Fear of God. * Well, now 1 fee wh

e . Qn Qpalegp for

«They that are capable of being engaged 'in Covenant with God»
-arecapableof the'Lord’s Table: B
“engaged in the Covenant;” &c. Ergo,

ut‘Infantsare capable of being

I : They. are capable of the
Lord’s Table. - Which fufliciently: thews the unfoundnefs of your

Argument.  But let usexamine the proof of your Major,

2. 1o this purpofe you tell us, Thar Infants are inthe Pawer of
their Parents, todiffofe of, asto Tcmporal.r and Spirituals, And your
Reafon is, becaufe Parents are obliged 6 take the greateft care
imaginable of their Childrens Souls, for their Education in the -

¥ youufe not the word Zufants,

. In your Arguments : you know that Infants,
{fuchas you Sprinkle, are not capable. of any Education at all.

They cannot be taught the Fear of God. They then cannot be en-
gaged in Covenant by the Mcans of Education, nor can they in
that State be brought up in his Service, in refpect of Religious Or-
dinances': So that inftead of proving, you have loft your Minor,

3. What you argue, from Deus: 29.11,12514. will never prove
that Infants are capable of entering into Covenant with God in
their own Perfons ; but that their Parents did engage to bring them
up in the Laws of God 5 and what this is to the purpofe, Ido not
imagine. Is it therefore my Duty to baptize my Children, without
a Command from God to do fo, meerly becaufe by the Covenant
of Grace, and Rules of Chriltianity, Tam to domy beft to teach
my Children the Fear of the Lord ? This is very inconfequent,
and will as much oblige me to bring my Infants to the Lord’s Ta-
ble, as I have fhewed.  This laft yon will not allow, becaufe God
requires it not ; and for the fame Reafon I refufe o bring my In-
fants to Baptifm, tho I'believeit my Duty to doall that | can to
engage them in Covenant with God, by Chriftian Education in the
Fear of God, that they may ferve himin all his Commands and
Ordinances blamelefs, ,

4. Wherefore in Anfwer to your Argument : If by Infants be-
ing capable of being engaged in’ Covenant with God, you mean
the Parents engagement to educate them in the Fear of God, ©c.
Then 1 deny your Major," and fay; Thofe who are only capable
thus to be engaged with Ged in Covenant, are not capable of Bap-
tifm.  But if you mean, a perfonal and atual entring into Cove-

nant with God, then I desy your Mizor, and all the Experience
of the World confutes Yous: 2

but Children,all along

\

: ‘5. You
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5. You Mall icver be able to prove -that Infants are

Fafting and Prayer, as they are Duties, tho you feem toaffirm it;

and. what  tho theydid faft (fo did the Beafts ). and that Falt was

pleafing to God, yet nothing hence arifesto prove that either In-,
d any Duty to God, nor

fants, orthe Cattle, onah 4. performe ity o
that they are therefore Lo be brought to the participation of Bap-

tifim, nor any other Religious Ordinance, - without- Order from
fed to Syllogize from hence

God todoit, ‘Yet if a Man werc difpo

after your manner, he might as {trongly plead for onc Error, as
you do for another. ' ¢ )

s. T he Capacity of Jewifh Children for Circumcifion, of other:

ill of God to order

Rites of the Law, depended chiefly on the Will of
it fo. - Prove that it s his Will to have Infants b.apuz_ed, and we
will not.mention their Incapacity- Ifit be nothis Will, whercfore

is it done ? Who has required 1t !
Mr. Taylor's Argument 6.

Thafe who are Members of Chrift's Churchyonght to be baptized : But
Children ave Membersof Chrift’s Church s Therefore Children onght re

be baptized.
ANSWER.

nall that fince the Death

If by the Church of Chrift, you med
deny the Major. . ¥or the Infants

of Chrift,. fhall be faved 5 then I

of the poor Indians may be faved, yct in your judgment they ought
not to be baptized. But if by the Churchof Chrift, you mean
only fuch as are in the actual profellion of the Gofpel: Then 1
deny the Minor, and retort your Argument thus.

r. Thofe who are Members of the Church, onght to continue in
p, and in breaking of.

the Apoftles Doctrine, and in' Fellowlhi

Bread, and in Prayers. But e, Ergo, &c. The Majoris proved,

Aéts 3, 41. 1 Cor. 104 They continned [edfaftly in the Apoftle’s Do-
We

Etrine, and F cllowfhip, and in breaking of Bread, and in Prayers.
being mazy,are one Body and one Bread, for we are 4l parmérs of that
one Bread, Thefe things were fpoken of the whole Church,which

was in thefe Places engaged in the acual profeflion of the Gofpel.

there-

nd your felf Dagainﬁ my Minor, and

-
o

Ry
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herein you will éafily fee the infirmity of your own:
~2. But to 'prove your Minory you {ay, The Children of the Fews:

were with. their Parents Church-Members under the Law, and that Law

5 ot yet repealed, But if by their Church-memberfhip you mean

Right to, and their Parents At in bringing them to Ceremo
Religion, the contrary is true.

being repealed, as it was an'Obli
and never made with any Natio
extant where fuch things ate im

3. That the Children of converted Jews, loft not their Privi-
leges, is not true, if by Privileges you intend Ceremonies; but if
by Privileges you mean a being delivered from the Law of Cere-
monies, then [ grantit. ~And it is certainly a greater Privilege
that Children are under'a declared Right to the Kingdom' of
God by Chrift, and his gracious blefling a part of them, asapledg.
for the whole, than if he had ordaired a Law to baptize them in
order thereunto. And it is alfo certaing that the Jewifh Church--
ftate, being diflolved upon the Death of Chrift, and the Gofpel-
Church, confirmed in the Gift of Ton gues, &c. No Perfon could.
rightly ftand a Member of the Jewith Church, which was the only.
Church that ever had commarnd from Ged to bring their Infants to-
Rites of Religion. :

4. You ftill urge, that the Gentiles- had equal Privileges with the.
Jews. And1 grant they have greater Privileges, butnot in Rites
and Ceremonies, butrather in being accepted without them, as
touching their Infants, and with a very ‘fcw, as touching them-
felves. ~Butyou fay further, That the Children of Parents ywho did
not believe, were rejecled y therefore the Children of beliwing Parentsy -
or Gentiles, are Church-Members.  And here, 1 confefs, | 'know not
how to reconcile you to your felf, where you fay, Nore are cx-
cluded from the Covenant of Grate @ut attual Unbelsevers, pag. 26.
Sure the Sort fhall not.dye for the Sin of the Parents, fo s to go to-
Hell with them. Shall riot the Judgofall the Earth do Right ? -

5. You fay, Children are either Members of  the vifible Chrreh  of
Chrift,or elfe are vifibly of Satan's Kingdomy there is no Medsum between
thefe two.

gu’rely I'did'hot think Mr. Zayler had been of this Opinion ! No
Papift can fay worfe of poor Infants. - Here you condemn many.
thoufands of Infants ; God give you a better Underftanding. Are
Infants of Fews, Turks, and Indians.all of the vifible Kingdom of

Sa

,their
nies in:
The Covenant of Circumcifion:
gation to the Children of J/rael,

n lince 5 nor any other Covenant:
pofed upon Infants.
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Satan ? No, Iwill believe my Saviour, who faith, ¢ is not the will
of his Heavenly F ather that one of thefe little ones fhould persfh, Mat.
18. 14. And fure Iam, that nonc arc truly of Satan’s Kingdoim,
but fuch as are his Subjets. ~ For he has no right over any by
Creation, and Purchaic, as God and Chrift have. Now it being
clear, that Infants are none of Satan’s Subjects, it muft needs be
very injurious, to {ay they are vifibly of his Kingdom. " But being
Created by God,and Redeemed by Chrift, and never offended in
their own Perfons, it is rational to think they are in God?’s Favour,
as it appears the Infants of the Ninevites were, - Fonah 4. 1n his
.gracious Arms we fhall therefore leave them, and proceed.

