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THE PREFACE.
[Page]
[Page]
Reader,

THou art here entertained once more with this Controverſie; for though ſome may think it more ſeaſonable for perſons in our Circumſtances, to be ſilent at this time of day, yet the reſtleſſneſs of our Adverſaries, makes it needfull for us to vindicate that great and neceſſary Truth of our Chriſtian Baptiſm, from the affronts put upon it, and its Profeſſors, by men of a quar­relſome, ſatyrical, and invective ſpirit. There is an unſeaſonable (yea a ſinfull) ſilence, by which Truth is betray'd and left unreſcued as a prey to its in­vaders: of which, having a clear call, and no other appearing, I am loath to be found guilty, though conſcious of my weakneſs.
I have compendiouſly handled what's voluminouſly managed by others, ſo to draw the matter into the narroweſt limits I could.
I find it to be a general Objection, That it is not likely, that our Way ſhould be true, becauſe ſo many learned and pious men for ſo many ages, have been of the contrary perſwaſion. In anſwer to which I hum­bly ſubmit theſe brief Conſiderations.
[Page]1. That the higheſt attainments of Learning, do not priviledge from Error: For the way of arri­ving to Scripture-knowledge, is not through thoſe gaudy portals of Philoſophy, and artificial ratioci­nations, but by an earneſt waiting, and addreſs to the Lord in Prayer and Scripture meditation; So­lomon obtained wiſdom by asking it of God, not by ranſacking the Univerſity, 2 Chron. 1.10. The promiſe is to the petitioning, faithfull Chriſtian, Mat. 7.7. & 21.22. James 1.5, 6, 7, 17. 1 John 3.22. And common experience ſhews us, that a plain and ſerious, though illiterate Chriſtian, gets that view of Scripture and ſpiritual things, which the moſt ſubtle and piercing eye of the graceleſs Schoolman cannot reach. He is moſt like to come acquainted with Gods Counſel, that's moſt inti­mate with him, in a moſt humble and holy reti­redneſs and contemplation. It was in his retired­ment that Moſes his face was ſo irradiated with glory, Deut. 34.29.35. whereas the moſt eleva­ted (whether natural, or acquired) accompliſh­ments, (if ill imploy'd, as a ſharp Sword in a mad hand does greateſt miſchief) do but render the poſſeſſors fitter Inſtruments to propagate error: For Refined parts, and witty Reaſonings, if unſanctified, do commonly perſecute Truth, and advance Falſhood, Philoſoph [...] Haeretic [...]rum patri­archae; it being in their Judgments a depre [...]ſion of their imaginary glory to acknowledge, that poor Mechanicks, or Laicks (as they count them) ſhould correct their Learned extravagance, or be better proficients in the School of Chriſt then they; though we have the very Word of Truth [Page]for it, 1 Cor. 1.26. Mat. 11.25. And very ſuita­bly does Dr. Carlton Biſhop of Chicheſter, in his Thankfull Rememb. Edit. 1627. p. 289. expreſs himſelf; A L [...]y-man that hath the Spirit of God, is better able to judge of the Church and its Mem­bers, then a man in Eccleſiaſtical function that hath not the Spirit of God. Inf [...]lix eſt ſa [...]ientia,  [...]trae verbum Dei ſapere, ſays Juſtin  [...] And it has ever been found, that plain Divinity  [...]ſts a more radiant luſtre, then the obſcure  [...] of the Schools, though ſpangled in their gaud [...]eſt attire. And Auguſtine himſelf ſays. Epiſt. ad Or [...] ­ſinm, that as the Sun is to be ſeen only by  [...] own light; ſo the light of the Goſpel is viſible only through the rayes it communicates. Sicat S [...]nt non videt oculus niſi lumine Solis, ſic ver [...]um  [...] do­minicum lumen non poterit vid [...]ri n [...]ſi  [...]pſ [...]us  [...]. But you'l ſay, that many  [...]f our oppoſ [...]te,  [...]re  [...]. as well as learned. Which I ſhall readily grant. And I am perſwaded that ſome of them a [...] pre­cious in the ſight of the Lord, eminent for cr [...]e and holineſs; yet that renders them not  [...]fallible. The wiſeſt on Earth, know but in part: And 'tis a moſt certain rule, that as a Church muſt be pro­ved by the Doctrine, not the Doctrine by the Church; ſo men muſt be counted Orthodox by the ſoundneſs of their Judgment; and not the foundneſs of their Judgment or opinion neceſſarily conclu­ded, becauſe they (being ſuch pious and learned men) held ſo.
2. This Argument (if of any weight) lies a­gainſt the whole body of the Reformation, as well as us: For can it be imagined, (ſays Cluniacenſis [Page]in behalf of the Romaniſts) that ſo many great Doctors and Fathers of the Church, pious (in their way) and of ſtupendious learning, ſhould erre all this while? &c. Contra Petro Bruiſianos, p. 1124. Edit. 1614. Siccinè caecatus eſt orbis terrarum, tan­tâque hucuſque caligine involutus, ut ad aperiendes oculos ſuos, & ad tam diuturnam noctem illuſtran­dam, poſt tot Patres, Martyres, Pontifices, & uni­verſarum Eccleſiarum principes, vos tandiu expectâ­rit, & ad corrigendum longum errorem ſuum, Pe­trum de Bruis, & Henricum ejus aſſeclam, velut Apoſtolos noviſſimos elegerit? Itanè uſque ad novos ſaeculi reparatores mundns periit? &c. So that when our diſſenting Proteſtant Brethren reſolve theſe In­terrogatories for themſelves, they Anſwer this Ob­jection alſo, for us.
3. The Example of the holieſt men, muſt not be our Rule of worſhip; for we can have no poſſi­ble aſſurance that what they hold is a Truth, (unleſs it be revealed in the Scripture) ſince it is poſſible for the holieſt man on Earth to erre, yea in this very thing; therefore the truth of an opi­nion muſt be made out by Scripture demonſtration, not by the multitude, quality, or holineſs of its favourites. We are not to follow a Paul, but as he follows Chriſt, 1 Cor. 11.1. We are not to follow a multitude any more in error, then evil, Deut. 23.2. We are not to believe an Angel from Heaven, any more then he agrees with the Goſpel already delivered to us, Gal. 1.8. much leſs are we to receive any doctrine upon the credit of Man, who is a Creature far ſhort of Angelical ſpiritua­lity. We conceive it our duty, with the noble Be­reans, [Page]to ſearch the Scriptures, whether theſe things be ſo, Act. 17.11. Our Appeal muſt be to the Law and to the teſtimony, Iſa. 8.20. not to the number or piety of our party.
But ſays the Objector, 'Tis arrogance in you to think your ſelves wiſer then your Forefathers; and want of charity, if you ſay they erred either malici­ouſly or wilfully.
Anſw. So might the Papiſts ſay to the Prote­ſtants, ſo might the Church of England ſay to all other diſſenters, as well as us. And what new diſcovery can there be made, but muſt be obnoxious to this cenſure? We aſcribe nothing to our own wiſdom; it is the beneplaeitum, or good pleaſure of the Lord to reveal his Truths to Babes, which are hid from the wiſe and prudent, Luk. 10.21. for which we muſt, as Chriſt did, expreſs our thank­fulneſs. And no man muſt preſume to call him to account for the exerciſe of his Soveraignty. We believe that a great many hold Infant Bap­tiſm purely out of Conſcience, becauſe they think the grounds urged for it from Scripture be valid; and that if they were ſatisfied, as we are, of its unlawfulneſs, they would renounce the practice, as a great many do, upon the acceſſion of more light. (2) That vaſt multitudes hold it, out of pure ignorance. (3) Some becauſe it was the opi­nion of their Anceſtors, and is ſo generally owned. (4) Moſt from that wretched and miſchievous conceit, with which (except ſome few of the moſt refined Proteſtants) the world is intoxicated, viz. that WITHOƲT IT THEIR CHIL­DREN ARE DAMNED. (5) Many of [Page]the great and learned ones hold it, becauſe it is the Cornerſtone of the Eccleſiaſtical Fabrick erected by the man of ſin, againſt which they muſt not declare, if they will be Miniſters of that State. (6) Moſt are brought up in that way, and never examine it, whether right or wrong. (7) Some that would examine it, judge that ſo great a part of the world would not hold it, if it were un­lawfull, and ſo are led by an implicite Faith. (8) Some that examine it are byaſſed by Intereſt, or Education, ſo that the cleareſt Argument, or Reaſon, cannot remove them. (9) Some are in­deed convinced by the force of Truth, yet the love of the world, or ſome ſuch ſiniſter end, hinders their owning ſo deſpiſed and uncountenanced a practice. And a great many (through grace) are convinced, and wrought upon to own it, and be [...]r their teſtimony to it; and certainly the teſti­mony (though but) of a few, that are not blinded with temporal ends, (and that cannot be charged upon us) but ſwim painfully againſt the ſtream, is not to be ſlighted.
Obj. But you make an Idol of it, and cenſoriouſly condemn all that differ from you.
Anſw. This is an injurious charge; for we aſ­cribe no more to it, then is warranted in the Word of God. We look upon it as the initiating Ordi­nance into a Goſpel profeſſion, Act. 2.41, 42. An Ordinance of Chriſt, of the ſ [...]me duration with prea­ching, Mat. 28.19. A lively reſemblance of the Death, Burial, and Reſurrection of Chriſt, Rom. 6.4. Col. 2.12. And we conceive it our duty to be found in the practice and profeſſion of it, though [Page]we undergo the cenſures and affronts of the age we live in, thereby. We make no Idol of it, nor does our Religion conſiſt in it only; we deſire to preſs after Holineſs, and to worſhip our God in Spirit and Truth, to walk blameleſly. Nor do we condemn diſſenters, but pray for them, that the Lord would give them more light. We deſire to love all men, as far as they appear to us to belong to Chriſt; and would walk together in love, as f [...]r as we agree: But when they erre from the Rule, we dare go no further with them; — Magis amica veritas, it being (as Ariſtotle himſelf ſaid, l. 1. c. 6 Ethicorum,  [...]) a ſacred thing to prefer Truth before Friendſhip.
Daille tells us in his Right uſe of the Fathers, p 97. that Juſtin Martyr, Irenaeus, Clemens A­lexandrinus, Tertullian, (I may add Origen) Cy­prian, Lactantius, Hillary, Ambroſe, Jerome, Au­guſtine, and Epiphanius, that is, the moſt eminent, and moſt approved of the Fathers that ever were, have ſtumbled in many places, and quite fallen away in others. Of which they themſelves were ſo ſen­ſible, that they gave us many cautions not to lean upon their Authority: Non  [...]ecipienda veterum Authoritas, Scripturae teſtimonio deſtituta, Auguſt. Ep. 19. Ex omnibus Fatribus nemo eſt, quin ſuis ſcriptis aliquando faede erraverit & hallucinatus eſt, Lubert. de Eccleſ. l. 3. c. 7. In libris Doctorum Ec­cleſiae aliquondo errores, aliquando Haereſes inveni­untur, non eſt tamen, ut condemnemus vel librum, vtl Authorem, Deus enim hoc permittit, ut nos veri­tatem ex ipſis ſcripturis indagemus, Anſelm. Com­ment. [Page]in 2 Cor. Therefore it is the leſs to be wondred, that ſuch as ſuck their unexamin'd Re­ligion from their mouths, go aſtray with them. Nor can we be cenſured of arrogance, if, upon the tryal of their documents, we hold faſt only that which is good. The ſober Author of the Naked Truth tells us, p. 42. That in matters of Faith, there were ſome errors very Primitive, and at the time of the Evan­gelical Reformation by Luther, Melancthon, Cal­vin he can ſhew ſome errors generally received in moſt, if not all, the Churches of Chriſtendom, but neither approved nor known by the Primitive Church. Now, this being ſo, let the ſober judge what little rea­ſon or ſafety we have, to be led by any mans ipſe dixit.
I would not be underſtood in any thing I ſay about this matter, to cry down humane learning as a thing of no uſe: For I confeſs it to be of excellent benefit in its place, if rightly employ'd; and that the knowledge of the Original Languages in which the Scriptures are penn'd, is of very great neceſſity, that we might converſe with that bleſſed Book in its own emphatical and Native Idiom, and that we might not be impoſed upon by wrong Tranſlations. Yet we are to conſider the bounds of Philoſophy and humane literature, viz. it is to be exerciſed in the things that may be known by the light of Natural Reaſon; but when it travels beyond that road, and muſt needs be de­fining things beyond its ſphear, it becomes extra­vagant and ſawcy. Accinge te ad Philoſophiam, ſed hac lege, ut memineris nullam eſſe Philoſophiam quae à myſteriorum veritate nos abdueat: Philoſophia ve­ritatem[Page]quaerit, Theologia invenit, Religio poſſidet, ſays Picus Mirandula ad Ald. Man. Fire is good in the Chimney, but miſchievous in the Houſe-top. Learning is good as an handmaid, Hagar-like, but if it muſt needs be Miſtreſs, and uſurp Authority in the Family; if like ſcoffing Iſhmael, Gen. 21.9. Gal. 4.30. it will mock at the Spirit, and the ſimplicity of the Goſpel, let it be caſt out. As Reaſon is above Senſe, ſo Faith is above Rea­ſon. 'Tis the work of Faith, by the aid of Divine Revelation to be employ'd in the myſteries of Re­ligion: Therefore our Philoſophers when they at­tempt that undertaking by the dim guidance of Natures light, are guilty of as great an abſurdity, as if the eye ſhould encroach upon the ear, and would pretend to diſtinguiſh the various grada­tions of Muſical Notes, or the Quavers of a plea­ſant Inſtrument; which it cannot ſo much per­form, as the dulleſt brute can imitate the war­blings of the Nightingale. Chriſt made choice of the deſpiſed and unlearned, that his grace might be the more magnified, and that it might be ſeen, that he is able to qualifie a Fiſherman, Tent­maker, or any other Tradeſman, to be the Meſſen­ger of the Everlaſting Goſpel, and Embaſſador Ex­traordinary, as it were, of Heaven, without being beholden to Ariſtotle, Cicero, or Aquinas. He could by his Almighty power, have converted the great Athenian Academicks, as well as command a fiſh to bring him the tribute money, Mat. 17.27. but his pleaſure was to pitch upon a few poor people. And ſhall we deſpiſe his grace when appearing in  [...]uch now? God forbid.
[Page]
We are oppoſed by men of different perſwaſi­ons, Prelatical, Presbyterian, Independent, &c. all agreeing in the practice of Paedobaptiſm, though from very different grounds. And I muſt confeſs that I find the greateſt Ingenuity in Mr. Walker, who very honeſtly holds Infant Baptiſm upon the ſame ground the Antiquity he alledges did, viz. the conceit of its neceſſity, though perhaps not in ſo very groſs a degree as ſome of them: And inſiſts moſt upon the old Mediums, to the ſhame of thoſe that look upon themſelves more Refined, who twiſt themſelves into ſo many new forms, before they will part with it. So that he may be allow'd many hundred years, whereas the others can claim no Antiquity for their faederal Right above the 16th. Century. So that if things be weigh'd in the bal­lance of an unprejudic'd mind, Mr. Walker's un­dertaking, may be likely (though not ſo Intended by him) to convince people, that ſince the grounds their adored Antiquity has laid for this practice, and he has ſo fully produced, be ſo weak and un­ſcriptural, they ought not to venture their Faith in ſo leakie a bottom, but to reform, and reduce it to its Primitive purity: It being an undoubted maxim, that (in Controverſies eſpecially) Omne certius eligibilius eſt incerto; and Omne quod eſt pro­pinquam vero, eſt magis eligendum; — Whatſoever is moſt certain, and bordering upon Truth, is to be cho­ſen, before that which is doubtfull and diſputable. And whether our way, or theirs, he moſt agreeable to the Word of Truth, and the practice of the Pri­mitive Saints, is ſubmitted upon a fair tryal, to the deciſion of the judicious and unbyaſſed Reader.
[Page]
I have with as much brevity as I could, given a ſhort Anſwer to each of our Adverſaries who have lately appeared againſt us, (unreply'd to:) There remains ſomething to be ſaid to one Mr. William Allen, (an Apoſtate Baptiſt) for ſome late Argu­ments for Infants Baptiſm; which I ſhould have done alſo, but that it is performed by an able hand, and deſigned ſpeedily for the publick.
Moſt of theſe Papers were ready for the Preſs many months ſince; but we find it a difficult thing to paſs it; wanting the priviledge of an Imprima­tur. My great diſtance permitted me not to ſee the ſheets, in which are ſome errours injurious to the ſenſe, ſome of which upon a curſory reading I gathered, the reſt are left to thine Ingenuity to correct or pardon.
T. D.



PREFACE.
[Page]
[Page]
IT would appear to me ſomewhat ſtrange, had I not ſeen a late example in the forwardeſt Cham­pions of Paedo-baptiſm (even Mr. Baxter and Mr. Wills) that a man of ſo exuberant an invention as Mr. Whiſton, and ſo copious in venting his Notions, ſhould yet ſhift off his Antagoniſt with ſo diſingenious and un­ſcholar-like a Return, as he gives Mr. Hutchinſon in his Poſtſcript. Whether he be ſuch an admirer of his own clocution, that ſtudying to diſplay his faculty, he has neither leaſure nor Candor to give his adverſary any other anſwer, then Contempt, or Naked Gain­ſaying? Or whether the evidence of truth has not ſo ſubſtantially ſilenced him, that (yet loath to ſeem ſo) be is forced to betake himſelf to ſuch Evaſive Subter­fuges, I will not determine. But I have juſt cauſe to think the later; for can any man imagine that one of his Forwardneſs, Acquiſition and Leaſure, (being as he ſayes, Poſtſcript, p. 250. Free from all Family entanglements, &c.) had he any thing to the purpoſe to offer, would fail to publiſh it ſo ſeaſon­ably in vindication of the cauſe he manages. How un­convincing ſuch a method of diſputation as he takes, is, he cannot be ignorant of, and ſuch as will be im­poſed upon thereby, may quietly enjoy that liberty for me. And I would have Mr. Whiſton know, that the notice that I take of his Books, is not becauſe I think he has done more then others of his perſwaſion, nor that I apprehend any ſtronger authority in his ipſe d [...]ir, then in the Dictates of his Predeceſſors: But becauſe he ſeems (as he tells us in the Preface to his Eſſay) to tread a new Path, and proceed in another Strain, then either the Prenitive Fathers, or the Maior [Page] [...]  [...]ound out: For of the firſt he tells in the Language of an Oracle; That wherein they diſſent from him, they themſelves diſ [...]nted from the Truth: And of the later, That their miſtakes need Rectiſying.
But to prevent the ill influence this his new ſtarted Argumentation may have upon the well meaning and enquiring Chriſtian Mr. Hutchinſon indeavoured in ſome late Animadverſions upon Mr. Whiſtons an­ſwer to Mr. Danvers, to make him ſenſible how un­righteous and lyable to exception his ſaid undertaking was. And therein did not proceed upon bare Dictates, but plain and ſolid Demonſtration from Scripture-evi­dence.
And though the ſingleneſs Mr. Whiſton appears in, be a juſt motive to us to ſlight his new ſtampt Divinity, eſpecially ſince it conſiſts of little more then meer Affir­mations; yet he was oppoſed with ſuch ſtrength of De­monſtration, that I ſee he is loath to encounter it, but in that New way of Poſtſcripting Mr. Baxter taught him, viz. To Anſwer Books by general Negations. Therefore I ſee no Reaſon but it may be taken for gran­ted, that he is drawn to the Lees of his Ratiocination.
And whereas he complains of Mr. Hutchinſons overlooking the firſt Treatiſe of Infant Baptiſm, p. 251. Mr. Whiſton may conſider, it was Mr. Hutchinſons work then to detect and refel his injurious Cavils againſt Mr. Danvers. And truly I muſt inform him for my part, that it is a ſervice of no grateful reliſh to me to take in hand and peruſe  [...], ſo tedious and in­coherent a Diſcourſe, and upon which with more truth and honeſty, that Character he gives Mr. Danvers his Treatiſe, may be retorted, viz. That it carry's ſufficient Antidote againſt its own embracements. — But to prevent his glorying; I ſhall only take a [Page] Brief Survey of that Piece, and leave a few Remark. upon it, with the Reader.
And as to his quar [...]lling with Mr. Hutchinſon for taking no notice of his Intimations given by  [...] liſhing ſome thing further, concerning this Con­troverſy: I cannot conceive how he can frame any juſt Charge thence againſt Mr. Hutchinſon, unleſs he fan­cy'd him to have Mr. Baxters faculty of Prophecying, what his adverſary is impre [...]nate [...] with. But ſince no man beſides Mr. Baxter is maſter of ſuch afore­knowledge, few beſides Mr. Whiſton would blame an Antagoniſt for that neglect, viz. Of anſwering a man, before he hears his Arguments. Or if Mr. Whiſton would have no Anſwers made him, till he publiſhes all he has to ſay — It will be found an Im­poſition of two Majeſtical an Aſpect. And in my opi­nion, it had been more Conſonant to the general Re­formation he beſpeaks, (not only from us, but from thoſe Paedobaptiſts, that hold up that practice upon grounds different from his) to have publiſhed his la­bours in an intire Tract, then thus by parcels. But ſince he is in the humour of Writing, as we know not when it will be over, ſo he muſt give us leave, (with­out ſtaying for what's behind) to ataque his forces al­ready muſtered, and incounter the reſt (if worth any oppoſition) as they come on. Yet from me (who am by the laſt Commands of Mr. Hutchinſon, (now with the Lord) oblidged to give Mr. Whiſton this Re­turn to his Poſtſcript, which Mr. Hutchinſon ſaw a little before his Death) I think fit to let him know, that I have more value for my time then hereafter to con­ſume it upon the refutation of his Dictates, already ſufficiently defeated.
And though in Mr. Hutchinſons Animadverſions, p. 54. he was earneſtly called upon, that if he thought [Page]himſelf concern'd to appear further in this Conteſt, he would lay down his Theſis diſtinctly, and ſet down his Arguments Syllogiſtically, Yet how little notice he hath taken thereof, and how like a Dictator be appears in his Eſſay, is left to conſideration.
