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INFANT BAPTISM,

GOSPEL ORDINANCE.

DISCOURSE 1.
« But now are they holy.” i Cor. vii. 14. last clause.

YOU have already seen, that the passage of scripture most
gtrenuously insisted on by the opposers of infant baptism, and under
which all other passages to the sa:ne purpose may be comprzhended,
when brought to the test, interpreted scripturally, and weighed in the
balance with others, uttercd by the :ame God of truth, has been found
wanting in aid of their cause. You have also seen, that interpreted
in the Baptist manner through the vhole verse, it consigns the whole
infant world to perdition. You have {urther seen, that other passages
interpreted in the same way, and by the same rule, will prove any
doctrine, and establish any system, however erroneous.

It is now ta be proved. that Infant Baptism is a Gospel Ordinzance.
Y therefore ask your candid and critical attention, whiie 1 make good
by scriptural reasoning and just inference (for I acknowledge atonce,
nor do I wish to deny, that I can do it in no other way) this position.
Y have chosen the words of the text, because to my mind they appear,
if not as express, yet as conclusive, as if they had been ¢ but now are
they baptized.”” The subjects spcken of are the childrer o parents,
ocne of whom at least has embraced the Christian faith, as will be
seen from the context,  For the unbelieving husband is sanctificd by
the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctificd by the hushand: else
were your children unclean; but now are they holy.”  This decision
was made In a case of conscience that arose among the Corinthiuns,
on which they asked the apostle’s opinion, whether on supposition,
that a person already married became a convert to Chnistianiiy, while
his or her partner remained stiil in an unchristianized state, 1t voas or
was not the duty of the believer to separate from the unbeliever. The
origin of this scruple must have been the practice of the Jewish
church, which required such a separadon in such a case. (See the
9th and 10th chapters of Ezra.) The apostle denies the necessity or
propriety of such a scparation, and assiizns as his reason, that in that
cage their children would be unclean. wacreas they were holy.  Qur
enquiry is, what we are o understand by unclear, and what by Aoy
childrep.
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I wiil firsr shew what these expressions do not mean. Now legr-
fimate and dlegitimate are not meant; or childrer born in lawful m:d-
Yock or otherwise. The interpretation given of this text by the Bap-
tists is absurd and incredible in the extreme. It is not a scriptural
onc. The term /ioly oceurs hundreds of times in the scriptures, but I
bave never yet met with the single passage. in which it signifies /e~
gally holy. or one bcrn in luzsfu! wedlock. It is contrary to common
sense. \Who ever heard. that every child was tilegitimate, uniess his
parent were a Christian? \When the Baptists give this sense to the
word. do they inean. that the child’s pareat niust be a reca/ or a nom:-
nal Christian? If they mean the former, then far the greater part of
the inhabitants even of a Christian land are unlawfully begotten. If
they mean, the parent must be a nominal Christian, then all the kea-
thens, all the Turks, and all the Jrivs now or carth, are ilegis’motcly
born. Who is prepared to believe this? It would be much more be-
coming 1n them to acknowledge, they do not undersiand the passa"e,
than to fall into such absurdities. We need not say more on_such
sophistry. \We return to cur text: “but now are thes holv.” ‘Tloli-
ness, as applied to a creaturc, means in scripture one of these three
things—a natural or fiositive holinzes, an acguired iinliness, or arelative
hofiness.

Have ckildren any fiosiiive hsliness? A%, savs the word of God,
¢ Can u clean thing come out of an unclean?” T was shapen in ini-
quity, and in sin did my mother conceive me.” ¢« (Ve go astray, as
soon as we be born’’ —children have no natural or positive holiness.

Have chi.dr=n an acquired koliness, acquirul by regenerating grace?

o, for they do 1:0t know what regenerating grace means: Infants
krmw not their right band from their left.  \We do not sav, thes cannog
Lave acquired. or to spcak more properly. in/iarted holiness: for “ no-
thing is impossible with God.” Bat until they arrive at such an age
as to give evidence of it, we have no grounds to ascertain that they
possess it. But children are holy in some sense; for an apostle has
asserted it. They are not holy in a lega’ sense; for that is both ab-
surd and unscrintural:—thev are not holy in a fos7sve sense; for that
too is unscriptural;—and they have no imfiarted holiness, in our view,
till they arrive at an age to evidence it.

Are they then relative’y hoiy?  Yes, my brethren, they are rela-
tivey or fuederally holy. This is a scriptural sznse, and the only
scriptural senss, in which the term can be applied to an infant. And
I will produce vou so:-e of the passages, in which it is necessarily
used in this relutive sense.  Ilzra 1x. 2. speaking of the conduct of the
Tews in intermurrying with the heathens, Ezra savs, ¢ For they have
taken of thelr daughters for themseives and for their sons, so that the
"ol seed have miszled themselves with the people of those lawds.”
The Jews arz here called without any exception the Lo’y seed, when a
very small portion were Israelites indeed, or the spiritual Israel.
Yet they were all holy bv external profession, by their satward rela-
tion to God, bv their circumcision which they received, and by which
thev were dedicated to Ged. At different times, when the nation
had alinost wholly relapsed into 1dolatry, they never lost the name of
the holy sced or peofile.  "T'he term holy, indeed, except when it is ap-
pllcd to beings who have never sinned. in which case it implies posi-
tive holiness—or to those who have sinned, but are recovered by grace,
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when it signifies imparted or acquired holiness, always means relative
holiness, or that holiness which any person or thing has, by being des
voted to God. in this sense the Jews were a holy people, even in the
time of their greatest backsliding: the temple was holy, though in
1ts=if an inanimate or umntclllgcnt building.  And accordinglv when
unclean is placed in opposition to 4cly in the sense of our text, the term
signiifies what is not in covenant rclation to God, and has not been
dedicatred to him. Peter objected to going to Cornelius, when sent
for by him, considering it unlavful for a Jew to keep company with
one of another nation. liecause unclean. Cornelius was a devout man,
a fearer of God,. a worshiper of him, and a liberai almsgiver. Yet
because he was a Genlile, and did not belong to the church, by hav-
ing its rice administered to him, Peter considered him unclean, that is
to say, out of covenart relation: Children are then holy, when one or
both parents being believers, they may be dediccted to God.

But does any one ask, whether, because children are holy, they are
therefore to be baptiz~-d? We answer,—yes. If there is any appointe
initiating rite. by which human beings can be dedicated to God, that
rite must be emyployed.

These observations shew very fully and satisfactorily the meaning
of our text: but I desire to give you a more complete view of the sub-
ject both from the Old and New Testament, that you “ may give to
evely man a reason of the hope that is in you,” when you dedicate a
child to God in the ordinance of baptism. In doing this, I shall em-
ploy much reesoning and inference, and although 1 may be censured
for this, by those who oppose our opinions and practices, all the reply
I shal! m'xl\e to them is this, * First cast the beam out of thine own
eye.” For I well know, that they are obliged to reason and infer continu-
ally respecting many of their own opinions and practices; and parti-
culariv concerning the n:ode of bafitism, they are so destitute of any
thing like prroof, that they must reason very softhistically td seem to esta-
bhsh it; and yet after all fail, as shall be hereafter shewn.

That you may see the subject in its plainest and simplest form, it
shall be presented to you in the following views:—

I. A view of the covenant of grace and of the first Christian church
founded upon it.

I. A view of the Jewish church, or second form of the Christian
church. )

III. A view of the Christian church in its most perfect state under
the gospel dispensation.

Allow me, however, here to call your attention to one or two pre-
liminaw remarks, At man’s first creation Gnd entered 1nto a coves

rant of works with him, pwmlsmg him cternal lifc wpon his perfect
obedmncc. But man failed in this obedience, and thas cut himself off
from all hope of lifc, on this condition. Immediately after his fall,
God entered into a covenant of gtace with him, and gave him the
first distant inlimation of a Redeemer, in that promise, ¢ The seed
of the woman shall bruise the serpent’s head.” On the ground of
this promise, sincere believers were received into favor with God in
thux individual capacity, till the time of Abraham. Let us now,
1. T'ike a view of the covenant of grace made with Abraham, and
of the first Christian church established uponit. I call it a Christian
ciurchy beeause the apostle Paul does as much, in Gal. iii. 8. where
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he asserts, ¢ the gospel was preached unto Abraham,” and of course.
unto the church. which was constituted in his family; and a church,
regularly formed as this was, to which the gospel wus preached, is in
strict propriety of speech a Christiar: church. Abri:ham was called to
enter publicly into covenant with God;—the tenor of the covenant
was, “[ am the Almighty God: walk before me, and be thou per-
fect,” and in the 17th verse of chapter 17th. God <avs, ¢ 1 will esta-
blish my covenant between me and thee, and thy seed after thee, in
their generations, for an everlasting covenant, to be a God unto thee
and thy seed after thee.” God’s pari of the covenant is, * to be a
God to him and 0 his seed.” Abrahams part is, “to walk before
God and be perfect.”  Lhis is preciselv the same covenant of grace,
which we are now pl: ced under, and Abraham was saved just in the
same way, in which any have been saved since the coming of Christ,
viz. by faith producing holiness. Let it not be supposed from the
expression, * be thou p. :rfect,” that this holv man was saved by his
works; tor many traits in his character shew him to have been a very
iraperfect man in himseif, and oniy perfect thiough the righteousness
of his Redeemer. Christ savs to his dl,up.es, * Be ye perfect.””
Bat what Christian is so in himself?  All of tnis character are ¢ come
plete in him,” but not otherwisz  B.t -ve shaii learn more of Abra-
ham’s religious cha"ax,tcr and op:nions from Paul in the New Testa-
ment, than from Moses in the Old. Examine carcfwly at your Jei-
sure the 4th chapter to the Romans, and 3rd to the balanans, and
then say, whether a greater Christian than this ¢ father of the faith-
ful,” as he is called, ever existed; wh=ther he does not surpass Paul
himself. The brevity which I study cbliges me to introduce but few
passages. Thc 9th verse says, ¢« That faith was reckoned to Abra-
ham for righteousness.”” The same thing is repeated in Galatians iii.
6. Christ says to the Jews, * Your Father Abr.ham rejoiced to see
my day, and he saw it, and was glid.”” He saw it as a believer.
Faith was a distinzuishing feature of Abraham’s character, on which
account it is said, in the 7'h verse, that ¢ they which are of faith,”
under the Gospel, * the same arc the children of Abrabam.” See
also Acts ui. 25. God's covenant with Abraham was confirmed in
Chris. as 2 mediator; and his covenaut with us 1s no more than thus
confirmed. Gal. iii. 17. It is altogether necdless to multiply words to
prove Abrakam « gospel belicver. If then God’s covenant wi‘h Abra-
ham was the co.enant of grace, if it wax confirmed in Christ, and if Abra-
ham was justified tv faith, ihen the church to which Abriham belongcd,
and which w.s formed of his family, was a Christiun church. But there
1s no caurzh without ordinances. Let us then ask, if there was any
religious ordinance In she Abrahumic churchy or Chrisiian church under
ite first form. Yes, the moment Abraham believed God’s promise,
there was a seal of this promise given him to be applied. And as
some persons are pariiculaily fund of proofs from ihe New 1'csia-
ment, and as [ have proved Abraham’s faith from this source, so I
will also prove his circumcision. In Romans iv. 11. Paul says, ¢ and
he received the sign of circumcision, a scal of the rightcousness of the
Juith which he had being vet uncircumcised”’—-He had faith while un«
circumcised—He then reccived circumcision as the seal. Now my
fricnds. as the gospel order now is, ** He tha' believeth and 18 baptized,
shall be saved.” So the gospel erder in Abraham’s day was, ¢ he
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that believeth and is circumcised shali be saved.” Abraham believ-
ed, Arrahim was circumcised, aad so Abrzham was saved. Itis
altogether trifling to say, ¢ Produce the words which say, ¢ he that be-
lieveth and is circumcised shall be saved’.”” e have produced
the thing. waich is far bettei, and from the New-Testament too. we
have produced an example of belicver's circumncision, as both the Bap-
tists and oursclves can produce exanples of b2liever’s bafitisin.  Thus
Abrahain, we see, was initiated a meiber of tae first church of Christ
by circumcision—iduits then were members of the first Christiag
church.

B:t, my brethren, there is another enquiry to be instituted—Were
adults the orty members of this Church? Was adult circumcision
only, or believer’s circumcision onfly the doctrine and practice of this
church? Vo get an answer to this (uestion, we must go back to the

first tor mation of this church, and the first institation of this ordinance."