Mr. Taylor’s Argufncnt 7

Thofe who are Difciples of Chrift may be béptiz.ed : But Children
are Difciples of Chrift: Therefore Children may be baptized.

ANSW ER.

L. The Minor is denied. “Infants ar¢ not Difciples of Chrift,
neither does God and Chrift own them for fuch, asyou affirm. But
on bring Atts15. 1,2, 10. 10 prove it, and fay, That the
Yoak which the Fews would have laid upon the new converted Gentiles,
was Civeumeifion, which pertained to Childrenwhowere Circumcifed the
eighth day, and yet iv 1 laid tooupon the Difciples Necks. But Sir, do
you think this to be rational, that becaufe the Jews would have
laid the Yoak of Circumcifion on the Necks of the Difciples, that
therefore all were Difciples upon whom they would have laid that
Yoak ? fure this is a very unlawful Confequence : No better than
this ; Youwould lay the Yoak ‘of Crofling and Sprinkling upon
Infants, therefore all are Infants upon whom you would lay the
Voak of Crofling and Sprinkling. ~ Again, they that were preferv-
~ed in the Ark o Noab were Men and Women : Therefore all that
were preferved in the Ark of Noab were Men and Women. You
may eafily {ee thefe Confequences are very untruc, and verily fois
yours. For tho the falfe Apoitles would have laid the Yoak of
Circumcifion upon the Neecks of the Difciples, yet all were. not
Difciples whom they would have Circumcifed + for *tis faid, They
taught the Brethren, except they were Circumeifed, &e. -thej could mor
D2 be




‘Difciples 5 and then to be fure, the

pre=cxciftent to Baptifmsy, and-indeed the: P
{ay Infants will be proved to be Diftiples.

-has done ity or will do it -For Godc

26 ©oodn Qpolupp foy

bejfaved.. But yoweannot imagine that they taught Infants.
o If Als 15. be diligently read, it will expound it felf; - for fu_mﬁ
19. the Difciples are faid to be fuchas from among the Gentiles

‘wereturned toGad.  And all that are called . Difciples, wver/. 10.
-arecalled Brethren, and as fuch they are

fembly, verfi23: And the Epiltle is faid to be read to all the Mul-
‘titude (meaning of the Dilciples,), who

written unto by the Af-

! thereupon are faidito re-
joice for the Confolation : Sure thefe were no Infants.

2. Butyou fay, They are Difciplesin'that = tho: Man icamiot teach
them, yerGod can, and may.. Well, I tha

t 3 nk you for your Ingenu-
ity. Itistrue (as you fay) Man cannot teach, or make Infants

y are not intended by our Sa-
viour to be made Difciples, by what he fays in your Text, Mar..

28. 19. For all that areto be made Difciples, by that Commiflion,
are to be made fuch by Men :  So that you are evidently befides
yourText, in all that'you fay tothis Argument; and you are be-
fide your awn Expolition of your Text alfo, which I will here fet
down, as you give it, pag. 1o. Topev,Hyvzes Sy paildlonze, Going
to Difciple all Nations, inflrust them iy the Principles of my Religion
and then being Difciples, baptize them : So thas there 15 a Difciplefhip -

remifing ‘the Word DISCIPT E v
nplies none to be capable of Baptifm, who are not Difciples.of Chrift jand
Members of his Church. 'Thele are your Words. - *Tis true, ‘you
But furely, not by fay-
ing as you do here,. that God can'make them Difciples, ‘or teach
them : ;For it.is no good arguing from wthat God can do, tofay he
an,. of the Stones in.the
Street, raife up Children unto Abrabam, but [ may not'thérefore
fay the Stones mn the Srreet are the. Children of Abiaham, - You
fay indeed, that God hath given feveral inftances of his teaching
feveral from the Womb, but you:can neither name the ‘Perfons,
nor fhew us what he taught them 3 - however if- you -could, fuch

-miraculous Operations arenot given for general Rules. 'God once

taught a dumb Afs to {peak, and to reprove a Prophet’; but it
would be bad arguing from this inftance, that Affesare Difciples :
And yet this is a clearer inftance of God?s teaching the  Afs, t.hzm
you can give of his teach_ing_any_h}fapt.‘ s ol ordz 104
3. But fecing you put Infanis Difciplefhip upon ithe account of ‘
God’s teaching them, you. muft-have fome cofipeteht ground to
believe that he has.miraculoufly taught them, before’you ba}ptlnlzc
them ;
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thems or-elfe:you deltroy your Expofition of tlie Text; whiche
avers,That thereis a Difcipleflip. pre-cxiftent to Baptifm.  And when
you'fhall (hew m¢ the Infant whom God hath taught, - or avade a;
Difciple, 1 believe

and this is as muchas you can delire.
4. But you fay furthers. Thas God hath promifed to teach Children.

What, Sirg in their: Infancy 2 Let us 'fee yqu’r‘Proofs; Ifals4..
1. Alithy Children fhall. be tanght- of the Lovd, and great (hatl b
the Péace of tlay.chila'rm. Johi1 6. '45- It 45 written in:the Prophetsy
and they [hall be all tanght of God»  Every Man therefore thar ‘hath .
beard and learned of the Father, cometh unto me.  Certainly had you
read thofe Texts with their Coherence, and confidered, that our
Saviour himfelfin theJatter expounds the former, you would ne-
ver have imagined, that God here promifes to, teach any Infants,
much lefs all the Infants in the Chriftian Nations for it is very
apparert, they thatare taught according to thefe Scriptures, bave,

beard and learved of. the Eather, fo as to come 10 C brift.  And indeed .

the meaning is, that God fpeaking to us by his Son; ( whois:ve~

‘ry Gody 1 fobin §5.)! had now made. good that gracious Promife, .
Ia. saqirn3e odllsthy Children {hall be tanght of the Lord, ~ But yon

haye another Text, Atks 10 47. Can any Man forbid Watery: thas

thefe (hould not be baptized, who have received the Holy-Ghoft as well -

swe? - Now he that reads this place, will ealily fee, that the
Perfons here fpoken of were only {uch as were allembled to hear
‘Peters) in what foeuer they fhould be commanded of God 5 apd that the
“Holy:Ghoft fell on all that heard the Word.. . ‘Which-place ' therefore
‘can with no fhew: of 'Reafon be brought; to prove that Lnfants are
taught of God. - However, when you fhall find-an. Infant, that
has received: the Holy-Ghofty as well asthe Apoftles 5 then for my part
1 fhall not forbid - Water, that you fhould baptize him,: provided,
you firlt bebaptized your felf. i :

s. You will have Infants to be- Difciples, becaufe Chuift- ( you
{ay ) commands the receiving of them in his Name 3 and you quote

Lyke 18. 16,17. Mat. 19.13. Luke 9.47. . 1 have carefully read all .

thefe places, but can find no Command to receive Infants in the
Name of Chrift, much lefs to receive them by Baptifim. [t is

truey: Chrift called 2 Little Child unto himy and. faidy Whofoever, fhall *

receive this Child inmy Name,, receveth g NOwW this, Child. was
able to know what Chriit faid, and 1sn0 fit Inftance to, prove an

Infant of eight days old tobe a Difciple of Chrift; neither doss .