And ſince he over paſſes the Arguments oppoſed againſt their practice, inſinuating as if Mr. Hutchinſon had miſtaken the right ground thereof, ſince he does but a [...]d Dictates, to Dictates: And his Eſſay is but a  [...] built upon a foundation already over­ture  [...]: ſince be takes thoſe 3 prepoſitions for gran­ted, p. 3. b [...] by; and upon that ſuppeſition feigns thoſe high priviledges of the ſeed of Believers, thoſe glo­  [...] benents and advantages which he tells us p. 244. have been aſſigned to them, as in Covenant, and having the token thereof (he means Baptiſm) apply­ed to them; ſince (I ſay) theſe tedious branches of his Diſ [...]ſe ſprang from an unſound Root, or meer figment, viz. A ſuppoſing that the Covenant of Grace is made with Believers, and their natural ſeed in their generations, and ſo have a right to Baptiſm: We might ſpare the labour of confuting ſuch fancyes afreſh.
Therefore the method I ſhall uſe in this Return ſhall  [...]e. 1. To Refor the Reader for an anſwer to the Argu­mentative part of Mr. Whiſtons Books to ſuch places, where they are ſoundly confuted already by the late Writers of our way. 2. I ſhall wholly wave his imper­tinent fictions in his Eſſay, concluding that in the over­throw of thoſe points he takes for granted, p. 3. Thoſe glorious priviledges he dreams of will vaniſh into guild­ed Chyme [...]'s, or the meer apparitions of a beguiled  [...]. 3. With ſame Reſt [...]ions upon his Poliſcript (a Cant way of conſuting Books, by the Argument uſed againſt Belamine) I ſhall leave all at the Tribunal  [...]f the Reader.


A Brief Survey and Confutation of Mr. Whiſtons Books, &c.
[Page]
I Shall begin with his large Preface of about 46 pages: Wherein he ſayes page 7. That if he errs, it is cum rati­one. To which I ſay, that errour is too often diſguiſed un­der the plauſible ſhew and ſemblance of truth, and ſome man have the art ſo to paint it. But inſtead of making it therefore reaſonable, it is rendered the more pernicions; in as much as 'tis ſo much the more likely to inſnare and deceive; And Satan is never more capable to do miſchief, then when he is transformed into an Angel of Light. Therefore Mr. Whiſton had need be wary, leſt what he goes about to eſtabliſh, be found in the great day, to be no part of the Doctrine once deli­vered to the Saints. For then an erravi cum rations, will ſcarce be ſufficient to anſwer that Queſtion; Who hath re­quired this at your hands?
Preface p. 14. Mr Whiſton aſſigns 6 cauſes of our Rejecting Infant Baptiſm, the ſubſtance of which are. 1. Want of tender affections towards Relations. 2. Confounding either ſome ſup­poſed, or real irregularities in the adminiſtration, with the practice. 3 Not conſidering the true Reaſon of primitive Chri­ſtians Baptiſme at Age. 4. Our comparing the little good, and ſmall advantage accruing to believers ſeed, with the variety of inconveniences, and ill conſequences of Paedo-baptiſt Doctrine. 5. Placing too much of our Religion in an exter­nal way and mode. 6. By prepoſterous enquiries after the will of Chriſt, as not taking our riſe from the Covenant made with Abraham,
To the firſt, I ſay, that as Mr. Whiſton only ſpeaks his thoughts without proof, ſo little more needs be ſaid in diſ­proof of it; ſave to tell him that it is not ſo. We have as much natural love to our Children as any I preſume that oppoſe us: and we look upon that as no inſtance of affecti­on to them, to croſs our Lords Inſtitutions, (which ſhould be more dear to us, then that Imaginary fondneſs he talks of) in Communicating an Ordinance to them, that's not appointed for them.
2. VVe have produced our Arguments (even ſuch as we [Page]find unanſwerable) againſt the Pedo baptiſts mode of admini­ſtration, and the ſubjects they apply Baptiſm to, and there­fore the 2 d particular is frivolous.
3. We make the New Teſtament Scripture our warrant in the practice of New Teſtament Duties and Ordinances; and the primitive Chriſtian's exact conformity is the beſt expli­cation and comment upon the precepts there; and ought to be our pattern VVe find neither expreſs nor Conſequential warrant for Baptizing Infants there. For,
A neceſſary conſequence is that which proves the matter concluded certainly ſo to be. Yea, certe ita eſſe, nec aliter ſe habere paſſe. There muſt be tam neceſſarius nexus, & in­diſſolubilis aependentia, ſuch an infallible dependance be­tween the ſubject and predicate, that the concluſion muſt be univerſally and perpetually true. And every neceſſary con­ſequence demonſtrates à priori; For, Demonſtratio eſt ex prioribus, notioribus, & cauſis. A poſteriori only the diſcovery of habits is made. Now we never yet could find a Medium in Scripture that proves Infant Baptiſm (nor that they have any qualification that Intitles them to it) by any conſe­quence in the true, logical, and direct notion of it. 1. No acts of faith, or repentance can be ſeen in them. 2. Nor any diſcovery of gracious habits. 2. Nor yet can it be de­monſtrated that they have in foro Eccleſiae, any intereſt in the Covenant of Grace, till at years, and capable to profeſs and act faith. Though, for ought we know, they may (in foro Dei) be inviſible members of the myſtical body of Chriſt, and in a capacity of ſalvation, through the preſentment of that ſatisfaction made by Chriſt, the free gift coming upon all, Rom. 5:18. Yet that being uncertain of any Individual, can be no ground for Baptiſm. And how can we without incur­ring a moſt dreadful breach of charity, exempt dying In­fants from the benefit of that grace, they having by no actual ſins barred themſelves from its ſaving communicati­ons? And what Scripture can be produced that any one is damned meerly for the non-application of a Sacrament (pro­vided it to be not contemned) I can no where find. Urſinus tells us in his Catechiſm, that it is not the want, but the contempt of the Sacraments damns, Privatio Sacramenti non damnat, ſi non accedat contemptus, Chriſtus non adimit ſal [...] ­tem eis; quibus adimitur Baptiſmus.
[Page]
The Conſequences produced for Infant Baptiſm, we find to be ſophiſtical wretched Non-ſequitur's, and againſt the rules of that Logick, ſo celebrated by the Authors that make them.
The Jewiſh high-Prieſthood, will prove a high-Prieſthood now, by as good Conſequence of the faederal right, then, proves a faederal right now. And the Paſſover being to be taken and eaten, Exod. 12.4. according to the number of jouls in the houſe, and by every one according to his eating (and therefore by Children) will afford a conſequence of Infants right to the Supper, as valid, as that drawn from their Cir­cumciſion to their Baptiſm.
But that indeed there is no Birth-holineſs now (that being a legal priviledge aboliſht, and not comporting with the Goſpel) is unanſwerably evident by this Argument.
If the legal commoneſs and uncleanneſs of ſome meats, Fleſh, Birds, Beaſts, Perſons and their natural ſeed above o­thers be taken away; then the legal holineſs and cleanneſs of ſome meats, Fleſh, Birds, Beaſts, Perſons and their natural ſeed above others, is alſo taken away. But the Antecedent is true; Ergo, ſo is the Conſequent.
The major is undenyable from theſe received Maxims, Con­trariorum eadem eſt ratio: And Contrariorum uno ſublato, tolli­tur alterum, viz. Of Contrary's take away one, and the other can­not remain in its oppoſition to it any longer. The minor is evident from Act. 10.11, to 28, Act. 11.2 to 9. Gal. 2.11. to 28. But to the matter
VVe find the true reaſons of the primitive Saints be­ing Baptzed at age, to be, becauſe they durſt not recede from the Rule. And that's our reaſon for practicing as they did.
4. VVe know no advantage accruing to Infants from their Baptiſm, it makes them in your own eſteem nominal, not real Members of the viſible Church. And the name without the nature is worthleſs. And the abſurdities and inconveniencies of that practice are obvious in our VVritings. The Goſpel Church muſt conſiſt of living Stones, at leaſt ſuch as (to our cognizance) profeſs ſo to be, not ignorant Babes untransform­ed out of their natural ſtate.
5. That we place too much of our Religion in an external mode, is falſe ſuggeſtion, not to be made out by Mr. Whiſtons Logick. VVe profeſs to worſhip God in Spirit and Truth, [Page](according to our meaſute, and by Divine aſſiſtance) in an exact conformity to his Revealed VVill.
6. Our enquiry's after the will of Chriſt, are from the Re­velations of his will in his word, and if that be termed pre­poſtero [...]s, let our oppoſites find a better foundation for their enquiry's, and it ſhall be conſidered. VVe think it a fruit­leſs, and  [...]indeed prepoſterous undertaking to ſeek for the Inſtitution of Baptiſm in Gen. 17.7. VVe have it nearer home in the New Teſtament, and that we adhere to. No Arguments from the pretended Analogy to Circumciſion are deemed by us of any greater force, then thoſe drawn from the Levitical Prieſthood and its Ceremonious appurtenances to vindicate the Papal, or National Prelacy and its concomi­tant rites
In Mr. Whiſtons 1 Book he layes down his grand propoſiti­on p. 1. thus ‘That it is the will of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that the Infant ſeed of one, or both believing Parents ſhould be baptized. To prove which p. 2. he layes down three ſubordinate propoſitions, viz. That God in Gen. 17.7. Intended Abraham and his natural ſeed. 2. That God ſettled the ſame promiſe upon, and confirmed it to believing Gentiles. 3. That all under the promiſe ought to be Bap­tized.’
Page 3. He diſtinguiſhes Abrahams ſeed into natural, and ſpiritual, or Myſtical. ‘p. 4. He ſubdiſtinguiſhes the ſpiritual, or Myſtical into viſible and Denominative 2. Inviſible and Real, Rom. 9.6. Tells us p. 5. That Baptiſm doth not pro­perly incorporate into the body of Chriſt, as inviſible, but as viſible. p. 7. Sayes the difference between both. Seeds is only Reſpective, becauſe the ſame perſons in different re­ſpects may be both his Natural and Spiritual Seed.’ Natural Seed, are ſuch as deſcend immediatly from Abrahams own Lovns, or 2. his whole race and Poſterity. ‘p. 10 He ſayes that under the term (Seed) both Natural and Myſtical are comprehended. p. 17. That under this Covenant both Jews and Gentiles are comprehended. —And that God had a peculiar regard to the Natural Seed — that Parents performing the Conditions of the Covenant, convey to their Children the ſame Intereſts themſelves had.’
Cap. 1, p. 19. He labours to prove that all Abrahams im­mediate Natural ſeed—were intended as the immediate ſubjects of his promiſe, (Gen 17.7.) p. 36. That the Co­venant [Page]made with Abraham was a Covenant of Grace— And the ſame for ſubſtance that believers are now un­der.—That it was conditional. p. 51. A Covenant being a mutual compact. p. 52. That the Condition required of Abraham, was alſo required of his Natural Seed. p. 54. Chap. 4. p. 64 The 2d. ſubordinate propoſition is Proſe­cuted, into which ſervice theſe Scriptures are preſſed, Deut. 29.10. to 13. Iſa. 59.21. and 65.25. and 44.3, 4. Jer. 3.12. Ezek. 37.21, 22. with Rom. 11.26. That is the ſame Covenant Jews and Gentiles are under, Jer. 31.31. with Heb. 8.8. Iſa. 54.1. with Gal. 4.27. Hoſ. 1.11. and 2, 3. with Rom. 9.25, 26. Amos 9.11. with Acts 15.20. ſo out of the New Teſtament Gal. 3.13, 14.
 Chap. 6. p 104. He proceeds to make our that the pro­miſe of Salvation appertains to the houſes of believing Pa­rents, as ſuch, without reſpect to the perſonal faith of any in the ſaid houſes of ſuch, beſides there own; for which he urges, Mar. 10.31. Luke 19.8, 9. Acts 2.38, 39. and 16.31. 1 Cor. 7.14. And p. 106. ſayes the promiſe, be­lievers are under, is not abſolute, but Conditional; and ſo it muſt be underſtood of their houſes — which Condition he expounds p. 108. viz. That the Maſter of the Family be­lieving, his houſe ſhall be ſaved upon Condition of his be­lieving. He affirms ibid. that Children in an eſpecial manner are included and comprehended under the term (houſe.) p. 203. That the Intereſt of any of Abrahams natural ſeed, ariſes from their Relation to their immediate, Parents inclu­ded in the phraſe (their generations.) Affirms p. 205. that the Infant ſeed of believing Gentiles are to be accounted of, numbred amongſt Abrahams Myſtical ſeed.
 Chap. 7. p. 213. The 3d. ſubordinate propoſition is pro­ſecuted from Gen. 17.9. That as Circumciſion of old, ſo Baptiſm is now the token of that Covenant. And p. 222. That the will of God concerning Circumciſion, ſhews us what is his will concerning Baptiſm, as the one, ſo the other, ſhould be applyed to the Infants of believing Parents — Yet ſayes he argues not from Analogy, only takes Circum­ciſion as a Comment upon the Command, Gen. 17.7. p. 226. He comes to ſhew the agreement of  [...]apti [...]m to Circumciſi­on, as being both the ſolemn rite of admittance into the Church: 2d. To ſeal and aſſure the ſubiects of it their en­joyment of the good things, bleſſings and benefits pro­miſed [Page]in the Covenant, as Remiſſion of ſins. 3d. To oblidge the perſon receiving it to keep exactly the Articles of this Covenant. Jer. 4.4. 4th.  [...]o be a viſible badge to di­ſtinguiſh the people of God from all other people. Chap. 10. p. 249. He brings the ſeveral inſtances of ſeveral Houſholds to confirm his tenent. Act. 16.14, 15, 33. 1 Cor. 16.16. as Lydia p. 273. the Taylor p. 27 [...]. Stephanus p. 274.
 Chap. 11. and the Chapters not mentioned, as 3, 7, 8. &c. He pretends to anſwer Objections, amongſt which he inſiſts upon Mat. 28.19. with Mar. 16.15, 16. p. 288.

Anſwer, As to Mr. Whiſtons 1ſt. ſubordinate propoſition before rejected; I ſay. To inſiſt at large in a freſh Confuta­tion of the uſe Mr. Whiſtons makes of this Scirpture, viz. Gen. 17.7. were but Actam agere: Therefore as I ſaid, I will re­fer him, and the Reader to ſuch as have already prov'd this plea to be vain. Mr. Tombs (a learned Writer now with the Lord) ſufficiently clears it in his Writings upon the ſubject, particularly in his 3d. Review, (a large Book never yet an­ſwered) Printed 1657. Sect. 2. p. 5 and ſo on. Mr. Black­woods Storm of Antichriſt, p. 31. 32. 33. 34. and onwards. Mr. Patient in his Book of Baptiſm p. 72. and onwards. Mr. Lawrence p. 17 [...]. and onwards. Mr. Danvers p 171. 2d. Edict. and onwards. Mr. Skynner in his Treat. of Baptiſm p. 8. and ſo on. Mr. Hutchinſon in his Treat. p. 12. and ſo on. Mr S [...]d and Mr. Chear, p. 8. and ſo on.
2d. That no Covenant Intereſt intitles to Baptiſm without Repentance. See at large evidenced by Mr. Tombs in the ſaid 3d. Review, Sect.  [...]. p. 15, 23, 40, &c. That no agreement between Circumciſion and Baptiſm juſtifies Infant Baptiſm, Sect. 11. Such Arguments as are drawn from the Covenant in ſa­vour of this practice of Paedobaptiſm are largely confuted, Sect. 12, 13, 14. That the Goſpel Covenant is not exten [...]d to be­lievers Infants as ſuch, Sect. 16. That the  [...] are not Seals of the Covenant of Grace. Sect. 31. That  [...] is not by Birth, nor the Church as  [...] Corporations, Sect. 36. That the holineſs, 1 Cor. 7.14. is Matrimontal, evinced at large Sect. 76.92, 93, 94, 95. The ſucceſſion of Baptiſm to Cir­cumciſion at large conſidered. Sect. 81. That the enlargement of our priviledges under Goſpel adminiſtrations prove not In­fant Baptiſme, Sect. 84.
Now this propoſition (which Mr. Whiſton p. 62. calls the foundation to his whole Superſtructure) by the conferring of [Page]his aſſertions with the Books quoted, will (I doubt) be found rotten, and conſequently his whole ſuperſtructure muſt needs fall. But in regard ſome of the Books mentioned are ſcarce, being out of Preſs, I ſhall with what brevity I may ab­ſtract from them, our underſtanding of the Covenant of Grace; which term is applyed to ſignifie.
1ſt. The Covenant of Grace in its own nature, ſingly or univerſally conſidered.
2ly. The manner of its adminiſtration, according to Di­vine Inſtitution.
In the firſt ſignification, it ſignifies the great Myſtery of the mercy of God in Chriſt, wherein the Father hath eſtabliſht Jeſus Chriſt his Son, the head of all things, and given him a bleſſed ſeed of the ſons of men, to be by him, and with him, Heirs of the glorious Inheritance of the Grace of God, and the bleſſed Conſequences thereof, againſt all poſſibility of miſcarriage, according to his eternal purpoſe. This Covenant was at firſt publiſhed Gen. 3.15. 'tis ſpoken of Pſal. 2.7, 8, 9. Iſ. 42. and 49. This is the Everlaſting Co­venant, ſtill one and the ſame, immutable from Everlaſting to Everlaſting. This Covenant was at ſundry times, and after divers manners, under divers Signes, Figures, Types, Promiſes, and Propheſies, renewed and ratified with the bleſſed Patriarchs Abel, Seth, Enoch, Noah, Sem, Melchiſedeck, and with the Fathers Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; with Moſes, and the Prophets, before the coming of Chriſt; And brought to light, and revealed in all the Myſteries of it by John the Baptiſt, Chriſt and his Apoſtles, which ſtill conti­nueth, and ſhall continue without Change, to the worlds end. This Covenant hath one ſpiritual Father, viz. Chriſt. Iſa. 9.6. and one ſpiritual Seed, Pſal. 22.30.
2ly. The Covenant of Grace, as it ſignifies the manner of Adminiſtration, may be thus deſcribed. It contains the whole, and every part of that Inſtituted Worſhip, whereby God doth ordinarily bring about the purpoſes of the Ever­laſting Covenant, viz. To ſet Chriſt upon his Throne, and to gather him the Seed given him by the Father, And the Covenant under this acceptation is not one and the ſame alwayes, but hath paſſed under many great alterations and changes. The Lord ſuiting his Ordinances and Appoint­ments to the Perſons, Seaſons, and Works he had to do. Therefore all its force and authority thus confidered depends [Page]intirely upon the Law of its Inſtitution, and is in force as that Law directeth, and not otherwiſe.
In this ſenſe 'tis diſtinguiſhed under, two known heads, reſpecting two ſeaſons; The firſt before, the ſecond after the aſcention of Chriſt.
Before Chriſts coming it paſſed under the great alterati­ons and Changes, for the firſt 2000 years, from Adam to Abraham — The Ordinances and form of worſhip then in practice, and other occaſional figures, repreſenting the myſtery of the everlaſting Covenant, and Choſen and Re­jected Seeds therein conſidered, was a Miniſtry dignified with as eminent and glorious Saints as any the Book of God recordeth. And though for the nature of it the ſame with the Law of  [...]oſes, proportioned to it, and after fell in with it; Ye [...] in all that long ſeries of time, there was no di­ſtinguiſhing Ordinance Adminiſtred to Infants of  [...]elievers, nor any unknown Doctrine to that purpoſe.
'Tis true at Circumciſion that began, which (viz. Circum­ciſion) by the Law of Moſes was taken in with the prece­ding Inſtitutions, and there received its full Inſtalment, and became the Head Ordinance of the Levitical Miniſtry. This Adminiſtration of the Covenant of Grace, is uſually called the Old Covenant, or the Firſt Covenant, Heb 8.7, to 13. the Law, Rom.  [...].13, 14. Heb. 10.1. Gal. 4.21.
This Covenant while it ſtood, though Glorious; yet the Spirit of God never exalted it above the degree of a Hand­maid, appointed for the time being to Miniſter to the Ever­laſting Covenant; And then to be utterly caſt out of the Church together with her Seed according to the fleſh; whom the Apoſtlecalleth Servants, and not Sons, Gal. 4.7. Prophe­tically inſtanced in Abrahams family under the [...] Type of the Goſpel Church in the perſons of Hagar and  [...]hmael, Gen. 21.10, 11, 12 unveiled at large, Gal. 4.22. to 31.
This old Adminiſtration is termed, A ſervice unto the ex­ample and  [...] Heavenly things, Heb 8, 5. A figure for the time th [...] preſent. Heb.  [...].9. It  [...] perfect, Heb. 7.19. and 10.1. The Lord  [...] it not as an hand writing  [...], and  [...] it to be Croſs, Col. 2.14. There ended  [...] Covenant, there expired the Law; the force and authority upon which that adminiſtration ſtood. There was  [...], to the fleſh caſt out, as Typified G [...]. 21.10. And henceforth the children of the promiſe are [Page]counted for the feed, Rom. 9.8. Thus we find a total aboliti­on of the legal Covenant, with all its appurtenances, of which Circumciſion was a chief: And therefore the fleſhly ſeed is excluded for ever upon the excluſion of that Cove­nant, becauſe it can claim a ſtanding by no other Right: But in what is ſaid touching the abrogation of the legal Co­venant; I would not be underſtood to teach the Abrogati­on of any Moral Doctrine or Precipt.
The laſt Adminiſtration of the Covenant of Grace, uſually called the New Covenant, is that which was eſtabliſht by Je­ſus Chriſt at his coming. This Covenant miniſtred not to any Doctrine above or beyond it ſelf. Heb. 10.1. but was it ſelf the Myſtery of the Grace of God plainly adminiſtred, Col. 1.26. Eph. 3.8, 9. It was under a veil, till Chriſt revealed it; And the whole ſcope of Chriſt and his Apoſtles Doctrine, runs quite beyond the priviledge of the ſeed after the fleſh, and is placed upon the ſeed after the ſpirit, as being indeed the true ſeed, who were really ſtated by God in the privi­ledge of the everlaſting Covenant, through their New-birth, and not otherwiſe, Mat. 3.8, 9. and 16.18. The Goſpel Church is built upon the foundation of actual faith in Chriſt, and the Birth Priviledge cannot be ſquared by that rule, to have place in that building. Iſa. 54.13. with John 6.44, 45. Luk 14.26. Goſpel Priviledges are a part of Goſpel In­heritance and follow Goſpel Son-ſhip — If Sons, then Heirs, Gal. 4.7, Rom. 8.17. Goſpel Sons are not born ſuch, Jam. 1.18. And therefore the viſible profeſſion hereof muſt be the common principle to conſtitute viſible Children of the Go­ſpel Covenant, under the adminiſtration of Jeſus Chriſt, by whom Grace and Truth was adminiſtred, not Fleſh and Figure.