Exariine wel! the first 14 verses of the 7th Genests, and then from
23rd verse to the esa. In the first collection, you will see the perma-
nznt rule and order for the administration of circumcision, which
coatinued unaltered till the Redecemer’s advent: In other words, you
will see the express precept for circumcision. Then survey the last
five verses of the chapter, and you will behold the first example of
circuincision. In these passages you will fad these three things,
adult, or as Paul calls 11, befiever’s circumcision, infant circumcision,
and family circumcision.  So far 1s plain. Now Paul tells us, ¢ Abra-
ham recelved circumcision, as the sea! of the righteousness of the faith
which he had, being yet uncircumcised.”” But, how comes it to nass,
that Abraham’s Aousehold too was circumcised, including Ishma:i,
who was then his only son at 13 years of age, and Isaac afterwards,
ag you will see in the 21st chapter, 4th verse, at 8 days old? Wa¢ it
because of heir belicf? No, say the Bapaists, and so say we:—for what-
ever Ishmael and the rest of the household might have done, the babe
Isaac, at cight days old, could bardly have been such a prodigy of an
infant, as to be capable of believing any thing at that tender age.
Circuimcision was to Abraham a seal of faith, and of God’s everlast-
ing covenant too—Circumcision was to Isaac at the time he received
1t, not a seal of faith, but of God’s covenant, aad could not he a seal
of faith to him, till he arrived at an age, when he could cxercise
faith; then he would see that God had made a covenant of grace
and mercy with him, and given him the token of it, before he

-

could distinguish between good and evil; and could ever reflect on his .

infant circuimncision and the blessing it signiﬁcd and sezled, with un-
speakable picasure and satisfaction. If this was not the reason of his
circumcision, it becomes those who think so to tell us, and that out of
the word of God, and not from their own fancies. what was the reason.
1t 1s a slander upon God Limself to say, that circumcision was a inere-

ly carnal ordinaiice, a token only of temporal blessings, a national ﬂ

rite: for the Old anid New Testament declare again and again, that
it was a spiritual rite, and signified spiritual things. 1 canoaly refer
you to the Bible. Sece Deut. x. 16.—xxx. 6. Jerem.iv. 4. Col.ii. 11,
Rom. ii. 25. 28.—1ii. I. Phil.iii. 3. Here then was a spiritual church,
Jounded on the covenant of grace, an everlusting covenant—here was an
emment belicver, so much so, that he is calicd by an aposle « the father

Of ail them that bedicve”——au nuuch so, that it is said of Christians, uiie L
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der the more complete dispensation of the goanel (Gal. iii. 29, « And
if ye be Christ’s, then arve ve Abreaham’s sced, and heirs according to the

firomise.”  This pattern of fuith joins himsell to the Lord in what is
expressly called an e erlesting covenant—this he does by circumcision;

net only 50, but he joiire @ wew-born infgnt to the Lord in the same cove-
nant, and cy the same rire.  lere ave Adwdlt and Lifant members of a
church, to which St. Paul aflivms ¢ the pospel was preached.”  FHere
is adult and infant circunicision in @ church in which faiih is required.
God sees no contmdiction between them—the obedient P'»‘l'idx'cll SL€S
none; he knows believer’s circuincision to be a divine ordingi.~g, yet
he is not afraid of makiug it void by infaut circumcision. Neithe Goes
the babe Isaac, when he comes to years, quarrel with his parents, or
with his ciiurch, because they undertook to administer a divine ordi-
nance to hirn, when he did not even know the meaning of the word
ordinance. Though Le knows, his father believed, before he was cir-
cumcised, and was circumcised in token of his belief, he thinks his
own infaur circumcision just as good to the fully just as valid aud acceprza-
ible to GGod, as his father’s adul: or belicver’s circumcision. But whenever
-a heathen became a child of Abraham by faith, he having not been
‘circumcised, either in infancy or manhood, becomes cireumcised, and
his children, if he has any, along with him.

The Baptists however argue, that this covenant with Abraham re-
Iated to temporal blessings, because 1n the 8th verse God promises to
give to him and his seed the land of Canaan-for a possession. But
this promxse ot temporal good was made after, and only annexed to
that more interesting engagement on God'’s part, contained in :he 7th
verse. And in this respect it corresponds exactly with the covenant
of grace under which Christians now are: for that also contains ¢ a
promlse of the life that now is, as well as of that which is to come,”
1 Tim. 1v. 8. Mat. vi. 33 Besides, if this be understood as the
principal engagement of the covenant, the promise has not been ful-
filled. It has failed 10 be an everlasting covenant, as the Jews were
repeatedlv expelled from Canaan, and have now for many hundreds
of years been scattered into ail lands.  But on supposition of its being
a spiritual covenant, as it unquestionably 15, God has been the God of
Abraham and his spiritual seed amerg (he Jews and among the Gentiles
without a moment’s intermiission, and wili be through time and through
eternity. T'he covenant in this sense 18 lterally everlasting,  Such
was the Abrahamic church.

2. Let us now take a view of the Jewish church, or Christian churck
ynder its secod form.  But first let us correct an error. 1t 1s the pere
petual pracuce ¢f our opponcits, to sj:cak of circumcision as a mere
Jewish rite, as if it originated with the ceremonial 1aws of Moses, und
was done away in its intention and ini's use vith thom. ‘T'his is whol-
ly a nuistake. Circumcision is not @ Jewish rite i 1ts oregine so that could
they prove the whole ot the Juwish ceremories carnal in their nature
and in their end, citcumeision wouid stand its ground.  ‘The covenant
of grace, and circumcision its seal, ate 430 yeurs older than the Passo-
ver, or any Joewish ordinance.  lear wiat Paul says respecting it—
« The coven:nt that was confirmiced botire of Cod in Christ, the law
which was 430 vears after, cannot disarsnl, that it should make the
promise of none effect.” Gul. iii. 17. 5 hus we have Abraham to our
father, not Moscs. Moses did not institute, but adopted circumci-
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sion, and incorporated it among the rites peculiar to his dispensation.
« Moses gave you circumcision,” says Christ to the Jews, ¢ not be«
cause it is of Moses, but of the fathers,”” Its subjects, its mede, and
its spiritual inteausn remained the same as before. It had 2 spiritu-
al and evangelicar meaning, as we will see by consulting both pro-
phets and apostles. Jere:nish says to the Jews, *¢ Circumcise your-
selves to the Lord, aud take away the foreskin of your hearts.”” Paul
says to the Colossians, * In whom also, (i. €. Christ) ye are carcum-
cised.” Both Jeremiah and Paul zlike believed and taught, that cir-
cumcision was a spiritual rite.

The Jewish church was both national and spiritual.  Every indi-
vidval of the nation was requued under temporal penalties to be a
member of the church; to be circumciz -d; io partake of the passovers
to make an cutward profession of religian.  But God required along
with these, i1: #2- grace, and holiness of life. The body of the una-
tion were merciy nominal professors: but there was also alwavs a spi-
ritual seed to scrve Gud. That true and keart-felt religion was requir-
ed, as much before as after Christ, to acceptance with God, will ap-

ear to all who read the Prophets.

3. The Christian churchin its third or compiletest form under the zvss
fiel dishensation now come:s under view. This was wholly spi=ituu:.
From Abraham to Christ, we find there has been a spiritual church,
spiritual ordinances, and Adult and Infant members. Abribam and
Moses retire, to make way for Christ the great head of tire churci:,
The enquiry is, what alteraticns or amendments does Lie make? whax
does he abolish, what does he chenge, and what retain? He entirely
obolishes a// the rites and ceremonies of the Jewish church, excepr 7wy,
circumcision and the passover. The latter was the most exact repie-
sentation of his atonement: the sprinkled blood of the Paschal Landb
saved the Jews from the destroying Angel—the sprinkied bloud of the
Lamb of Cod saves the believer irom a destroying God.  When Je-~
sus ate the last Passover with his disciples, this ordinaince .vas done
with forever, and we behold in the Lord's Supfier *¢ Chirist our Passe-.
ver, who is sacraficed for us.” The Abrahamic and Jewish rite of
circumcision is also changed, and now (Col. il. 11, 12.) iz Curist # we
are circamcised with the circumcision made “vz:‘lzom hands, In patting
off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ;
buried with him in baftism.”” Here are too ordinances changed-—the
ancient initlating rite of circumcision retires, and the presert initiating
rite of baptism comes in its room—the passover yields te the supper.

Some of eur opponents allow the succession in tne latter case, but

Aenv it in the ”om.er,-othe"s deny it in both. We niight make no
reply to either, till they couid agree among; themselves: but for your
satlsfaction we shall make a few remarks on the SUth‘Ct. As to the
one, we shall only refer you to what Paul says, 1 Cor. v. 7. In proof
of the subsiitution of bapitism for circumcision, weigh well the passage
but justintroduced from Coloss. 1i. 11, 12. The * circumciston made
without hands,” cevidently means and cau inean nothing else but rege-
neration, which is wrought by God’s spirit, and not by manual opera-
tion. These Colossians weie (,entnlcs nnt Jews, and tiieretore Lud
not received bodily circumcision, but a ¢ circumcision made without
hands,” which can be no other than regeneration; inward circumcision;
heart circumcision; that circumcision which Moses promised the Is-
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raclites, when he said, ¢ The Lord thy God will circumcise thine
heart and the lheart of the sced,” &c. Deut. xxx. 6. 1This is farther
explained Lv ¢ putting off te bodv of the sins of the flesh,” another
phrase for rcgeneration, and exactly according with that Scriprure
(Eph. iv. 25.) ¢ That ve fiur off concerning the former conversation
the old man which is corrupt?’” &c. Coloss. ni. 9. * Ye have fiur off
the old man with his deeds.” But besides this ¢- circumcision made
without hands,” the apostle mentions another, which these Colossians
had received ¢ by the circumcision of Christ.””  \What does this ex-
pression mean? Not the  circumcision made without hanas” or re-
generation, spoken of st before; for this wounld e a needless and
unaccountable repetition. Besides, tiis circumcision was not pecu-
Iiar to the gospel dispensatior:, but was as much required and as much
enjoyed under the Jewish ccchnomy as under the Christian.  David
felt his need of a “clean heart” and a ‘“ right spitity” as much as the
Cclosslans  Neither can it mean ChrisUs fiersonal ciccumecision, re-
ceived 1n infancy, in ohedien-e io the Jewish law. To say, that the
Colossians were circumcised by that, is absurdity and nonsense. There
1= cherefore no oiher possible explanation to be given of this phrase,
but that which we have in the next verse. > Buried with him in bap-
tism.”” They had received two kinds of circumcision, one insverd,
¢ ot made with hands,” viz. regeneration——the other ourward, viz.
baptism, in which they hed been  buried with Christ.” Baptism then,
is the ¢ circumcision of Christ,” ths ordinance instituted by hkim n
the room and 2nswering thie purposes of circumcision, to the gospel
church;—the Chrisiian circumcision, as the Lord’s Supper i1s the
Chrictian Passover. The Jewish circumcision is done away, and bap-
tism, the circumcision instituted by Christ. appears in its stead. This
truth wilt receive farther evidence, by consideriag the apostle’s par-
ticular aim and object in this chapter, viz. to guard them against the
sed-:ctions of the Judaizing teachers. who laboitd to impi<ss the ne-
cessity of circumcision on the Gentile convenis.  Paul combats this
error, and tells them, they had received an ordinznce, fully as valua-
ble, and arswering 1ts purpeses as well: for they were “buried with
Christ in bapiism,” the seal of the covenant of grace now, and there-
fore siocd 1n no pecd cf circumcision, the former seal of the same
Cov_nant.

Thus we s~ what Chrisc did with the forms of the church; he
abolished all but twa. siwmilar in their extent, which he ch.iged for
othets. Let us now enguire what he did with the subsiance of the
church. By this I mean ke ductrines and members. \ve may be sure,
an unchanging God would never destroy or essentially alter these,
without informiing us of it.  But e doctrines are the sume—Ab: - ar,
believed and Paul did no more—David repented, and Peter did no
more—: [oliness was required then, and no moie is ncedful now.
But what became of the members? Till Christ came. these cousis:ed of
adult« and infants: what do they consist of now? * Of adults only, or
prsoas capable of believing,’* say the Baptists. Infants then are cast
out. By what law? ¢ By the law of faith,” say ihe Baptists; ¢ he
that believeth, and is baptized, shall be saved.”  But this law woula
cast them out of the ctarch in hcaven, just as certainly and as com-
pletely, as out of the church on earth; for ¢ he that believeth not, shall
be damned.”  And why did not the law of faith cast them out former.
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Yy, as well as now? for faith was as much required of adults then be-
fore circamcision, and before church-membership, as now. 1t is
strange, that they are not able to bring a single precept or example
to prove thelr assertion. And if nothing has been said or done by Christ
to disfossess infants of their right and firtvilege, they must enjoy it still.
If a person has been admitted into any society, and has done nothing
to forfeit his standing, he certainly continues a member, till he vo-
luntarily withdraws, or is forcibly excluded from it. But what have
iniants done to forfeit their church-standing? or what has God done te
deprive them of it. Speak, ye who wish them thrust out!—

But though they cannot prove them thrust out, we can prove them
kept in. The text proves it; “now are they holy,” as holy as ever
the children of Jewish parents were, as worthy (if there is any wor-
thiness in the case) and as capable of receiving a religiousrite. They
are holy, and therefore proper snbjects for a holy society, such as the
church professes to be—relatively holy, and therefore ought to have
this relative holiness externally exhibited.

Another passage I will just introduce, on which I will not found
a separate argument, but which undeubtedly has a favorable aspect
towards our subject. Matt. xix. 14. ¢ Suffer little children to come
unto me, and forbid them not; for of such is the kingdom of heaven.”
\When our brethren are pressed with this passage, they rid themselves
of tie difficulties it throws in their way, by saving, and that withcut a
shudow of proof from the context, that of such in the latter clause ve-
lates to adults, resembling children in disposition; as if Christ had
said, ¢ suffer one description of persoss to come unto me, because of
another description of persons is the kingdom of heaven.” What

lvose reasoning end remote inference they can sometimes use!

That énfants are 8i+ll c: urclz-membere, and thereforz to be initiated
into the church by baptism, appears again from Actsii. 33, 39. where
Peter says to his Jewish hearers, ¢ Repent and be baptized, &c. for
the promise is to you and o your children, and to all that are afar off,
even as many as the Lord our God shali cull.”>  What promise can
this be? none other, than that made to Abraham, ef which circumci-
sion was the seal; “ I wiil be a God ro thee and to thy seed,” &c. There
is a similaiity and corresnondence in the phrases denoting the sul:jects
of this promise: here it is, 20 you and t0 your children, &c. 1In Acts iii.
25. he tells the Jews again, “ ye are ths children of the firomise and of
the covenant,” &c. The apostle tells these convinced Jews, that + the
fromise is to them and to their children,” and uses it 2s an argument, to
persuade them ta baptism. From his mentioning their children too as
tncluded in the piromise, they must see at once, that if tiey were to be
baptized, because the promise was to them; their children voo should
be baptized, because the same firomise was to them alsa.  But the pro-
misc is also “ to them that are afur off.” "These can be none other
than the Gentiles, wha are often spoken of in Scripture by the term
those efar off, and who are ¢ fellow hcirs of the same promise” with
the Jews. \Vill any one ask, why it is not sald ¢ Repent and be bap-
tized, ye and your children”? I answer, because it was unnecessary.
Only prave that baptism was proper for them, because they were inter-
ested in the promisc, and they would know at ence, without being
¢ hressly told, that lmptnsm was proper for their children also, because
they were interested in the same promise; otherwise it was wholly. fo-

D
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reign to the purpose to mention children at all.  ITad the ordinance of
the church still been circumcision, and had the apostle said ¢ Repent
and be circumcised, for the promise 15 to vou and your children.”” they
would have known at once, that their children were to be ciicumecised
too. Baut the ordinance of the church being baptism insicad of cir-
cumcision, the same thing was equallv manifest. If this be not the
case, the mentioning of their children had no other etfect but to con-
found the subject on which he was speaking.