this

1. fhall not oppofe your Bapuzing that Infant,

e

A Sk,
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this Text call this Child a Difciple, but the Difciples are diftin-
guifthed from it. - And yetit ( and fo any little Child ) may be a
good Precedent even to Difeiples, to learn Humility and Simplici-

ove ferve to.teach us to be hum-
‘ble and harmlefs, yet they are not therefore Difciples. Neither

can the receiving this Child Cor any other i like cafe be un-
derftood of receiving them by Ba 7 .

ti{im 5 for then youmay read
the place thus, Whofocver baptiz.ethpa Child in my sze, ba%tiutb
e 5 but this is both falfe and abfiurd. And befides, he that is
b_aptlzec}, may be rather faid to receive Chrift, than he that bap-
tizeth, inthat Action. Qr would you make our Saviour to fay,
He that baptizeth an Infant in my N ame, receiveth me ? If {o,
I would know by -what Authority you take the word,, receiveth,
for baptizing in the firt place, and in the fecond for fomething
elfe. Surely, if to baptize an Infant in the Name of Chrift, bea
receiving of Chrift, it an eafy thing to receive Chrift, efpecially
for the Prieft, who pretends to baptize Infants daily. = But fure it
Is as much the Duty of other Chriftians to receive Children in the

Name of Chrift, as the Priefts; for the Word is, “Whofoever fhall
recesve this Child in'my Name 5. and therefore it cannot be meant of

baptizing them, and then thefe Scriptures prove not your Argu-
ment at all. ‘

6. Youurge, that Infants are Members of Earthly Kingdoms,
and [ grantit; andalfol grant, that they belong to the Kingdom
©of Heaven, and {o are of the Univerfal Church : But this proves
not that they are Difciples at all 5 for the Infants ‘of Heathens
are Members of Kingdoms, and may go to Heaven, and yet you
think they are no Difciples for all that. And if Infants may in
fome Sence be faid to be God’s Servants, Pfal. 119.91. yet this
Proves not that they are Diftiples ; for all Creatures, aswell fen-

fitive, vegetative, as rational, are faid to be his Servants, yet all
‘Creatures are not Chrift’s Difciples.

Mr. Tuylor's Argument 8.

 Towhom Chrift grants Impofition of Hands, tothem belongs Baptifm:

But to Children Chrift grants Impofition of Hands : T herefore to them
elcngs Baptifm. - i

A N-
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AN SWER.

aken univerfally, that to whom-

1. If the major Propofition bet _ it £O W
f Hands ( or touching) 10 any

foever Chrift granted impofition o ouch
gs Baptifin, then the Major is not truc ;

cafe, that to them belon. '
for he touched or put his hand upon the dead, yet Baptifm belongs
not to the dead, Like 7. 14« If it be faid, Chrift touched the

wer : He touched the Childrens Cloaths,

Bier,not the Dead 5 1 anfi
but he took the dead Damicl

when he took them in his Arms 5
by the hand, and (aid, Talitha, cumi, Damfely 1 Jay wnto thee,

Arife. Mark 5. 41 Thus much to the Aajor ; NOW O the
Minor.

2. 1€ by laying on of hands, you anderftand that, which by
Chrift’s Doétrine, Heb. 6. 2. ismadea {tanding Ordinance in bis
Ghurch, and in order next to Baptifi, as is evident you do;
then 1 deny your Minor: For that Ordinance was Dot yet infti-

tuted, nor ufeful, becaufe the End of it was niot yet to be recel-

ved 5 for the Spirit of Promife was not yet given, noras yet to be

given, beeaufe fefus was not ye

Truth, and would prefer thefe Infants to the y ‘
ception of the Firft-fruits of the Spirit, unlefs you think Chrift
laid hands on the Children, without obtaining the End ov Eflect of

the Service.So then it cleavsthat this laying on of hands,or touch-
both by St. Markand St. Lukg )

ing Infants, ( for fo it is exprefled bo
Jiof that laying on of hands -

cannot wich any fai}*nefs be underftoo
which follows Baptifi, and therefore is no

Minor.

3. The Church of England does not believe that Infants are fit
Subjects for laying on of hands, and therefore does not under-
ftand this Text, AMat. 19, of that Jaying on of hands which fol-
lows<Baptifm.;. neither does Mg, Taylor himfelf believe that Con-
firmation belongs to Infants : If otherwife, they are very. uns

faithful, in that they were never known to lay hands upon any

one Infant for confirmation,
to pafs that Mr. Tayler will bapti
their Baptifinis not mentioned. in the New Te{tament, and:yet
not plead for their Confirmation, #ill they be capable t0 owp their Co-
wenant made in Bapti[m, when yet he pretends; (thol dare fay he

Proof at all for your

e ¢ glorified, foba 7- W herefore-
your Milinterpretatioi of MMati19..135 T4y15e 15 injurious to*
Apoftles, in the re=

as I can hear of.  But how comes 1t
ze Infantss when yet he confefles

beligves s



. vto Infants ? pag, 56.

- sfee it well proved

‘30 < Qe Apalany 0
"believes it not ) that Text, Mat. 19. 13, Gc. is exprefs for that
;E)aeyi;g on of hands which follows Baf)tifm: to be granted to Chrift

g M Ty lor [ays,” Thiat Chrift confirmedyor Laid hands ' on the Bap-
Yrized, U1 hall entreat him: to make this plain, ‘for I would gladly
-howevers' T'am fure his Dottrine orders (it to
“bi denéy ‘afd ‘that’s fuffeteht, Whatyou fay further here,ris ei-
“ther whit we oppofe NOE, -or what is anfwered clfewhere;’ fave
only your laft Particular, which now we'thall confider.
5. L beir coming to Chriff ( fay-you ) s their bccoming his Difciples
vor Profelites . Suffer them,,

TS NOEWV- to be Profelives to e, If to
‘this I-thould anfwer,with Tertullian,

‘Let them come therefore when the
thought too little, tho God knows
‘to gerthem fprinkled ) they are flow enough to bring them to
‘Chrift, when they are capable to be taught 5 7 will . therefore

anfwer further: Do you think that when Infants are broughtto

“a Prieflt to be {prinkled and croded, that then they are brought:
“to Chrift? - Or can Chriftians no oth

et way bring theit Znfunes
‘to Chrift? Or dono Lifants belong to Chrift, but thofe who are
o brought?  Thefe Things will not be aflerted, 7 think, yet let

"us go as far as we can by the Light of the Text. By this Exam-
ple of Chrift, Z think the Minifters of Chrilt may lawfully pray
tor a Blefling in behalf of all the Infants of thofe that (hall defire it;
‘and that it is' well done'in thofe Parents that do defire the Pray-
‘ersof ‘the Ghurch, or her Minifters, for their Infants,  And this
‘is'as much as can be fairly urged from this Text, as imitable for
us.’ For the touching by our Saviour’s hands, ‘may bz a Point too
‘high for us, unlefs we will alfo touch the Dead, & . -which (7
‘hope ) is not.written for our Example. But now if the Minifter
“Wwill'nieeds baptize my Child, becaife 7 bring it into the Congre-
gation, ' and’ defire Prayer to' be made to God for his Blefling
“upon it, he herein goes beyond the Example of Chrift,and beyond
the Text, and therefore there I muft leave him, his zegs eA Il
notwithftanding. For me sofAut Gy ex verbo 7@ cathdlSw, quod cft
advenio quoniam wenichants - eft Ethnicis ad Fudarfinum, faith the.
Liearned, and I thinkInfants cannot change their Religion, Yor
was'it fit-to call an Infant of a Jew.a Profelite when it was brought
1to Circumecifion ; and confequently as improper to call the Child
«of a Chriftian a Profelite. However, all that can lawfully bedone