 [...] and  [...] do not alwayes note a Mutual Cove­nant and mutual performances, as Gen. 9.9, 10. where a Covenant is made with Fowl, Cattle, Beaſts, &c. There is a ſingle, as well as mutual Covenant. And if there muſt needs be a Convertibility between thoſe that Contract then there can be no Covenant with Infants, becauſe, they cannot Contract. And if their Parents Contact for them, let them be alſo ſealed for them.
That this may be further illuſtrated the learned Reader may note, that there is an exact Conformity betwixt us  [...]in our ſenſe and underſtanding of the Covenant of Grace) and [Page]the moſt learned of the Orthodox Writers as Piſcator in Sext. Obſerv. in Heb 8 alſo upon Rom. 9. Alſted praecogn. Theol. l. 2. c. 123. Ameſius in his Coronis to Remonſtrants Art. 5. c. Wollebius in Compend. Theol. l. 1. Can. and lib. 1: ca. 21. Twiſſ. Vind. Grat. lib. 3. errat. 8. Sect. 5. and lib. 1. p. 3. digreſſ. 2. Scultetus in Sermon. in Iſa. 41. Boltons Inſtructions for Comfort. Afflict. Conſciences, p. 272, 273. 2 Ed. Diodat. on Rom 9.6. Norton. Reſp. ad Appollon. cap. p. 30, 31. I forbear to tranſcribe the ſeveral paſſages referr'd to, becauſe I intend to confine my ſelf to what bravity I can, and being certain, if the learned Reader will have recourſe to the Originals quoted, he will find them in this caſe expreſly and directly for us, and againſt our Oppoſites.
Baptiſm a part of Goſpel inſtituted Worſhip, and all the force and authority it hath upon the conſcience in point of practice is to be derived from the plain and expreſs Law and word of God, by which it is made an Ordinance. God keeps his Ordinances exactly to his own Methods and Manner, and mans nature is very preſumptuous to be interpoſing and med­dling, ſo Heb. 8.5. Exod. 25.9 to 40. All Inſtituted worſhip muſt be conformed to the Heavenly pattern.
The Covenant thus ſtated, with the Scriptures inforcing it, duely weighed, (I queſtion not) would put an end to the Controverſy about the Birth Priviledge upon which the Bap­tiſm of Infants is founded; and to ballance what Mr. Whiſton, and thoſe of his party offer, I ſubmit what's here briefly offered, to the ſerious ſcanning of the Indifferent and Un­byaſſed Reader.
As for thoſe ſeveral texts urged by Mr. Whiſton to confirm his ſecond ſubordinate Propoſition, particularly mentioned, before, I cannot upon the moſt exact examination I am capable to exerciſe, find that they make any thing for him. And but that I queſtion not, but any Reader that has the uſe of his Reaſon, and any Compentency of under­ſtanding in the Covenant of Grace (or has not a mind to be bolſtered up in his conceit, and ſo is loath to be abuſed) will ſo find it, I would by particular Demonſtration evidence it. Therefore I ſhall only earneſtly recommend to the Chri­ſtian Reader this Caution, that he think not the bare naming of a text or texts enough to confirm an opinion, but that he ſeriouſly note the Context, with the Scope and Drift of the Holy Ghoſt, and the coherence of the ſenſe alledged, with [Page]other Texts, before he be inveigled to a cloſure with this, or that converted Tenent. And ſhould I deliver my Judg­ment, it muſt for all that come at laſt to this Deciſion: Therefore I freely appeal to the ſerious Reader; and if he finds Mr. Whiſton hath not Wreſted thoſe Texts from their direct and native ſcope and meaning, he is at liberty to joyn with him. For my part I cannot but ſay, that as far as I ſee, they make far more againſt, then for the Doctrine of the birth priviledge now in Controverſy.
The moſt conſiderable New Teſtament Scriptures I find Mr. Whiſton inſiſt upon for proof of Paedobaptiſm, are Mar. 10.10. Luk. 19.9. Act. 2.38, 39. and 16.31. 1 Cor. 7.14. from which he draws a bold Concluſion; That the pro­miſe of Salvation appertains to the houſes of Believing Pa­rents as ſuch, without reſpect to the perſonal ſaith of any in their houſes beſides their own.
As to Mar. 10.10. there is nothing relating to the thing in Controverſy — The Diſciples propound a queſtion about Divorcement; and what's that to the point in hand?
2ly, Luke 19.9 Affords no colour for ſuch a concluſion: For Salvation may be ſaid to become to Zacheus his houſe. though none but himſelf be ſaved. He that believes upon a Dictate, that a family may be ſaved by the Maſters faith, will believe any thing. Salvation is tendered to all, but it is applyed only by every ones faith in Jeſus Chriſt. If it be not ſo, they are happy families indeed that can obtain it at ſo eaſie a rate as their Maſters faith! They may lye in un­belief, that have a Zacheus to believe for them! Surely this is none of Chriſts Goſpel, Rom: 1.17. and 3.28. Joh. 3.5. &c.
3ly. Act. 2.38, 39. Yields as little proof for this aſſertion as the other. And he that can find this Conſequence there, deſerves to be ſtiled Magnus Apollo. The promiſe to the Children was not as they were the ſeed of Believers; For their Parents were not then Believers, Nor to them, nor any other, but as called, by the Lord, which calling made them Chriſts, and capable of Baptiſm. The whole (as the context ſhews) is an incouragement againſt deſpair by rea­ſon of their Crucifying Chriſt, and wiſhing his blood upon them and their Children, Mat. 27.25. For which very ſin, the Apoſtle tells them they may have Remiſſion, Chriſt being raiſed for their Salvation, and their Childrens (viz. their [Page]poſterity) and all God ſhould call though a far off, if they did Repent and were Baptiſed into the name of Chriſt
Of our mind herein is Dr. Hamond (a great pleader for Infant Baptiſm) who ſayes in his Reſolutio [...]s concerning In­fant Baptiſm. Sect. 81. If any have made uſe of that uncon­cludent Argument (viz. Act 2 39.) I have nothing to ſay in de­fence of them, the word [children] there, is really the poſterity of the Jews, not particularly their Infant Children. And Dr. Taylor lib. Proph p. 233. Sayes that by Children is meant the poſterity of the Jews — adding — that he, that when ever the word (children) is uſed in Scripture, ſhall by Children under­ſtand Infants, muſt needs believe that in all Iſrael there were no men, but all Infants and if that had been true; it bad been the greater wonder that they ſhould overcome the Anakins, and beat the King of Moab, and March ſo far, and diſcourſe ſo well, for they were all called the Children of Iſrael
4ly. Act. 16. [...]1. proves not his Concluſion; for the Scrip­ture Records that the Jaylors family had the Word of the Lord ſpoke to them, as well as himſelf. ver. 32. Yea that they be­lieved. ver. 34.
1 Cor. 7.14. Proves not the Salvation of a believers houſe; to aſſert it, is to run into a deſperate error, viz. That the unbelieving wife is ſaved by the husbands faith, and è contrà. Which I ſuppoſe no ſober Proteſtant durſt affirm▪ And Mr. Whiſton will do well to recal that expreſſion p. 108. That the Maſter of the family believing, his houſe ſhall be ſaved upon Condition of his believing; it being ſo groſsly contrary to the tenor of the Goſpel. let him peruſe Rom. 1.17. and 3.28 Heb. 11.6. Mar. 16.16. John 3.5. &c.
Mr. Whiſton I obſerve all along his Book in defence of In­fants Baptiſm — borrows his moſt formidable Artillery from the Old Teſtament, Yet tells us be argues not from Analogy with Circumciſion. But if he can make me believe that, he has a notable faculty of perſwading. For alas! how does he invita minerva ſqueeze Arguments from Gen. 17.7. to prove Infant Baptiſm. And I appeal to all Readers, whether that place, and Circumciſion be not the Alpha and Omega of his proofs. What a tedious talk does he make to prove that there is an Idendity betwixt the Old and New Covenant? how learnedly does he labour to prove that the Covenant entred with Abraham reſpected his natural ſeed? Whereas if He means the Covenant of Circumciſion (as 'tis called [Page] Act. 7.8.) who denys it? But if he means the Covenant in the firſt notion, laid down before, we abſolutely deny i [...] ▪ and he can never prove it; the contrary is largely evinced. This exploit fills up almoſt his whole Book, and what a con­ſiderable range of words does he muſter up to ſhew the agreement betwixt Circumciſion and Baptiſm p. 226. and ſo to p. 148? Does he not lay p. 222 That the will of God con­cerning Circumciſion, ſhews us what his will is concerning Baptiſm, and that as the one, ſo the other ſhould be applyed to Infants? and whats this but Analogy?
His talk p. 240. &c That Baptiſm is the ſign, or token of the Covenant vow, is vain, and his Inference, that as Circumci­ſion of old, ſo Baptiſm is now the token of the Covenant, is groundleſs. But ſuppoſe that were granted (which yet there is no ground for) his definition of a ſign produced from Auſti [...], p.  [...]16 [viz. id quod ſe ipſum ſenſui & preter ſe aliquid animo repraeſentat, or his later Author, Signum eſt quod ſe ipſum ſenſibus, & id cujus ſignum eſt intellectai aufert, or another Author I can help him to, viz. Scheibler. Metaphyſ. lib. 1. cap, 26. Signum eſt quod potentiae cognoſcenti aliquid repre­ſentat viz. That a ſign or token is that which repreſents ſome­thing ſigned to the mind or underſtanding,] will do him more hurt then good; For Baptiſm according to theſe definitions cannot be a ſign or token of the Covenant of Grace to any In­fants; for it doth not repreſent the Covenant either to their ſenſe or underſtanding.
Learned men divide ſigns into Natural, and Arbitrary: Natural, have a natural connexion with the thing ſignified, as Smoke to Fire. Arbitrary ſigns, ſignifie only by Ordinati­on or Inſtitution. Now Baptiſm is no natural ſign to the Co­venant of Grace, nor do learned men ſo account it, And thoſe that affirm it to be an Inſtituted ſign, would do well to produce the Inſtitution if they know where to find it in Scripture.
Further, Signs are divided into Rememorative, Demonſtra­tive, and Prognoſtick; The firſt ſhews what's paſt, as the Lords Supper ſhews Chriſts Death. The ſecond ſomething pre­ſent. The third, ſomething to come; as Phyſitians Prog­noſticate the event of Diſeaſes by the Symptoms. Now Baptiſm is in neither of theſe acceptations, a ſign to Infants; For it neither Remembers them of the Covenant; nor De­monſtrates it to them; nor Prognoſtcates that they ſhall ever [Page]be in it. Therefore it is not a ſign or token to Infants to the Covenant of Grace, any way that I know of.
Mr. Whiſton comes at length to improve the Inſtances of Baptized Houſholds, for his ſervice; And inſiſts much on Lydia's, p. 273. But that this will do him no good, is apparent in my anſwer to Mr. Baxter.
His Criticiſm upon the phraſe Act. 16.34.  [...] rending it, he rejoyced with all his houſe, he believing in God; is vain. For by this Inter­pretation, his whole family was capable of rejoycing; There­fore no Infants there, they being uncapable of ſuch impreſ­ſions. The word was ſpoke to them all, and its evident they all believed, the adverb [ [...], with his whole family] in the propriety of the phraſe, having an immediate relation, and connexion to  [...], believing. And therefore I fee no reaſon to reced from the vulgar tranſlation, and lean upon ſuch an extorted Criticiſm, as contradicts the plain meaning and ſcope of the text. He labours to faſten an abſurd ſenſe alſo upon that text Mat. 28.19. viz. That the perſons to be baptized are the Nations in groſs. But I refer him to what I have ſpoke to Mr. Baxter about this, and to Mr. Hutchinſons Animadverſions, p. 20.
In the courſe of his writings he frames ſundry Objections, which in my opinion, though not ſtated with ſuch advantage as they might he, are enough to confute his allegations. And ſome as being too ſtrong for him, he avoids giving▪ a d [...]rect anſwer to; for he fetches ſuch circuits, and cunningly waſts the time in circular preambles, till he thinks the Reader forgets the Objection; and then ſtoutly ſets upon another; yet when all's done, he either very ſorrily, or not at all anſwers it. Inſomuch that as it happens his Book carryes a ſufficient antidote againſt its own ill influence, to any perſons that have not a mind to be deceived.
There are ſeveral things more lyable to exception in this Book; But I ſhall ſpare him, having I hope ſufficiently, (though briefly) razed his ſtrongeſt hold, with which the other petty Auxiliaries will ſtand or fall. And therefore I have done with this firſt part.
His Eſſay is wholly applicatory; Therefore as I ſaid, I paſs it, and come to his Poſtſcript, where I ſhall have occaſion to enlarge, (where it is meet) by way of Vindication of Mr. H [...]t [...]hinſons Animadverſions upon this ſecond Book.
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Mr. Whiſtons Poſtſcript p 246. alledges, That they Baptige no Infants from the ground of their Relation to Abraham as his ſeed — But from the tenor of the Covenant as made with Abrahams ſeed in their generations; and ſayes, that becauſe Mr. Hutchinſon proceeded to diſprove that opinion which is none of his, he is not concerned to anſwer him.
But I ſhall ſhew the evaſion to be frivolous; For whoever pleaſes to peruſe Mr. Whiſtons book, will find, that he makes this very ground he renounces the main foundation of his pleading, as preface to the firſt Book. p. 3 [...], 33. he calls it in expreſs terms, the foundation to his whole ſtructure — ſo p. 62, 63. 107.114.117.126, 127.262. and almoſt all along raiſes his Arguments from that Topick. Therefore doth it not naturally follow, that when he is put to it, he will quit his main Garriſon, rather then ſtand to it? This is an Inſtance of a weak Cauſe.
Abrahams ſeed are to be underſtood in a twofold ſenſe. 1. Natural. 2. Spiritual. And each of theſe again, is to be conſidered as his next and immediate, or more remote ſeed. The Jews were his Natural ſeed, ſome next, ſome remote. And ſuch as were born of his body as Iſaac, and ſuch as be­lieved as he did were his ſpiritual ſeed too. Yea more di­ſtant generations bore that title, as well as thoſe that more immediatly ſprung from him▪ Hence the Jews ſtifly pleaded their priviledge, Mat. 3.9. but were rejected, the diſpenſa­tion that gave it them being expired
No Gentile can lay claim to Abraham as their Father upon a natural account, he ſtanding in no ſuch Relation to them. But he is a ſpiritual Father to them, if they believe, and nor otherwiſe, Gal. 3.29. Nor can a believing Gentile convey that title to his Children which he has not himſelf; The title of Natural Sonſhip, to Abraham, no believing Gentile has; Therefore he cannot convey it to his Poſterity; For, nil dat quod in ſe non habet. A ſpiritual ſon of Abraham, 'tis true, every believing Jew and Gentile is, but ſpiritual privi­ledges (as Goſpel Sonſhip, &c.) are not hereditary. A be­lievers Child can no more be ſaved by his fathers faith, then an unbelievers child can be damned for his fathers ſin. And if the Fathers faith muſt ſerve the childs turn, there's all the reaſon in the world, that the farhers Baptiſm, ſhould alſo be Baptiſm enough to the child Why the one ſhou'd not be imputed as well as the other, is a queſtion worth Mr. Whiſton's Reſolution.
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Now Mr Hutchinſons Arguments in his Treatiſe of Bap­tiſm were managed to make out. ‘That Infants can ſtand in no Relation to Abraham now, neither immediatly, or remotely conſidered; And conſequently not to be bap­tized upon that account, as p. 4 that Act. 2.38, 39 is no ground for Infant Baptiſm, p 7. That Abrahae [...]s own na­tural ſeed, are not his ſpiritual ſeed without perſonal faith, p. 12. That there's no ſuch thing as a Jewiſh Birth-priviledge in Goſpel dayes p. 14 That Abraham has two ſeeds, neither of which are Infants of believing Gentiles, p. 20▪ That the Law of Inſtitution, not the Covenant is to be the ground of v [...]ſible adminiſtrations in Goſpel-dayes, p. 26. That 'tis a mercy, not a miſery to be broken off from the piviledges of Circumciſion, p. 4 [...]. That Chriſtians Children loſe no priviledge by being unbaptized, p. 48. That the ſame Ar­guments urged to prove Childrens right to Baptiſm, will as well prove their right to the Supper, and that in Infants there is the ſame thing wanting, which qualiſies for both, p. 55. That Infant Baptiſm is Will-worſhip, p. 60. That Infants of believers have no more faith then unbeliever; Infants. — And Animadverſions, p. 16 that Mat 28.19. is a full and plain Commiſſion, to which we muſt adhere, and tha [...] Infants are not there included, p 19. That Infant Church-menberſhip is repealed, p 22. That the promiſes to Believers houſes are not to be underſtood in Mr. Whiſtons ſenſe, p. 22. That infants are are uncapable of the ends and uſes of Baptiſm, p. 35. That the Jews came to Johns Baptiſm, Mat. 3.7. upon the ſame miſtak [...] of a federal right as the Paed [...]baptiſts do now, and that their rejection is a notable Argument againſt this practice. p 36▪ That Baptiſm ſuc­ceeds not in the p [...]ace, roam, and uſe of Circumciſion, p. 45. That Circumciſion was not adminiſtred to the adult as  [...]r­lievers, p. 49.’ Nor to their ſeed as ſuch. p. 50.— All which points with many other particulars directly tending ter refute the practice of Infant Baptiſm, are in the ſaid  [...]reatiſe fully and ſubſtantially made out: And if the diſ­proof of theſe Arguments▪ concerned not Mr. Whiſton, as he  [...] a promoter of Paedobaptiſm. I know not what does. But ſince he waves the [...] ſo ſlightly, we look upon them as ſub­ſtantial and unconfured.
And I appeal to any Judicious Reader, whether the Ar­guments that diſprove Infant Baptiſm, from that pretended [Page]title they are ſaid to have to Abraham as their common father, as believers Children; do not alſo diſprove it ſub­ſtantially when urged  [...]om the like title derived from their immediate Parents. 'Tis certain, that the title that's found rotten in the root, cannot be found in the branches. And if Abrahams next and natural Children have no title to Baptiſm upon that account, much leſs his more remote Children, and leaſt of all other believers Children, whoſe title is originally pretended from him.
Mr. Whiſton p. 247. Denyes that the Covenant of Grace is made with the Ele [...]l, as ſuch?
Anſw. Our ſenſe of the Covenant of Grace, you have in the preceding pages. Let Mr. Whiſton ſhew where any Co­venant of Grace is made with Reprobates. 'Tis true, ſuch were under external adminiſtrations under the Law: For Iſhmael and others were Circumciſed, that had no Intereſt in the Covenant of Grace. But that, by any party from thence, the natural ſeed of believers, as ſuch, ſhould be baptized, under the now-adminiſtration of the Covenant of Grace, is not warranted in the Bible.
That the Covenant of Grace is made with the Elect in Chriſt is clear in the Scriptures; take theſe Texts inſtead of many that may be produced, Jer. 31.31, 33. Heb. 8. and 10 Chapters. And our Learned Divines ſo underſtand it. See the Aſſemblies Catheciſm; Piſcator is clear in it Obſ. 8. in Hebr. Promittit (Deus) in hoc ſaedere tria ex gratuito favore praeſtanda Electis, viz. Remiſſionem peccatorum. gratuitam propter Chriſtum illuminationem mentes ad cognoſcendum Deum, & re­novationem voluntatis ad obdiendum legibus dei, quae tria in loco Jeremiae ſatis claré ac diſtincté proponuntur.
So Wollteus Compend. Theol. lib. 1. Can. 2. Faedus gratiae & teſtamentum  [...] diſpoſitio nominatur, quia hac Deus fili [...]s ſuis Caeleſtem haereditatem deſtinat morte Jeſu Chriſti ſilii ſ [...]i interveniente conſequendam.
Piſcator again on Rom. 9.6, 7. Pactam autem dci tantum­modo ad Iſaacum, & reliquos filios promiſſionis, id eſt, Electos per illam praefiguraturos, quod Apoſtolus probat teſtimonio ipſius Dei, Gen. 21.12. And upon the 8 and 9 ver. That the pro­miſe of Grace made to Abraham pertains properly to the Elect only, whom the Apoſ [...]le calls the Children of the promiſe — pro­miſſio gratiae Abrahamo facta, ad ſolos electos, quos vocant filios promiſſionis pertinet.
[Page]
Wollebius, is yet very expreſs Compend. Theol. lib. 1. c. 21. Subjectum ſeu objectum f [...]ederis oblati ſunt omnes vocati, pro­prie tamen electi. To theſe may be added the ſtream of An­cient and Modern Writers; which, in my opinion, will Counter ballance Mr. Whiſtons Denyal.
That this Covenant of Grace belongs not to believers In­fants as ſuch, is evident, becauſe many ſuch have not the grace of that Covenant deſecribed Jer. 31.31. &c be­ſtowed upon him; I [...]hmael, though a great Believers Son, is branded for a Reprobate. And it belongs to many of the called poſterity of unbelievers, as common experience evi [...]ces.
The Conditional Covenant of Grace (if they will ſo call it) I can find it to be no other then this — Whoſoever believ­eth ſhall be ſaved — and 'tis certain this Covenant concerns not Infants, much leſs the I [...]ants of Believers only. The Covenant of Grace gives what it requires, and enables the Covenanters to perform the Conditions required by re­ceiving the Graces therein promiſed. And it cannot be affirmed that it does ſo to Infants while ſuch.
Mr. Whiſton ſayes that Baptiſm is not to be adminiſtred to adult or Infant, upon the account of election▪ We grant it; and Mr Whiſton by this Conceſſion, ſpoiles the Argument drawn from Mar. 10.14. for Infant Baptiſm, for which I believe his brethren will reckon with him. We baptize none becauſe they are elected, but becauſe they profeſs Faith and Repentance
His Inference of the perpetuity of the Covenant as it reſpected Abrahams Natural ſeed, from the term [Generations] is vain: For that term holds forth a limited ſeaſon, viz. During the legal Adminiſtration — In which ſenſe the term [Gene­rations] is frequently uſed as Levit. 3.17. and 6.18. and 23.41. &c. The term as it reſpected Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed, comprehends both the legal and Evangelical Diſpen­ſations; but what's that to Infants, who are in that ſenſe his ſeed?