Let usnow see. wheiher there be any examples of infant baptism.
Yes, there are examples too. It is no where said indecd. that such
and such a particular infant was baptized. Bui what aniounts to the
same thing, that such and such families, were baptized after the bap-
tism of their heads. And i our brethren wiil only practise family
baptism, whenever the adul: has a family, we shall not insist on infant
baptism any more, and will keep the offensive expression wholly out
of view. For it would be ridiculeus to dispute about a werd, when
v'e were agreed in the thing. \We shali review the faniily baptisms
of the New Testament.

The Jailer and his famiiy shall be first noticed: For fuller infor-
mation on the subject, we shall consider several circumstances besides
their baptism, and from the Greek Testament the fountain head. In
the 31st verse Paul and Silas tell him, ¢ Bziieve on the Lord Jesus
Christ, and theu shalt be saved and thy house.” Qbserve, it is not
said, beiieve and let thy house believe, and thou and thy house shali be
saved. Zke exhortation to believe is to the Juiler only—but upon £is be-
lieving, 10t hiimsclf only, but his house also are ty be saved. Upon the
Baptist way of interpreting scripture, this text would prove even more
than iafant baptism from parental faith; it would prove infant salva-
tion, nay, a whole family’s salvation from the faith of the head. But
we would not adopt such reasoning. We cannot think then, that a
family can be saved, because its head believes, though the text ex-
pressly asserts it; but knowing that something important must be
meant, we must have recourse to cur old custom of reasoring wton the
word of Ged; comparing spiritual things with spiritual, and sciinture

with scripture, we suppose the passage to mean, that Ais family she:l!
be in the way of salvation, and be furnished ith zm/wrtant helps for that
fiurfiose.  So when Zaccheus obtained an interest in Jesus, Jesus said,
« This day is salvation come to this house, forasmuchy, as he also is a
s~ of Abraham.® And whar was it to be a son of Abraham? It was
to be an heir of the promisc made to him, and of course to have a right
to the seal of that promise. ¢ For it ye be Christ’s, eaid Paul, then
are ye Alraham’s sced and heirs according to the promise.”  lHow
then was the Jailer’s heuse saved by his faith? Why, by being brought
withim ihe enclosure of che church, througb its Intia:ing ordinance,
and thus put in the way of obtaiming those farther blessings, which
should issuc in salvation.  Aod this we see was in fiact the case; ¢ For
ke was buprtized and all his straightway;” but only himseif believed. My
hrethren, here 1s a positive, a marked, and undeniable exampile of in-
Sart baptism, ory i you preler i of famdy baptism withuwt Dijent or fa-
mily faich. 1 will give these (uerulous people their choice; as they
are so invaesate agatnst infants, let it e allowed, that there was not
one in this famiiy, but who was able to believe.  The questior recurs,
did thev helieve? we knew they were buptized, tor thatis expressly said:
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5u! it 1s not said they believed, and itis impossible to prove they believed.
They think. however, it is proveable from the next verse. * And when
he, viz. the Jailer, had brought them into his house. he s¢t meat be-
fore them and rejoiced. believing in God with all his house.”” My
brethren, if I had not the original to consuit, this text might favor the
supposition, thatin the Jailer’s family all were bSelievers. [ will give
vou however the passage as it is in the original, “ And he rejoiced
with erin all his house. he having believed God.” The believing 1s
spoken only of himself; his house had no share 1n it.

There i1s another circumstance which is worthy of our attention.
When the Jailer’s family is spoken of in the 51st verse as saved by his
farzh, the expression is, ¢ thou shalt be saved and thy house.”” In the
Dext verse, “ And they spake unto him the word of the Lord, and to all
zhat weie in his house.” Mark the change of expression. Does +.ot this
asscrt, that there were otkers in his house besides his family, who per-
haps had gone there at that moment? Let us pass to the 35rd verse:
¢ lle was baptized, he and all Ais strzightway.”” Here we have again
the same expression or one perfectly similar with thy fcuse. Whenit
is said, “thy house,” we know evideatly, that the Jailer’s family was
meant and nobody else——when it is said * ali that were in his house,” it
applies to every body, to strangcrs, to enemics, to any che who might
come there for any pv rpose-when it is said “a.! kis,” here is aueﬁ-
nite expression again, meanitg ti e Jailer’s family and that only. We
may preach to every body, to ail that are in the house, that is, the build-
ing—but we must oniv tell thebeliever, that 4z and hir house will be
saved if he believes.  \Ve may preach to erery body, but we can only
say of a believer and his family, * /e and ail his were baptized straight-
way.”’

Let us next review the example ef Lydia and her household, oc-
curring in the same chapter, 14th and 15th verses. “ And a certain
woman named Lydia, a seller of purgie, of the city of Thyati‘a, which
worshipped God, hez:d us: =rhose heart the Lord opened, t:ai she
attended unto the things, which were spoken of Paul. Aud when she
was baptized and ler Tiotise, tld, stz peought us saying, if ye have
judged me to be faithful; coniz iv.«o :ny house,”” &c. We here find a
person atd her household bojtizasd.  Our enquiry is, whetner all the
persons here said to be bapti’/l*d, did believe. Lvyvdia’s heart is said to
be opened, und she enquirex of Paul and his companicns, « if they
Judgcd her faithful to the Lord,” &c. From these expressions, we infer,
she was a believer. Allowing ker to be a believer, where is the proof
of her household being believers?  There is none. Our brethreny,how-
ever, think they find it in the 40th verse, where itis said of Paul and
Silas, “ And they went out of the prison and entered into the house
of Lydia; and when thev bad scen the brethren, they comforted them
and departed.” T'he Baptists discover from this passage, that Lydia
had a dwelling house—that the apostles found brethren there, whom
they comforizd, whence they infer {for cven they can infer) that these
Lrethren were identically the same persons with L.ydia’s houschold
and were believers. The inference is not conclusive. in the first
place, because nothing is more commmon tnan for religious brethren
and sisters too to assemble at each other’s houses, and yet not be a
part oi the family; and secnndl; y even if they were; it remains to be
proved, whether they were baptized on Lydia’s faith, or their cwn; for
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¢hildren, come ‘o years of understanding, may be baptized on a pa-
rent’s faith.

In 1 Cor. i. 16. Paul tells us, he bantized the household of Stepha-
nas. Here I can find a houschold bafitized, and I will thank any one
who will shew me the place, where it is said the household, be they
infants or be they adults, believed. ;

He that can believe, that among the several families mentioned in
Scripture, as baptized, there were no infants, let him believe it. We
practise, according to our judgment, exactly as the apostles practised.
They had to bring over persons, from false religion to Christianity.
When they have done so, they baptize them, and if they had house-
Yolds, their houschoids also. \We do just the same. The apostles,
however, baptized no adu,.., .. we can find, that were descended of
Christian parents: How can this be accounted for on any other sup-
position than that they were already baptizeG in infancy? 1 will shew
you wherein the apostles and Baptists, and Pwedobaptists or infant
- baptizers all agree. The apostles baptized adults that were formerly
of another reiigion; the Baptists do the same; the Pedobaptists do
the same. \When the infants of those whom the Apostles baptized,
grew un and believed, the Apostles did n..t baptize them, according
to any account we have in Scripture. Neither do we, because they
have been baptized in infancy. But the Baptists differ both from the
Apostles and us, in that they baptize the adult offspring of a believ-
er, equally with the adult offspring of a heathen. Attend to the fol-
lowing remark. It is agreed on every hand, that the Acts of the
~ Apostles are a history of the proceedings of the Christian church, for
about 30 years from the ascension of Christ. Every one must see,
that during this period, there must have been a multitude of baptisms
- and baptized persons. During these thirty years, those persons who
had been baptized in the first years, must have had an immense num-
ber of adult children. None of these children, according to the bap-
tist opinion, were baptized in Infancy. Now they will confer a dis-
tinguished favor, if they will shew, from the Acts of the Apostles, a
history of thirty years, an instance of one adult baptized, who was the
child of a believer. Not an example can be produced. Let them cease
then to ask for an example of infant baptism. All the adults we bap-
tize, are of the same description with those mentioned in Acts, as
baptized by the Apostles. Some of the Adults they baptize, are of
the same kind with those the Apostles buptized; and some, viz. the
adult children of Christian parents. are examples of a kind of believ-
ers, which the Apostles are not said to have baptized. And now, my
brethren, who are the persens that depart from Apostolic practice,

they or we!




INFANT BAPTISM,

GOSPEL ORDINANCE.

DISCOURSE II.
“ But now are they holy.” 1 Cor. vii. 14. iast clause.

HAVING proved very fully from the Sc:iptures of the
Qld Testament, the church membership of Infants, as having been
acknowledged and universally knewn ever since God had a church
on earth, till the time of Christ, we enquired, whether /4e had said or
done any thing to cast them out of their inheritance, and to deprive
them of their right. The result of this enquiry was, that the Scrip-
ture was totally silent on this head; nay, that in opposition to such an
idea, infants were still acknowledged as subjects of the kingdom of
heaven;—that the promise is still to believers and their children, as it
was to Abraham and his seed; that the children of believers are holy;
and that in consequence of this, whenever the Apostles baptized the
head of a family, they baptized the rest of the houschold :pon his
faith.

In what remains to be said on this subject, we shall combat still
further that very erroneous and unscriptural idea, that the ancient
church of God was merely civil, political or natiunal, and that evange-
lical holiness was not required for membership.

My brethren, we greatly err, when we shew the least dlsreSPect to
the Oid Testament, or the Old Testament dispensation. In so doing,
we differ very widely from Christ, and from all his Apostles, who re-
garded theancientscriptures witha most profound veneration, and proved
every thing they said upon the substance of religion from them. From
this source the Head of the Church proved himself tie Messiah—
« Search the Scriptures,” said he to the Jews, * for in them ye think
ye have cternal life, and they” are they which testify of me.” But
what Scriptures could the Jews search? No part of the New Testa-
ment was then in being; bat they were referred to the writings of Mo-
ses and the prophets; these were the volumes of eternal life. % hatis
cur Lord’s reply to the rich man’s request, that Lazarus might be seat

to warn his brethren? It is, « ['hey have
Moses and the prophets; and if they hear not Moses andt he prophets,
neither would they be persuaded though one rose {roni the deud.” Had
not the New Testament been added to the Oid, the Old would have
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been just as suificient for the purposes of our «alv ation, as for that of
of the Jews. \Vhat says Paul tc Uimath:? ¢ Ali scripture is clven by
ins| iration of God. and is profitable for doctiine, &ec. (2 Tim. tii. 16.)
Now what scripture coes Paul mean? ‘The Oid Testament; for the
New was not then compieted. To the dizciples journcying to Em-
maus. Christ - beginning at Moses and all the propieis expounded 1
a/l the Scriptures the things concernin himsclf.”>  And how much
is it to be lamented, that what happened to these disciples, could not
take place in our dav »n many wko thiL.k themselves master builders
in Isracl. viz. ** Thenopened he their understandings that they might
understand the scoiptures:’ (verse 45.) then woild they cease to un-
dervalue any part of the word of GGud, and infunt bapiism, the ordi-
dance of his cliuica. 1 wot that thiough ignorance marny of them do
it; and therefore they ouzht 1o be praved fur; “ for ihey know not
what they do.”” It 15 one thing o take a piece of a text here, and ano-
_ther piece there, to answer a particular purizose; but it 1s another and
| very diffcrent thing to understand the Scriptures throng hout consist-
ently. and to ¢ let the word of Christ dwell in us richly in all wisdom.”’

. The Bercans were commended of PPaul for not taking even his word
as the ground of their faith, till they had themselves ¢ searched the
Scriptures daiiy.” whether the things be told them. were so or not.
Go ye and do likewise. But by the Scriptures, Paul did not mean
tex:s and haif-texts picked out here and ti.cre, witkeut considering
. their coanection with what goes before and what follews after, as “he
Bapiists do with their half-text, ¢ He that believeth and is Laptized,
~ shall be saved.” &c. but he meant ai examination of them through-
oui, a comparisen of one with another, and such an interpretation of
thein. as would shew them all to speak the same longuage and be con-
sistent with cach other. This is not the case with the Baptists: the
piece of a text which they bring. speaks full as much at least for ir.-
fant damnation, es it does against infant Laptism.  We believe it has
nothing to do with infants at all; and it is very absurdly, that they
bring it todisprove infant baptism; for as was said before, it has nomore
relation to the subject, than thou ¢ shalt not steal.” And it s just as
foolish, to disprove infant baptism by firvving aduit baptism, as it
would be to disprove the existence of an infamt by fircving the exist-
ence of an adult.  There is not an atom more of contradiction between
adult and infant bapntism, than between adult and infant existencc.
We must therefore say to our brethren, ¢ These things ought ve to
have done, and at the same time not to have left the other vr .done.”’
\We contend for both aduit and infaut baptiism.

Timothy is commended by Paul (2 1'im. iil. 15.) for having, from
his youth, known the Scriptures. which were able to make him wise
unto salvation through faith in Chiist  But what Scriptures did Ti-
mothy know? The Old I'cstainent; for he had 1o othier; these were
able to make him wise unto salvation lhxough fuith 1n Christ.  And
- why are they not abie to make us so too?