Veniant ergodum adolefcunt .
¥ are grownup ; it will be
‘Chow hafty foever Men are
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tq profelite an Infant. (if you will needs have that Term ufed) is
but to devote ther to Chrift by Prayers for his ‘Blefling, bt not2
Syllable for baptizifg them. = = - B3It} 3B 10 O

‘M. Tapler's- Argument 5

el If the F. dith of the Parents entitles the Children' 16 the Cowham,
But the Faith of the Parents entitles

then it entitles them to Baptifm 4 ¢
the Children to the Covenant Therefore the Eaith of the Parents entitles

the Children to Baptifm.
ANSWER,

1 The Confequence of the Major may well be denied : for
tho it (hould be fome ways true that the Faithof the Parents en-
titles the Children to the Covenant, yet it follows not, that it
entitles them to the performance of; or fubmiffion to the Things
which they underftand not, nor are able to perform. And whi-
ther would fucha Confequence lead us, if we fhould follow it?
What Duty fhould not Infants be entitled to,as well as to Baptifm?
But let us fee whether the Minor be well proved ; you quote Ats sl
and think it a clear place to prove that the Faith of the Parentsen-
titles the Children to the Covenant. But this Text fays not 2
word to that purpofe; for Peter derives the Title both of Parents
and Children from the Promife of God : and builds the Title of
all the Called of the Lord,and of them that were afar off alfo,upon
the Promife of God, and not upon the Faith of by abam himielf.
Befides, the Promife here is of the Gifts of the Holy Gholt, and
therefore not pertinent to Infants,as1 have fhewed ¢ Here isthere-
fore no proof at all of your Minor, . I think it were better to fay,
that by Faith a Chriftian knows his Child has an intereft in the Co-

venant of Grace, than that his Faithi entitles his Child toit. -1 fear
thi Minor is a very dangerous Aflertion; and that partly becaufe
the Confequence of fuch an Opinion is to fhut out all Infants from
the Covenant of Grace,” who have not faithful Parents to ‘entitle

themtoit: And in truth it feems to fwell with too much boldnefs,
and car nal prefumption 5 but [4pare‘you. B G \

_ 2. TheFaith o the Jews and Profelites did not’entitle- their
Children to the Coventant of Grace's Bt they’ themfelves! being
‘ E incor-
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incorporate into that Church-State, _their Children, by exprefs
Command from God, had a Title to legal Priviledges : but the
Covenant of Grace (for that’s it we difpute, tho you leave out the
Word Grace in your Argument) - extended to Infants by God’s
free Redemption, which he purpofed for them, in Chrift, from
the Foundation of the World; or clfe what fhall become of the
many thounfands of Infants of Unbelievers ?
£ 3. You can never Prove, ‘that the Faith of the Faylor, or Lydia
either, did entitle their Infants to the Covenant,  for you cannot
prove they had any Children. . And it is fo exceeding plain, that
all that were baptized in thefe two Families were Belicvers, thatL
wonder much that you fhould fay, that on the believing of the
- Faylor and Lydia, the whole Familics. were baptized. Pray read
«Aits 16.32. to the end,and you will find that they that were bapti-

zed , ‘were attual Belicvers, ‘and -capable of being confol
the ’Apoﬁles. : R 5 Yipged by

M. Taylor’s Argument ro.

. Thofe who are capable of the Kingdom of Heaven, are, capable of
Baptifm :  But Children are capable of the Kingdom of Heaven -
Therefore Children are capable of Baptifm.

A N.S W.E R.

1. The Major being taken univerfally, for all that may go to
Heaven, it may very well be:denied’;, for Mr. Taylor dare not de-
ny a Capacity of Salvation to fome of the Infants of the Jews,
and yet Mr. Zaylor himfelf does not think they are capable of Bap-
tifim 5 for he makes the Faith of the Parents neceifary to. the en~
titling them to Baptifim, whichin this Cafe is- wanting, :

2. That the greater includes the lefs, is not univerfally. true 5
for Women have a capacity to go to Heaven, yet they have no.
capacity to be Bifhops, whichislefs than going to Heaven. In-
fants are not eapable of the Lord’s Table, which is lefs. than to.
go to Heaven.. Indeed, this Argument being admitted to be good,.
would bring Infants to all Privileges in:the Church-Militant; as
well as to- Baptifin; for thusa Man might argue: Thofe who
are capable of all the Privileges of the Church Triumphant, :i)rlt:

; capable
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eapable- of all the Privileges of thé: Church Mititant, ( forthe
greater includes the lefs) : But Infants are capable of all Privi-
leges in the Church Triumphant ; Ergo, ¢c.  And if it be wn-
veafonable ( asyou fay it is) ro deny the external Sign, to thofe to
whom Chrift hath gmmed the internal Grace s pray, why areyou {o

deny your Infants the Sign'of the Lord’s Ta-

ffirm they are regenerate, and born of Water
and the Spirit ? But if you were put to prove, that Infants,
whom you fprinkle, have the inward Grace which entitles to.

Baptifm, you would never be able to make demonftration to your
an’s Satistaction 5 for is not the inward and

ble, feeing you 2

{piritual Grace, Repentance, whereby Sin is forfaken, and Faith,
whereby the promifes of God arc ftedfaltly belicved 2 And what
Infant did you ever know thus qualified for Baptifin?

Mr. Taylor's Argument 11.

All who are Believersy rought to be baptized : But Children are
Believers :  Therefore Children ought to be baptized. -

ANSWER.

1. The Minor Propoﬁtion, that Infants are Believers, is not
true. And [ anfwerin the Words of Dr. Hammond, who faith,
( Letter of Refolut. p. 297.) 1 fhall profefs to be none of thofe that
are concerned in the Qugftiony Whether Infants have Eaith 2 1 frecly
confefs to belicve, that Faith is fo neceffarily founded in Underftanding,
that they that have not Underftanding, cannot have® Faith, whethcr
wébuial or babisual. - And Dr. Fer: Taylor tells us ‘exprefly, Whether
Infants have Faith 2 is a Queftion to be difputed by Perfonsy that cars
not haw much they [ay, and how little they prave. Thus thefe two
Pillars of the Church of England-explode your Argument, as an
egregious Error. ) :

2. And for that place, = Mar. 18.5,6. by which you would
prove Infants Believers, the Learned of your own €hurch ex-
pound it toacontrary Sence, and take the little Child that belic-
veth, tobe a true. Chriftiany that -hath Luid - afide’ all worldly Pride,
whereby be is become abjesk in the fight of the World. 1 {hall-not con-
tend with you about the proper ﬁgnification of dtior, ( profef-

~ e ing
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fing my {elf noScholar ) tho. Ludovicr Vives vfeth mu's for an

Houfhold-Servant. But it is fufficient to my purpofe, that you

-daremot fay Infants are actual Believers 5 ( nay, yon confefs,rhey
bave not- attual Fuith :