In concurrence to what we ſay, that Learned man Mr. William Strong is very pathetical in his Select Sermons Prin­ted 1656. p. 333. on Gal. 4 21, 22, 23, 24. where he tells us.
1. That there are two Coverants, the 1. of Works, the 2. of Grace; typed by Sarah and Hagar.
[Page]2. That there are two ſorts of perſons in the world, under theſe two Covenants, the one born after the fleſh, the other by promiſe: The one unregenerate, the other Regenerate.
3. That the firſt ſort are in a ſtate of bondage, the other in a ſtate of freedom as the mothers were.
4. That no man can ſtand under both Covenants at the ſame time, no more then he can be born of two Mothers.
5. That from the firſt Covenant, there muſt be a tranſlation to the ſecond, and that ſupernatural.
This I briefly abſtract, the Diſcourſe at large is worth per­uſual, and gives a fatal blow to Paedobaptiſm, though perhaps Mr. Strong (who was a Paedobaptiſt) was not thereof aware.
Object. But you [...] ſay how are Infants ſaved then, if under a Covenant of Works.
I anſwer with Dr Taylor; That as we are ſure God hath not commanded Infants to be baptized, ſo we are ſure he will do them no Injuſtice, nor damn them for what they cannot help therein.
2. Baptiſm tranſlates not to a ſtate of Grace, unleſs in Conjunction with Faith — Therefore baptized Infants are never the nearer Salvation meerly for their Baptiſm — And the ſame way they are ſaved when baptized; the very ſame way are the unbaptized Infants ſaved alſo; For the medium that proves the one, proves the other alſo.
Two or three other paſſages Mr. Whiſton produces as Rea­ſons, why he reckons Mr. Hutchinſons book uſeleſs as to the deſign carryed on in it; But they are of the ſame ſtrain with this; and therefore need no other anſwer.
P, 248. He charges Mr. Hutchinſon with ſome Contradicti­ons and abſurdities, as his calling the Covenant of Grace and its adminiſtration two diſtinct Covenants, and his ſaying that Circumciſion is a Covenant of works, from which (ſayes Mr. Whiſton) It will follow, that a Covenant of Works may be the adminiſtration of the Covenant of Grace, which is incongruous. To which I Reply.
It is before demonſtrated (I hope undenyably) that the Covenant of Grace is immutable and everlaſting — That in reſpect of its various adminiſtrations under Law and Goſpel it is called two Covenants, New and Old — That the Covenant of Works (ſo called, under the Law adminiſtred to the Covenant of Grace in Types and Figures, of which Circum­ciſion, being the head Ordinance, was Synechdocally cal­led [Page]the Covenant, Gen. 17.10. And that the Covenant of of Grace is now under the Evangelical Diſpenſation admi­niſtred in that purity and ſpirituality Typed out by the Law. Therefore what incongruity or abſurdity is to be hereon chargeable, is to me unknown▪
He charges Mr. Hutchinſon with another abſurdity, for af­firming Iſaac to be the ſubject of the pr [...]miſe made to Abraham as taken both wayes, viz. as it reſp [...]ct [...]d temporal and ſpiri­tual bleſſings. But if this be an abſurdity (as I am ſure it is not) Dr. Owen and other Proteſtant Divines are guilty of it. See Dr. Owens Exercit on the Heb. p. 56. 1 Tom.
Two inſtances more he produces, but the ſame, or like this, therefore I paſs them as frivolous.
What Mr. Whiſton ſayes further are but general evaſions, in which I find nothing worth a Reply. But p. 253. he tells Mr. Hutchinſon, That he greatly wrongs Dr Owen, in­ſinuating that Mr. Danvers and he are unworthy men for wreſting Authors words at ſuch a rate; — adding that Dr. Owen ſu [...]poſes Infants viſibly in the Covenant, as the ſeed of parents viſibly ſo.
Reply, That Mr. Hutchinſon truely and faithfully quoted the Doctors Exer [...]itation word for word I can truly affirm; and he that will confer the quotation with the Doctors Book will find it ſo. Therefore, how can he be ſaid to wreſt the Doctors words? Mr. Wh [...]ſton ſhould recal that raſh and incon­  [...]iderate expreſſion.
2. What the Do [...]or ſuppoſes to Infants being in the Co­venant, in his Judgement or practice concerns not the matter in hand. But I am certain he has not a word of that nature in that Exercitation, nor in the whole Book that I can find. And I am as certain, that the Doctors diſcourſe of the Co­venant, wholly excludes them from any ſuch title. And if Mr. Whiſton can no better reconcile the Doctors words to h [...]s Practice, he had better have held his peace.
Next he den [...]es that he ca [...]s Mr. Danvers his Book all for­g [...]ry, &c. By which I ſee he needs a good memory▪ And I refer the Reader to Mr. Whiſtons ſecond Book. p. 56. where he ſayes, that Mr. Danvers his Book will remain as a publique evidence of his forgeries, falſities, &c. So Pref. 1, 2. he calls it a meer cheat, ſupported by fraud and guile, pref. p 4. falſe and diſingenious, — proceeding from immodeſty to impudence. p 8.  [...]rgeries deſigned to de [...]eive unwary Readers — p. 10. and [Page]p. 8. of the Book, he calls Mr. Danvers a knowing falſifier; without the actual fear of God before his eyes. p. 55. A down­right falſifier p. 47. &c. Producing amaze of Nonſenſical words, p. 69. one of the moſt unworthy and diſingenuous men that ever put Pen to paper, p. 136. and more of this railing ſtuff. Which, whether it comports with Mr. Whiſtons pro­feſſion, or ſuits with Gal. 6.1. Eph. 4.31. Tit. 3.2. Exod. 23.1. let his ſecond thoughts inform him.
And how pitifully he hath made theſe high and extrava­gant Charges appear, is already very evident. And that Book he loads with theſe railing Epithites, will ſtand upon Re­cord as a ſubſtantial confutation of this Ridiculous practice Mr. Whiſton labours to ſupport. And that Worthy perſon he tra­duces (in the eſteem of perſons eminent for piety, quality, and parts,) deſerves a quite contrary Character, then thoſe uncivil ſcandalous and ill-applyed reproachful terms Mr. Whiſton diſgorges. Diſcovering nothing more, then that he railes upon and reviles him, becauſe he cannot an­ſwer him as his other Antagoniſts, Mr. Wills and Mr. Baxter did before him, ſupplying the want of Reaſon with Rage and Malice. Perhaps hee'l tell us, that he wrote all this in the ſpirit of meekneſs. But for my part hee'l hardly per­ſwade me to believe it; nor will it gain credit with any ſo­ber perſon, unleſs he has that Grecian ſaith ſpoken of by Plau­tus in Aſin. Let him therefore if it be his humour, pleaſe himſelf with ſuch language, and deny it when he has done. I have almoſt done with him.
His Epilogue is ſomewhat pleaſant: He tells Mr. Hut­chinſon. That if he can procure him a Certificate, that his Book deſerves a more full conſideration, he ſhall be gratified.— That's a notable Confutatian indeed from a wordy Author of Controvery! 'Tis diſcreetly done however, to ſlight the Book he cannot anſwer. And I think he is like to have but little more provocation from us; for he has already ſaid too much to little purpoſe.
FINIS.
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A JUST REPROOF TO THE Clamorous Cavils OF Mr. OBED WILLS, the Turbulent Appealer.
Wherein the vanity of his Raſh Cen­ſure of the BAPTISTS Anſwer (to that his frivolous Appeal made to them againſt Mr. Danvers) is detected, and his unjuſt Charge of Ignorance and Par­tiality is refelled.
By Thomas De-laune, one of his abuſed Judges.
Prov. 9.7, 8, 9. He that reproveth a ſcorner, getteth to himſelf ſhame; — and a blot; — and hatred: Rebuke a wiſe man, and  [...]  [...]ill love thee; — and be yet wiſer.
Printed, Anno Dom. 1676.

The Preface.
[Page]
[Page]
MR. VVills in the Prologue to his Appeal, (that the world may ſee he walks by pat­tern) produces the Example of the Qua­kers Appeal to the Baptiſts againſt Mr. Hicks as his Precedent. And I confeſs he has in ſome things exactly followed his Copy: For as the Quakers with great Outcry and Conndence provok't the Baptiſts to examine the Controverſy then in hand, and to paſs their Sentence; ſo with like heat and vehemence Mr. VVills falls into the ſame ſtrain of raſh and un­righteous accuſation againſt Mr. Danvers. And as the Quakers (when a juſt Sentence was paſt againſt them, evidencing their Clamours to be Calumnies, yet) like obſtinate, and incorrigible accuſers, fall foul upon the perſons they themſelves had before in­veſted their Judges, and with great wrath and ſeverity arraign and condemn them, for ſpeaking Truth: So Mr. VVills with Quaker-like inſolence, becauſe the perſons Appealed to, did not pleaſe his Spleen in condemning Mr. Danvers, right or wrong; brands them with Ignorance and Partiality in a Paper lately publiſhed, Intituled, Cenſura Cenſurae.
That the Baptiſts acted with Chriſtian equity and fairneſs in their Examination of the matter in Con­troverſy, and with great care end pains ſearch't into the Authors quoted, I am as ſure of, as I can be of any thing, being an eye-witneſs to, and aſſiſtant in that work. And that their Anſwer to Mr. VVills was ſo Modeſt, that it is beyond the exception of a ſober man, the thing it ſelf impartially conſidered will evidence.
If it be enquired why the Subſcribers of the An­ſwer to Mr. VVills do not all concern themſelves in a [Page]Vindication? I anſwer. — That they have al­ready done what's needfull in giving their Judgement in the things they ought to take cognizance of; And I know no Law, that oblidges them to the drudgery of confuting the Cavills of ſuch an inconſiderate de­cuſer. They are perſons ingaged in a greater and more neceſſary work, and to give themſelves any fur­ther interruption in ſuch a conteſt, is thought to be a needleſs task, and an intrenchment upon their more weighty Affairs. Having ſomething elſe to do, then to attend the drudgery of drawing the ſaw with ſuch a lamentable trifler.
I am (I confeſs) the weakeſt of them, yet Provi­dence has been pleaſed to caſt this task of their Vindi­cation upon me. And Mr. VVills himſelf has given me a particular challenge and provocation, in making ſome exceptions againſt me, (diſtinct from the reſt) which I am oblidged to ſay ſomething to. And I hope, if what I offer be demonſtrative, the Reader will expreſs ſo much equity as to judge of the matter in diſ­pute from the evidence and reaſon of it, and not from the Authority or Number of the parties con­tending. To choſe an opinion by voices is not ſafe. Error, when it becomes the darling of a man of parts (and ſuch are frequently its Patrons) is ſet off with all the imbelliſhments, which the Schoolmen and Sciences can furniſh him with, which gaudy paint makes it often cheat, (and paſs for the truth with) vulgar eyes, who (gazing on its ſuperficial dreſs) ſeldom diſcern Counterfeit from Current. Hence it happens that ſuch become Heterodox; few rece­iving the naked and unadorn'd Truth when rival'd with aſplended and ſpecious error. Sophiſtry is but perverted logick; and that perſon that in his Diſputations borrows his keeneſt weapons from it is [Page]to be ſuſpected as being ſcarce ſound. I have often found the Advocates of a bad cauſe (as Ribera expreſſes  [...]it— Curam habent nitoris, cultuſque verborum, venuſtatis & numeroſitatis ſententiarum) carefull of their Cadencies, and the Handſomneſs of their ſtile; that what's wanting of Native Beauty, may be made out with a ſupplement of Paint.
How far Mr. Wills has contracted the guilt of play­ing the Sophiſter, let his diſcerning Readers deter­mine: For my part I think his greateſt Excellency lyes there, as far as appears to me in his publiſhed Treatiſes. And that he is a meer Word-pecker, is very obvious: For if he finds one miſplac'd, miſinſerted, or by chance miſapply'd (as oft happens with the moſt accu­rate, through the Tranſcriber or Printers fault) he glo­ryes and inſults, as if he had gain'd an Olympick prize: Though his own Writings are obnoxious to the ſame Correction, as I could abundantly ſhew if needful.
It is worth notice, that the main thing in Contro­verſy (viz. the Antiquity of Infant Baptiſm) is quite given up and forſaken by Mr. Wills, it being evident by Mr. Danvers, &c. That for the firſt 300 years, The Bap­tiſm of grown perſons profeſſing faith, was univer­ſally owned and practiced; and no Record of credit that aſſures us, that Infant Baptiſm was at all owned as Chriſts ordinance. The moſt that can be ſaid, is, that it was Creeping in, in the third Century, when Tertullian oppoſed it, and got ſome ſmall footing by degrees, from the opinion of its neceſſity to ſalvation (and that from a fatal miſtake of John 3.5.) And in the year 416. received its inſtalment by humane Au­thority; being impoſed by a dreadful Anathema at the Milevitan Council. Certainly had it been the practice of the univerſal Church, Tertullian (the an­cienteſt Latine Father) could not have oppos'd it, un­contradicted. [Page]And it is paſt doubt, that it was diſ­lik't and cry'd down by many, when that Council ſate, elſe their Canon was ridiculous and vain. The Eclce­ſiaſtical Empire was then upon its erection, and Pae­dobaptiſm was thought a neceſſary pillar to ſupport it therefore was the oppoſite party from time to time cruſh't with theſe terrifying Canons and Curſes. Now Mr. Wills having loſt his Garriſon, with incorrigible obſtinacy, mans his Outworks, and Approaches, pour­ing out Contempt and Appeals, as if he would carry all by noiſe; but how ſuch a re-attack ſhall prevail, is eaſy to be conjectured.
Had Mr. Wills accepted of Mr. Danvers's modeſt en­deavours, to give him ſatisfaction in a private way, with promiſed aſſurance, that he would publickly re­cant any mistakes, which the cloſeſt ſcrutinie of in­different perſons, mutually choſen could bring to light; it had been a ſtrong argument that he had ſought to clear and defend Truth, not purchaſe Applauſe, &c. And had ſaved a great deal of labour and trouble.
But in Print he muſt be; yet has not the ingenuity and common honeſty to retract, or repent for his own No­terious miſtakes and falſehoods (ſo fully detected and enumerated by Mr. Danvers in his Writings, particular­ly in his Rejoynd. from p. 49. to 77. whilſt he has the confidence (not to ſay impudence) with ſo much ſeverity, to take by the throat, and exact from him the utmoſt mite, yea and that for miſtakes of his own making too which he ſo unjuſtly Fathers upon him.
Diſcovering hereby his folly and ſhamful partiality, that whilſt as concerning his own errors, he can over­look Beams, ſwallow Camels, and leap over Mountains, He can with ſuch an Eagle eye diſcover the Motes, ſtrain at the Gnats, & magnify the Male-hills of others.
The notority whereof you will find further Exemplified in the following pages by
Tho. Delaune
 April 20. 1676.



A juſt Reproof to Mr. Obed Will's, &c.
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IN p. 14: of our Anſwer to Mr. Will's Appeal, after we had as mildly treated him, and with as much im­partiality as was poſſible; we made a motion to him, that if he thought himſelf concern'd to appear any further in the Controverſy, he would be perſwaded that things may be tranſacted in an amicable and friendly way, which we hop'd may tend to our mutual ſatisfaction, in the clearing up of truth, and to cheriſh that love, that all that fear the Lord ſhould bear each other, though differing in ſome things. Yet notwith­ſtanding, he comes forth in ſuch a Contemptuous, Sarcaſti­cal, and Inſulting ſpirit, as if that mode of writing were the very Sinews of his undertaking, and of the eſſence of his faculty. Which I ſhall mention only once for all, and betake my ſelf more immediatly to the matter of his Cenſure, hav­ing neither leaſure, nor will to ſtrive with him for maſtery in ſuch Rhetorick.
1ſt. He ſayes p. 5. That we accuſe him for what was never brought to our Bar. But if he muſt needs call us forth, with­out any ſeeking of ours, and inveſt us with a power to Judge his Appeal, he muſt give us leave alſo, (which is not deny'd to any in that Capacity, as appealed unto) to hint un­to him what Circumſtances we found, that made his grievance not ſo notirious as he pretended, and the antecedent paſſages that argued him precipitant, and the Defendent far from Con­tumacious.
2ly. He ſayes we borrow our accuſations from Mr. Danvers Preface. But ſuppoſe we had, that's no excuſe ſufficient for him: For he ſhould have diſprov'd the things if untrue. We noted them from our own knowledge of the truth of them, and not meerly becauſe Mr. Danvers ſaid ſo.
His talk that we gave Mr. Danvers's Judgment, not our own; and that the things brought to our Bar, we carry'd back to his; is utterly untrue: For we conſulted with him no more then the nature of the matter before us required; Nor did we hold any Intelligence with him, but what conſiſted with Juſtice and Impartiality. We were obliged in equity to hear him, before we could proceed to a determination: For Alte­ram andire partem, is allowed in every Law. And that our [Page] anſwer was à capite ad Calcem of Mr. Danvers forming, as Mr. Will's has the confidence to publiſh, p. 8 is a groſs falſhood, and his Inference of our Colluſion, unrighteous; His very parallels confute him; VVe muſt needs have the ſame mat­ter, as far as we treat upon the ſame thing; yet our expreſ­ſions are not of Mr. Danvers's framing.
VVhether Mr. Will's hath done ſuch great ſervice, as he boaſts of p. 6. in detecting Mr. Danvers his miſtakes, any further then what are acknowledg'd, is left to under­ſtanding Readers to determine. VVhat we found fault with, in Mr. Will's his appeal, deſerves a ſmarter reprehenſion then we gave him. Mr. Danvers truly, and ſufficiently de­monſtrates it; and Mr. Will's anſwers it not but with an ex­cuſe of little weight. For if Mr. Danvers upon a private in­timation, had retracted publickly, what he miſrepreſented, why may it not be as ſatisfactory, as if after this publick, and clamerous way of detection? VVe know no reaſon to the contrary; but that then perhaps Mr Wills might miſs of the glory of the Conqueſt he fancies he has obtained, and the opportunity of making this Oſtertation of his parts.
His own method he is left to follow [...]; But that method of an Appeal, that accepts of no treatment with the perſon charged, and yet cryes out for Juſtice, is moſt irregular, if ſquared with the rule of God in caſes of offence, Mat. 18.15, 16, 17. And if Mr. Will's find nor the Apellatees contumacie, to be a neceſſary circumſtance in the Lawyers Definition of an Appeal, yet he may find it in Chriſts directions in caſes of Appeal, in the text cited; Yea ſo neceſſary, that no appeal muſt be made, but upon the Criminals refuſal to hear, Mat. 18.16. &c. And ſurely that Patern ought to challenge more of our Conformity, then the Lawyers Maximes, which are not to teach us Divinity. Hence we made a Difference of the binds of Appeals, which Mr. Will's might have underſtood, if he had been candid, when we ſaid An appeal in theſe caſes, viz. Religions Conteſts, which is not his Lawyers buſineſs to Define. Now whether that Law above mentioned be not againſt the form of Mr. Will's his Appeal, is left to his more ſerious conſideration.
But he tells us p. 7. That if we had conſidered things as we ought, we might have ſeen good cauſt for his way of procedure. And gives 4 Inſtances to prove Mr. Danvers Contumacious; Three from the Magdeburgs, and a quotation from Luther.
[Page]
To which it is replyed, that the three inſtances from the Magdeburgs afford no Juſtification of Mr. Will's his pro­cedure. For any judicious Reader will find upon peruſal of the 1ſt. of thoſe places he cites, that Mr. Danvers is guilty of no greater miſtake, then not obſerving an exact variation of the character; which Mr. Will's knows is too often the Printers fault, (and his own Books are not free from it) For which Mr. Danvers makes amends enough, in owning pub­lickly the words to be his own.
2ly. As to that of adding the word [only] Mr. Danvers gives a very ſatisfactory Return to it, in his Reply p. 32. (and Rejoyned p. 54, 55.) His words being a neceſſary Conſe­quence from the Magdeburgs ſpeech, who expreſly ſay — Bap­tizatos eſſe adultos exempla probant, and, de Infantibus bap­tizatis exempla annotata non leguntur, which put together amounts to what he ſayes, viz. That the Magdeburghs find only examples for adult baptiſm viz. In the Scripture in­ſtances they produce. Therefore it is ſtrange that Mr. Will's ſhould inſiſt with ſo much Obſtinacy upon this particular.
3ly. As to the third, that Mr. Danvers quoted thoſe pages 125, 126. as relating to the ſuperſtitious rites, may (without any ſuch impoſſibility as Mr. Will's talks of) be underſtood by a mean Reader. And ſurely none but a man of Cavil would inſinuate it, as ſuch a Juſtification, for ſo irregu­lar, and clamerous an Appeal as his is, if you read Mr. Danvers Treat. p. 101. Reply p. 36. and Rejoynder p. 71.
4ly. As to the Quotation from Luther, as we compared it with the plain and well grounded Treatiſe Mr. Danvers mentions p. 40. Rejoynd. whence he took it, and which we found to be word for word, as he expreſſed, and where it ſeems it was miſquoted, ſo, we are ſatisfied he is therein no forger. And though he mentioned it not in his Reply, yet one miſtake not owned, will ſcarce be enough to vindicate Mr. Will's his procedure; (and his refuſing the civil accomo­dation tendred him) to rectifie all miſtakes as in his Preface to Rejoynder moſt amply appears: And let it be conſi­dered that if one miſtake, not own'd by a ſufficient ground to render a perſon contumacious and ſtubborn, and will juſtifie an Appeal againſt him. Then what will thoſe many do which Mr. Danvers in his Rejoynd. p. 21. to 77. charges upon Mr. Will's? In that appeal to his conſcience for his Impenitency, for Backbiting, Scoffing, Railing ſalfe Accuſati­on [Page]Slandering, Prevarication, Forgery, Miſtranſlation, &c. As demonſtrated by divers inſtances out of his Writings.
Yet let it withall be underſtood as to that one particular, had Mr. Will's had but had ſo much patience to have heard Mr. Danvers Anſwer thereto, as is ſo fully expreſt in his Rejoynder before he had Appealed, he had doubtleſs ſaved himſelf and others the trouble thereof.
So that upon a candid ſurvey of theſe four paſſages, no­thing can be found in them to juſtifie Mr. Wills his raſh and inconſiderate procedure.
That we conſulted with the party accuſed for a ſentence (which he bids us deny if we can, p. 10.) is not demonſtrated by his Inſtances, compared with this Reply. And is hereby denyed, and hope a bare Negation will be deem'd as valid, as the unprov'd aſſertion of a man, that ſhews himſelf ſo fre­quently halting in this kind, as (to an indifferent Reader) may eaſily appear.
