plain, that little ones may believe in him, i. e. they may have
the habits or principles of faith, tho’ incapable of the act ; or

E clfe,
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elfe, as I faid before, we muft necefarily embrace that uncha-
situbie {entiment, that all, who die in infancy, muft perifh
without rencedy.

If it be faid, that it is a profeffion of faith, which the fcrip-
ture mentions, as a pre-requifite to baptifim ; I grant it with re-
fpet to adult perfons, who embrace Chriftianity in their adulc
years.  And thisis all, that can poflibly be argued from it ;
tor all mutt allow, that whenever thefe pre-requilites are fpoken
of in fcripture, it is with reference to adults, who were con-
verted from Judaifm or Heathenif to Chriftianity ; and in alf
fuch cafes, we allow, that there muft be a profeflion of faith,
antecedent to baptifm. In this we have no controverfy with
thofe, who pratife adule baptifm. But they then muft allow,
that all thefe paffages, which require the profeflion of faith, as
neceffary to baptifm, have no reference at all to infants, but are
itirely confin’d to thofe, who embrace Chriftianity in their
adulc years ; and therefore no argument can be drawn froni
hence, againft the baptifm of children : for they are not at all
the perfons fpoken ot.  Yet we find, in falt, that when thofe
adults, that embraced Chrittianity, in the Apoftles’ times, pro-
fefs’d their faith, not only themfelves, but their houfthelds, and
all that were theirs, were baptized. And there is not a word
faid of fuch a profeffion being required of the members of thofe
families, we muft therefore conclude, cither that they were
young children, and fo incapable ; or clfe, that adults were
baptiz’d without a profeflion.

So under the antient difpenfation, the profefbrg ftrapger was
obliged to embrace the Jewith religion inftarily, in crder to his
circumcifion 3 but when this wasdone, and himfelf circumcifed,
the fame ordinance was always adminiftred to his family and
children, as you fee Exodus xii, 48, 49. G

So bere, thofe adulis, who were converted to the Chnma.n
rehgion, were abliged to profefs their faith, in order to their
being baptized ; and on this profeflion, not only themfelves,
but their houfholds were baptized alfo.

This objeftion then, viz, A profefion of faith being a pre-
| requifite
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requfite 8o baptifm, is no more an objcé}ion againft childrens
being baptized, on the profeffion of their parents, than it was
agiinft the children’s being circumciled, becaufethe parents were
previoufly obliged to embrace the Jewifh religion.

Some other trivial obje€lions there may be raifed again{t the
baptifm of infants, but I know of none befides Ibe/eg, of any
confequence, that have not been precluded in this difcourf: ;
and thefe, I think, every one muft fee from what has been f{uid,
are not of the lealt weizht, when impartially examin’d, againft
the foundation, that has been laid of the covenant relation of the
children of confeederate parents, and the arguments that have
been produced to prove their undoubted right to baptifm, ac-
cording to Chrift’s infticution.  The conclufion then is plain,
that, as they had a right by God’s own appointment to the
feal of the covenant of grace, under the law, and as that 1ight
has never been repealed, cither explicitly, or by confequence,
it muft ®ill remain ; and that, as it was the univerfal praéticc
of the primitive churches, for the three firft centuries, which
were the pureft times, and no account has been given, of is
ever having been introduced as an innovation ; it muft have
been the pra@ice of the Apoftles themfelves, and muft have
its divine original in that covenant promife, made to Abraham,
which the Apoftle declares in our text is to believing parents
and their children, under the gofpel, as well as under the law.
On the other hand to deny infant baptifm to be a divine infti-

tution, is attended with many abfurdities, and much confufion.

It is as much as to fay that the covenant made with Abrabam, ia-
cluding his children, is not an everlafting covenant ; that therefore
believers under the gofpel are not Abraham’s feed, and heirs of his
promiic; for his promife was to parents and children: Yea, that the
ingrafted Gentiles do not partake of the iame privileges, in the church,
from which the Jews werc broken off. And on the whole, that the
privileges of the gofpel didpenfation are lefs than thofe of the Jaw ; all
which are flai:contradiCions to feripture.

Agein, 10 deny the validity of infant baptifm, is as much as to
fay, that there was no true baptifm in the chuich for x1 or 12 hun-
dred yea:safter Chrift, and that the generality of the prefeit profefli. s

of Chritianity arc now & company ef unbaptiz’d Heathens; and al-
though
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Piough it muli be allowed, thatthere are, and always have been, vafily
mure truly religious peeple, who have been baptiz'd in infancy, than
ol uthers 5 yet aii who have been fo baptiz'd, are on thefe priccipies,
out of the vifible church, ana the confequence will be, that vaisly
greater pumbers are fav'd cut of the chureh, than in i, which is vay
abfurd, to fay no woife. Thefe, and many cther like confequences,
recefiunly follow from denying the validity of iufunt bartifin,

Again, AF infant baptifm is a divine inflitution, and warrunted Ly
the word of Ged, then they who confent to be rebaptiz’d in theie
adult age, do inthat tranfaclion, neceflaily rencunce a divine inflis
tution, and en crdinance of Jefus Chiilt ;) and as it were vacate the

former coverant between God and them, nay, they prallically fuy,
there are no bapiiz'd perfons, no regutar minifters, nor ordinances, .
th all the numerous profefing churches, bat their cwn @ oacd i the
baptifim ot ali thofe numerous profefling churchies iv a nullity, all the
adminiftrations of their minifters muft be fo ts0, and then the promife
of Chrift, to be with Iyys minifters, in the adminiltration of this or-
dinance, to the cud of e world, muft have fail'd during thofc hun-
dreds and hundredsepf years, in which infast baptifim was fo univer-
fally pra&ifed.

Nay further, as'the fucceffion of adult bap:ifms cannot be traced
to the Apdiftles’ times, fo it will follow, that if infant baptiim is a
nullity, there neither is, nor ever will, or.can be, an:y regular baptifim
hereafter to the end of the world ; and contequently an ordinance of
Chritt, as to its regular adminiltration, muft be loft ; for adult baptifin
now adminiftred, if originally derived from thofe, who were baptiz’d
in infancy, cannot be vaiid, if infant baptifm be not valid,

I have finifhed the fubject, as far as it is a point of our controverfy.
It w=s my defign to clofe all with an addrefs, both to parents and
children, enforcing the obligations upon each, in confequence of their
{ulemn tranfallion with the great GGod, in this ordinance of baptifm
but the time will no: permit; perhaps this may be the fubject of fume
future difcouries. .

Notwithflanding Il that hath been faid, fome imagine, that how
right foever we are as to the fubjects of baptifm, yet we ate eflentially
wrong as t5 the mode---that if our children ought to be baptifed, yet
they arc not baptized ; for the fcripture baptifm is immerfion, orplun-
ging into the water, and our children are only fprinkled. But this
‘objection I expeét wiil be undertaken by my revesrend companion in
labour, and I doubt not will be folved to the entire fatisfaétion of
every inquiring and attentive hearer.  And, O may God lead us inte
all neceflary truth, for Chrift’s fake ! AMEN.
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