And for impucative Faith, (if there be any
Auch thing ) yet it can be no Rule for the baptizing any Body,
feeing it isonot revealed ;to whom Faith is ioiputed 5 and whilft
teem Infants -as Believers, another may: 'ds
steemy them as baptized:alfo))s il #ay, your
] ve not actual Faithy you ¢an take the word,
belicveth, Mat. 18. 6. only by the Figure called Profopopwia, if you
‘will needs have the Child an Infant of Days.  And if it be
.goed arguing from hence to the Baptifim of Infants, then you may
argueas {trongly for baptizing the whole Creatton, < if you ¢an
tellhow ) for it is $aid to groan, expeits and wait for the mani.
from the Bondage of
Corruption. Rom. 8. 19, 'We conclude then, that it is not a figu-
rative Faith, but an actval Faith, (at leatt by profeflion ) that
entitles to the reception of Baptifm.
5 3. Wedonot fay, that God will impute Unbelief to: Inifants,
but only to thofe that refufe to believe 5 and tho we: know Ln.
fants are not Believers, yet we do not fay or think they are Un-
clievers, they being notcapable to fin againft God in that cafe,
orany clfe. And Unbelief prefuppofes a capacity in the Subject,
and means {ufficient, to believe, and yet the Creature refufcs to
believe. - The Sin of Unbelief therefore being no way chargeable
apon any Infant, itfollows by neceffary Confequence, that they
have no capacity for Faith. Neither do we pretend to judg Mens
Heaats ; fortho God hasordered Faithto be a Pre-requifite to
Baptifm, yet we are only to judg of the Profeffion of Faith, not of
the Sincerity of it. Andas it istrue, as youday, that Infants can-
not play the Hypocrites foit’strue, they cannot play the Chri-
ftian, and therefore not fit for the Duties of Chriftians, of which

© Bapti{m is one.

M Taylor's  Argument 12, AT
- They who are cdpabile of the’ Ends of Qs;ﬂifm, my e ‘bvazpiz'z.-ad ;
But Children are ¢apable of the Endsof Baptsfm s T hevefore. they, may
bebaprized, | T : W S el
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Aejor s denicd 5 bt £pds of Baptifin, youme:

Tmngs{eqﬂ;m,d ‘o Mans part, then xhe-tMr/qr. is not’ true 5 for
Mottification and ¥iviication areithe Ends) of Baptifin on Man's |
part, of whichInfants arc not capable’s for they cannot putoff'the |
Body of the Sins of the Jefh, nor havethey any need fo to do, _
neither can they rife to Newnels of Life- And tho grant, ( and : ‘
have often faid it ) that we ought to devote our Children to God |
in the beft manner we cany yet to g0 beyond- the Word “of

the Lord under that preterce, will neicher profit us, nor oux Chil-

SRTwsSeR=E=sSRR

{m being a Seal to Infants, &-c.

g areni it :

,;bf | " . WWhat you fay her¢, of Bapti

ig“f" And furely the word Heatben, ( fo often

mﬁt ' ufed by you) as ports fonc ;

3 being of it felf -of no ill i;gnlﬁg-at-}on) Infants arc not fo'to be
nor doth the word, Chyiftian, as it imports

accounted Heathens 5
vift, belong to Infants. So that this is only 2

1o talk that our Infantsare not diftinguifhed
thens, tho 1 have fhewed a difierence

-
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A

Whom the Chuch e  Chrift ever P;em'wd .t'o Baptifm, Hay fHill be
baptized:’ But the! Clistreh of Clmﬁ- Joarh euer récerved Children “to ,
Baprifm: Thereforethey piabelbapizedk O3 LD e i

1 s
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1. The Minor Propofition is pot tyuc, and therefore] do deny,, ;
that the Church hath always ‘veceived: Infants to Bapt ifon. ' 'And |
indeed you do not fo_«;midhmzpfeﬁ,enél‘«m}y. thiing from: the/ Setip- §
tures tO Prove it, bugsbefore,do honettly-confes; That LufainsBap- *
vifinis nor mentioned i the New Teftament “andt therefore ceértainly
it will be impofiible Lo preve,- thar theChurch did alwayé-féée’ive

¥ ’ Infants

el
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i




26 - L Apoiogy fw

Infantsto Baptifin.  And it is alfo very obfervable, that Eufehins,
who wrote the Hiftory of the Church for four hundred Years after
Chrift, does not fo much as mention Infant-Baptifin at all. :

2. .But how then does Mr. Zaylor prove his Minor 2 Why, his
chief Author to that purpofe is Mr. Walker, in his Book called, .4
modeft Plea for Infant-Bapt; 7 5 Which Book in that part has been
anfwered by M. De-Lanne, to which | refer the Reader. The Sum
of which Anfwer is to prove, that all Mr.Walke's Teftimonies from
Antiquity for Infan_t—‘Baptifm, for the firft 300 Years after Chrift, -
are cither'invalid, or taken ont of forged and fpurious Books. And
1t is more than fufficient to ballance Mr. Walker>s and Mr. Taylor’s
bold Aflertion, Thar rbe Catholick Church hatly always yeceived Infants
9 Baptsfm, by the contrary Teftimonies of. Ludoviciu Vives, and
Dr. Barlow 5 the firft exprelly {aying, Iz old Time none wa brong bt
10 Baptsfin, but he was of Jufficient Years to kuow whanthq: myftical Water
meant, and o require his Baptifin, and thar Jundry times. The other
tells us, There is neither Precept nor Pratice in Scripture for Infant-
Baptifiny nor any jult Evidence for it for about 300 Yeurs after Chrift.

2. You fay, That for many bundreds of Years the Quceftion [ about
Infant-Baptifin J was sot moved. Byt thisis a great Miftake; for
Tertullian did queftion it, as an uawarrantable Prattice, in the be-
ginning of the third _Century ; as is fhewed by Mr. Tombes, and
others, who have diligently enquired into the ancient Cuftoms
of the Church. 2 ;

3. The firft Inftance which you bring for the Practice of Infant-
Baptifm in our N ation, is that in King Ina’s time, about the Year
692 5 but wecan prove it was oppofed by the Britain Bifhops two
hundred Years before this.  See Fabian’s Chyron, part 1. fol, 107.

4+ Youlay, The deferring of Baptifin among the Ancients, was not

Jor their queftioning Infune-Baptifm.  But fure, if they did think

themfelves too young to bebaptized, at twenty or thirty Years of
Age, they could withno reafon think their Children old enough
for Baptifm at {even or eight days old. Extremes have undone all ;
they were too flow, and you are as much ‘too quick. But the
proper time for Baptifm is, when Men attain to the new Birth;
Baptifm is therefore rightly call’d the Wafhing of Regeneration. 5
-'5.-You {eem to hold, Zhar Infant-Baptifin was Lawfully praitifed
by Ged’s Peaple before Chrifty and even from the Apoftles Time fiuce
Chrift = But I wonder by what Law ; you give us none but
Mr. Walker’s Book, which js very well an{wered by Mr. De-Lanne,
- in
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in his Book entitled, Truth defended. And I am fure, the beft An-
tiquity fays nothing for you: e .

el Mr. Taplor's. Argument 14.

" That Dottrine which introu’ncéfb- many 'Uhchrijfian Confequences., s
erromeans + But the Doébrine of the Antipeedobaptifts introduceth many:
Unchriftian Confequences.: Therefore the Dottrine of the Antipeedo-

baptilts #s erroneous.
AN SWER:

tion is not true ;. for our' Doctrine in the
and Truthdoes not infroduce any erroni-
hat our Doftrineis true,appears thus :
Becaule it fully agrees with your Text, Mar. 28. 19. even as it is.
expounded by your felfin thefe Words, woediteies sv puadldUeeeTe,.
Going to difciple all Nations, infbrutt them in the Brinciples of my Re--
Ligion 3 and then, being Difciples, baptize thesm. “This you fay, and
this we fay ; the only difference is, We do a5 we [ay, but Tou [ay
and d mor : You therefore muft needs be in the Errorin this cafe.