He tells us p. 10. That there is much in our dealing with his Appeal that looks like partiality, of which he pretends to give a fourfold Inſtance. In remarking ſome things in his Appeal as falſe and Injurious, or unfit, and paſſing by in ſilence ſome things in Mr. Danvers of the ſame or like nature.
Reply, If Mr. Wills had conſidered things with candor and ſobriety, he might have known, that it was our work to give Judgment only in matter of fact diſputed by them both, and ſuch as were Mr. Wills his miſtakes, and never owned ſo, was our part to remark to him in order to his acknowledg­ment. VVhereas there was not the like reaſon to re­mark Mr. Danvers his miſtakes, they being already owned in Print. For which we made a ſufficient Apology in our an­ſwer p. 13. No more being required from us, but to bring Mr. Danvers to ſuch a publick acknowledgment. And Mr. Wills his bare ſaying, that Mr. Danvers his anſwers to ſome of them, are not only weak, but untrue, is no proof, that they are ſo.
2ly. In giving our Judgments only upon part of his Appeal, and paſſing by others, as the ſtrange Doctrines he charges upon him, which Mr. VVill's ſayes we ſlightly anſwer.
Reply, For this alſo we give the Reaſon, p. 14. Becauſe they were things Controverted (viz. betwixt us and Paedobaptiſts, who ſomtimes beſtow that Epithete upon ſome Doctrines which we own not to be ſo) And it were as proper for Mr. [Page]Will's to put the Queſtion, whether Infants Baptiſm be law­ful to our Deciſion as theſe things. And to put it out of doubt, Mr. Danvers his anſwer to them is owned to be good and ſubſtantial Rejoynder, p. 49, 50, 51. And our ſaying they were Collateral, is no untruth; the grand Queſtion before us, being, Whether Mr. Danvers was ſuch a falſiſter as his ac­cuſer pretended; and not whether Infant Baptiſm was lawful: For to put that Cueſtion to us, would be Ridioulous. And whether what we mention about the Milevitan Canon, be ſo Collateral, as Mr. Will's pretends, ſhall be conſidered in its due place.
3ly. In taking Mr Danvers words for Anſwers to ſome of the particulars in his Appeal, and for ſufficient anſwers to the trivial and inſignificant.
Reply, — If Mr. Danvers his anſwers were full and proper, here lyes no juſt charge againſt us, nor any inſtance of par­tiality. And when Mr. Will's demonſtrates they were not ſo, it ſhall be conſidered.
4ly. As to what relates to my ſelf, I refer you to my par­ticular defence made afterwards by it ſelf.
Next Mr. Will's, having, as he ſayes (though untruly) ma­nifeſted our Partiality, comes to ſhew that Mr. Danvers his acknowledgments are not ſo ingenuous as we make them; And
1ſt. About the paſſage of Nazianzen Baptizandos peccata ſua confiteri ſolitos, which Mr. Danvers owns ſhould be Tranſlated, The Baptized were wont to confeſs their ſins. And what would Mr. Will's have more? Would he have Mr. Dan­vers ſay he prevaricated, when his Conſcience tells him no ſuch matter? Or can Mr. Wih's make out, that that ſenſe Mr. Danvers deduced is not to be Conſequently drawn from that expreſſion?
2ly. Mr. Danvers his acknowledging his error about Deus Dedit, prevented that fear of Mr. Will's, that the Reader might conclude that gifts were given by the Baptized to the Church, and his gueſſing happily thereby that none were Bap­tized, but the adult. And is not that enough?
3ly. As to the quotation out of Walden about Wickliff, the thing charged upon Mr. Danvers, was, That he made Walden ſay, that Wickliffs Doctrine was very agreeable to the Doctrine of former Hereticks, as Pelagius, &c. App. p. 173. Which he owned to be his miſtake. And what could we expect more from him? It was not our buſineſs to lanch into the Con­troverſy, [Page]whether Wickliff oppoſed Infant Baptiſm &c. That muſt be ſub judice. Though by the way, ſince Mr. Wills ac­knowledges that Wickliff and the Albegois did deny that Infants were to be Baptized with Water, as neceſſary to their Salvation; has himſelf confirmed the truth of the thing, till he make appear that the Paedohaptiſts in thoſe dayes did upon any other ground Baptize their Infants. VVhich Mr. Timbes and Mr. Danvers have ſo often called for. That of the Faederal right, which the Proteſtant Paedobaptiſts have ſo boaſted of, being but of yeſterday; never heard of as ſaid, till Zwinglius time. And as to Mr. Will's his talk, that we never examined the Hiſtory of theſe things, it is untrue, and juſt of the complexion of the reſt.
4ly. That miſtake about Zonaras, p. 41. is alſo own'd; and if Mr. Will's in his own conceit magnifies it as no ſuch trifle; he muſt give us, and others, the liberty of our thoughts
5ly. The miſtake about Lanifrank, Mr. Danvers very honeſtly owned, and intended to rectifie it before Mr. Will's minded him of it; which is enough to ſatisfie any man of common ingenuity. And thoſe other untruths Mr. Will's found complicated there (as he ſayes) were acknowledg'd in the grand error that produced them, and could no more injure any afterwards, then branches can grow, when the root is taken away.
6ly. The miſtake of Sericius for Hi [...]omarus is alſo owned, which was to us enough; though the following words of Mr. Danvers ſhould be omitted.
Next Mr. Will's comes to ſhew, That the particulars in his Appeal, which we call trivial and inſignificant, deſerve not thoſe epithetes: And that Mr. Danvers his anſwers, which we make our own, are very inſufficient to ſatifie an Impartial Reader.
Reply, In regard Mr. Will's makes the greateſt Flouriſh, and  [...]angling about the particulars he brings under this head; I ſhall offer theſe few conſiderations to all impartial men, in juſtification of our procedure herein.
1ſt That the thing charged upon Mr. Danvers was forgery and perverting of Authors, which indeed is a great charge, and reflects much infamy upon the Cauſe that muſt be be­holden to ſuch props for its ſupport.— And that Mr Wills  [...]n theſe particulars made that charge good, doth not yet appear.
[Page]2ly: It is acknowledged Mr. Danvers was in ſome parti­culars miſtaken, which we found him very willing to own, as publickly as he had before delivered them; and which, as far as he was convinced of, are acknowledg'd in his Re­joynder, but how inconſiderable the Reader can beſt judge.
3ly. It muſt be declared (that as far as we are capable to judge, both from the experience of his Integrity, Candor, and piety, as vvell as our tracing him upon this occaſion, in his quotations) we could not find any of his miſtakes to proceed from that principle Mr. Wills inſinuates, Infant Bapt. p. 57. viz. That he will not refuſe the moſt ſordid, and ſhameful wayes to promote his cauſe; or that he knowingly miſrepreſented any of his Authors. And we cannot but judge Mr. Will's an egregi­ous over-laſher, in that conſident aſſertion, p. 34. of the ſame book viz. That never any writer did more prevaricate, or ſhew more falſhood then he hath done; and that he would certainly have forborn it, if he had thought any man would have been at the trouble to examine and ſearch, whether he ſpoke truth or not. But,
4ly. Inaſmuch as we found no ſuch weight in the particu­lars under this head, as Mr. Will's would ſuggeſt, to prove his charge of prevarication, but on the contrary, an enumeration of Cavilling exceptions of no great affinity to the general charge of Forgery, &c. And in our Judgments for the moſt part ſufficiently defended by Mr. Danvers, we thought no law, did oblidge us to condemn him for a Forger, from ſuch inſtances as carryed no ſufficient evidence in them, that he was ſo. And therefore theſe particulars coming ſo far ſhort, of what Mr. Will's produced them for; what fitter Epithetes could we give them, then that they were trivial and inſig­niſicant, and merited not a ſecond Confutation?
But ſince Mr. Will's now falls upon us, the ſaid particulars ſhall be reviewed, and the naked ſenſe given of them, and ſo diſcharge any further tranſaction, in ſuch conteſts, with ſo unreaſonable an oppoſite. And if Mr. Will's will have the laſt word, I think I ſhall not quarrel with him for it.
And as for his menace of an anſwer to Mr. Danvers Rejoynder, it is like his way of dealing, and ſcarce to be reconciled to the Concluſion of his firſt preface vind. VVhere he gives ſe­curity for his future ſilence. But if the Circumſtances he ſup­poſeth his Antagoniſt is under, may incourage Mr. Will's, to revive his clamours, and perpetuate, the quarrel, we hope [Page]If his attempts be worth oppoſition) truth ſhall not want an Advocate, that may diſappoint this i [...]vader of the Trophyes he promiſes himſelf in its ſpoil. But to the matter,
1ſt. Mr. Danvers having quoted a paſſage from Bellarmine, to ſhew that Apoſtolical tradition was eſteem'd the princi­pal ground of Infant Baptiſm, (it ſeems) omitted that ſaying— deducitur evidenter ex Scripturis. And Dr. Fields ſaying, (after ſuch another expreſſion) that the Scriptures deliver us the ground of it Mr. Will's though he pleads for himſelf in the like caſe, Vind. p. 7. accuſes him for it App. p. 162. To which 'tis ſaid, that in all ſuch caſes, to prevent Cavil and offence, it were better; if the intire ſentence were alwayes expreſt. But the Circumſtances that made this appear to us, to have, no great weight in it, were theſe, 1ſt. Mr. Danvers ſets down Rep. p. 74. theſe words of Bellarmine omitted before, of which we were bound to take notice, being a Book prece­dent to Mr. Will's his appeal, and before any reproof for the omiſſion. as we can find.
2ly. It is evident the Jeſuite urged Tradition for their practice of Paedobaptiſm; And that phraſe was but a faint Inſinuation, that it may be gathered from Scripture, viz. Joh. 3.5. and ſuch miſtaken places. And the quotation was per­tinently enough applyed, if Mr. Will's his example were a ſuf­ficient excuſe for thoſe that imitate him, in giving only what Authors ſay to the matter in hand.
But in Mr. Danvers his Anſwer in his Rejoynder p 25. here are two new errors charged 1. That he ſayes he quoted Bel­larmine under the head of Tradition. 2. That he quotes the paſ­ſages before omitted, under the head of Conſequences p. 74. Reply.
1ſt. 'Tis true, the term [Tradition] is not mentioned in the Contents of that Chapter, but there is that that's equi­valent, viz. The Scriptures total ſilence about Infant Baptiſm; with the neceſſity of Scripture warrant to Authorize every Or­dinance. For both which branches ſeveral Authors are pro­duced; And Bellarmine for the firſt, which he expreſly owns, viz. That there is no expreſs Scripture for it, though he pretends it may be deduced from thence.
That Mr. Danvers quotes that paſſage Rep. p. 74. (as be­fore) Mr. Will's owns, being not able to contradict it. And though the Chapter or Section, has not the term [conſequence] mentioned, no more then the other [Tradition,] Yet the Marginal note expreſſes it to be a Tradition (as they word [Page]it) gathered from the Scriptures — which is the ſame with them as Conſequence. So that upon the whole matter, it doth nor appear how this charge can be advanced to any other title then trivial and inſignificant, nor can we expect that labour can turn to any great account, that's ſpent in conſulting ſuch a meer Catching at words.
2ly. 'Tis true, we find not Dr. Field expreſly quoted in that 74th. page; Yet it is to be conſidered that it is plainly re­ferr'd to. For Mr. Danvers drawing a Parallel between the Popiſh and Proteſtant Paedobaptiſts, ſayes thus p. 74. Do the Papiſts affirm that notwithſtanding it is a Tradition or cuſtome of the Church, yet that it is plainly enough gathered out of the Scriptures, viz. from Circumciſion; for which he quotes Bel­larmine. And then adds — ſo doth Mr. Will's for the Pro­teſtants ſay (who in p. 105, 106, 107, 108. Infant Baptiſm gives their ſentiments from Rivet, Calvin, Dr. Field, the later in this very quotation word for word, all which Mr. Danvers ſums up) that notwithſtanding there is neither precept nor practice expreſly written in the Scripture, yet it is gathered thence by conſequence, as coming in the room of Circumciſion; and therefore that Infants have a right to Baptiſm, from the right that Infants had to Circumciſion Mr. Will's p. 105. Now Mr. Danvers referring to the place where Mr. Will's quotes the Proteſtants, one of which was Dr. Field, referred ne­ceſſarily alſo to Dr. Field there, which the matter diſputed, muſt needs lead the enquiring Reader to; And though it were better in order to prevent the Cavils of ſuch as lye at Catch to be more expreſs in references, yet we conceive a Candid and Judicious Reader will have better thoughts of Mr. Danvers in this particular, then what are ſuggeſted by an Antagoniſt, that ſo ground leſly perſerveres in his ſevere and unjuſt inculcations of unfaithfulneſs in Mr. Danvers, and par­tiality in us; and that without ſtronger demonſtration then ſuch frivolous Inſtances as this, and what are ejuſdem farinae.
2ly. As to the paſſage of Dr. Owen, Mr. Danvers his an­ſwer is full and proper, and ſatisfactory (doubtleſs) to any ingenious Reader, as appears in his Reyonder p. 25, 26. It be­ing indeed needleſs to add any more thereto.
3ly. Mr. Will's Appeals to the Reader p. 22, 23: Whether the paſſages about Lydia, Beza and Ames App. p. 167. be ſo trivial and inſignificant as we make them. And which is al­ſo left to be determined at that Tribunal, whether they be not [Page]indeed ſo? Or have evidenced enough in them, to prove Mr. Danvers a forger?
Next he Renews his Charge of Self-contradiction againſt Mr. Danvers, viz. That if he made the ground of the Corin­thians ſcruple 1 Cor. 7.4. To ariſe from the inſtance of putting away ſtrange Wives in Ezra and Nehemiah's time, it was a plain contradiction to make the words [elſe were, &c] an Ar­gument ab abſurdo, becauſe from thoſe Inſtances they could con­clude no otherwiſe, but that their children were Baſtards, and to be put away; And then deſires ſuch of us, as know what an Argument abaſſurdo is, to exerciſe our reaſon about this mat­ter, and again affirm it no contradiction, if we can, and the Inſtance trivial and inſignificant.
Reply, What Mr. Will's calls a contradiction here, appears not ſo to be, but the contrary. For the Jews being under a ſtrict inhibition to marry with ſtrange wives, or mix with the Gentiles as appears Ezra. 10.2. &c. and Neh. 13.27. &c. Yet tranſgreſſed againſt the Lord in that particu­lar, and began a Reformation in Ezra's time. Which practice of old, queſtionleſs gave ground to the Corinthians ſcruple, whether the believing husband or wife may coha­bit with the unbelieving Yokefellow. Which doubt the A­poſtle Reſolves in the affirmative; as if he had told them, 'tis true, you were ſtrictly prohibited under the law to co­habit with ſtrange wives; but that was under a Diſpenſati­on, which is now relaxt: And the end of ſuch a prohibition [viz. to keep the people of whom according to the fleſh, the Meſſiah was to come, unmixt with the Idolatrous Nations] is now come to paſs, as ſo the cohabiting with a ſtrange or unbelieving Yokefellow, which was then a ſin, is not ſo now; and the iſſue of ſuch a marriage, is not illigitimate now, as it was then; Therefore the relation is mutually ſanctified, elſe (that is, had not the Goſpel diſpenſation taken off the legal inhibition aforeſaid, and the Relation were not ſo ſanctified your children were unclean, (that is, the iſſue of an unlawful bed;) but now, [the Goſpel diſpenſati­on allowing this Cohabitation] are they holy; that is, not the product of an unlawful marriage, as in Ezra, and Nehe­mians time, but legitimate. And therefore the Apoſtle uſes an Argument ab abſurdo (which is drawn from the abſurdity following the contrary practice) to perſwade them to dwell together, that ſo they might not fall into the abſurdity, they [Page]were by their ſeparation thinking to avoid; the way to have an unhallowed iſſue, being now contrary to what it was in Ezra's time, viz. theirs was ſo by cohabiting, but ours by ſeparation.
Therefore where to find any other contradiction here, then what is between the two diſpenſations of Law and Go­ſpel, vve cannot yet diſcover. VVas it Contradiction in the Apoſtle to ſatisfie the ſeruple of his doubting Gorinthians, and to ſhevv them, that the vvay they vvould take to eſcape an abſurdity, vvas to fall into it? Certainly this charge is eaſily avoided, and the Contradiction found there, if any, degenerates from its definition given by Ariſtotle l. 1. poſter. c. 5.  [...]. So that I conclude there is no inconvenience in affirming this inſtance to be ſtill trivial and inſignificant.
Mr. Will's his next inſtance of ſelf contradiction is as p. 24. That Mr. Danvers tells us [from Sabaſtin Franck] 2 Ed. p. 231. That about the year 610. Childrens Baptiſm was held in many places of little eſteem [by the learned endeavours of Adrianus and others] And yet in his Reply p. 140. He tells us [viz. from Auſtin] That Infants Baptiſm was univerſally re­ceived in the 7 Age [in other parts of the VVorld] to beget them to regeneration [as impoſed by the Church of Rome —
But as to this Mr Will's vvould do vvell to conſider that the contradiction (if any) lyes betvvixt his tvvo Authors Auſtin and Franck. And vvhich kind of ſcruings may be very unſafe, leaſt abſurdety be reflected upon the Scriptures themſelves; vvho tell us in one place, that the Diſciples went out preaching the word in every place Mar. 16.20. Act. 8.4. And yet again that the Ap. Paul aftervvards preached in many places vvhere the vvord had not been preached Rom. 15.14.20. And that Infants Baptiſm it ſelf, as Mr. Danvers obſerves may be of little eſteem in many places in England vvhere ſo univerſally impoſed and received in every Pariſh: A ſign hovv hard Mr. Will's vvas put to it vvhen he vvent ſo far, and yet could find no greater contradiction then this.
5ly. As for Innocents giving Divine honour to the Pope­dome, 'tis true, vve find not the Original vvords litterally bear any ſuch thing, though he joyned Peter vvith God himſelf in his invocation. And the veneration Papiſts give Peter, as they fancy him to be their Proto-Pope induced Mr. Danvers to think Innocent addreſt his adoration to him as ſuch, he not mentioning any other Saint.
[Page]6ly. In the Quotation from Voſſius App. p. 108. Mr. Will's is groſly out. Mr. Danvers ſaid 2 Ed. p: 118, 119. That Voſſius informeth us from good authority, that from Auſtin to Bernards time, ſeven or eight hundred years the Cuſtome was to Baptize naked, both men, women, and children, with the reaſons uſually given by the Ancients for the ſame, viz. That they might therein be as in the ſtate of Innocency, and as naked in their ſecond as at their firſt Birth; and as they expected to be in heaven, and therein no otherwiſe then Chriſt was upon the Croſs, which you may read at large in p. 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36. quoting theſe ſeveral authorities to juſtifie it, Cyril, &c. (Mr. Danvers mentions all p. 119.
In our former examination of this Charge, finding Mr. Wills under a miſtake, vve let it paſs under that remark of trivial and inſignificant, but ſince he is not contented therewith, it ſhall novv be demonſtrated, that Mr. Will's his accuſation, vvas not only trivil, but a groſs falſhood, and therefore he had better have been ſatisfied, vvith our firſt Anſvver. For,
1ſt. In Mr. Will's his quotation of Mr. Danvers, he diſin­genuouſly conceals the later part, vvhich plainly evidences that Mr. Danvers gave only the ſum of vvhat's largely in­ſiſted upon by Voſſius in the ſaid pages, and ſhould neceſſa­rily be inſerted. But Mr. Will's ſavv, that that vvould ſpoil his charge. And let any man of common reaſon judge, vvhe­ther it be not an unrighteous and unhandſome procedure in Mr. Wills, thus to frame a charge of his ovvn, and produce a large quotation from Voſſins, inſinuating that Mr. Danvers had miſtranſlated it; vvhereas Mr. Danvers only takes a fevv vvords out of that quotation, and the follovving pages com­prehending the ſubſtan [...]e thereof, vvhich he faithfully gives.
2ly. As to the matter of fact in Controverſy, viz. Whether the Ancients gave thoſe as the reaſons, for Baptizing naked, vvhichr M. Danvers aſſerts, and Mr. Wills denyes, charging Mr. Danvers with ignorance and groſs perverſion, of that quo­tation, is certainly Mr. Wills's groſs perverſion, if not ig­norance; as theſe inſtances clearly prove, and as clearly Juſtifie Mr. Danvers.
Voſſius in his  [...]heſ. Theol. Edit Belloſiti Dobunorum 1628. p. 350. &c. and in the Ed. quoted by Mr. Danvers p. 32, 33. &c. Cites Cyril, Hieroſol, Catech, yſtag. 11. Statim igitur ut in­greſſi eſtis veſtem exviſtis, quod quidem exuti hominis antiqui cum operibus ſuis imago fuit. Atque ita exuti, eratis nudi, imi­tantes[Page]& in hac eum, qui in cruce nudatis fuerat, Chriſtum — that is; Therefore as ſoon as you were entred, you put off your Cloathes, which was indeed the ſignification of your putting off the Old man, with his works; which being ſo put off, ye were naked, ſo imitating Chriſt, who was naked upon the Croſs. And a little further — nudi fuiſtis in conſpectu omni­um, & non vos pudebat, Revera in hoc enim protoplaſti Adam ferebatis exemplum, quia nudus in paradiſo fuit, & tamen nullo afficiebatur pudore, that is, ye were naked in the ſight of all men, and were not aſhamed, in which you did truly hold forth the example of your firſt parent (or firſt formed) Adam, who was naked in Paradiſe, and was not aſhamed. So Amphilochius in the life of Bazil, vvriting thus of him — Pe­tebat adeo aliquod ſuae fidei ſignum oſtendi: ſurgenſque cum tremore, ſuis ſe veſtibus ſpoliat, unáque cum veſtibus, veterem exuit hominem — that is — he beſought of God that ſome ſign of his faith may be ſhewn, and ariſing with fear, diſrobes him­ſelf of his apparel, and with his Cloathes, put off the old man, Ergo (ſayes Voſſius) eo quod veſtimenta exuebant, myſticè ſig­nificabatur veterem, exui hominem — that is — therefore in as much as they put off their Cleathes, the putting off the old man was myſtically ſignified. And to this purpoſe ſeveral o­ther Fathers are Cited; concluding vvith a paſſage from Bernards 46 Sermon de paupertate — Ideo nudi naſcimur in hoc ſaeculo, nudi etiam accedimus ad Baptiſmum, ut nudi & ſine impedimento perveniamus ad Caelum — that is — Therefore we come naked into this world, and naked do we approach Bap­tiſm, that naked and without any impediment we may come to heaven.