My brethren, the purport and tendency of these observations is
this,—to shew you iti what light to view, and in v bat manner to treat
the scriptures of the Old Testament. 1 he Meos:de: chv pensatTOr; s toh
its rites, ceremonies, and external forms, 1 acknowledge. 1s done
away. The New Testament clearly and repeatedly tell us so.  But
my brethren, infants are neither rites, ceremonies, nor forms: they
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«i'¢ heirs of immortality—the word of God never yet considered them:
as trifles; all the tender feelings of a parent’s heart tesufy, “ tiey are
not trifles.”  God considered them as beings of such importance, as
to enter into a covenant with them, as we find 1in Deut. xxix. 10, 11.
“ Ye stand this day, all of you before the Lord your God; your cap-
tains of your tribes, vour elders and vour officers, with all the men of
Israel; your little oncs, &c. that thou shouldst enter into covenant with
the Lerd thy God.””  And we are expressly told, that ¢ the things
which are revealed. belong unto us and our children forever.”” And is
it not clearly revealed, that infants entered once into covenant with
God? We have also seen 1n the former discourse, beyond the shadow
of a doubt, that infants were admiited into the church of God, by the
rite of circumcision, though faith was required of an adult in order to
that privilege, and though it was a rile of sucih spiritual meaning,
that no one was considered as partakii:g of its benefits, who was not a
holy person. For this we have furthei the authority of Paul, Rom. 1i.
23. 29. ¢ For he is nnt a Jew who is one outwardly, neither is that
circumcision which 1s outward in the flesh, but he ts a Jew, who is
one inwardly, and circuricision is that of the heart in the spiirit and not
in the letter, whose praise is not of men but of God.” Hear Ste-
phen’s language to the Jews (Acts vii. 51.) “ Ye stiff-necked and un-
circumcised in heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy Ghost.”
Now why weuld ke call them uncircumcised ir heart and ecrs, unless
he knew, and was conscious they knew also, that their circumeision
bound them to have a new and holy heart, aad to givé an attentive
ear to God’s word. 1 will say nothing more to prove circumcision a
religinus rite in itself and sfiiritual in irs meanming. Those who pay any
regard at all to the voice of God, speaking in the Old Testament and
in the New, will not need farther proof; if they do however, we are
ready at any time to produce it; and as for these who do not, they set
aside the scripture, and are therefore not to be reasoned with from it.
It is then manifest, beyond all possibility of reasonable contradiction,
that infants were once members of the Christian church, to which an apos-
tle says, the gospel was preached, and introduced inte it by a religious
and holy rite. T'hat rite 13 now changed for another, viz. baptism.
‘I'he Passover is changed for another ordinance, viz. the Lord’s Sup-
per—but where, where in the whole compass of the word of God, is
the single solitary passage to be found, which even intimates, much
less positively asserts, that infants are no longer to be admitted into
the church, are no longer fit subjects of a holy rite? We defy all the
Baptists in the universe to produce the text or even half-text, which
docs it. Now my brethren, what God once did in his church, and
Christ who came to complete and finish all things, has never undone,
rewmains unaltered.  VWhat God once enjoined and commanded, and
Christ has never forbidden, is still our bounden and indispensable duty.
¢« il scripture,” says Paul, ¢ 1s profitable for direction and instruction
in righteousness’’—the Old Testameat directs and instructs us to de-
vote our children to God in his ordinance—Christ has given no di-
rection, no instruction, no precept, no example to the contrary— VWhat
is the consequence! The inevitable, the scriptural consequence 1is,
that we are still directed and instructed to bring cur children into the
churchy by itsinitiating ordinance—=Infant church-membership is an in-
dispytable fact; the question is, how are they to be made members?
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how are they to be admitted? I see no other possible answer but this.-
by baptism. 1f the Baptists have anv other method, right in iiself,
and ordained and approved by God, they ought to let us know what it
is, that we may be benetited by it, and that there may be but one
bap'ism. But while we know that infants are members of the church,
z2nd must be received, or a divine command be broken; and while we
know of no ordinance but baptism, by which this can be done, we must
necessarily (for we cannot do otherwise at all according to the scrip-
tures) we must baplize them.  And our brethren must ¢ pardon their
scavants in this thing.” ¢ For whether it be right in the sightof God
to nearken unto them more than uato God,” we leave even them to
judge. |

While we are upon this subject, we shall take occasion to enlarge
more fully upon the scriptural doctrine, vindicated in the former dis-
course, that the church of God firom the beginning to the end of time,
Rus been, 1s, and will be cne and the same church, and therefore mem-
bers f the same description must constitute it, under all its various
forms and outward changes: for membership is not a circumstance,
but the essence of the church. Here our brethren do most egregi-
ously * err, not knowing the scriptures.”” They will tell you (and it
is a dvplorable tale too) that the Christian churchl'is entirely and essen-
tizlly different from the Jewish; and it is the only pnssible way, in
which the: can get rid of that abhorred thing, ¢ Infant Baptism.” Se
thatiu: order to slay the monster, they thrust their sword with indig-
nation into the very vitals of the church of God. But we shall shew
you as we proceed, how very widely they differ, when they assert this,
from both Christ and his Apostlies. The Baptists say, the Christian
c..tch 1s different from the Jewish: and it must be so indeed, if in-
fanis zve cast out; for mermbers are of the essence of a chunch. But
et us hear Christ’s decision respecting the Jewish church and his
own. In Matt. xxi. 43. afier delivering two parables in the hearing
of the chief priests and eldes of the people, who asked him by what
authority he was acting, he declares to them, ¢ The kingdom of God
shali be taken from vou, and given to a nation bringing forth the
fruits thereof.” ~ Qur first enquiry is, whatis kere meant by the king-
dom of God. It has but rwo possible meanings in Scripture—the
church on earth and the church in heaven: the latter cannot be meant
for two reasons; the people Christ addressed were not in heaven but
on carth, ard the kingdom of glory wiil never be tuken from any who
have the happiness to reach it.  The church on earth along with its
privileges, and that only, car be here meant—this, Christ tells the
priests and elders, shali be taken {rom them: but it could put be ta-
ken from thein hereafter, if 1t did not belong to them now. They
then had the kingdo:n of heaven, or were mnmbcls of the chmgh,
when Christ addressed them. Now who were these elders and priests?
Not Chrictians; for they were the incessant persecutors of Christ,
Yet they beionged to the acknowledged church of God, and Christ
threatens them with taking the kingdom from them, Jews, and giv-
Ing it to a nation, viz. Gentiles, that should bring forth the fruits of it,
Now a person cainot take away from one what lie has not, and give 1t
to another.  Christ says, he will gwe the Gentiles precisely the same
kingdom which he tukes from the Jews. He does not promisc to
give them more nor less. But according to the Baptists, Christ has
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given less to the Gentiles than he gave to the Jews. ¢ The kingdom
of God,"” was an ex;)rcsslon, which conveved to a Jewish ear at once,
the idea of infant church-membershini, a privilege hignly vaiued and
always enjoyed. But if this is taken away fiom the Christian church,
then Christ is far less generous to Christians than he was to Jews.
The Jews had then a vast advantage over us. “ \What advantage hath
the Jew, and what profit is there in circemcision?’’ Says the Apostic,
“ much every way.”” Then, if circumcision is taken from us, and
nothing given in its place; if infant-membership is no longer allowed,
we certuinly have /osz much every way; and an ancient Jew may rea-
sonably be envied by a modern Christian. If Christ was once the
receiver, but now the rejector of infants, we may reasonably exclaim,
« Q! that we had lived in the days of our Father Abraham.” But
Abraham’s church, Moses’ church, and Christ’s church are the same,
Christ himself being judge.

From Christ’s testimony respecting the sameness of the Jewish
- and Christian churches, we pass to the consideration of Paul’s opinion
on the same point. Read at your leisure the !1th chapter to the Ro-
mans, and from the 17th to the 26th verse particylarly, you will find
the church of God spoken of under the figure of an olive tree. The
same representation of the church occurs in the Old Testament. In
Jeremiah xi. 16. we meet with her thus addressed, ¢ The Lord called
thy name a green olive tree, fair and of goodly fruit.” The Apostle
in this chapteris discoursing of the rejection of the Jews; the calling
of the Gentiles, and the future call of the Jews again. As tha church
is figured by an olive tree, the members too are very fitly spchen of as
the branches. ¢ And if some of the branches be broken off, and thou
being a wild olive tree, wert grafted in among them, and with them
partakest of the root and fatness of the olive tree; boast not against the
branches; but if thou boast, thou bearest not the root, but the root
thee. Thou wilt say then, the branches were broken off that I might
be grafted in. Well, because of unbelief they were broken off, and
thou standest by faith. Be not high-minded, but fear, &c. For if
God spared not the natural branches, take heed, lest he also spare
not thee (23). And they also, if they abide not still in unbelief, shall
be graffed in again. And if thou wert cut out of the olive tree, which
is wild by nature, and wert graffed contrary to nature in a good olive
trce; how much more shall these whick be the nataral branches, be
graffed into their own olive tree.”

The Apostle is here discaursing to Gentiles, of what God had
done for them, and what he had done to the Jews. ‘The Jews are
said to belong to the good olive tree; the Gentiles to the wild olive
tree—the Jews are called the natural branches, because they belong-
ed to the goad olive tree, ever since it was first planted in the family
of Abraham—~the Gentiles are said to be cut out of the wild olive iree,
and graffed into the good olive tree. Some of thc natural branches,
the Jews, are sald to be broken off by unbelief, and some are said to
remain. The grafted branches or Gentiles are exhorted not to be
high-minded, but fear.

My brcthren, here are two trees, a good olive and a wild olive—~—
the good olive is God's favorite. He has nothing more to do with
the wild one, but to take branches from it and graft them into the
good. Ile does not own it as his~-his whole coneern is about the

F .
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d olive tree. A great many alterations are made in this tree, bu
the tree itself under them all remains the same. Somie branches are
lopped off, : nd some are left to stand—some branches are brough:
from a wild olive, and ingrafted into this good one; and a promise is
given, that even those branches, which are lopped off, shail in due
time be graffed in 2gain. The olive tree is one; so the church which
it represents, isone. Abraham is the root; for in him tfie first Chris.
tian church was fcunded;—7The Jews are the naturil brrches; at
the coming of Christ, alterations are made; the b-licving Jews as
natural braiches are still retained in the same church to which they
ever did belonz; the unbelieving Jews are cast cui, as ha'izyg forfeit-
ed their birth-right and their former pri-ileges; the Gentiies are re-
ceived. not 1nto a church institutzd expressiv for them. but into that
same cherch, from which some Jews were thrast outy, and in which
som< :emamed, and God prowdses, that hereafter tie Jews shall be
rece:ved again into the church from which for unbelhief they were cast
oilg, ¢ :‘,!"l then all Isra.1shall be saved.”

Mv breth~r. shat do we nced more to prove the cameness of
Christ’s churck urder every outward change ¢f form and disfieneation?
The Apestle telis the Gentiles, not to bosst over the Jews; for that
they dié not bear the root, bui the root them; they were merely en-
graftsd branches--the Jews were natura: branches and Abraham is
the root of both, as respects a church-state. He tells the Gentiles
that they partake of the “ root and fatness of the olive tree”—what can
this mean, but the benehits and privileges of the church? But a most
amparicat firivilege of the Jewish cnurch; a most important ingredient
of the fatness of the olive tree, was infant church-n.embershifi. 1f then
the Haptist-doctrine be irue, that infants are cast out, the Apostle must
be mistaken in saying, that the Gentiles =rioy the fatness of the olive
tree; for on this supposition the) do not. Let those who please, side
with the Baptists; wz will side with Paul thz 5 festie.

"~ The sameness of the two churches is farther proved irom Christ’s
YHeing ihe svurce of bessings to both, and the sins commiited in both
were committeq against hiin. In Cor. x. 3, 4. the Apostle affirms
« they did 2ll -at the same spirituc! meut; and did aii drink the seme
apirituel drink (for they drank of thas sfiir:tual rock that followed them)
and :hat rock was Chrier.,” This is indeed curious language. to be
used of a po!ztxcax, ceremonial, carral, or merely nativnal church. In
the 9ti verse, “ neither lei us tempt Charisry, as some of them also
tempted,’’ &c. 1t may be jaic downas a safe and usctu! rule, in un-
derstanding the Qld Testament with application te ourselves, to con-
sider them as speaking to us, in everv particular, where the New
Testament has 1ot iniormed us the Old is dope away. Vo prac-
tise none of the ancient ceremonies, because the New Testament as-
sures us of dactr abolishment, as we will find, as in other places, so
pariicularly in the epistle to the Hcbrews. Bu: not a hint of infunt
thurch-inemberskifi *2ing dore wway, is ouce given; on the contrary, as
was scen in 2 former diaceurse, it is expressly asserted to remain in
the same stale it aiways was in.  Infants must be entered somehow,
and there is nd other way prescribed, bat bapusm; accordingly the
Aposdca bapiized belicvers’ famiiles, as well as beltevers themsclves.
Thus are we * built ipon the foundation of thc a//a&/(‘n and firophicts.
Jesus Christ himeelf being the chief corner-stone,”  Joph. | . 2C.
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Before we proceed to answer some plausible objections, we shalil
take notice of a popular zi isfice (ivr it is not an argument) whereby the
Bapusts assai! well-meaning, but weak minds, They know that the
name of a Redecmer is ninsic te evciy sincere Christian’s ear, and
that every follower of him wiil do his will. and observe his commands.:
Their artifice is, to persuade the unrefiecting to follow, what they cal,
the exempile of the Redeemer.  “ How can they be Christians, except
they follow Christ's example:””> What a pity that anv sincere mind
shouid be so weak. as to be led astray into gross errors, merely by this
groundisss cante  Yet many of weak nerves or weak understandings
have been thus seduced. The Redecmer’s example we sacredly ve-
nerate, we labor consciciitiously te imitate and foliow. But we do it
in these things, in whick st /i- came #0 sct us an exampile that we should
follow his steps.”” Wz defy any Baptist living to shew, wherein we
fail to observe anv institutioi: of Christ, observed by him with a flar-
ticuiar view to be our example. And we also defy any Baptist living
to shew s, where it is said that ia bafitism farticularly, Christ came
to be our exampiey either as to its mode or sub;~ct. Nay, we ius..t
upon it, «nd fear no contradiction, that in infant baptism we follow
his exam:sle more closely than we would do in adult baptista. Nei-
ther faitk tor repentance wer: needed or required from Christin order
to baptiom. Aduits need and profess repentance and faith before they
are bapuzed, and ihizr=fore are baptized on grounds totally different
from thoe=, on which Thrisi’s baptism was founded. T%ey foliow his
example no further than in observing the ordinance: Infunts, besides
doing as much as this, cbserving the ordinance, follow his example
further, in being baptized, as he was, without faith and without repen-
tance. So that the Redeemer’s example, mtch as the Baptists boast.
of it, may be fai-ly turned against them. The very instance of
Christ’s baptism si;cws, that the rule in Mark xvi. 16. admits of ex-
ceptions, and that baptism may be administered on other grovnds,

Jthan those said tc Le contalned in that passage.