5. But let us hear what you have againft our Doactrine, - Firlts,
you fay, It oppofeth the whole Current of Scripture, mullifies mary
Scripture-Promifes and Privileges, anddeftroys the Cauenant of Grace,
as the premifed Pazes manifeft. . But 1 hops the premifed Anfwers
do manifeff the Charge which you bring agaigit our Dodrine to-

1. The Minor Pro.poﬁ
Cafe of Baptifin is truc,
ous Confequences.  Now.t

- be very unjuft. And feeing you are: the Men, and not we,. that
have changed the Ordinance of ‘Baptifim, you may juftly fear the:-

Cenfure of the Prophet, Ifa. 24. 5. for breaking the everlafting Co-
wenant. Seethe Place, and confiderit ferionlly. - -

3. You fay, Our Doitrine introduceth the World iito Gentilifm or
Heathenifm, andmakes Chrifts Church always gathering,. and never
gathered.  But how can you fay this, fecing we are for the teach-
ing or difcipling all Nations, and every Perfon in the Nations, as.
they are capable, and God gives his Minifters opportunity ; and
we take the fame way to do this which. the Apoltles ufed; accor-.
ding to our Ability; 7. e. to preach the Gofpel.to every one that
will hear us, and to bring up our Children in the Nurture and:
Admonition of the Lord % ‘And what tho the Chtirch be thus al-

ways gathering, does not. Aaf: 2

8.19,20. warrant, this Pradtice
4 -ty
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o theend of thie World ? and if you do not thus gather your Chil-
dren to Chrift, they will never be Chriftians' by your Crofling and
Sprinkling them. SV :

4. Your talk of excluding Infants from the Covenant, is an-
A{wered before,and proved untrue; what you add,of our intreducing
‘of defpair. of the Salvation of Infants, fhews your Sclf-contradiction.

For now you feer to make Infant-Baptifin fo neceffary to Salvati-
omthatif they be not baptized,we tnuft defpaic of their Salvation -
Than' which whatcan be a more erronious Confequence of your
Doltrine of Pado-baptifm ?

5. Itis apparent that our Doétrine makes the Covenant eftab-
lifhed by Chrift better than yours (whatever you fay here to the
contrary) ; not only becaufe we affert the Grace of God in the
Bufmefs of Salvation to extend to Infants more generally than you
do: Butalfo for that it thews, God has not impofed any Cére-
‘monies upon them, as he did upon the Jewifh Male Infants of eight
days old. Whilft your Dotrine makes your Crofling and Sprink-
ling them of fuch importance, asthat if it be denied them, defpair
of the Salvation of Infants is genuinely smroduced, pPag 74. As if
Ged had tyed the Salvation of all the Infants in the World to a
Ceremony. Thus does your Doctrine make the Covenant eftab-
lifhed by Chrift, worfe than the Law of Mfes 5 for under it the
greater part of the Infants of the Jews were faved, without being
‘Circumcifed, to wit,all the Females, and all the Males nnder eight
days old : But you have no hope for Infants Male or. Female, tho
but of aday old, if it be not fealed with your pretended Baptifin,
Lovd, whither will Men go when they forfake thy Word ! They will
make Chrift an Znmpoftor, if Infants be not capable of Baptifin : See
Mr. Taylor’s Book, pag.72. . 5.

6. You {ay, Our Dottrine equals the Childven of Chriftians with the
Children of Turks, ¢c. But we have fhewed the advantage to be
on the part of the Children of Chriftians. ~ And what if God,wil-
ling to magnify his Mercy and Goodnefs, has provided a Saviour
for the inrlocent Babes (dying in Infancy) throughout the World ?
What need this trouble any Body ? muft our Eye be Evil, becaufe
bis is thois Bountiful ? We know” that he hath concluded all under
Sin, that he might have Mercy upon all. And if God hath niot
Mercy on poor dying Infants,fo as to faye them all by Chrift, pray
fhew what Mercy he hathupon them ? Sure it Had ‘been a Mercy
they had neverbeen born, but not one Zora of Mercy to be borfll,

only
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‘only to cry, dye, and goto Hell. Can you ¢hink that fuch Do&trine
befriends the Covenant of Grace 2 Fthinkmot-. =~ -y
“7 4 To what you fay _(or have faid) about the Form of Baptifin,
ot baptize in the Nanre

you much miftake us if you think we don 1 '
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft. The Article of our Faith,
which you point to, Was not written' (as L, conceive) to. tedcliany
to difpenfe Baptifin in different Fopins of Words, bl to fhew that
the Name of Son is to be taken, s he 5 our Lord and Savionr, Ygt
Tet me tell you, that I can fhew it under the Hand of fome flow In

your Miniftry, that fays Matth. 28. 19. does not impower any to
alfo that the Learn-

ufe that Form of Words in Bapti {m,and fhews _ ‘
ed arenot agreed in that Matter, However, I amone with you,
as to the nfe of the Form there fet. oy, and 1o other.

Of the ey of 'uﬁ@‘?(ptymal Water.

1., Mr. Taylor grants, the Mode of Baptizing is laid down by our
Savioitr, and expreffed in the Word Baptizontes, baptizing them, Mat.
28. 19. .

Now this is very well, and I am glad he has done this Holy Or-
dinance {o much right, asto acknowledg Chrift to. lay down (in
his Commiflion Mat. 28. 19.) the Mannet or Mode in which it
ought to be performed. But then, 1 am forry to fee my good
Friend fo foon forget himfelf; as inthe very next Page to,rte‘llfus‘,
that the Mode of Baptizing is an indifferent thing left to the Pru~
dence of the Church, whether to dip or [prinkle. Neither of them bein
commanded, nor cither of them abjolutely forbidden by the Precept :ﬁ'
Baptizing.  What fhalll fay tothis ? If Baptizontes be the Precept
for Baptizing, and yet commands nothing, neither to dip nor.to
fprinkle, nor abfolutely forbids cither, - dure then weé keep no
Command in doing either, nor do we break any in_omitting both,
Pity it is, that Men to uphold their own Tradition, fhould thus
fight againft both Scripture and Reafon. For, if our Saviour, by

the '\?Vordsbdptizing them, command nothing, then its beft to do

rothing ; if he command both dipping and fprinkling, then both
- muft b‘q“éone‘ 5 ifhe command but one of thefc, then but one of
them muft be done : Let Hint.chufe which he will, he muft chufg
but one.  But yet he tells us otherwife, pags 76. for faith he, The
Word Beentiles equally admits of both Significations, as is granred by the
Noe o £ ~ beft
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beft Criticks : And quotes chiefly Mr. Walker’s. Doft, of Bapt. p. 6o
top. 64. Foranfwer, I fay, if the word panrie do equally fig-
nity dip and {prinkle, then unlefs we will be unequal we muft do
both 5 or elfe {hew whichof them may lawfully be omitted.