Novv is it not evident that the Ancients baptized naked (as Mr. Danvers ſayes) to ſignifie the ſtate of innocency, and that they may be as naked in their ſecond, as at their firſt birth, &c. And if ſo, is not Mr. Wills his charge falſe and in­jurious? and his Reflection upon us, (of partial and incon­ſiderate) raſh, and unrighteous? And if he has read Voſſius, hovv can he clear himſelf from ignorance or diſhoneſty, ſo to miſrepreſent him? or if he has not read thoſe pages, hovv unfit is he to controul or correct thoſe that have?
7ly. As to the Quotation about Arnobius, I cannot Judge Mr. Wills his quarrell about it, to be any other then an in­ſtance of his unrighteous vociferation — for Mr. Danvers rold him he mentioned that ſome only of thoſe that fol­lovved [Page]where taken from the Magdeburgs, and if Arnobu [...] be not there, how could he take him thence, But under this head it may be neceſſary to prevent further Cavils of this nature, to acquaint the Reader that Mr. Danvers ſome­times, when he takes ſome quotations from the Magdeburgs, adds alſo (as in this particular, and that from Jerom. 2 Ed. p. 56. and that of Bazil p. 55. and ſome few others) ſome quotations; from the original Authors themſeives, not taken from the Magdeburgs; and ſometimes takes part of a quota­tion from the Magdeburghs, and adds to it out of the Original, which indeed ſhould be ſo mentioned, in diſtinction from what he borrows from the Magdeburghs; though Ingenuous and Candid Readers would have recourſe to the Authors themſelves whom he mentions, in their examinations, be­fore the publication of their Cenſures; yet it were better to prevent thoſe that are not Ingenuous from this ground of Cavil by mentioning particularly what he took from the Magdeburgs and what from the Originals.
8ly. As to what Mr. Wills complains about himſelf p. 27. of his Cenſure that Mr. Danvers patcht up words at a 100 pages diſtant, to make him ſay that Infant Baptiſm may be law­ful becauſe not forbidden in Scriptures. I ſay that I find what Mr. Danvers quoted as Mr. Will's Speech, is truely reci­ted, and Mr. Danvers only gathers from Mr. Wills that he inſinnates ſuch a thing, and Mr. Wills his words ſeem to lookas if he would have ſuch an inference take place, though in direct terms not ſo worded as Rep. p. 93. to which I refer, and to Rejoynd. p. 43.
9ly. As to the phraſe, is puerum ſine baptiſmo mortuum re­ſuſitârit ex mortuis & tandem baptizarit; It is granted the moſt genuine Interpretation is, that he raiſed a child that dyed unbaptized from the dead and Baptized him. And Mr. Danvers denys it not, only pleads for an equal liberty of offering the Reaſons that induced him to that tranſlation, and remark which is but fair to allow him.
10ly. As to the Synod of Illerdon in Spain, we found by the reſtimony of two able perſons in the Dutch Tongue, that Mr. Danvers had it from that Dutch Martyrology cited a ſew lines below it. p. 114. And Mr. Danvers citing it from thence acquits him from the Charge of forging or perverting it. And if they that inſerted it there miſapply it, they ought to bear the blame.
[Page]11ly. Next Mr. Wills p. 30. repeats his charge of ſtrdnge Doctrines, and conceals Mr. Danvers his anſwers to them which is ſcarce honeſt dealing. But the Reader is referred to Mr. Danvers his Rejoynder p. 49, 50, 51. For an Anſwer to this Charge.
At length Mr. Wills p. 31. comes to vind cate the particu­lar inſtances we remark to him. And 1ſt. makes an Apolo­gy for leaving out part of Nazianzens ſentence; to which it was ſaid that the reaſon of that remark was to make him ſen­ſible, that he ſhould not bear ſo ſeverely upon Mr. Danvers for ſuch matters, as he himſelf was guilty of, as that par­ticular was a proper inſtance of; and that it is but equity in him to take the ſame plea he himſelf makes uſe of. As for his calling Mr. Danvers his addreſs to him about the paſſage in Bazil (trepanning,) is doubtleſs an expreſſion that argues Cholar and paſſion, which commonly overmaſter judgement and charity too. But how candid Mr. Danvers was therein, let p. 74. of Rejoynder be conſidered.
2dly. Next he endeavours to excuſe his ſtopping his tranſlation out of Calvin, which we mention to him p. 4. And ſayes, He tranſlated ſo much of it as might ſatisfie any that bad the uſe of their reaſon, that Calvin owned it was no where expreſly mentioned (viz. Inſant Baptiſm) therefore al­though, &c. Clearly imply'd it.
Reply,  [...]ſt. If Calvin owned (as Mr. Wills is forced to con­feſs) that there was no expreſs Scripture for the practice, what ground had he to accuſe Mr. Danvers for ſo repreſenting hith?
2dly. An Engliſh Reader might be impoſed upon, though having the uſe of his reaſon, notwithſtanding Mr. Wills his For although, &c. His talk that our affection to our Champion would not ſuffer us to be ſo juſt a [...] to blame Mr. Danvors, is a ſarcaſtick and groundleſs ſurmiſe. Mr. Danvers ſayes that Cal­viz confeſſes, no Infants were by the Apoſtles bands baptized; which is true, and appears from the very Latine Quotation cited by Mr. Wills, p. 161, 162. Appeal Therefore how could we blame Mr. Danvers for ſpeaking truth?
3dly. As to his excuſe about charging Mr. Danvers for adding to Jerome, whereas the words (as we found) were Verbatim his; cannot be eſteemed ſo plauſible as to acquit [Page] Mr. Wills, who ſhould (before ſo raſh an aſſertion, that the words were not Jeromes) examine Jerome himſelf. Mr. Danvers ſayes ſome, not all that follows, are given by the Magdebargs. Though 'tis confeſt, it were better (as ſaid be­fore) if what he took from them, and what from the Origi­nals they refer to, were ſo ſpecified.
4ly. Whether Mr. Wills his palliation of leaving out Eſtins Ann. Gen. 17.7 at the end of the Quotation fathered upon Calvin, be ſufficient to cover ſo wilfull an abuſe, we leave the Judicious Reader to determine. And judge Mr. Wills his ſenſeleſs ſhifting it over, not worth while to detect.
5ly. As to the Quotation from Dr. Hammond, Mr. Wills was miſtaken in affirming ſo confidently that Mr. Danvers miſquoted it; whereas he did not, as was demonſtrated Rejoynd. p. 31. with ſome concurrent paſſages, that evi­denced Dr. Hammond was of that mind ſully (as of truth he ought.) And if Mr. Wills eſteems that firſt, a worſe editi­on, we are not of his mind in that particular: For we judge that paſſage as it is altered to contain an untruth, as may be eaſily demonſtrated; and the Drs. firſt to be ſound and conſonant to the moſt Orthodox Writers, and to himſelf alſo in the ſame thing. 'Tis true ſome of us ſaw a late Edi­tion of the Drs. Annotations, wherein that paſſage was as Mr. Wills quoted: but being Printed ſince the Drs. death, we knew not but it may be an alteration of ſome others making, and ſo not to be regarded, having an undoubted Book before us. Nor did we ſee that Review Mr. Wills ſpeaks of. And ſo could not tell where more properly to place the miſtake then at Mr. Wills his door; who ſhould of right exa­mine the firſt Edition too (and later Editions alwayes put in mind of a former) before he had ſo preſumptuouſly ex­hibited an accuſation; and back'd it, with ſo heedleſs and untrue a Remark as App. p 171.
6ly. Next Mr. Wills would clear himſelf for leaving out [pa [...]v [...]lis] in the quotation from Walden. And if his ex­cuſes in relation to it be ſufficient, let the Reader acquit him. We think it needleſs to make his winding ſhifts to get off any reply. He layes, if it be an error, it is venial, and not wilful. Be it ſo, but to us it appeared ſuſpiciouſly, that he ſhould leave out that word, and take the words going before, and coming after.
[Page]7ly. Our producing that Milevitan Canon from the Col­lectione Regia, was to convince Mr. Wills and his Readers that Mr. Danvers forged it not. And indeed all the errour Mr. Danvers is guilty of, is, that he did not originally quote the Regia Collectione where it is, for it, which he rectifies Rejonder p. 37. But Mr. Wills ſayes, we are miſtaken when we affirm this to be an Anathema againſt thoſe that held chil­dren might be ſaved without Baptiſm; and to make his aſſer­tion believed, mangles the Caron and perverts it groſly; disjoyning vvords in a continued ſentence moſt diſingenu­ouſly to ſerve his turn. To evidence vvhich, vve vvill here again recite the Canon, and tranſlate it. 2. We vvill ſhevv Mr. Wills his interpretation to be falſe, and not to be vvith any ſhevv of ſenſe Grammatically gathered from the vvords. The Canon is.
Item placuit, ut ſiquis dicit, ideo dixiſſe dominum; In do­mo Patris mei manſiones multae ſunt, ut intelligatur, quia in Regno Caelorum, erit aliquis medius, aut ullus, alicubi locus, ubi beatè vivant parvuli, qui ſine baptiſmo ex hac vita migrârunt ſine quo in regno Caelorum quod eſt vita aeterna in­trare non poſſunt, Anathema ſit, that is It alſo pleaſeth us, that whoſoever affirms, that the Lord therefore ſaid, In my Fa­thers houſe are many manſions, that it may be underſtood, that in the Kingdom of Heaven there will be ſome middle or any other place, where little ones may live bleſſedly, who de­parted this life without Baptiſm; without which they cannot enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, which is eternal life, let him be accurſed.
Novv is it not as clear as the day, that the perſons againſt vvhom this Anathema vvas made, held, that Children dying unbaptized were to be received into the Kingdom of Heaven, grounding their upon conceit the text recited in the Canon viz. In my Fathers houſe are many manſions — Though they ſancyed that ſuch Infants ſhould enjoy ſome diſtinct place there from others. And if the muſt have any place in the Kingdom of Heaven, then certainly they are ſaved — unleſs Mr. Wills can vvith ſome nevv Criticiſm diſtinguiſh Regnum Caelorum, from Regnum Caelorum, the Kingdom of Heaven, from the Kingdom of Heaven.
[Page]
But Mr. Wills ſayes, Thoſe perſons Anathematized, held that Infants who dyed without Baptiſm, cannot enter into the King­dom of Heaven; and recites that part of the Canon to prove it—qui ſine baptiſmo ex hac vita migrârunt, in regne caele­rum quod eſt vita aeterna intrare non poſſunt.
Reply, But the quite contrary is true; and it is very ſtrange that Mr. Wills ſhould ſo confidently betray either his ignorance or diſhoneſty, thus to interpret the Canon, and impoſe his miſtake with ſuch a face upon his Reader: For I appeal to any man that underſtands the Grammatical con­ſtruction of a Latine phraſe, whether he doth not groſly per­vert it? And his beginning at qui ſine baptiſmo, &c. giving it as an intire ſentence, is deceitfully done. For theſe words have an immediate connexion to the preceding words, and cannot without a manifeſt intention of perverting them, be taken disjunctive from them, not being divided by ſo much as a Comma: And they are indeed the ſenſe and opinion of the Anathema makers themſelves, not of thoſe they curſe, who (its apparent) held, That Infante may enter into the King­dom of Heaven without Baptiſm. And for that cauſe was this Anathema framed againſt them. And ſo we diſmiſs this particular, referring the Keader to our Anſwer, p. 8, 9. and Mr. Danvers his Rejoynder p.  [...]7. where it is ſully ſpoken to. Where you have the words of the Councels Letter to Innocent, and his decretal Letter to them again, ſo ex­preſly demonſtrating the grounds of the Anathema to be, That ſome did then aſſert that Children might be ſaved, or enter into the Kingdom of Heaven without Baptiſm.
8ly. As to the paſſage about Bazil, I gave already a hint that this is one of the quotations which Mr. Danvers ſhould expreſſe as taken from its Original, not from the Magde­burgs; and 'tis like that of Jerome before mentioned. Mr. Danvers cites Bazil as ſaying, that Faith muſt needs precede and go before Baptiſm. And we find the words as we cited them in our Anſwer, p. 11. viz. It is neceſſary: firſt to believe, and after to be ſinged with Baptiſm. And whether it be not the ſame thing, let the Reader judge, though not the ſame ſyllables.
And thus  [...] our Anſwer Reviewed to Mr. Wills his Ap­peal, having gone over every particular in this unjuſt Gen­ſure [Page]of his, (not mentioning that of the Virgin Mary's being added to the form of Baptiſm, Mr. Wills owning it his miſtake to averre the contrary) and we hope have evidenced that his charge againſt us of ignorance and partiality is unrigh­teous and groundleſs; and that our Carriage towards him deſerves not ſo uncivil a treatment as he gives us. Therefore (as ſaid before) there is no farther cauſe at pre­ſent to trouble our ſelves with him; being ſatisfied that we have given the ſober and impartial no cauſe to cenſure or blame us. And if Cavillers will ſet themſelves to carp (fince, as Mr. Baxter ſayes, a man may find words at length for almoſt any cauſe) we will give them their liberty of pur­ſuing ſuch unworthy undertakings, which ſeldom meet with any better ſucceſs, then the hiſs of the Judicious, and the juſt Indignation of all Readers, but ſuch as have little of ſerious employment for their time.
FINIS.

POSTSCRIPT.
SInce Mr. Wills in his Cenſure upon the Baptiſts Anſwer to his Appeal, is pleaſed to ſingle me out from the reſt that ſubſcribed it; I hope it will be allowed me to make alſo a particular defence to what he charges me with p [...] 3.
He obſerves, as he tells us p. 10. That there is much in the Baptiſts dealing with his Appeal that looks like partia­lity, and to make his inſinuation believed, gives 3 or a In­ſtances, whereof the laſt is, Their taking in my ſelf to ſit Judge with them upon his Appeal, though (he ſayes) 1. A party in the cauſe, and apparently byaſſed. 2. Virulent in my Scoffs, And then 3. hints an abſurdity to me, from whence be inferrs, That I am unqualified for the examination of [Page]Latine Authors; noting in his Margent that I undertook to propheſy that after Mr. Baxter, Mr. Whiſton, and himſelf none ſhall ſtand up in the defence of Infant Baptiſm. And 4. He preſumes I was the perſon pitch'd upon to examine the particulars of his Appeal, and ſo by my ignorance brought them to Juſtifie Mr. Danvers his Addition to the Milevitan Canon by a paſſage found in Pervetuſto codue. This is what he ſayes to me in particular. And to which I Reply,
1. I can in ſincerety ſay, that what I writ by way of enco­mium, as Mr. Wills calls it, upon Mr. Danvers his Works, or againſt his Antagoniſts (both Mr. Danvers and Mr. Wills being, when I writ that Epiſtle, equally Strangers to me) was the reſult of that perſwaſion which the clear and ſubſtan­tial evidence of truth begets in an impartial ſearcher. And I ſhall not be aſhamed to own that my judgment is ſtill the ſame, for all the pains which Mr. Wills hath taken, which ſeems to me, to manifeſt him rather an impertinent captious wrangler, (whoſe maſter-piece is Sophiſm and Logomachy) then an Author of ſuch Reaſon and Sobriety, that all his Readers muſt be charmed into a ſubſcription to his ill-prov'd affirmations. And I am very certain, that men: as clear ſighted as himſelf, and at leaſt, as well advantag'd in Learning and Piety, are fully of my opinion; that though Mr. Danvers (through the toil of ſo many quotations, and being not Infal­lible) had miſtook ſome inconſiderable things; yet the grand mat­ter in diſpute is managed with ſuch Scripturer evidence, and illuſtrated with ſuch humane concurrence, as is beyond the power of Mr. Wills his Negatives to invalidate, at leaſt with the ſober and impartial.
2. It is to we an inſtance that this Advocate of Paedo-bap­tiſm manages a languiſhing Cauſe, becauſe be is driven to in­fiſt upon ſuch a parcel of exceptions, as truly and really de­ſerve the Epithetes of trivial and inſignificant, and of ſo little moment to the point in hand, that had Mr. Danvers wholly left them out, his Cauſe had been fortified well enough without them; not only by the intire Book of God, but many of the moſt undoubted humane Teſtimonies, not at all, or very faintly aſſaulted. Inſomuch that Believers Baptiſm has been evidently cleared to be the only Scripture Baptiſm, and ſo [Page]practiced for the Primitive Centuries, and eminently witneſſed unto, by ſome People and Churches all along.
But I am byaſſed, he ſayes, becauſe I expreſs my con­tempt of him, &c. I muſt confeſs that I have no ſuch eſteem of his works, as Mr. Baxter beſpeaks for him in his Epiſtle; nor do I look upon him to be ſo infallible as to greet him for an Oracle; nor does his Paedo baptiſm appear to me to be ſo ſcriptural a practice, and ſo ancient as he would make it. And I believe all the Baptiſts in England are ſo far byaſſed. And therefore his Appeal was but at beſt ridiculous, if he inſiſts upon that Objection, that none of them ſhould be admitted to examine his Appeal whoſe Judgements beſpeaks them Parties. And he might level that exception againſt any of them as well as againſt me, ſince they are all parties ſo far as to diſapprove Infant Baptiſm. & Which makes me conceive that Mr. Wills pro­miſed himſelf, (ſince no Baptiſt muſt without becoming obnoxi­ous to this objection, paſs a ſentence upon his Appeal) that it might paſs without Anſwer But,
2. For any contempt or prejudice to his perſon, (which as I ſaid I am a meer ſtranger to) as far as I know my own heart, I can ſay, I have none, And though I am fully ſatisfied his un­dertaking is very much againſt truth; yet have I as far as I have been concern'd, examined things, as to matter of fact (which only come under our Cognizance as appealed unto) without any reſpect to perſon or cauſe. And I know that the perſons concern'd in the examination beſides my ſelf, have cted their parts with naked impurtiality and candor, and truly ſtated things as they appeared unto them. And that they are not ſuch Ignorant, byaſſed perſons, as this man of modeſty re­preſents them, is already evident.
He ſayes, I confine the Church of God within the nar­row limits of my own party — which I affirm to be an un­truth, and challenge him to make it good from any word or writing of mine; the contrary is evident from the ſecond line of the verſes he ſpeaks of, where I mention them, as well as our ſelves, by that term [Chriſti-colae] worſhipers of Chriſt.
Mr. Wills ſayes, I am virulent in my Scoffs. But he has taught me how to eſteem his Cenſure. (If I anſwer him accor­ding to his folly, Prov. 26.5.) will juſtifie me. And I profeſs, I have ſeldom ſeen a ſerious argument managed with ſuch Jocoſe­neſs [Page] and Captring Sarciſms as he does it. And to expreſs a rebuke to  [...] without thoſe terms that uſually are beſtowed upon ſuch frothyneſs, I need a new Dictionary. And till that be found out, I judge it ſcarce poſſible to give him a faithful reprehenſion in any mode, but he will be ready to count it vi­rulence.
3. He ſayes I am unqualified for the Examination of Latine Authors, as not able to form Suſtinco, and puts a Scoffing Remark in the margent, that I undertook to prophe­cy that after Mr. Baxter, Mr. Whiſton, and himſelf (three matchleſs Heroes indeed!) none ſhall ſtand up in the defence of Infant Baptiſm.
Reply, What my Abilities are in that Language, it is not my humour to boaſt of. But that I may ſatis facere Momo I will ſhew Mr. Wills that my diſability in that tongue, is no con­ſequence flowing from that abſurdity he fancies. And there­fore I will take the liberty to inform him, that whatſoever fault it is, it is the Printers, not mine, and he can avouch for me, that I found fault with it my ſelf, my original being ‘— nec unquam’
Cauſa patrocinio ſubſtituenda novo eſt. for which ſubſtituenda, he printed ſuſtinuenda] but it was too late to be corrected when I ſaw it; that ſheet being laſt printed off, its errors could not be gathered amongſt the errata gathered elſe where before. And if I had ſeen it before it was wrought off the Preſs, that miſtake, and two others in p. 12. of the Epiſtle in the ſame ſheet, lines 10. and 29. viz. counted for routed, and defer for deter, had not paſt uncorrected.
But that this very word printed for it (as it happens) yields Mr. Wills no ſuch inſtance of my ignorance, will be very evident to him that conſiders what Epentheſis, Syncope, An­thiteſes, &c. are. That the exaſteſt Poets often croſs the known rules of quantity. Epentheſis a letter may be added to Suſtinenda to adapt it for a verſe; and but one is added. Now if Mr. Wills knows theſe things, is not be diſingenuous in corping where he knows no error but the vulgar rules Juſtifie? If he knows them not, how can it be thought, that he came honeſtly by the ſtile of M. A.? Or that he is a perſon qualified to be ſuch a Corrector of Books as he proclaims him­ſelf? Beſides be perverts my meaning in that verſe; for by [Page]patrocinio novo, I mean not Mr. Baxters, Whiſtons and Wills's ſucceſſors in the Controverſy: But I meant, as may be eaſily underſtood thus; that the cauſe, viz. of Paedobaptiſm, is not to be ſubſtituted (or ſet up) inſtead of the true Baptiſm, by that new Patronage or Sanction, viz Gen. 17.7. which I call new, becauſe it was not made the maine prop of Infant Baptiſm, till the other foundations it was built upon by the Popes grew crazy, and the Reformers being aſhamed of them, as being too rank, inverted this in the 16th. Century; viz. a Covenant made Gen. 17.7. with  [...]elievers and their Na­tural ſeed, which (they ſay) intitles to Baptiſm. And the participle (ſubſtituenda) is not a prophetick, but an ennu­ciative term; An enunciation being defined, Oratio in qua aliquid de alio verè vel ſalſò pronunciatur. So that this Bagle-ey'd corrector of ſmall, and ſometimes no faults, is out in his Logical, as well as his Grammatical faculty.