If however the Baptists pretens, tha: they TiHew the Saviour’s
pattern, in being baptized when adults, as be was a: zdvlty then why
do they not wait till they are thirty years of age? for he would not be
baptized sooner; and surely they will not pretend to be qualified at an
carlier age than he; or why are others of them baptized zt a later pe-
riod of life! How often have we to charge our brethrea with doing
only a part of their duty!

And why is not every Baptist circun:cised, upon the principle that
what Christ does, his foilowers must do? How can he be a Christian,
when he does not foliow Christ’s exammple? W fear they can give no
other reason upon thelr owi principle, than the jear of t4r cress: they
think, this would be 2 greatcr cress, than that terrible one, of going
into the water, and beiny unmersed once in their whole lives.

Christ came to be our ezample in baptsm no farther, ti:aw w0
sanction the ordinance as divine; us worthy our obedient observation—
and in this view infunt bufitisin is at least as much a following of Christ’s
example, as adult baptism, nay mere so than believer's bepi:ism; for
Christ was ro believer in the sense sinners are.

The chief reason for, and ground on which, Christ was baptized,
1s assigned in his reply to John, * Thus it becometh us to fulfil all
rigitcousness.” Christ was born under the ceremanial, as well as
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moral law, ¢ he came not to destroy the law, but to fulfil it.” As
our high priest, he must be consecrated to his office by the wash-
ing of water, as the priests were consecrated in this way, among
the Jews, to their office. This was the reason why he waited,
till he “ began to be about thirty years of ape,” before he was
baptized: for at that age the priests among the Jews entered on their
office. And I no more believe, that Christ was baptized as our ex-
ample, except (as was said above) to sanction the ordinance as divinc.
than that he was circuincised for the same purpose. If on that ac-
count I practised the one, I should for the same reason, submit to the
vther.

Besides, the baptism of John appears not to have been the Chris-
tian baptism: this was not instituted till afier the resurrection of
Christy, and wz< administered in the name of the Father, Son, and
Holy GLost, which Johu's b-piism was not. Some that kad receiv-
ed John’s baptism, were baptlzed again with Christ’s Baptism (Acts
xix. 2. 5.) Paul said to certain disciples at Epliesus, ¢ l{ave ye re-
ceived the Holy Ghost since ve believed? And they said unto hin,
We have not so much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost,
And he said unto them, Unto what then were ye baptized: And they
said unto him, Unto John’s bapiism. Then said Paul, Johm verily
baptized with the baptism of repentance, sav:.g unto the Jews, that
they should believe on him which should come after him, that is, on
Christ Jesus.  When they heard this, they were baptized in the nume of
the Lord Jesus.”

Their cant about the Redeemer’s example in baptism then, is no-
thing but a pitiful artifice, calculated to seduce only those. who are
guided by impulses and empty words, and not by Scripture How
melancholy to think, that some persons follow so cioscly where there
is no example, and pay no attention where tiere is!  If they had more
of the mind of Christ in tlrem, and would follow his example in deed
and not in pretence, and love the brethren, ¢ as he gave vs command-
ment,”” we should hear no more of their narrow-hearted bigoiry to-
wards al. who refuse to renounce their own conscience, and to worship
their idol. T'heir practicai unchurching all but themselves would
cease forever.

We shail now reply to an objection urged against Infant Baptism,
f om their being no exfpiress precept nor example of it in the New
Testament. This objection has been sufficiently answered already in
what has been said: \We onlv take further notice of it here, to pur-
sue it to its consequences. A truth, madc out by correct reasoning
and just inference, is as much a truth, as if proposed in exyress terms.
The Bapusts deny us'the right of reasoning upon and mferrmg from
Pozitive institutions. Baptism, say they, being an ovdinance of this
description. none are legally entitled to it, who are not specified by
. the mstuutor, or known to have been admitted to it in fuct, by hmn,
or these acting under his authority. Let us see, where this position
wili lead us. If inference on a positive in«titutio: is wrong, then it
is wrong inevery degiee; in the least as well as in the greatest.  For
who shall assign the limit to which in the business of inferring we
may go, and beyond which we aiust not proceed?! Now if inference
oh a positive institution is inadmissible, then by what authority do we,
do the Buptists act in receiving females to the Lord’s Supper? Where
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’s the precept for it? Where is the example of it? Nelther the one
nor the other can be found throughout the New Testament.  And yet
is not this as positive an institution as baptism? They are received, it
is true, because tiicy are beptized; because they can repent and be-
lieve: from these qualifications we draw the conclusion, that they
ought to ccmmune: but ezjiiess precept or example for it we have
none. How, except by Inference, can we maintain the change of the
Sabbath, or even its existence under the gospel? This is a fiesitive in-
stitution.  But its continuance under the gospel, and the chinge of
the day for its observance must be inferred. Ana if we are zliowed,
nay, oiliged to reason and infer on one fositive ins!1rution, what deprives
us of the same liberty on another? Qur duty is to infer justly and scrip-
turally. And when the Baptists can prove that we fail in these par-
ticulars on Infant Baptism, we engage to renounce it. But they can
bring no argument against us, which camnot Lz turned with equal or
grea'er force against themselves.

\We shall here solve some difficulties that arise, and answer an
ebjection that may be started agamst the sciiptural representation
that has been made.

1. The Baptism of Infants under the new dispensation, it may be
said, is not to be argued from their circumcision under the old, be-
cause the ordinance of circumcision was limited in its administration
to males, whereas that ¢ baptism also embraces females. In an-
swering this objection, we set out with observing, that it could not
be from any incapacity ¢f females to answer the ends of circumcision,
that they were excluded from ihis ordinance. But do we not find a
reason in the mercy of God? Circumcision was a bloody and a painful
rite: it argued therefore great compassion in tise Most High, that this
seal of the covenant of grace was limited to the males. Females,
however, were considered as included with them, and entiti:d to the
other ordinance. lor no uncircumcised person could eat the passo-
ver; women, however, did e¢at the passover; whence ~ is tmanifest, that
God regarded them as circumcised; otherwise tue diving prehibitiva
would not have been attended to.

But when the milder dispensation of Jesus certmenc=d, shosc of-
dinances were to be onfy pirivileges, and not yoizs nor croescs, except
as they were made so by a legul and self-ir1zkicsus simric in inan, the
milder rite of baptism was extended to females.  IYoes not this ex-
actly accord with the Splllt and temper of the zospel dispernsarion?
Christ’s ¢ yoke” of service i< essy, and g vurden * of CETer1oncs
“ light,” when compared with those which galled a Jzwish neck.

Here, by the way, we may take ncmbc ol that sirange pervessing
of ianguage, and misrepreseniatinn o4 'ruile $0 comen wmoug the
Baptists, when they call bapllsm 2 mrods, and ine rveceytiou of chis
ordinance * a taking up the cross.” Ay Lretiren, does 1t not grgue
the basest ingratitude, and the most <aanetul insensitility to 1be
goodness of God, tc call that a cross; winict he nas iven vs a5 a moss
invaluable firivilege. Baptism 12 » co! ct the covenant of grace, a
plcdgc of God's love to us, a toker «f our interest in his fav"V, and
in the merits of his Son.  And yci sorne cals this most precious pri-
vilege a cross: and for what reason? Sure I as, it is a most »nscrip-
tural phrase, and imphkes a nmiost mngratefut spirit, when applied to
the ordinance of bantisme  There 1¢ 1ot the must ssmcte hint in the
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scripture to favor the assertion. What makes it a cross’ God hae
not, and niever intended :t as such. If man has made it so, with him
must rest "ae blume, and he may well be asked, ¢ \Who hath required
this at your hands?” €od gave it as a privilege: but some basely
pervert it into a cross.  Far be it from us to do so: we read indeed of
a cross vhich as Christians we are to take up daily, Luke 1x. 23. But
that is not baptism: and if we were to make it so, by any contrivances
of our own, it would become that wil.-worshifi, which i1s abominable
to God. Baptism, we believe, was made for man, and not man for
baptism. Baptism then being an ¢ easy yoke’ and no cross, who will
find fault with the Christian law-giver for enlarging the privilegces,
and lightening the yoke of his disciples? \Who will say that baptism,
it argued from circumcision, ought to apply no farther than circum-
ctsion did?

The Oid Testament is Christ’s first will—the New Testament is
his Iast will. VWhatever the latter declares to be done away in the
former, is dune away-—whatever it declares not to be done away, of
necessity still remains. Persons through the course of their lives
sometimes alter, amend, or add to their wills.  1f after making a wili,
- they have another child, they alter their wiil so as to make provision
for this additional child. But who is so unreasonable as to suppose,
because his effects are distributed among a greater number of per-
sons, those first mentioned 2rz thrown out, or that none of them
have any shure in his property? The case of infants, in respect of
their relation to the chuvch and its initiating rite, appears to us exact-
ly parallel o this just supposed. In Christ’s last will, ¢ greazer num-
ber of persons are admitied 1o G sea ing ordinance, betokening an inter-
esiing privilege: this however is so far from overthrowing the property
of either 1n it, that it confirins and establishes both.

2. Another difficulty worthy of attention, and demanding solutien
is, that ai/ the male infants among the Jews were indiscriminately
circumcised, be the moral character of the parents what it might;
and every iadividual of the naticn was required to be a member of
the church. This is true. God would not have a single perscn to
belong to that nation, who refused to observe the ordinances of the
church. But does it follow from this, that he was content with a
mere formal and outward service, while the heart was impure or the
life sinful? By no means. \While he positively insisted on the ob-
servance of the church’s ordinances, he as sbsolutelv required, thai
they should be at'ended us r¢ igius ordinances, in a spiritual man-
ner, and with holy and spiritual views. The Isvaclites knew this—
knew they ought to ¢ walk before God and be perfect”—knew ¢ the
foreskin of their Aeart” oughc o be taken away, and they “be no
more stiff-necked.” They knew, that in God’s sight ** he was not a
Jew, who was one outwardly,” but he who was so inwarcly, and had
the “ circumcision of the heart.” I, »etwithstanding this knowledge,
they chose 10 approach God in a hypocrnitical and insincere manner,
was God to blaine for ail this? and must kis church be abused and
vilified, as a carnal, a cereronial, a t pical cherch, because there
were so many false-hearted professors in it? Most assuredly not.  i{
30, then tee Christian churches, even in the purest ages deserve to
have the same cpithets applied to thom.

Seze the church of Laodecea, which was of so doubtfu! and ambj-
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Zuous a character, that the Saviour said, it was neither ¢ cold nor hot.”
See the church of Sardis, which ¢ had a name to live but was dead.”
See the corruptions, abuses, and improepricties in the church of Co- -
nnth. Yet, because there were somme genuine and sincere members |
10 them, God calls them all his churches, and owns them, while he |
severely censures their faults. '

It is as much the dutt of every individual in a Christian nation,
to be a member of Christ’s church, as it was in the Jewish communi- .
ty. All ought to be baptized-—all ought to commune. The differ-
ence between the Christian church now, and the same church under |
its Mosaic or Abrahamic form, is not, that the terms of admissien are |
different; these are faith, repentance, and holiness in both: it is not,
that the members are different; these are aduits and infants in both:
but the difference is, that God forced men by temporal threatenings to
make a profession then, while at the same time e required sincerity
in that profcssion, and would reckon with them, if insincere, at the |
last day:—\Vhereas, Chrisi’s kingdom: Ueing wholly spiritual, none
are now ferced from temporal considerations to make a profession, |
while yet all are commanded by the express authority of God to do so; |
and though for neglecting it God calls them not into judgment now,
be will hereafter. He wilii be displeased with us for not ebserving his -
ordinances, as well as for violating his command; for the neglect of |
duty, as well as for the commission of sin; ior not having our chil-
dren baptized, as well as for teaching them to do wickedly, if thus
we have done. Ii is the duty of every person to have his child bap- ;
tized; ¢ for so hath the Lord commanded us;” as we have scen alrea-
dy. Butit is his previous and greater duty, to see that he is himself
a believer, as Abraham must be a believer before his children can be
circumcised, and as the first converts to Christianity were themselves
first believers, before their families were or could be baptized. Itis -
the duty of such an one in baptizing his child to see; that he does it °
sincerely, conscientiou-lv, in a believing manner; that he is willing to
make the required profession, ana to fulfil his vows; to see toit, that .
he performs this holy service, not ir. a customary, a formal, an irreli-
gious, a trifling and fashionable manner, only because others do the
same; but, as a serious and solemn covenant-engagement between the
God of Abraham and of Abraham’s spiritual seed forever; and him-
self, in behalf of his children.

Itis also the duty of those who administer the ordinance of baptism, .
to refuse it to the children of those parents, whom Ae knows to be infi-
del in sentiment, or immoral and prophane in conduct. But where .
there is no known immorality ui character, that would of itself destroy -
all pretensions to Christianity, and where there is along with this a -
profession of Christian faith, we may, on application, admit to bap- {

- o c—— o stV . e . o

tism the child of such a persen; nor do I see, how we could debar |
such a person from the Lord’s Supper, although in our minds we
might doubt his Christianity; doubt whether he had that evangelical
faith, which avails to salvation. We cannot know the lieart: where
persons “ witness a good profession,” and nothing particularly ap-
pears in their lives to contradict it, we must receive them to sealing
ordinances. .
If our opponents would attack the abuse, the misimprovement of
Infaut Baptism; if they would argue, that multitudes of those, to
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whoae children it is administered, do not (judging from their after
conduct,) view it as a religious ordinance, but vow, and straightway
forget, and are not concerned to fulfil the vows they have made; in-
stead of finding fault with them, we would say, * Come over into Ma-
cedonia and help us.” That Infant Baptism is by many shamefully
ubused, we must aliow; when its importance is overlooked; when its
obligations are disregarded; when, too, instead of being administered
in the ¢ house of God.” the church, the onlg proper place, where or-

dinances qught to be administered (except in a case of necessity, such
as the sickness of the parent or child) it is performed in private hous-
es; when, by reason of ithese things it appears, we ourselves are asham-
ed of what we are doing.

These things I am not concerned to defend; nay, 1 will thauk them
to attack, in the spirit of Christian zeal and charity. Let them then
talk as contemptuously as they please of christezing, and smile atthe
oddity of a wicked man’s extreme solicitude, In casc of sickness, to
have his child christeped before it dies, and we will sit stili und calm-
ly sav, ¢« Let the righteous smite me, it shall be a kindness; and let
him reprove me, it shall be an excellent oil which shall net break my
head.”