_As for Mr. Walker’s Book, 1 have feen it, and obferved that he
plays with the Word pans, poarzife, pamtilovres, partioude,
till he makes their Signification altogether uncertain, and fets the
Learned together by the Ears about the meaning of thelt Greek
Words. And indeed, according to Mr. Walker, no Man can cer-
tainly know when he hits right upon the thing to be done in Obe-
dience to this Precept, Baprizing them. As if our Lord fhould
Ieave his Apoftles, and they leave usto guefs at his meaning ; in a
Paffage wherein he commands nothing certainly. And yet to go
round again, however we ufe Water in the Name, &c. we can
hardly go befides the meaning of Chrift : For if we dip the Subjet
in the Element of Water,we are right ; if we f] prinkle it upon any.
part of the Body, (for you can aflign no one part more than the
other) we are right ftill 5 if we dip the Head only, or only the
Foot, weare right ; if the Head, or B reaft, or Hand only be
fprinkled, ftill we areright. - Now who can think, that our Sz-
viour .fhould ufe an ambiguous Word, which is to guide us in mat-
ter of Fact ? Do not Men that thus deal with the Word Baptize,
make him the Author of all our Contefts in this Cafe ? And aflu-
redly Mr. Walker has runmany a one intoa maze, about the mean-
ing of pan7i{e, and lam forry to fee Mr. Taylor to follow him.
But fith he refers me alfo to Mr. Leigh’s Crit. Sac. He fhall do well
to.mark what he faith (evenasquoted by Mr. Walker, p. 36.) “the
reafon (fays he) why panziou®- is put pro Lotione & muundatione,
15, becaufe fuch asareimmerfed (thatis, dipped) come ont of the
WATER wafhed or cleanfed. - : :
_So then, to Baptize; is to dip the Subjett in the Element in the
Name, @c. and that which is no fimall,but a moft importent Con-
firmation of that Mode (and only that) is the Bapti{m.of Chrift’s.
own Perfon ; for Mr. Walker cannot deny, that the Greek in Mark,
1..9. being rightly rendredin Englith, is thus read 'y Fefus came.
——and was baptized of Fobn INTO JORD.AN, and therefore he
may be confident he was not fprinkled, for it would be nonfence.
to fay he was fprinkled szt0 fordan;,” hut good fence. and plain
truth too, to fay he was dipped #nto Fordan. = And yet for all this,.

Wie. Walker fights ftoutly both againft Truth and Reafon, leaning,

only,
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only upon the fingle Authority of Bernard,and will have Sprinkling
to be meant or fignified by the Word Baprize, as well as Dipping.
And Mr. Taylor: {ays the fame, tho many learned Writers contra-
dict them both. ‘ : vl

But it fhall fuffice here to fet down two, both equal in Learning
and Vertue to thefe our prefent Oppofites.  Thefirlt fhall be that
tritly FamousMan, Dr. Fer: Taylor, in his-Rule of Confoience, L. 3.
¢. 4. If you would attend vo the fignification of the Ward, BAPTISM
(ignifies plunging in Water, or dipping with wafhing. And faith Keo-
kerman, Immerfion not Afperfion (that is, dipping not {prinkling)
was the firft infHitution of Bapts[m,as it doth plainly appear from Rom. 6.
3. Syft. Theol. '

But for all this, Mr. Walker pretends Antiquity for Sprinklings

and it is ftrange to fee what learned Men will fay, when they are
et to defend Error.  We will but touch two of his moft ‘ancient
Inftances, that you may fee the bottom, of the bulinefs.

1. He goes as high as the fecond Century, and takes an inftance
of fprinkling from the fervice of the Damons ( that is, Devil-Gods)
but why fo? Becaufe he fuppofesthe Heathen ufed fprinkling in
the Service of their Damons, in imitation of the Chriftians Pra-
&ice. But the trmth is, it’ more tobe feared, that unwary
Chriftians did fall to imitate the Heathens ; for we are told foin

effeét, even by a learned Popifth Author, which for the plainnefs of

the Teftimony, I will here faithfully tranfcribe. He {aith, =--Ths
chief Chair of the Church being tranflated from Antioch to Rome ¢ ‘He
[Peter] and bis Succeffors, were very caréful and vigilentto reduce the
Chriftian Religion (being as yet indigefted, unpoliflied, and little pra-
&ifed) and the Profeffors theréofy into better Order and Uniformity ,
out of the Law of Mofes ( which Chrift came not to abolifhy but to ful-
fil) ‘out of the Civil and Politick Government of Romans, Greeks and
Egyptians, and out of both facred and prophane Rites, Laws,. andCe-
remonies of other Nations, bne moft efpecially by the. wholfom Doctrine
and Direction of Chrift Fefus, and the infpiration of the Holy Spirit.
See a Book ealled, 7he Manners, Laws and  Cuftoms of all Nations,
pag. 151. Behold here the Springs of Human Inventions and Cere-
monies. ;

M, Walker’s fecond Inftance, isa Story of one {prinkled with
Sand, inftead of Water (the Water being fcarce, and the Party
like to dye) : but alas they could not dip the Sick into the Sand,

and however their Zeal may be commended, their Action is ot
F 2 to
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to becommended at all: \It thews- their Folly, forit’s bettet to be
without a Ceremony, . when: we cannot poflibly have itin God's
way, than to {et up.our own Devices in the ftead, ard place, and

ufeof it. For I will ({aith God) have Mercy andnot Sacrifice.:
« And thus we fhall leave Mr. Walker to coniider his' Sandy Foun-
dation Mforzl}islfpijnkling-lntz‘nts. P il f‘
- 2 MroLaylor ays, Sprinkling cannor nullify Baprifn., and therefore
eur ‘diﬂfmiﬂgdy@nthrm‘dre to blm;zg;, to make o;{';'y.-Bn;tzfm,ta be: effential-
€02 d Baptifn, becaufe nor’ performed by :
Dipping. :
. Yothis Lanfver ; When our Saviour commanded to baptize, he
commanded but one, not divers kinds of Actions 5 and to do that,
which is not only contrary to his own blefled Example in this
very thing;but alfofuch an At as cannot with any equity of Speech,
or good Sencey be called Baptifin, is to err ellentially in the pers
formance ofit.  And fo greatis the difference between Dipping

and Sprinkling,that fuch as fprinkle Infants dare not fpeak as they
act,w hen they pretend to baptize:

* No,they dare not fay,! fj prinkle
thee in the: Name of the Father, &¢. - which they might well
dayif the word Baptize does equally fignify dipping and fprinkling.
‘Weare not._therefore to blame,_to labour to have this Ordinance.
kept-asit was delivered, for fureifit be our Duty to keep God's
Ordinances, it’sour Duty to keep them as they, were obferved by
Chrift; and the Primitive Churches. _And fofar as themanner of
ing thiscommand of Chrift is effential to the Ordinance,dipping.
i§ of the effence of it, without which it cannot be called Baptifm. |
Again,' All the Seriptures which command. to baptize; do: ex=
prefly command to dip the Party to be baptized, and therefore.
.. Eaylor isto blame, to fay, There is nar ane place of Scripture -
Rhich, in exprefs Words commands Dipping, pag. 59. Yea, Sir, your
Text, Marth, 28. 19. commands Dipping: For were pan7iloyzes
granflated into plain Englifh, it muftbe rendred by dipping. And .
Y pray Sir, confider,: whether you could not with a good Confti-
ence.tranflate it {0 ?2° And on the other fide, Whether your Confei-
ence would not accufe you,: fhould youtranilate the Text, Teach
all Nations, {prinkling them ? I dare fay no Man dare thus read
ehe Text: | Why then do they thus a& ? Shall we {peak one
thing,.and.do another ? So fpeak ye, -and fo do yey s they'thar (Wall
be judged by the Law of Liberry 5 b0 Wity the Gofpel: -7 05 =00

3. What ,
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by the Lea od of our way, and! particularly by Mr: Danvers, who
fays, 1 bave carcfully cxamined- dll the, Places in the Old Teffament,.
where the word Dipping or Baptizing # mentioned, and do find it i
expreffediby: the Hebrew Words 920, 4 : '
obferve. The Septuagint do render the Word Tabal in the Hebrew, by
ponTile, and with all the Trﬂnﬂatars,.borh the Latin, Dutchy Italian,
Franch, and: Englsfly do tranflate tO. dip'f_,v-the I/I{'ard’rmdred Wathing,
being another Word, the. following: Scriptures inform you, Gen. 37.
; 14. & 6.16,51. Levit. 9. 9..