I have one thing more to reckon with him for, and that is, his preſumption that I was the perſon pitcht upon to exa­mine the particulars of his Appeal, who by my ignorance brought them to juſtifie Mr. Danvers his addition to the Mi­levitan Canon, by the paſſage in Pervetuſto Codice, inſinuat­ing as if none but my ſelf had examined it; which is im­ply'd in that expreſſion of his — that he is ſat [...]sfied ſome of them have learning enough to have diſcovered the miſtake, had they conſidered it themſelves. But here alſo I muſt in­form him that his preſumption is falſe, and no better then the petulant excurſion of an idle thought, that has no umbrage of truth to guide it. And to leave him no cloak for that pre­ſumption, I do aſſure him, that thoſe perſons, whoſe learning he acknowledges ſufficient to diſcover the miſtake, have as well as I, individually examined every particular of his Appeal. And that they are not under ſuch a miſtake, as to this of the Milevitan decree, is already apparent
Thus Reader you ſee this particular charge againſt me is no inſtance of the Baptiſts partiality in their examination of Mr. Wills his Appeal. And to put the matter beyond any ſur­ther exception, that Epiſtle of mine, which he Cavils at, was but then in the Preſs, and was not ſeen by any of the Subſcribers at that time of our examining the Appeal, which is enough if no more had been ſaid to clear them from this fri­volous inſinuation.
[Page]
The Reaſon why I am  [...]o large in my Return to ſo incon [...]i­derable a charge as this, is, becauſe I obſerve Mr. VVills ſtrikes at the cauſe he oppoſes through my ſides, and therefore I am the more concern'd in my particular vindication. For, 1. You ſee he inſinuates (though nothing more falſe) That I was the only perſon to whom the examination of his Ap­peal was committed. 2. When he has poſſeſt his Reader with that ſuggeſtion; he repreſents me as a very ignorant unqua­lified perſon for ſuch work; on purpoſe, that the Reader may conclude the anſwer coming from ſuch a perſon to be but ſorry and ignorantly managed, and that Mr. VVills is therefore ap­parently abuſed. But that artifice ſhall not ſerve his turn; for as I ſaid before, I declare that I was ſo far from being the ſingle Examiner, that I was no more then an aſſiſtant to thoſe perſons, whoſe learned accompliſhments, parts, and worth I readily own, far ſuperior to mine. And are poſſeſſors of a Re­putation too well fortified for Mr. VVills his art to Under­mine. And who I queſtion not will, as they ſee cauſe, vindi­cate themſelves, and their profeſſions, from the Criminations of ſuch an unrighteous Accuſer and Gainſayer.
The 5th. of the 3d. Month, 1676.
 Tho. Delaune.

FINIS.
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Mr. Baxters Review of the ſtate of Chri­ſtians Infants Examined, &c.
[Page]
[Page]
THat Baptiſm as adminiſtred to Believers, is a Go­ſpel Ordinance, no man I preſume (but ſuch as reject all Ordinances) ever could deny, it hav­ing ſo expreſs a ſan [...]ion in the word of God. And whether any but ſuch ought to be baptized, has been an ancient Controverſy, and much agi [...]ated in this and the neighbouring Nations of late years: Inſomuch that any inquirer into the ſtate thereof, may eaſily  [...]urniſh himſelf with what's alleadged on both hands; therefore I ſee no neceſſity of Polemical A [...]ditions
Among all the oppoſites of Antipaedobaptiſm in this Na­tion, no man (in my opinion) has with more virulence be ſtir'd himſelf then the  [...] of this Review. His Books of Baptiſm ſave me the labour of demonſtrating it, And the ex­perience he has given the world, convinces me, that he is the perſon his own Pen deſcribes in the Preface to his More proofs viz. One that can find words at length for almoſt any cauſe. And p. 45. of this Review, where he tells us; That there are but few confeſs ſo clear that a man may not talk againſt as long as his talking faculty holds out. And that Mr. Baxter hath not yet loſt this faculty, this Review plentifully in­ſtances
At every turn he takes in the liſts of diſpute, he rails with plenty of exclamation at ſuch as divert him from doing greater ſervice to the Church, and extort ſuch ſtri [...] from him — which is an outery without Cauſe; for doubtleſs he is never more in his Element, then when he is toſſing the Ball of Con­tention, and I think there is ſcarce any Sect that call them­ſelves Chriſtians, but have been made the objects of his talking faculty, and have ſelt the keeneſs of his Polemicks, and moſtly without any challenge from them. And what exploits he hath done for the Church in his peaceable Inter­vals is worth another Review.
It is known to ſuch as converſe with the Writings on the [Page]Subject of Baptiſm, what Mr. Tombes, Mr. Danvers, Mr. Hut­chinſon, &c. on the one hand; and Mr. Baxter, Mr. Wills, Mr. Whiſton, &c. on the other have produced about that point. For me to re-captiulate it, is needleſs. My preſent task is only to conſider briefly what weight there is in this Review. The occaſion of which is briefly thus. Mr Baxter having in ſome of his VVritings expreſt a great deal of wrath and contempt towards the Antipaedobaptiſts, and their practice of adult baptizing: And loaded them with ſome ſtanderous Charges, which when (to his ſhame) detected; he yet perſiſted in a pertinacious defence, or rather equivoca­tion; endeavouring with all the artifice of his talking fa­culty to diſintangle himſelf, and further to beſpatter and Re­proach his Monitors. VVhich kind of Carriage, as it be­ſpeaks a deſperate Diſeaſe, that will not be Cured (as Dr. Pierce tells him) with ſoft uſage; ſo it could not but juſtly pro­voke the indignation of thoſe, that were under the laſh of his Calumny, to expreſs ſome Checks to him, to awaken his Repentance.
Amongſt the reſt, Mr Ed. Hutchinſon ſent him a private Letter, which Mr. Baxter makes the occaſion of his Review, and yet ingenuouſly conceals the Letter, though he publiſhes an anſwer of about 46 pages to it. To ſupply which defect, it ſhall be here incerted, It was Verbatim thus.
Sir, Though the fiery temper your reprovers commonly find you in, Mr. Hutchin­ſons Letter to Mr. Baxter. might diſcourage them from any further adreſs of that kind to you; yet Chriſtian Cha­rity oblidges me, to repreſent unto you, ſome of thoſe Gr [...]evances you gave an Origi­nal to, and which are likely to ſurvive you, unleſs you can be perſwaded to make the abuſed world ſome re­paration. I can ſay (and I know that it is the mind of many) that what of Chriſt, and his Goſpel, is viſible in you, we highly prize and eſteem; and your works, as far as they tend to advance true Piety, we duely value: But you muſt give us leave to ſay alſo, that as in ſome things, you have ſurpaſt a vulgar eminence, ſo the corruptions (al­wayes concomitant to frail nature) have more notoriouſly [Page]raged in you, then moſt of your ſize and denomination; and that which ſuperadds no mean aggravation, is, that you have had frequent admonitions, and reprehenſions, but with a contrary effect, then uſually is ſeen in Saints: For inſtead of reforming and allaying that unhappy ſpirit you were acted by, it has been but the more diſturbed and invenomed. And though in the intermiſſions of your paſ­ſion, you drop many wholſome truths, and aphoriſms worth notice, (and which impeach their author roundly at other times) yet ſome unlucky fit of rotten Dictating, or fiery in­temperat Diſputation ſpoils all, and tend ſtrongly to con­vince us that you are then left to your ſelf to rove in the wide wilderneſs of your own ſpatious imaginations: And this is motive enough to us, to be cautious what we re­ceive from you, and examine whether it comes from the Lord, or inſtampt with your own authority, and according­ly to receive or reject it.
Hence it is, that whereas the point of Infant Baptiſm (which you tell us has its conſiderable difficulties) came un­der a freſh diſquiſition, ſeveral pious and judicious perſons hoped that a ſerious and full debate thereof, would fix the minds of men, and eſtabliſh that truth ſo long contra­verted. But Mr. Wills appearing in that inſulting, rude and vain-glorious manner, made wiſe men doubt whether God had appointed him to be one of thoſe Prophets, that ſhould feed his people with knowledge and underſtanding. But when he became your herald, loudly proclaiming your approath to the liſts after ſo tedious an interval, our hopes were pregnant, ſince we could not but think, that the whole force of Paedo-baptiſm was muſter'd up to encounter us, in your teeming ſelf; and what a combat muſt that be! But upon the appearance of that bulky piece of Cir­cumlocation, artifice and diſtinction, we found our ex­pectation fruſtrated, and that you had ſhamefutlly baffled your admirers, who may juſtly exclaime in the language of the Prophet; Surely every man in his beſt eſtate is alto­gether vanity — And pray to be delivered from the Co­mination pronounced Jer. 17.5. Curſed is the man that truſteth in man, and whoſe heart departeth from the Lord. Therefore Sir you muſt give us leave to tell you that (not­withſtanding [Page]that keeneſs ſo eſſential to your humour in treating your oppoſites) we find little of argument in your attempt. And your More proofs inſtead of confuting the allegations and ſentiments of Mr. Danvers, has ſtrongly con­tributed to confirm and ratifie them, and inclines not a few that were before wavering, to cloſe with that Scripture Baptiſm ſo evidently demonſtrated from undenyable argu­ments drawn from the Example and Commiſſion of our great Lawgiver [into whoſe throne you tell us no man muſt ſtep, pre­tending to mend his work. Chriſtian Dire. p. 683.] the practice of the primitive Churches, and the beſt, and pureſt An­tiquity. And ſince this effect of your Book was againſt your will, the accident greatly adminiſhes the kindneſs. There­fore we hope, neither you, nor any Judicious perſon  [...] blame our perſeverence, nor their choice, unleſs you or ſome of your party, can produce ſome more nervous, and con­vincing demonſtrations (which we deſpair to hear of) then is hitherto exhibited in your moſt eager diſputations: I confeſs the truth is therefore thus much beholden to you, that as Contraria juxta ſe poſita magis eluceſcunt, ſo its made more tranſparent by being confronted with Cavil and ter­  [...]iverſation.
'Sir, As you are eſteem'd the Goliah of your party, ſo it was expected you would produce thoſe invincible argument; ſo often threatned, and whether it be fair for you to put them off with proofleſs Dictates, loud outeries, and fright­ful exclamations, with ſome new miuted diſtinctions is ſub­mitted to your ſecond thoughts But Sir you muſt not ex­pect that men of Reaſon will any longer ſwallow your  [...] ­certain Dictates: They are Camels too groſs for their throats. And I muſt in [...]orm you, that not only your No­t [...]rious aberrations from Scripture, Reaſon, and the practice of antiquity, but alſo your frequent waverings and un­ſteadineſs, have mightily weakned your authority, and  [...]nc [...]eſted your credit, inſomuch that we are neceſſitated to hearken to the Counſel of Solomon (a wiſer man then your ſelf) meddle not with them that are given to Change. And if we utterly reject that opinion you have ſo ſtifly eſpouſed, I dare ſay we are Juſtified in your own Con­ſcience, conſidering how lamely you have vindicated [Page]your ſelf in your Diminitive Rejoynder to Mr. Danvers's ſeveral notorious charges againſt you, in plain matter of fact; and his juſt anatomizing of your Changes, ſelf Con­tradictions, and Repentances. Certainly had you not been groſly and egregiouſly guilty (and beyond the ſlyneſs of your diſtinction to wipe off) you would have publiſhed a Vindication to each particular, needing it far more then your corrupt Aphoriſms. And wiſe men judge, you had never in your life more need of employing your fluid In­vention, and never (before) ſailing faculty of gainſaying (if you can ſay any thing) then at this time. But your pr [...] ­ting us off with a flam is the wonder of the Age, and will be ſo to the next, if your numerous progeny of Books furvive ſo long, though others think it an inſtance of no mean craft in you, to hold your peace; ſince you can ſay nothing, but what (as the fluttering of an entangled bird entangles it more) would more and more expoſe you. But Sir (in the judgment of the moſt ſolid) an Ingenuous Re­cantation, would be more prudent and Chriſtian like. But the Providence is Doctrinal, and proves a ſeaſonable check to mens ſinful admirations, if not adorations of humane wiſdom. And how can your Proſelytes but bluſh at their former ſubſcriptions to your Dictates? For are not your unſteady and Proteus-like Revolutions, as another little Book of Eccleſiaſtes, fully preaching forth the vanity and emptineſs of all things below God, and the folly of truſting in man, however celebrated and cry'd up. It being ſure­ly the great deſign of God, which he is the more eſpecially carrying on in this day, to cauſe all our Goards to wither, un­der the ſhadow of which we have repoſed our ſelves, and to famiſh all the Gods of the earth that his People may keep them­ſelves from Idols.
Sir, I would earneſtly recommend to your moſt ſerious and retired thoughts, whether you (having ſet down ſuch excellent rules for this Generation how to manage Theological Wars, and to baniſh pride and wrath from all ſuch Encoun­ters) ſhould not alſo lead them by your Example, and pra­ctice in thoſe precepts you give them the ſpeculation of? And whether on the Contrary you have not come forth in that ſpirit you ſo pathetically declaim againſt p. 191. More Proofs viz. with a militant diſpoſition, animoſity being your valour, and how to make your adverſary contemptible, [Page]or odious, being your work? and whether you be not that man of Diſputation, Controverſy, and Strife your own p [...]n ſets off in your due Epithets? And truly Sir had not the ſame pen told us. That the crying and bauling Children that will not let you reſt, muſt bear the fruits of your diſ­quietment, p. 213, 215. ibid. we could eaſily gather what a wrathful animoſity and diſturbance you were in, from that unfatherly corr [...]ction you give them. For that over­ſ [...]r [...]rtneſs and acrimony of your ſpirit, and the fury where­with you brandiſh the Rod, muſt needs be the reſult of ſome ill humour unſeaſonably agitated. But Sir by that  [...]ng a [...]quaintance you have with your ſelf, you can­not be excuſed, unleſs you know what are the viciſſitudes of your humour; and in what ſeaſon your paroxiſm Returns. Therefore you did very unluckily to take the Petulant Children under your Caſtigation, untill the ſit were over, and your mind returned to a more calm and peaceable ten per, for correction in anger is ever eſteemed unreaſon­able.
Sir, I muſt friendly admoniſh you (and which is the complaint of a great many) that you have incumbred us in a Controverſy, wherein not a few would fain have a ſatis­f [...]ctory reſolution, but left us in the Bryars before we ſcarce underſtand your meaning. Certainly you had better never begun, unleſs you had come to ſome more commendable period. Or if you be indeed gravell'd, why do you not confeſs ſo much? You refer us to what you have writ al­ready. Sir you cannot expect that the abuſed world can take it kindly you put them upon ſuch a task as the Poets report of Syſiphus: No ſooner at the end of your tedious wranglings, but they muſt begin again. But that you may have no cauſe to complain, we have compared (as you de­ſure) your Pro's and Con's, and find you ſhamefully guilty in many particulars in fa [...], which your More Reaſons, (as you  [...]ew Chriſten it) cannot excuſe you in, nor is the little Poſtſcript (joyn'd to the 5 s. Book) a ſufficient compurgator of; ſome of which I would here particularize, but that I find them truly enumerated to you already with ample and undenyable demonſtration by Mr. Danvers; of which though you ſeem to take ſo little notice, calling it a bundle of miſtakes, ſierceneſs, and confidence; Yet others cannot chuſe but look upon your ſhifting it off ſo diſdainfully, as [Page]meer ſubterfuge and evaſion. And how like a proficient in ſophiſtry you have acquitted your ſelf of that ſhameleſs ſlander of naked dipping, and how pitifully you would come off; with the unrighteouſneſs of that New charge you ex­hibit, of your Paper left with the Clerk at St. James's, being groſly falſified (being the particulars you pick out of the bundle, and we by which may juſtly meaſure the reſt) are alſo by the ſame hand now, with all poſſible perſpicuity and de­monſtration evidenced in a 3 d. Reply. Therefore Sir, it be­hoves you, (and you are hereby earneſtly called to do it) to do your ſelf, and the abuſed truth, as well as your in­jured Neighbours ſo much iuſtice, as to repent for, and re­tract that ſlanderous calumny, and your ſeduction of ſo many ſouls into the belief of it; as well as that heterodoxy your late writings abound with. For alas! Sir what have you done (in your diſquietment) more then t [...] become the Trumpet of your own frailty? What forgeries or prevarica­tions have you detected? Humane weakneſs, ſo much exem­plify'd in your ſelf, might be plea enough for a few ſlight eſcapes of little remark to the Controverſy, and which Mr. Danvers owns. Certainly no man has leſs reaſon to magnifie Mole-hills then you.
And this Sir ſhould be a motive to prevail with you to examine your heart, whether you have not that pride there that will not let you ſ [...]oop? But (like the ſtubborn twig) you'l rather b [...]eak then bend Surely Sir it appears to me a very prepoſterous (though very ſly) expreſſion, when you tell your faithful Monitor, (who at your loud provocati­on, painfully delineated your ſhameful tergiverſations, and in a ſober and Chriſtian ſpirit recommended them to your moſt ſerious Review) That you would not ſo much as deſcribe or denominate Mr. Danvers's Citations of Dr. Pierce, to prove your Popery, and Crimes, nor his poſſages about the Wars, and about your Changes, Self-contradictions and Repentances, leſt you do that which ſavorech not of for­giveneſs. As if he had ſo mightily wronged you by his faithful Reprehenſions, when your own Pen can tell us in Print, 1 Diſp. Sacram. p. 487. That your pride needs ſharper reprehenſion, then friends have ever uſed about you, and therefore they are better from any body, then no-body. And though ſome call your diſcretion into queſtion for ſo provoking Mr. Danvers to enlarge ſo demonſtratively up­on [Page]that juſt Charge he exhibited againſt you in groſs, yes I am very certain however he deſerves your thanks much more then your forgiveneſs. Beſides Sir, if you thus treat your admoniſhers, you are like to have but few, ſince it can ſearce reliſh with any man that (when you have rail'd, reproacht, vilified and mockt him, and had in return only a mild Chriſtian reproof and admonition, backt with fall demor-ſtration, yet) you muſt tell him, you for­give him the wrong you did him, and the kindneſs he did you; Which whether it be not a Solaeciſm in civility and Chriſtianity, as well as ſenſe, let even your moſt zealous admirers judge.
And now Sir may not your unwary proſelytes beg your pardon, that they have at any time ſhadowed themſelves under your wings, took your ipſe dixit for Scripture ve­rities, and waited for your Oraculous pronuntiations? It being feared that God is puniſhing their Confidence in you, as he did Iſraels wiſe men of old, when the people truſted in them, Iſa. 29.14 The wiſdom of their wiſe men ſhall periſh, and the underſtanding of their prudent men ſhall be bid. And ſeeing you are ſo well acquainted with Re­pentances, it is juſt to admit of their acknowledgment, eſpecially if they be ready (as ſome are) to promiſe in the words of Job, that Wherein they have done fooliſhly they will do ſo no more. And though it be now a common queſtion whether you'l ever die a Martyr? And moſt reſolve it in the Negative (wondering that out of your Magazine of diſtincti­ons, you cannot pick out ſome to ſhiſt off the preſent perſet cution ſo loudly recorded, or indempnifie thoſe that ſuffer by proxy for you, when you took your flight) Yet we have the charity to believe (if your friends be faithful to re­prehend, and you ready to receive it) a poſſibility of eſtab­liſhing your wavering mind after all your transformations, and perhaps to fix you on that unerring ſoundation of the Prephets and Apoſtles, from which you have gone ſo much afiray, and that you may yet preach the truths you have deſtroyed. And we are confirmed in our hope not only from the omnipotent power of God, but alſo from the Con­naturalneſs of Change to your diſpoſition. Its pitty a man of your figure, one that God (like Saul) hath made higher then divers of your Brethren, ſhould be ſuch a man of Con­tention, ſuch an Unus contra Populum in your generation. [Page]And ſo your pious labours in other things (uſeful to the Church) be either burred in oblivion, or greatly ſlighted, becauſe of your diſſonancy in ſome great points of faith; and heteredoxy to the pure and incorrupt diſcipline of the primitive Churches. We have been informed from your own pen, that the ſhadows of the Eternal evening are upon you, and you have been ſome time waiting at the door of et­ernity. And it is a trembling conſideration to ſome that love you, that you ſhould take your leave of us ſo unrecon­ciled to your ſelf, as well as to the of truth of God, eſpecial­ly that point of Scripture Baptiſm to which you have born ſo famous a teſtimony in ſome of your writings, and ſo time­rouſly aſſerting Infant Baptiſm in others, aſſuring us it hath ſuch conſiderable difficulties, that it may juſtly make wiſe and good men to doubt; and that you your ſelf, though its moſt induſtrious undertaker, tells us of your ſelf, that you think you have proved it, but not by evidence ſo clear as every good man can perceive More Proofs; p 219. But Sir ſince you do but think ſo, and we think otherwiſe, viz. that you have not prov'd it, why may not our think be as good as your think. Therefore we deſire you, (before you take your final leave) to ſuffer a word of Exhortation. And we beſeech you in the bowels of Jeſus Chriſt, and as you will ſhortly anſwer at the great and dreadful Tribunal, that amongſt your other errata, you would repent of that abſurd and heretical poſition of a Baptiſmal Covenant of Grace running in a fleſhly line, by which you have not on­ly deceived many thouſand ſouls, but ſo proſelyted ſome Miniſters, and furniſht them with matter to repair the breaches that have been made in Babylon to the great bin­derance of that Reformation ſo ſolemnly endeavoured and Covenanted for; and thereby make your ſelf the perſon you arraign viz. One that trains up militant heirs and ſuc­ceſſors to propagate the Contention. (witneſs Mr. Parret your Index-maker; who might from your works raiſe 1500 as well as 50. queries, that ſo the multitude might ſecure him from Reſolution; For I conceive he might fiſh doubts enough out of your writings, which are known to be fruitful enough of Riddles of that grain.) To conclude Sir, if this advice may be ſucceſsful, it will be an encourage­ment to us to follow you (while we live) with our prayers, that (though ſome of your works may be burnt, yet) your ſoul [Page]may be ſaved in the day of the Lord — Which is the ear­neſt deſire of
Your Soul-Friend Edw. Hutchinſon.



In Return to this comes the Review in hand. But the Lord was pleaſed to take the worthy and pious Author of that Letter to himſelf before Mr. Baxters Review came to his hand. Which Providence (with ſome concurring circum­ſtances) neceſſitates me to appear in his vindication.
That choice labourer in his Lords Vineyard was long (even at the time of writing that letter) exerciſed under ſuch a Diſtemper as certainly premoniſhed him of his approaching period. And therefore was glad if he could be Inſtrumental in bringing Mr. Paxter to a Review of what he inconſiderate­ly publiſhed: Hoping that ſo he might be convinced that his corrupt writings ſtood more in need of an humble and penitent Retraction, then ſo contumacious a plea, as he now exhibits.