- But what has all this to do with, or how is it to operate against,
that church-membershifi of believer's infants, into which they were fore
merly introduced by circumcision, and are now admitted by baptism,
and which is founded an so immoveable a basis, as the everlasting co-
venant of grace. Are we to renouuce a true, a scriptural, and there-
fore good and useful ordinance, because it is abused or misapplied?
On this ground what would we not renounce? Were we in some parts
of Europe, we would renounce the Lord’s Supper too; fer that is hor-
ribly prophaned, when it is administered to a person of any character;
to an infidél, asa quallﬁcatnon for a civil or military office. We would
renounce the gospel ministry, when we see it 'busca, by being com-
mitted to ignorant and arregant persons (caliza &7 the Apostle ¢ novi-
ces’’) who would honor their profession as Christians, niore at the

, plougb, tkan in the pulpit.

Nay, farther, some would renounce bclicver’s baf:::am too; ior that
has been abused, in being administered to persorns, whose future lives
prove thcm to have been unbrlicvers at the time o1 baptism, and who,
should they afterwards become real believers, wo:.iG be received into
the church without baptism: for ¢ no faith, no bzy:i..m,’” some preach.

But as we are not to part with any of these tiiungs, on account of
the abuses which have aitended or do attend them, so neither with In-
. fant Baptism. QOur duty is. not to 1enounce it, st..ading as it does on
. the authority of God’s word, but to labor tc correct the abuse, and
+ keep at the greatest distance from 1t qurselves. It is an aslonishing

. thiag, that an infidel. who does not believe the gospel, or an immorai
man wao dees not obey 1t, should be so superstitious or so 1nsincere,

" as to wish to have his children baptized.  From what motive does he

t this? or what good expects he fron 1w Zhe premisc is not to the in-
L Sfidel cad his children; it is not ta the firofihane and his szed. The

© “children are holy” when one or both parents believe, but not other.

. wise: if one is a believer, it is his or her privilege and duty to dedi-
cate the child to the Lord in baptism; if neither believe, where is the
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right’ where is the privilege? ¢ Who hath required this at yeur
hands?”” Be ye holy, and your children will be relacively so.

We shall now conclude what we intend to say, at the present time,
on the subjects of baptism, by briefly noticing the historical evidence
in favor of Infant Baptism. At first I intended to exclude this kind
of evidence aliogether; from the circumstance, that the Baptists,
¢ thinking more highlv of themselves and their system, than they
ought to think,” are fond of asserting, that while they have the word
of God on their side we have nothing to support our cunningly devis-
ed fable (c3 they cali it ) but the traditions of men. Judge for your-
selves then on scriptural grounds, and when you find scripture proofs
to fail on the subject, go no further. nor be infiuenced by what follows.
But my view in introducing #he historical evidence is. that from it I
may shew you afterwards another shocking consequence of the Bap-
tist doctrine, from whick your judgment and {celings will alike revolt.

It appears frow ihe united testimony of several of the ancient fa-
thers and earliest Christian writers that, very soon after the days of
the Aposties, Infant Baptism, whether a scriptural practice or not,
was acknowledged to be the universal practice of the Christian church.
The testimony of Origen, who lived about 100 vears after the Apos-
tles, is to this effect, ¢ that the church had an order from the Apos-
tles to give baptism to infants.” Before him, Irzneus had said, using
the term regenerared as svnonimous with daptized, that by Christ ““are
regenerated. (i. e. according to bis use of the word) baptized, bsth
infants and little ones,”® &c. About the year 250, a council of 66 mi-
nisters agreed, that baptism might be administéred before the 3th
day after the child was born, but none of them nor any body else ever
thouett of doubting, whether infants ought to te baptized at all. Pe-
lagius, about 300 years after the Apostles, who denied original sin,
was pressed by Austin with the argument taken from the baptism of
infants. Could he have denied this to be the doctrine of the scripture
or the practice of the church, he could have aaswcred the argument,
but when charged with denying infant baptism, he calls it a slander,
and says, he never heard ¢of any that dcnied baptism to infants, not
even the worst herctics. More tcstimonies might be produced, but
let these suffice.*

Is it not passing strange, that infant baptism, could be introduced
into the church after the Apostles and without their authority, and be-
come the universal practice, acd yet there be no account of the time
when, nor the person by whom it was ir.croduced, nor of any dispute
or controversy about it? It is incredible. Things of far inferior mo-
ment made a great noise; but there was no noise at all; no disturbance
occasioned by infant baptism. Yet some say now, that it is G cunningly
devised fidle. We know, however, that it is divinely afifiointed and
scrifiturally sanctioned.

It being then a fact, authenticated by the history of early times,
that infant baptism was universally acknowledged and practised in the
ages next after the Apostles, if adult haptism be the only lawful bap-

¢ If anv are desirous of further satisfaction nn this .oint, let them consult W,
Warr's Histury of Infant Baptism: in which they wil find the mnst amyile, and
sndispurable evidence, that Infant Baptism was universally acknowledgea ard obse-e-
d as an ordinance of Christ, jathe primitive church Sfrom the Apostles’ days.

‘F -
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tiSm, this only lawful baptism must soon have been entirely done
. away. And now, my brethren, attend to the consequence. The
consequence is, that from the days of the Apostles to the ifith century,
God had no church in the world. In the 12th century a small sect
argse, denying infant baptism, because they had before denied infant
salvaticn: And in this they were consistent: for it is as true that « he
that believeth not, shall be damned.,” as it is, that ¢ he that believeth
and is baptized, shall be saved.” But this sect soon expired; and the
doctrine of adult baptism onfv expired with it. ‘i’he origin of the pre-
sent Baptists is to be found in the 16th century, and whoever reads the
account given of this origin and universally owned, will find itnotte
have been the best. If then Infant Baptism was once the universal
practice of the church, and yet this practice is not according to the
scripture, then there is noz2 no church nor ordinances on earth accord-
ing to the Scriptures. The firstadult Baptists, which sprung upinthe
16th century, must and were o7 course themselves baptized in infancy.
They could nat obtain believer’s baptism: there were no ministers in
the church, hut who had been bapiized in infancy. Baptists say, in-
fant baptism is no baptism: Then, if these ministers had not received
baptism themselves, they could have no authority to bgptize others:
therefore these first adult Baptists continued without believer’s baptism;
for sthere was none to be had, there being on their principle no regular
minister on earth. All whom they baptized, were of course not law-
fully baptized: all who succeeded them down to the present moment
are in the same situation. Coisequently Gad has now no church on
earth, neither among Baptists, nor Pedobaptists. There can be no
church, they say, without baptism: and all the baptisms now adminis-
tered must he traced back to'infant baptisin, which, they say, is nn
baptism. And he who possesses nothing can communijcate nothing.
There is then no baptism now in the world, and if no baptism, then no
church. Suchis the fatal tendency of error: and the error in particu-
lar, which we are now exposing, sweeps the very church of God with
« the besom of destruction.” It overthrows the ancient church of God,
under the former dispensation, by making God’s covenant of grace on
which it was founded, 2 merely temporal covenant; and it overthrows
the church of God under the Christian dispensation, by making Infant
Baptism, which was nce universal in the church, no baptism.  Judge
then, how erroneous that doctrine must be, whose consequences are sa

fatal!
The NMode of Baptism,

The made of Baptism shall now come under discussion. Every
Christian, I apprehend, in perlforming religious services and in observ-
ing religious rites, wiil adopt that mode, which is clearly, definitely,
and explicitly prescribed, if any such there be. If there be not, he
will be guided by that general direction of the Apostle, « Let all things
be done decenily and in order.” (1 Cor. xiv. 40.) OQur enquiry 1s,
whether there be or be not, such a definite and ascertained mode of
baptism, as would make it unlawf{ul or out of order, to deviate from
it or use anv oiher.  This, I confess, I have never been able to dis-
cover; nay, L hope to prove, that immersion, so far from being 4
Ry mode, is not 2he most frofier mode of buptism.
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There are but three ways of ascettaining the mode of baptism-e-
1. From circumstances; 2. From allusions; 3. lI'rom the meaning of
the word. We will examine each in order. .

1. The circamstances. The Baptists pretend, that nothing can be
more cvident than immersion, from the circumstances attending the
baptisms related in the New Testament. I thick, on the other hand,
nothing can be /less evident, or more encumbered with difficulties than
this supposition. Let the examples speak for themselves.

We shall first attend tc the baptism of Christ, as related in Matt.
iii. 13. 16. * Then cotheth Jesus from Galllee t0 Jordan to be baptized
of him.” ¢« And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straightway
out of the water.” It is observable here, that we have no account «t
all of Christ’s going into the water; itis only said, he went ro Jordan.
‘T'he Baptists however infer (for they can do nothing here swithout in-
Jerring) he must have gone into the water; because it is said, he came
up out of the water. Should this constriction be admitte@, I posi-
tively deny their consequence. For he could go inte the water, and
come up-out of the water, without being immersed, a$ every one must
immediately perceive. But as they sometimes refer us to the origi-
nal language in which the New Testament was written, I have taken
the pains to examine through the gospel of Matthew the meaning of
the Greek particle afio, wherever it occurs, intending at my leisure
to pursue the enquiry through the other books. The resuit, as far as
I have preceeded, 1s, that among the number of places in which this
word occurs, there are about fifty instances, in which it signifies ex-
clusively from, and cannot signify any thing else—there are about
Jourteen instances, in which it signifies indifferently either out of or
from—and (mark) not a single instance, in which it signifies exclusive-
Iy out of. Now if this single little word is to determine the mede of
baptism, as some wish to make it, what is the consequence! Even
from the evidence afforded us by one of the gospels, it is fifty times
as reasonable to believe, that some other mode was employed for bap-
tizing Christ, as that immersion was. On such a slender thread docs
immersion hang. The most of ycu are incapable of judging for your-
selves of this argument: but the remark is made to shew you, how
wholly unfounded is that arrogance, for which this denomination is
particularly remarkable; and that it may be known, these assertions
are made, and they are challengsd to deny them, if they can.

I proceed to observe, that according to our way of baptizing,
Christ would have becn under the necessity of geing either to or znz0
Jordan, to be baptized by sprinkling or pouring. John was preaching
in the wildcrness; he lived an austere and mortified life; and the de-
sert was his abode. He nust be near a wiver, that both himself and
~ his audience, with their beasts, if they had any, may be refreshed; nay,

he must be near ariver, that the people might be baptized by sprink-
ling or pouring. Any one acquainted with the Old Testament must
khow, thot wells of water in those sultry Fastern countries were both
rare und valuable; hc must recoliect the warm coniention that tool
place between Isaac’s herdsmen, and the herdsmen of Gerar, respect-
ing one or two wells of water.  Water was not so plentiful in that
country as in ours; so that, whether for the refreshment of the people,
or for their baptism by pouring, it was wise in John to keep neir the
river Jordan.  Conslder the immense awaultitade that followed John
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fisto the wildutneas, ne we ate told in the dthand Oth vorsew ¢ THey
went out to him Jerusalem, and atl Judea, and ail tAe region round
about Jordan; and were bapiised of him in or as (the original aignifies
either) Javdan, ke’ Tt wus expetiont therefore, that this lmmenve
mulitude, anil that Christ too, should go tothe edge of the river, or
evan take & ms or two Into Ity for the greuter convenlunce of having
water aprinkled or panred on them,

‘The remarks now made may furnish a nplll alno to the argue
ment from John lil, 33. ¢ John was baptising In Znen, because there
-Waa mueh warer there”!  And In the origlnal it Is ¢ muny waters'’
.(holla udata,) ,

Tho next baptiam we have on record, is that of the thres thousand
on the day of Penteconts  We do not hulleve that allj nay, we ara
not satisflec that any of this multituds were immeraeds  Supposing
all the twelve Aposiles to have heon emrloved in performing theas
buptinmy, there would he two hundre” nd fifty to each. ‘I'he Immer-
~ #lon of nuch & number in one duy, by one person. ls whut we cannot
- bulleve practicuble. ‘I'he Baptists, however, get rid of the difficulty
~ here, by pretending, that the seventy disciples uided the twelve Apos.
tles on this uccasions But we are not disposed to take their conficent
assertions for scripture progfy we call uxon them to prove, that any
besidps the Aposties were concerned, 2%ey alone were pressnt, when
the commission was given, as recorded of Matthew xxvili. 19, 0.
“ Go ye therefore,” or as related in Mark xvi, 15, 16, 4 Go ye into
all the world,” &c. It was only to # Pater and the rest of the Jfoe-
tles,’" that these convinced Jews cried out, saying, * Men and brethe
ren, what shull we do?” Not a shadow of ‘evidence appears, that any
but the Apostles wers engaged [n this transaction, Bute
. 2 Even If the seventy disciples were present, which remains to
be proved, the difficulties .ttending the supposition of |l Himersion
of so zreat & number of persons, are still very considéigble. The
. prenching of Peter did no commence till nine o'clock, the third hour
- of the day; his.sermor was to be preached, the confession of faith of
. three thousand | raons wus to be macly; & place or places for immer-
- slon to be soughte=th: pouls about the temple belonged to the Jews,
and it is incredible, tl.ut the priests would suffer them to be appro-
priated to what ‘hey would gnpslder a prophane purpose==and thirty-.
six persons to be immersed by such of the twelve Apostles and seven-
ty disciplesi==What & hard struggle for immersion! Dute

3, Removing ull dilficulties out of the way, it remains to de firov.
edy that they were immersed, ' ‘

The next buptism to Le noticed is that of the Eunuch, related
Acts viile 36, 39, In the circumstances of this baptism there is noe
thing to prove or even favor immersion: ¢ As they went on their way,
- they came into.a vertain water,” or (epl ti udor) upon or to some wa.
ters what it was, how much or how large, we are not told—the expres-
slon sounds rather diminutive, ¢ sorne water.,”  But the Buptists find
~ mmerslon in these words:  they went down both into the wuter’ e
| “and when they wore some up out ¢f'the water.,” T'his tlwr could do,

howaver, and nelther be Immersed: Besides th; words in the oviginal
signify also o and from (Cels ek, ) 8o thut no immersion is proveulse
here; and If theve was, it would prove Philip linmuracd as much us
the Eunuch, Both went in wad our.:
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As to Paul's baptiam, Acts Iz, 18, 1 sec nothlng like an imthate

alon) uuthlnr tonding thut way at all. Hu was in the house of Judae, |
\

when Ananias ecame to himny hud neither eaten nor drank for three
days; weak thetefore in body an well as distieased in mind, ¢ he arose
and was bupilued,” but not linmersed, '

I.et us nest attend to the cireumatances of Cornelius, the centue
rlon’s baptiam, related Acts x. 47, 48, Peter preached in the house
ard, without a ayllable being sald about going out of the houve'to a
pond ov rlver, we hear him uzlng. % Can any man forbld watery that
these sheuld not be bapiised!” &ece What a curinus expression to
come out of the mouth of a Baptist! What an odd way to express im.
merlon! If Peter buptised by ukrinkung or pourlng, as we belleve,
the expression ‘was proper enough; for water wes Lo be brought into
the house fur,the purposes But if he baptised by linmerston, as the
Baptiste aswert, lie could not have known how to upeak with propriety.
Nothing like and every thing unlike immersion here.