31 Exod.12.22. Lev. 4.6. & 17 .
John 3. 5. Numb. 16. 18. 2 Kings's.14. | cannot

Deut. 33- 24~ g
think therefore, that you.can confcionably parallel Rom.6. 3,4.
ith the Jewifh Wafhings, which are exprelled by the

Col, 2.11. W1
word Y, not.the word 721 (as Mr. Danvers further fhews. )
And fure [ am, that Roz. 6. and Col. 2. is fo very: clear for our

way of baptizing,, that the Learned of your way do grant thefe:
places alludeto the ancient way of baptizing, which ( fay - they)
was by dipping the Party into the Water.

. What' youfay of your Sprinkling to bz as figniiicant as
Dipping, is-not true ;_for indeed unlef it be commanded to figni--
fy the Death,’ Burial; Refurreftion of Chrilt, and our Mortifica~
tion and Vivitication, it can fignify none of thefe things. .- Other-
wife every time you wath your hands, might fignify what is figni-
fied in your Baptifm 3 -yet you will not fay it doth fo.. " And the
fame Anfwer may ferve to what you {ay, of Sprinkling and: Dip-
ping, being equally obliging 5 for unlefs God hath given them to
oblige, they have no obliginig Nature op Virtuein themuov ind

5. What you fay of the Scarcity of Water, can be no Plea for

you that have no want of it, ‘whatever it may be for them that

have it not.  But {ure, where God gives not Straw,he will require
no Brick. He dogs not make Baptifin {o necellary, that we:thalk:
perifh if we cannot, but rather: if we will not.obey him therein.:
“6.- Your Surmife, that Dipping feens anindecentthing, isindes

LOX, Whég(mu:urge. from the Liegal Wathings, has been anfwered

cently faid, both by Mr. Walker, and your felfy fecing it may -

be dono as decently as your Sprinkling ; for your Talk of tranf-
parent Garments, fhews your unacquaintednefs  with the . right
way of Baptizing.

gorgeons Apparely may worku :
than to behold an humble’ penitent.: Swnct, closciiabeoneR

tho mean Garments, tobe buried with Chrift by Baptifin..
’, : 7:Ta

4 Mincens a»d Dr. Hammond

‘And know this, your ruffting Ladies in theip
work upon your pravity of Heart fooner, .
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_ 7. To your Objeftion about thie Coldnefs of the Climate, you

aeed but put on the Garment of  Love to God and-his Truth, and

act from a Principle ‘of Faith, and you need- fear no 111, ‘tho this
Path may feem to you as the Valley of the Shadow of Death. ~ Yet
if any Perfonbe really weak of Body, and cannot-be fatisfied to
delay, (" as [ confefs that may be dangerous ) there may fuch care
be taken, as in the Eye 'of Reafon 1io " Inconvenience need
be feared.' And if the Water befrozen, ( as you objet ) furely
he that'will alfow us to thaw that for ournatural, will not blame
us, it we do fo for our fpiritual ufe, Al g :

8. Does plunging or dipping take away the Underftanding ?

Why, not more now thanin Chrift’s Time. And is it {o necella-
ry that the Underftanding act in the Duty ? I'marvel then why
you baptize Perfons ( as you call it')” when they are afleep.
9. What youfay of the gredt Labour of dipping, and the Im-
pollibility for one Man to baptize 3000 in one day, and that it is
therefore unreafonable to think the Apofties did dipall that they
baptized, &c. ' Ianfwer; Firft, you grant then, that they dip-
ped fome that they baptized ; prove now that they {prinkled fo
muchas one, and the Difpute is at anend. - Secondly, But Sir,
what need was there for one Man only to baptize the three thou-
fand ? Aits 2.40. Does not Mr.Walker himfelf fuppofe, that
there were of the hundred and twenty Difciples, eighty two
in a Minifterial Capacity, to wit, the Seventy two, befides the
Apoltles ? Surely they might eafily baptize three thoufand ina few
hours. fui

But you will now prove the Lawfulnefs and Reafonablenefs of
Sprinkling 5 let us hear what you fay. ,

1. You now ake Sprinkling not only equally fignified in the word,
foanlile, bur to be more congruoms with its genuine Stgnification 5 your
reafon is, porlile being 4 Derivative, can admir of no larger S»gmﬁ'
cation than _its Primitive poant, which we find ( fay you ) m the
Hiftory of Nebuchadnezzar, when like' a Beaft, ipdipn, -be was wet
with the Dew. of Heaven.

But for Anfwer; . I{fay, this Place in Dan, 4. will never

- prove, thatSprinkling is more congruous to the genuine Signifi-

cation of e (i, than Dipping : For Nebuchadnezzar being fe-
ven Years to live with ‘Bealts, out of ‘Habitation or Houfe, was
fufficiently wathed, efpecially being probably naked too; f_o that
this kind of ‘wetting finlds' fome refemblance with plun,gz,\;‘gg,t elxn

ater,




L ey - W

T, QN d . KR ey

e —
—u

the Baptized, Welighers. 45

Water, therebeing no part free from the Water thus rained up”
on Nebuchadnezzar + In which refpect, it {eems, the Septuagin®
renders or exprefles his 1ying open to the Snow, Hail, Rain, o'
Dew, fo long a time, by the word, #6&en.  And, 2. My Anfwer
is, That the Greek hereis Hyperbolicalyand not propetly to be un-
derftood ; and our Tranflators knowing this, did not (asI fup-
pofe) tranflate the Word according to 1ts proper Signification,
our Language not well bearing itin that cafe, but according to
the thing which was to befall Nebuchadnezzar, And it {eems ve-
ry difingenuous, for you to conclude from this Hyperbole, that
Sprinkling, is zore congruoss to the fignification of poamrile, thaw
Dipping, tho in fo faying you contradi
that have. interpreted the word, parlile. And Iam fure, (and
you know it much better than I can tell you, for my Learning is.
nothing, when compared with yours,) that our Lexicons, Dictio-
naries, and Grammars, do make the prime Signification of pamr-
Tite to be adipping, asthey do who dye Coloars; and Seapula
does not make farld, nor fanlile, to fighify Sprinkling at all.

2. What you fay in your 24, 34, 4th, and sth.Particulars, 1s
anfwered before 5 but here you {ay, The Church was never confined
to that Mode of Dippsng, but had [everal Ways of b tizing, AiLpings
or _/f)rink[ing,’,v &ec. : .

1 anfwer : What Ufages the Church has had, is not.the Que-

.

ftion ; but the Ground of her doings 1s the matter of our Enqui~
ry: Butyetl will venture to fay, [he was always confined, to
dip, if hekept that Ordinance according to Chrilt’s own Exapi-
‘ple, which 1 think is a better Expofitor of the'word pawfile,
than any Lexicorn in the World. y {a

». The Alteration of the manner of this Ordinance, has not
only occafioned us to fay, You that only crofs and fprinkle arc not
bapfized 5 but the Mufcovites declare the Latin Church to beun-
bafwtized for the fame reafon. - For this you may read Daile on
the Fathers, /. 2. p. 148. where Hé tells us; The Cuitom of
¢ the Ancient Church was to plunge thofe they baptized over Head
“and Ears in Water, as Tertullian, Cyprian, and Epiphanins teftify.
“ And this is ftll the Practice of the Greek, and Ruffian Cnurch at
¢ this day, as. Caffander de Baptifmo, pag; 193. And yet notwith-
Yitanding this Cuftom is now abolifhed by the Church of Reme; and.
¢ this'is the reafoun why the Mufcovites {ay that the Latines-are not

“rightly and duly baptized. Thus he. Nor is this the only
- Cavfe:

% moft of the Learned '