Al the circumatances of the Jaller's baptiam, Acts xvi. 33, are
against immersion:  Paul preached the wordy had his own and Silas’

- wounds washed, and thhed the Jailer and hls famlly, aitin ¢ the same |

hour of the night.”” . We have no account of: thelr guing to.u river
nay, it would have forfeited the Jailer's life to the civil authorit haci
he been known to have brought the prisoiiers into the street, and thus
glven them an opportunity to.escaps. Becides the prisoners refused

to leuve the jail in the worning,, till they were bm\.?hﬁ ?.ut by the ap&- |
theit own agcord |

vinted officers. It lv not crudible that they lef it o

n the night. . .
8o impossible is it to prove immeraion from the dircumstances at«

'ten,;ling \he baptisms on réecord in the New Testament. |
Let ys ,xt enquire, what can be determined with regard to the

mode of from the allusions made to.itin the New I'estuments
Of these Wl Buptlsts praduce one, occurring in two places: fivst in
Rom. vi. 3, 4, “ Know ye not, that so. many af us as were buptized
into Jesus Christ, were baptized into his desth. I'herefore we are

buried with him by baptism into death, that like s Christ was ralsed |
up from the dead by the glov of the Father, even sv we alsg should '
) r

walk in newness of life. om the beginning to the end of this
chapter the Apostle is ufmn one of the mast serious and spiritual sub.
jects which ute holy religion embruces, vie. the obl‘iga\‘ion all Chris«
tlans are under from their profession, to dia to all sin und Itve.to all
righteousness.  Let any unprejudiced person read the chapter thro’
and say, whether the Apoatle's mind was not employed in an infinitely
nobler manner, than in settling the mode in which a ceremony is to by

erforined. ‘The subject throughout is deeply spiritual. But the

aptists in one verse turn aside from the whole tenor and strain of the
Apostle's urgument, to luy hold of a single expression, which, by the
helr of a lively imagination, may be o construed as to countenance
their fuvorite system. Wo belleve that the Aposile Is on the same
subject in this verse, that Lie is upon, in the verses before und afler it
to the end of the chapter. We therefore balleve, that as his subject
in every other verse is spiritual, 8o to be of « plece it iy spiritual here.
We cannot think the Apostle was ruch « trifler, as the supposition of
the Baptists would muke him. He set too little value upon metu

|
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moden and furwia, tu turn unide from o deep subject {u divinity, to tell
us how they wre to he Fu\'(m'nwd. |

The Apoutle theretores tella us, thut by our baptism, let it he admi.
hinteved in what mode {1t may, % we ave burled," not lnto water (he suys
no such thing) but ¢ into deathy’ that Is, u cdeath to aln, and as Christ wiw
ralned from the deads wo we should walk in newneus of Wue 1t in 4
ritval burial and w spivitual resurreetions  But it s the wood fortune of
the Baptiute both heve une elsuwhere to hit upon one purticular express
slon in a paakage, and thers to keep In splia of avery thinge Butone
%nmge ol expression s a vrvy different thing from the whole wurd of

ody and that consistently Interpreted. If thay had gone in senrch
of truth, Instead of something to prop up thelr unscriptural and erros
neous system, thay would not hang upon this one verse as they do,
but would puss on to the next, and explain that to wi alvo, ¢ For if
we have been planied together in the likeness of ‘his death, we shall
be ulio in the likenuss of hls resurrection.”  Why do they not fulfil
this verse too, and plune thone pirosclytes whom “ they compass sea and
land to muke,” s well us bury them: there is just the same authovity
far the one as for the other; and they ure as negligent and remiss in
durying without planting, as they would be in planting without burying.
 If the ome exfireasion 1s L0 be understood of a lteral burial into water,
why {8 not the other ta be understoud of a literal planting? ‘L'hey should
do ull their duty, and not do it by halves.

According 1o the Baptist construction of the am?e in question,
it must read thus, “‘I'hersfore we are buried with him br baptism
into water, that like as Christ, &c. even so we should be raised cut of
the water,” But quch air iden us this wus very remote indeed from
the Apoatie's mind. r

It would be well, if they would inform us, when th upd an ar-
gument in favor of immersion on this passage, what Sghyrity they
had for wresting the word of God in such a manner, as to interpret
the single expressinn ¢ buried” deerally, and leave every other in the
verse to stand in the sfiiritual sense, in which it is evidently the Apos.
tle's desigu they all vhould be understood. Carey the literal interpreta.
tion throughout the verse, which you have as much right to do, as they
have to use it on one word,==buried, &c. #into death!” Now ilo the
Baptists keep their proselytes under water till they ure literally Jead,
that is, drowned?! And do they raise them out of water, und out of a

~ state of natural ceath, ut the same time, ty hewness of lifel~T0 such
. inconsistencies and follies do they verge in attempting at i/l events to
support an unscripturul sentiment, But give this passage u consiste
enty uniform, and splvitual interpretation throughout, and this t.nci.
- ful ullusion vanishes at once. 1 will therefore paraphrase the verse,
- and leave you to judye of its correctness, ¢ Therefore we ure duri-
* ed with him, firofessediy by water baptism, and really by the haptism
of the spirlt, into a death to sin; that like as Christy &c. even so we
should be ralsed to newness of life.” "T'hus baptism obliges us, and
grace cnables us, to be buricd or separated from sin, and to be made
allve to God,

1.t s now see whut we have on the score of ullusion in our fuvor,
" While they have only, in thele opinion, wn aliusion 1o the mode, we
have the mode dtselfs  2hey huve a resemblunce: tve the thing itselfs
‘I'hey assert that there is but one mode of baptimn, and that therc cun
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be noather. We will therefove take them on thelr awn gronnds Naaw '
4f we eun find clearly and evidently a knewn anu curtaln mode, theu
all other baptlsms muac be necording to that mode,  We huve neen
that the Buptists ean fAnd nothing express in favér of immeraion, no, not
In one instancos ‘I‘hu( reavon and infer it out from such expreasions
un intg and out ofy which we have remarked on, und from ons fincied
alluaion, the fallncy of which Lus been suffielently expoacds But we
can fivaduce a baptiam, the mode of which ts known by every ane, and
denled by none.  Matt. 1l 11, John aaya, ¢ 1 indead baptize you with
water unto repentance, but he shall daprize you with the Holy Ghost
and with fires””  Fere in dapriem, and dapeism, and dapeiem; vis, with
watery with the toly Ghoaty and with fire We want to know how wa«
ter baptism is to be administered, and what {a ita mode. Now, awit|
is auid) there s but ene mode of bapidym, if we can ancertain how either
~of these three baplisms was performed, we must judge of the other
two by that which can be certalnly known. The buptiam of the Holy
Ghett and of fire, we have an acgount of in the secend chapter of Acts,
« And when the day of Pentecost was fully come, theéy were all with
one accord In one place. And there appeared unto them cloven
tongues llke as of fire, and it sa¢ upon ench of them.” Here was the
‘haptism with fire==Instead of their b2ing immersed into the material
of the baptiym, it sat upon them. We ask any person who is noet an
absolute idiot, whether there wus any immersion in fire here; whether
the Apostles were covered all over with five? It villl not be pretended. |
Now the made of this baptism s certainly known, and if there is but
one mode, then it is clear, immarsidn i» nor that mode. .v‘
What was ithe bu?tism of the Holy Ghpst? ¢« And .the{- were ‘nll
Slled with the Holy Ghostt” then surely not immersed init. Com-
pare (\his wi'h other places which mention the way in which thofoly

Ghost or. [REEMSpirvit (for they are terms of the same moaning in scrip.
ture) is cimWeyed to man. . The Holy Ghost,” says the angel to the
mother of Christ, *shall come ufion thee,” In this same chapter ot
Acts, the Apostle tells the multitude, that what they now withessed, |
was the accomplishinent of that ancient prophecy by Joel, ¢ I will frour |
out my spivit ;pov all flesh.’”  If the baptism of the Spivit was pery |
formed by the pouring out of the Spirit, and theve is dut one mode of |
buptism, then every bafitiam of water ought to be performed by four-
ing water upon the cnbinit,  We will pvoﬁ'uce to any Baplist innumera.
by frassages, where thi Spirit is represented as poured out on persons,
in order to baptize them with it.  And we defy any Baptist to produge
even one passage from CGenesis to Revelation, which says, pervons are
iminersed in the Holy b‘&)ivit. When shall vain words have an end!?
T'he last way of proving the mode of Luptism is, by ascertalning
the meaning of the worlh  We shall confine ourselves to the scriptu-
ral use of the term. Its primary meuning is to wash; its secondary
meanings ave, to wash by certain ways, us difining, pouring, sprin! -
ling, Wyt the Baptists roundly assert, without the shadow of proof,
nay, divectly in the face of scripture authopjty to the contrary, that it
nieans immersion or dipping only, an assertion they will never be
nble to prove, while the Bible exists or the world stands. 1. do know
to an absolute certainty from the scriptumgs, that the word theuns a
partiul apd not 4 total washing, wlfich [ shall prove {rom the followe

g passages,  Mark vil 40 ¢ And when they come {rom the market .»
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oxcept (hey wask (hafitisontal, ba baptized) they eat not.” What is
meant here by washing or being haptized: we Jearn fram the verse
receding, to be the washing of hands, not the immersion of the whole
' Eody; %0 that washing the hands and beipg baptized, mean, in .this
xmage'one and the same thing: in other wards e, pariial wasking ie
afitiom, .
ﬂl..uke xl. 38, “ And when the Pharisee sgw it, he marvelled that
~he had not first washed before dinner.” This passage is of a simi-
lar kind with the former, and used on the like occasion, The wone
der of the Pharisee was exgited, because Christ had not waashed his
lands before dinner. Now the word in the original is ou edajitisthe,
the literal meaning of which is, “ he was nor dapsizeds” so that had
he€ washed his hande, the Pharisee would hiuve considered him a# bafie
’n'zed. Thus the word undeniubly signifies Liere again a partial washe
DE R | |
I next turn your attention to ITeb. ix, 10, wheve Paul says, the
Jewish service consisted of « divers washings,” (in the original éape
tismots, bafitiame). ‘Thig means either different kinds or modes of
baptism, as sprinklings, pourings, dippings—=or baptisms of different
‘oxersom or things, "The Buptists may take their choicewif by divers
aptiama they suppose different kinds or rnodes of baptism to be meant,
then their inmersion only, as the mode of buptism, falls to the ground ae |
once—=if they suppose baptisme of different thinga to be intended: then
cvery person acquainted with the Qld Testament, and the Jewish ce-
remonies there recurded, well knows that the fur greater part, nay,
almfost the whole, of these washings sor.baptisme were herformed by
sfirinklinge, Nay, he nced go no further than to the 13th verse of
this-,d;,apter to satisfy himselt. Consequently apirinkling ia bapitiam,
an Apostle being jucige. Having brought them three fiagaapes decrded.
ly against immersion, we now defy them to hring one decid®ily in its fa.
'001'. '
I have now done with the subject in a controversial view; and
hope ta take a practical survey of it some time hereulten, .
No one will full into\the errors ageinst which these discourses
have been designed to guard you, who will examine the subject fully
in the light of the word of ‘God: They may be ensnared by crafty
they may be seduced by guiles they may be hurried by impulse into
the vortex of bigotry; but if they take the scripture for their guide,
they will aee that the errors we have opposed, arise, either through
Jgnorance or intentign, from corrupting the seripure,
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APPENDIX,

Lxtract from Sermons by the Rev, Caleb J. ‘Termy, VA New-Port (R 1, j

W CLoss commurion la altogether unchristian in principle and prac.

tice. (lose communion, or communion with none excepting thoss
who have been plunged, is solemnly forbidden by the design of the
Chuistian church; by the bestowment of promised and special bles-
sings on Pcedobaptist churches; by theiigossiel term of Christian com-
munion; by the nature und duty of brotherly love; by the gohism
produced among Christians by close communion; and by the t8hden-
cy of revivals in religion, | B .

“ By the design of the %hr%ltim church. In establighing his
Church, the undoubted desig‘: f Christ wad, by them to pireserve in
the wworld the great doctrines OJ uties of religion. Accordingly, by
the spivit of inspiration, he has'represented his church 4s the srrrax,

and the GrouND of the truth, But can théBaptists pretend that their

AN
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church has been the main supportof the truth and worghipof God i the -

world? Certainly the other Christians have adopted and maintainel the
truth and the Worship of God: Certainly, other Chriffans have been,
and still are far more numerous, equally prayerful and faithful, énd
far more eminent as the pillar and the ground of the truth, thgy the
Baptists. In the long period from the Apostles to the days of Lg‘ther,

Christians were not Baptists, To introdyge and cerry the great ré.

formation from Popery, the instruments €hosen, and used by God,
were not Baptists. Nor did the subjects of the reformation become
Baptists. ‘LThe most able defenders of the#ajth, and the most emi-
nently faithful churches whom God hés raised up in later ages, Lave
not been Baptists. And although in some places, the Baptists at this

day are numerous, and some of them distinguished for their abilities

and picty, yet it is certain, the main pillar of the tojgh, or the largest
number of fuithful Christians a. e not Baptists. Hefice close conimu.
nion is forbidden by the very design of the church, which is to main.
{ain, not the Baptist peculiavities, but the iruch arnd worskip of Cod;
and by the absolute facts, that other Christians and churches, whom
‘they reject, have been more than they, the pillar and ground of thc
truth—Also by the bestowment of promfled and special blessings on
Pacdobuptist churches. To Zion God has made promise, that as she
shull be the support of the truth; so of her & swaLt be said, this and
that man was hornin hery and, I will pour my spiric on thy seedy und ny
hesaings on thy offéfiring; I will give her pasiore and teuchers qfier mine
wwn hearty I will clothe her firiests with salvation, and her saints shul/
shout aloud for joys 'Chewe promises have been fulfilled principally te

_.s
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the Paddbaptist church, If then the Baptists pretend they are the
only church, they muat go in the very fuce of' God's Fromhea, which
are made to Zion In general, and of the fulfiiment of theae promiscs
to our churchess Close communion then is clearly forbidden by the
bestowment of special blessings on those, who deny the opinion of the
Baptisty.——=Aund by the gospel tarm of Christian communion, T'he
term of communion established by Christ, is undeniably this; that we
and the Baptiata are bound to commune with all thosey with whom there
is evidence to believe that Christ communes, Would it not be presump-
tlon, and the height of arrogance for us to say, though we believe
Christ communes with certain persons, yet we will not commune with
them; or that we have the right, and are determined to make the
rules of our churches suth, that we will have no communion with
them? But all this the Baptists im\)licitly say, and in reality do. If
Yersom have heen silunged, they welcome them to their communion.
f they have been only sprinkled, but yet manifest in the highest de=
gree the very spirit of &mot, they agsolutely forbid them a seat at
their table.. This is making flungingy and not evidence of faith in
Christ, the term of their comtunion; it s tlo make a bat: mode, a
mere rite, as essential to communion as an intevest in the blood and
righteousness of Christ. It is to reject the most prayerful and most
eminent servants of Christ, merely becuuse they they have not been
Hlunged. But are such, my brethreny.the laws aud rules of Christ's
church! Go ask the Lord of Glorve A3g see him in the midst of his
people, communing with muliitudes whom the Baptists reject; and
then you may believe them ghe people, who arrogantly and wickedly say
to athers: stand by thyselfy Iam hotier than thou!———Clase commue
nion,is forbidden by the nature and duty of brotherly love. Chrisiians
are brethren bg the ncarest and strongest tics., They have all vne
father; one he#, and one spirit; one interest, and one heaven. In
shéit, they are brethren for eternity. Ihey are commanded by their
Lordsido live in peace, to be of the same mind, and to be perfectly joined
together. But {8 it not matter of deep astondshment, that such breth-
ren will not commune together; wiil not sit topether at their father's
table? ~——Close cominunion is forbidden by the schism, which it pro-
‘duces amony Christiung.  The church of Christ is represented as a
kingdom united dgains¥ ole ehemy; one king, one system of laws,
one interest, one lope, qne rést: as a body perfectly compacted and
joined together; as one tetriple; as one united family; and as the house
of God, in which he presides. Iut this one kingdom, this one bady,
this.one temple, @is united family, and house of God, closc commu-
nion rends==It divides brethren; grieves the disciples of Christ;
wounds himin the house of his friends; and gives the enemy oceusion
to doubt, or deny the nature, reality, and importance of Christianity,
Add to these effects of close communion, the tendency of revivals in
religion. Let but & solempand general revival of religion take place
in purity and }xower among the Baptists, and our order intermingled,
and all purty feelings and interest will be alimost buried; the Baptists
will hardly say to us, atand by thysely; but calling us Brethreny they
would, were it not for deep-rooted prejudices, hold open church com.
munion with us, Tory this their feelings both dictate and urges  Did
the spirit of Christinn cundor, meekness, and love, teiumph in the
hearts of all Chrlstians, an event which hus been realized more than
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ance In London, would only in a lower degree, he constantly rulimﬂ
by the Baptiata and us. Ior several years past there has been antwue |
uﬁy holden in London a grand convention anrl communlon of serious
Chuiatians throughout England, At one meeting of their Misslonary
soclety, two thousand five hundred Christians of different denominations
assembled, buried their party distinctions, and united together in die
vine worship, in commemorating the death of their common Lord;
and in muking collection to spread the ﬁoupel to the distant corners
of'the world, 'I'hen was there presenteci one of t:e most splemn and |
interesting events which has occurred since the days of Pentecoat.
Then was presented the power of that love, and union of kindred
souls, which is inspired by the spirit of Jesus. Were but the power |
of religion thoroughly felt, it would slay and bury close communion; it
would%ring us and the Baptists together; it would harmonize us and
them in the one glorious temple ot Christ. From this view, we can- |
not, if we possess the temper of heaven, prevent the deepest regret, |
that the Baptists should rend and wound#the church of God by cone |
tending for immersion, the mere external mode of an ordiliance, and |
for close communion, which is so evidently built upon unchristian
principles.” o

i

Extract from Letters on Bapitism and mized Communion,
by a Padobapitists C

“ In pleading for mixed communion I dg think %here is gpeat weight
in what the venerable old Pilgrim urgecwn the tollowing manner—
% When we attempt to force our brother beyond s Jight, of to break
his heart with grief, to thrust him be{ond his faithy or to bar him from -
his privilege, how can We say, I love! Strange! Talgg two Christians |
equal in all points but this, nay, let one go far beyond the other, for
grace and holiness; yet this circumstance of water shall drown and
sweep away all his excellencies, not gounting him worthy of that re-
ception that with heart und-hand that slall be given to a novice in reli.
gion, because he consents to water."” See Bunyan's Works,vel,i. p1. 143,
¢ It cannot be well denied, that however circumspect any church
may be as to the admission and standing of members in fellowship, if
they allow to mone but such as are baptized “ after their notion of it,"”
- they must exclude many that ave, at Igast, equally distinguished as
themselves for firmness in all other €hristian principles, and amjable-
ness of moral character. Such a conduct requires, I think, strong
ground to support it. Nothing short of some expfes warrant from
plain precept, or apostolic example., As [ cafinot see that the New
Testament affords either, I must bear my testimony against it as un-
warrantable and injurious. Moreover my objections are increased
when I consider the light in which it is viewed™by some bystanders,
who fail not to make their own reflectionsy and eagerly catch at any
* thing which may scem to justify to them the determination to kegp
their distance, and 1naintain their separation from us in commoun.”
¢ Under these idcas I will venture to solicit your attention to one
quotation more from this venerable Witness”—Aud now I suy aguin,
the world may well wonder, when they see you deny the Koly men of
God that liberty of the communion of the saints, which you monopo-
dize to yourselves; and though they do not understand the grounds of
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grafession or communton, yat they can both see und suy these haly

nen of Gady in all visiblo netw of hallnewiy are not one nwh behind
you,  Yem U wlll putic to yournulves, if those many, yea, very many,
whom thus you asverely deny communion with, are not of aa good, as
holy, as unblaimenble « e, and as sound, if not sounder in the faith,
than many antung ourselves.  Mere only they wake a stop; they cane
not without ight be delven into water buptismy £ acany after our norion
of'ft But what i they werel [t would be little slgn with mo that they
wure sincere witli Gode  "T'o conclude thim when you have proved
witer haptism essentiul to church communion; and that the church
may, by the wurd of God, bolty bury and forever shul out, those far
hetter thun ourselves, that have naty ¥ according to our notion," been
baptized with wataey then dt will be time enough to talk of ground for
so doings  In the meantime k must take leave to tall you, there is not
in «ll thu Bible onc sylluble for such a practlce; wherafore your groat
¢y about your order i wordless, and therefors fuithless, and isa mere
hwman sivention,”  Ibid. fe 188, B
I Such were'the seutimends of the Chiistian Pilgrim.  Nor was Mp,
Buny an single In maintaining the dectolne of miked communion. It
“hud other "bettors also among s.aae of the first aud ablest of our anti-
pedobaptise brethren in this kingdom (England)c  T'he iearned and
very aminble Mr. Jeusey, pleuded strongly for the practice; and his
judgment in the case is printed with My, Bunyan's.  Ie argues from
these words of the Apostley in Rom. xiy. 1s ¢ Such as are weuk in the
faith recoive ve)”” &e.  Mn Jussey considered that weuk:.eos of fuith
must meun elther belng wagk in the gruces of fuith, or in the doc-
trine of faith; and \hough™he conceives the fArst is included, yet Le

| thinks the second s principally inteaded; aud according to this idea,

i
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apprehending ikjn a weakntss, not vo much in the doctring of justifis
cation, us in gospel institutiony, he concludes that the sense ol the
passage amounts Lo u commund, that such ought to be received, not
only into mutual utfection, but wto chureh felluwwship,  Mr. Jessey ulso
further arguing on this subjectymeets and answers sundry objections
which [ forbear to detully because I wish to be briefs I will tuke uhe

liberty, Rewever, Lo state his roply to whut some objected ugainst his

Cactiments, - from 1 Cor, %il 130 for by one spiric are we all bapitized

into one budy, whether e be Jewa or Gienddles, % Some there urey' suys
hey % who ufliem this to be meant of water baptism, and that purticu.
Lur churches are forined thereby, wnd all persons are to be admitted
and joined to such churches by water baptism.” “L'e which he une
swers, 4 that the buptisin inteaded in the text is the Spirit's buptism,
wnd tot water buptis o wnd thek tcdy mentioned s not principally the
shurch wt Covitdiy o il belisversy Loth Jews and Gentiles, baing
baprized into ove mysiial body, sy Lpheive 4e 4 There is vue body un

one sfpivit, whereln tog. g is setout the unitery, and the und’ed;” here-
lore in verse 8, they . exhorted to Reop the unity of the Splrit in
the bond of peuces 't united ure ull the faithiul in one body s lnuto
whom! verse 5 saysy inone Lord Jesns Christe By what? one fulih
one hufitism=sfor witer-huptism doth not unite this one body.”  Fup-
ther ony he wavs, By which mleteke of setting vp water buptism in
the Spinvs pluce, and ussigning 1t a work which wus never uppuinted

sy

unto Ay of forming the body ol Christy either ingeneruly o us 1o pur-
{ [ ’ ‘ "" ' - ' l‘ ] I’ I‘ l ll' l.
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the means of uniting an the Spirvit doth, it hannat only rent his seam.
Jean couty but diviced his body, which he hath purchased with his own
blaod.

# What beneflt, you ask, would result fram mixed communien
belng xenerally practived? T think mueh every way., It wauld cere
tainly not milltate ugalnat the splvit of free enguiry, nor damp the ave
dor of its renearchen alter trutly but it might contribute to woften down
the aaperities which tuo ofie) nour the dispositions of ungry prlemics.
It is founded on the doctrine ol mutual forbearapee; a principle the!
goapel every where Inculcates.  But an this duty Is veelprocal, it can
never be exarcised where ane onl)‘ I8 cisposed to glva way,  Whilat
then the claim of being exclusively vight, and every one clae fnda.
mentally wrong, is maintained with unyielding confidencessno fellows
shipy no union can be effected.” ¢« 1 inight name the peage of many
Individuals, and the harmony und union of muny Christian churches.
Thesgave Interesingand important objecta to the happiness of gocicty,
and the honor of the gospel,” ¢ It would*contribute much ta give a
right divection to Christian zeal, It would make that truth which
humbles the mind, purifies the "heart, and foums the soul after the
image of Christ, mare entirely the object of our common pursuit,
The pride of party would abute inproportion as the fuel that feeds it
was ditninished. The minds of youny professors would be kept more
upon ‘the weightier matters of etermal life,  The fond distinctions
which swell their fame, or increase their numbers, would Jase theiv
fascingting inSuence. The salutary admonition of St. Paitbwould be
feltin all its Learings,” Having begun infiflfe spitis, ave ye mude per-
fect by the fleshi The end of the comnrandment ®hich 18 charity out
of a fiure heart, and of @ good conscience, angd of faith unfeigned, wauld
I think be more effectually promated, us one great cause of disuffuction,
and distance would subside; envy, a/rife, evil surmisings, and fierverse
dishutings would give place to something more worthy of the goupel
and its professors. It might greatly cogribyte to call forth that antient
observation, so honorable to the disciples of Christ=wt dehold how these
Christiuns love one another.” ' ¥

The following histerical sketch from the same writor may not he
unworthy of nptice= o |

Neal says, that Mr. Jessey was minister of the fres Baptist cone
gregation he had met with in England.  Kist, Purity vol. 1. p1. 663,

Che late Rev. Robt, Robinson, howevep tells us, that in the year
1457, there wag'a congregation at Chesterfon, part of which denied
the baptism of Infunts. Six of the congregation were accused of
heresy, and it seems, very roughly handled, according to the escles
slustical tyranny of the times. Mm R. shews that these six men,
although ul! in one community, did'not all held the same articles—m
Does not ihis prove, says he, that thus they Ligid a mixed communi.
onl Vide Kesay aqn Claude. vu!. 2, Pref. oi.

Mr. Crosby, in Lis history of the Linglist Bu-tiets, states thet #jt
was not until the yeur 1638, that they discriminuie! themselves from
other dissenters, und formed themselvou into distinc: sacietses.”

Hist, of the Worke of the learned, vil. ). 1 15,

It seems (0 me very evident, that previous to this, wixed coms
munion was practiced, where no other distinction of sentiment pre-

valled, except that which related to Bapustn.~eCrosby names one =

|
i
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which e stylea n Baptist and an Independent Church, conatituted in
the yoar 1691, whose first pastor was a M Hubburdj the second, M.
John Cannj the third, Mr. Saenls Ilowe, who was a Bapuist, although
his predecessors wore nots”  Jbids fuw 7§,

w LINIE,

ERRATA,

» Jiret bicm:rn.

Pago 4, line 2nd froM bottom, for ¢ practized"’ read practised,
.41, %k do for ¢ disciplining’ read dacipling
wey e do. for v dlacliple’ read disciple,
13, St do  for « inserred’! read areerted,

G’céoud Discourase.

| Page 7, line 16th from top, for ¢t Tth*' rend 17¢h Geneels.
9, Aur ' o for v anpper’’ read supper.
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