But its now too apparent, that no ſuch Repentance is to be expected. But the talking faculty muſt to work once more, and palliate with a freſh torrent of words whatever extrava­gant fit his luxuriant pen ever fell into. If I ſhould purſue Mr. Baxter in all his turnings and windings to ſupport his tottering reputation, and inſiſt upon every particular in his Review capable of exception, my undertaking would ſwell into ſuch a volume as I have neither leaſure nor mind to compile. Therefore his diſcourſe being ſo looſe and full of incoherencies, I ſhall willingly leave his impertinent di­greſſions, and addreſs my ſelf to  [...] upon ſuch paſſages as are moſt likely to affiright the unwary Reader from a cloſure with the truth we contend for.
He tells us p. 7. Review, That upon the deepeſt ſearch he is able to make in above 20 years conſideration, he is ſatisfied we hainouſly wrong the mercy of God, and the Church, and true Believers, and their ſeed, by denying them that part in Gods Covenant and mercy, which he hath proved to be ſtated on them in Gods word — That God never had Church Laws on earth, whether in Innocency or ſince the fall, which extended not the priviledge of a Covenant and Church-ſtate to the Infants of the Church. And ſo he runs on telling us [Page]that from Adams time till now Infants were Church-members, and that Chriſt ſo found them, and ſo continued them.
Anſw. By the Marſhalling of his Comma's, and if all theſe particulars be antecedents to the pronoun them, here lyes a heavy Charge; for it ſeems (if he be believed) that we deny the mercy of God, the Church, and true believers, and their ſeed, a part in Gods Covenant and Mercy, which (Mr. B. ſays) he hath proved that God hath ſtated on them in his word. But let him conſider whether the mercy of Gods having a part in the Covenant and Mercy of God, be not non-ſenſe, 2. He would do honeſtly to produce from any Anti-paedo-baptiſt, where they ever deny'd the Church, and true believers, and their ſeed (if believers) a part in Gods Covenant and Mercy. I am confident he cannot do it; and therefore what ſhall we call this but (in his own Language, More Proofs, p. 236.) a bold-fac'd falſhood? 3. What he hath proved eſſe­where, is ſufficiently diſproved elſewhere alſo. 4 He would do well to produce thoſe Church-Laws that gave Infants the priviledge of Church-memberſhip in Innocency, or name any Infant that was in the World then. He is a notable ſearcher into Antiquity indeed, if he can bring to light ſuch an Arcanum! Beſides we could yet never find in the word of God (I believe it will put Mr. Baxter to his Trumps to produce any Scripture to evince) that any In­fants were Church-members before Circumciſion, nor yet after it came to a period with the legal diſpenſation that gave be­ing to it. If he clearly proves this Dictate, we ſhall ſub­mit 5. We believe that true Believers and their ſeed (if Believers) have a part in Gods Covenant and Mercy, and to deny it them, were to impeach free grace. The thing we deny, is, that Chriſt appointed the ſeed of Believers before Converſion to the priviledge of memberſhip in his viſible Church. And how we wrong them in not forcing that upon them, which no Divine Law gives them Right unto, Mr. Baxter hath not convinced us.
He ſays be is not hardned enough to reject ſo plain a text as 1 Cor. 7.14. or to own our interpretation of it.
Anſw. That that text affords not the leaſt colour of proof for Paedo-baptiſm: and that our ſenſe of it is genuine and Orthodox, is at large evinced by Mr. Tombs 3 Review p. 7.91, 93, 94, 95. Mr. Danvers Treat. p. 160. 2 Ed. Mr. Lawrence Treat. of Baptiſm p. 260. Mr. Blackwo [...]ds [Page]Storm of Antichriſt p. 43, and ſeveral others, who hav [...] unanſwerably vindicated this text from Mr. Baxters un­ſound ſenſe, as to the enquiring Reader by conſulting the places referred to, may clearly appear. And if Mr.  [...]axter reſts in his ſatisfaction, and ſtill will pertinaciouſly deſend his corrupt gloſs, 'tis not in our power to unharden him, we leave that to omnipotency.
The term  [...] holyners, as Mr. Tombs notes, is only found among Eccleſiaſtical writers; yet  [...] ſigni­fies to preſerve chaſtity, as St [...]phanus obſerves out of Demoſ­thenes  [...] where a P [...]ieſt of B [...]hus ſpeaks thus,  [...], that is, I am holy and pure from t [...]e company of man. And learned men tell us, that  [...], &c. Chaſt, Chaſtity, to be Chaſt, come from the root  [...], holy.
Holyneſs was predicated under the Law of the temple and its Ute [...]ſils, the City Jeruſaſem (called  [...], Math. 4.5. and 27.53.) of places, Math. 24.15. ſtand  [...], in the holy place, and divers other things. And in this very text the ſame holyneſs or ſanctification which is predi­cated of the Children, is predicated alſo of the unbelieving husband and wiſe: 2 for as it is ſaid of the Children they are holy, ſo of the unbelieving Yoke-fellow it is ſaid, they are ſanctified, that is in Engliſh, they are holy, and the words in the Greek are the very ſame: The verb  [...], be­ing the preter tenſe paſſive of the active  [...], which comes from the Root  [...] holy. And therefore there is as much holyneſs from this text to be aſcribed to the unbelie­ving husband or wiſe, as to the Children. And why the unbelieving husband or wiſe may not be therefore baptiſed and in Church too, as well as their Infants, this holyneſs being pleaded by Mr. Baxter to be ſederal, (though it be as clear as the Sun that the perſons Denominated holy were at that very time privative unbelievers and ſo cannot be ſaid to be ſoederally holy or ſanctyfied) is a queſtion worth the Reſolution of ſuch an Oedipus as himſelf. But in my opinion, he can never make any clean evaſion from this abſurdity. And if he can ſatisfie his Conſcience that this text is ſo plain to prove the federal holyneſs of the Children of believers, it is to me an Inſtance, that his Judgement is enſlaved by a peremptory and tenacious will. Now I apdeal [Page]to any conſiderate Reader whether there be any other holy­neſs meant in this text, but what may befall an unbeliever; for the unbelieving yokeſellow is ſanctified with this holy­neſs, though ſtill unbelieving. And as the word  [...], ſignifying proles, ſoholes, iſſue, or off-ſpring, extends it ſelf beyond Infants, to all Children, as Math. 15.16. Rom. 8.16. Math. 11.19. where the ſame word is uſed, ſo the word holy (as I ſaid before) being the ſame attributed to the Unbelieving husband or wife) is as applicable to a child of years, and not believing, as to an Unbelieving buſhand or wiſe. And of ſuch a holy child what great cauſe will there be to boaſt as a fit ſubject for Baptiſm? And whether ſuch a holyneſs be not ſo far from foederal, that it is purely Matri­monial and Civil, and oppoſed to that Uncleanneſs con­tracted by Cohabiting with ſtrange wives prohibited under the Law, is ſubmitted to the determination of the Judici­ous. Beſides I only add, that as the native ſcope and tendency of the text evidences the Holyneſs there to be only civil and Matrimonial, ſo we have ſome parallel places, as Mal. 2.15. 1 Theſ. 4.3, 4, 5. and Deut. 23.7. Mr. Baxter knows how  [...] holy, is rendred, and holyneſs is oppo­ſed to fornication, 1 Sam. 214, 5, 6.
Next Mr. Baxter tells us, that man muſt not teach God how to ſpeak, but carefully enquire, what he hath ſpoken — To which I willingly aſſent. And if Mr. Baxter had been ſo ſecurely modeſt and ſober, as to content himſelf with what was ſpoken to him by the Lord, and had not given his licentious Imagination ſo unbounded a ſcope, as to peſter the Nation with his confounding, unſcriptural legions of diſtinctions, and frivolous niceties with which his Polemicks are ſo ſtufft, he had done more ſervice, then the utmoſt exploits of his talking faculty will ever amount to.
Another of his Arguments he moulds into a Quere, thus; Do you think that Paul mentioneth that as agreat and comfor­table priviledge of believers which belongs to Heathens equal­ly with them?
Anſw. VVhere Paul uſeth that phraſe (viz a priviledge of believers) upon this account, or any words equipollent, I cannot find, Mr. Baxter quotes no Scripture for it. But I humbly conceive the queſtion needs a reſolution from himſelf; For the holyneſs in the text is indeed attributed to Heathens (for ſuch was the unbelieving yokefellow) as [Page]well as the children; and therefore 'tis his part to make it out ſuch a great and comfortable priviledge as he talks of. And the term Heathen is all one with Gentiles, contradiſtinct to Jews, the word  [...] ſignyfies both, Act. 4 25, 27.
Mr. Baxter goes on p. 9. and tells us, that being called to a Review, he remembers our Saviour himſelf was a Church­member in his Infancy, even the head (though he ſaid in his Plain Scriptare p. 62. that 'tis diſputable, whether ever Chriſt was a Church-member properly, or no) And if an Infant was capable of being the head, King, Prieſt, and Prophet, re­latively, though yet he had never ruled, ſacrificed, or taught, then there is nothing in the Infant age which maketh it unca­pable, of being members, ſubjects, and Diſciples of Chriſt.
Anſw. 1. This vain plea is already ſufficiently anſwered by Mr. Tombs. And to me what Mr. Baxter urges, ſeems to make more againſt, then for his Paedo baptiſm — For if Chriſt whoſe title to the headſhip of Churchmembers in his Inſancy was undoubted, was not for all that baptized till at age, to ſet a pattern for us in our approaches to that Ordinance; then certainly it is an audacious practiſe to bap­tize Infants, whoſe title to Churchmemberſhip and Diſciple­ſhip is impoſſible to be made out with parallel clearneſs, and that too, in expreſt diſſonancy to that great and moſt illuſtrious example of our Chriſtian Baptiſm.
2ly. To argue from Chriſts headſhip, that Children ſhould be baptized, is a meer non-ſequiter. Chriſt in his Infaney was head of the Church, but not in acts exercito; ſo for ought we know Infants may be members of his Myſtical hody, yet are no actual Diſciples, till they hear the Goſpel, and profeſs the faith. And inviſible Memberſhip, being uncertain to us, can be no ground for Baptiſm. Beſides, as Mr. Tombs ſays, by this Reaſoning, an Infant in the womb may be a viſi­ble member, becauſe then Chriſt was head of the Church, and an old man ſhould not be a member, for Chriſt was not an old man. And I may add, that Infants by this argument ſhould be Prophets, Prieſts, and Kings, in their Infancy, as well as Church-members, becauſe Chriſt was ſo. But Mr. Baxter will not be haſty to make this Concluſion.
Mr. Baxter queries, are not Infants members of other ſocieties? families? the Kings ſubjects? And why not Chriſts, as well as the Kings?
Anſw. So are Pagans Children, unbelievers Children, &c. [Page]members of Families, Kingdoms, &c. therefore they alſo by this Medium ſhould be Baptized.
2ly. There is a Characteriſtical mark that diſtinguiſhes the Church of Chriſt from all other ſocieties — It muſt conſiſt of viſible Saints, 1 Cor. 14.33. Act. 2.41.47. There muſt be a right diſpenſation of the word and Sacraments, Act. 2.41. Math. 28.19. From every member of this ſociety there is required a profeſſion of his faith, and a holy converſation, Act. 8.37. 1 Pet. 3 16, 17, Rom. 10.10. Math. 3.36. Act. 19.18. Now no Parity of Reaſon drawn from the Conſtitutions or practiſe of other ſocieties or corporations, is of any force to obtrude any Law upon this ſociety (ſo diſtinct from all o­thers) It muſt be governed by its own ſanctions, which are no where to be had, but in the word of G [...]d; From a cloſe conformity to which, no parallels framed by our carnall Reaſoning, muſt ſednce us.
In agreement to our definition of a viſible Church Mr. B. thus exprefies him ſelf in his Book of Bpatiſm, p 87. A ſelf ſociety of perſons ſeparated from the world, to God; or  [...], called out of the world, &c. And Dr. Featly, p. 4. A particular company of men profeſſing the Chriſtian ſaith, known by two marks, the ſincere preach­ing of the word, and due adminiſtration of the Sacraments. And how this Definition can agree to a ſociety, of which the Major part are ignorant Babes, let them judge.
Wollebius in his Compend. Theol. Edit. Cantabr. 1642. lib. 1. c. 25. p. 135. defines a viſible Church, Caetus hominum verbo & ſacramentis ad gratiae ſtatum vocatorum, a company of men and women called by the word and ſacraments to a ſtate of grace. This book is in great repute in the Univerfities, and commonly firſt read by young ſtudents in Divinity; and if we adhere to this definition, Infants are excluded, be­cauſe they are not called by the word to a ſtate of grace; And though the term (Sacraments) be redundant in the Defi­nition, yet 'tis certain Wollebius held, that the bare appli­cation of the Sacraments converts not to a ſtate of grace, but in conjunction with the effectual preaching of the word. And all Divines agree, that Eccleſia, a Church (coming of a Greek verb, that ſignifies evocare, to call from.) is Caetus hominum ex univerſo genere humano collectus ſeu evocatus per Evangelium, a company of people gathered or called from the univerſal race of mankind by the preaching of the Goſpel. And [Page]the greek is derived of the hebrew  [...] a congregation. He ſays p. 11. he could theeaſilier bear with our delay of ex­ternal Baptiſm, if we did not deny all Infants their part in the Covenant of life.
Anſw. That we deny all Infants their part in the Covenant of life is a falſe ſuggeſtion; we charitably hope (and our hope is built upon the free grace of God) that, though the Scriptures clearly reveal nothing of their ſalvation or Dam­nation; foraſmuch as none can be ſaved but by Chriſt, Act. 4.12. And that all are guilty of ſin. Rom. 5.14. Infants by the preſentment of the ſatisfaction of Chriſt are ſaved, the free gift coming upon all, Rom. 5.18.
Of this ſatisfaction there is a two-fold application, 1. by Faith, in the Adult. 2. without Faith, to dying Infants by vertue of the election and free grace of God. Rom. 11.7. & 5.18. And if we queſtion how Infants dying after Baptiſm are ſaved, we muſt have recourſe to this way, it being owned by Proteſtants, that Baptiſm doth not conſer grace, nor waſh away Original ſin: And if we determine nothing poſitively in this matter, Mr. Baxter ſhould not find fault with us, he telling us in his Chriſtian Directory, p 821. That almoſt all Infants caſes are to us obſcure.
He ſays p. 12. That we lay ſuch grounds as deſtroy and ex­clude them by a ſentence of damnation: becauſe if we add them not to the Church, we exclude them from ſalvation.
Anſw. This language is ſpoke without book. We limit not ſalvation to the pale of the Church, as this Dictator doth. We have no rule to add any to our Churches, but ſuch whoſe profeſſions give us ground to Judge that they belong to the Lord, being Converted. We paſs no ſuch damnable ſentence upon any that are not joyned to us; we hope the beſt; and our judgement, we paſs (when called to it) according to appearance; de non apparentibus & de non exiftentibus tadem eſt ratio, Is the language of the Schools.
2ly. This is Mr. Baxters own harſh Divinity, to deſtroy and exclude Multitudes of Infants by a ſentence of Damnati­on, when he holds that the vaſt progeny of ſuch as are (in his conceit) unbelievers. have no right to the Baptiſmal Cove­nant, and Church memberſhip, and conſequently (according to his Doctrine) are not of Chriſts Church or body, and therefore he is not their Saviour Let him tremble at this dreadful conceit
[Page]
Hhis talk that they may viſibly belong to the Kingdom of God or ſatan, is a meer fancy. For Infants are neither in Gods nor the Devils viſible Kingdom, till they declare by their pro­feſſions to whom they belong viſibly. Every Infant is in the inviſible Kingdom of God or Satan, that is, elect or repro­bate; yet no child till he make profeſſion doth viſibly belong to the one, or to the other. We have no Warrant to take cognizance of them as in the one or the other viſibly, but as at years they viſibly appear to cleave to either. None are viſibly Satans ſubjects, but the Children of diſobedience in whom he works, Eph. 2.2. Such are not Infants viſibly. And none are Chriſts Diciples, Subjects or Servants, but ſuch as obey him, Rom. 6.16. His Servants are ye to whom ye obey, &c. 1 John 3.10. In this the Children of God are manifeſt, and the Children of the Devil, whoſoever doth not Righteouſneſs, is not of God, neither he that loveth not his Brother.
But I ask Mr. Baxter in whoſe viſible Kingdom are Be­lievers Infants before Baptiſm. If he ſay in the Devils; then he is guilty of the ſame execrable Doctrine he charges upon us. If he ſay they are in Chriſts viſible Kingdom be­fore Baptiſm, viz. his viſible Church, as Mr. Baxter himſelf calls it, Review p. 12. Then how can they be ſaid to be ad­mitted by Baptiſm? Is it not non-ſenſe to ſay, it enters them into a ſtate they were in before? To let one into a Room, when he is already there, is impoſſble. Nor will the diſ­tinction of compleat and incompleat member ſerve Mr. Baxters men, or members in f [...]eri and imperfectly, as he ſtiles unbapti­zed Infants, Chriſtian Directory p. 806. ſince according to his own maximes, an incompleat member has only jus adrem, non in re; ad Eccleſiam, non in Eccleſia. A title to, not a ſtanding in the Church.
But if they be compleat or perfect members after Baptiſm, why have they not the ſupper and other Ordinances of the Church adminiſtred to them? If they be ſtill incompleat, as before Baptiſm; What benefit have they by Baptiſm, being as lame Members after as before it.
Now as Mr. B. was told, he muſt hold two firſt entrances into the viſible Church, viz. Natural-birth and Baptiſm; of elſe he muſt hold that Baptiſm is not the firſt entrance: Or elſe that Believers Infants are not entred; and if not ſo not in the viſible Church before Baptiſm. If he ſays the firſt, he, [Page]contradicts all he ſays of entring the viſible Church in his Plea againſt the ſeekers, p. 343. If the ſecond, He contradicts all he ſays of Baptiſm's being the only entrance: If the third then of theſe two things he muſt neceſſarily ſay one, viz, Either all the Infants of believers that die (before their viſi­ble entrance into the viſible Church by Baptiſm, are dam­ned without hope — (which he dares not aver if he be a Proteſtant) or elſe that they may be in a ſtate of Salvation and yet not be viſible Members of the Church; let him avoid this if he can. And doth not this ſame Mr. Baxter tell us in his firſt Book of Baptiſm p 72. That it is not the denyal of Baptiſm directly, that leaveth Infants in the viſible King­dom of the Devil. And if he ſtill holds this for a truth, how can he honeſtly exclaim againſt us at this rate, as if our denyal of Baptiſm to them, had damned them all.
The text Act. 2.47. That God added to the Church ſuch as ſhould be ſaved, is not (as he falſly imagines) to be underſtood of all or only ſuch, but only ſuch men, and women (not ſuch Infants) as ſhould be ſaved.
The impartial conſideration of this, makes his loud talk about our placing all Infants Unbaptized in the Kingdom of the Devil, an empty jangle. And if Mr Baxter thinks in­deed that all unbaptized Infants are under that unmercyful and too cruel Character; and that the meer act of external Baptiſm tranſlates them to the Kingdom of Chriſt, in hold­ing the firſt he dreadfully preaches Millions of poor harmleſs ſouls to Hell — And in holding the ſecond, he aſcribes more to Baptiſm, then ever God did (viz. that it procures ſalvati­on, and differs in nothing from the blaſphemous feats aſ­cribed by the Pope to his opus oparatum) Mr. Baxter gives a­nother argument why upon his Review he ſees cauſe to plead a freſh for his Infant Baptiſm, and that is the Baptizing of houſholds.
Anſw. This argument is over and over anſwered. And is it not ſtrange that the word (houſhold) in thoſe few places mentioned muſt include Infants, when Baptiſm is ſpoken of: but when the paſſover is ſpoken of, then Infants are ex­cluded, becauſe elſe we ſhall argue from thence to their eating the Supper, as they from Circumciſion to their Baptiſm? Do not theſe men force that ſignification upon words that beſt ſerve their turn?
2ly. There is no probability that Lydia had a husband, or [Page]Children, or ſhe may be an ancient widdow, and her chil­dren (if ſhe had any) grown up. In Act. 16.40. we read, that thoſe in her houſe were capable of conſolation. 2. The Jaylors family believed. Act. 16.34. (3.) The houſhold of Stephanus addicted themſelves to the Miniſtry of the Saints, 1 Cor. 16.15. (4.) Criſpus believed in God with all his houſe, — Therefore there were no Infants, Act. 18.8. We read of no more Baptized houſholds in Scripture. Narciſſus and Ariſtobulus houſholds are urged by ſome; but there is no mention of houſhold in the Greek; but it may be Friends or Kindred, Rom. 16.10, 11.  [...].
Reader, I ſhould weary thee and my ſelf, if I ſhould run over the long-winded Repetitions of Mr. Baxter in this Re­view. What I ſaid already if well weighed, Anſwers his tedi­ous talk in the ſucceeding pages. And I think my time more worth then to waſt it in diſproving naked dictates. What becomes of Heathens dying Infants, is known only to God, and it is no better then ſinful curioſity to be wrang­ling, and too confidently obtruding our conceptions about ſuch unrevealed matters. 'Tis certainly the ſafeſt way to be ſober, and advance no further in ſuch queſts, then the Scripture guides. We have enough revealed to employ our ſtudies upon, and make us wiſe to ſalvation, 2 Tim. 3.15.
To enervate our Plea for non-Baptiſing Infants, viz. the want of Scripture preſident or grecept, he propound a queſtion to us, thus. There is no Scripture-preſident for Baptizing Kings (he might add Coblers too) muſt none there­fore be Baptized?
Anſw. This is a gravelling quere he thinks. But we find Scrip­ture preſident for Baptizing men and women. And in my Judgement Kings and Queens, and Coblers alſo, are men and women.
He ſays p. 17. The Scripture tells us not all that was done, but all that muſt be done. VVe grant it — And if the Scrip­ture tells us all that muſt be done, and we find not a ſyllable there of Infant Baptiſm; is it not very injurious to blame us for renouncing ſuch a practice as we find no warrant for? This very man tells us, pl. Script. p. 301. That he finds it a hard Controverſy to prove Infant Baptiſm, it is ſo dark in the Scripture — And More Proofs p. 219. That it hath con­ſiderable difficulties, and that his proofs are not ſo clear as[Page]every good man can perceive — And yet he has publiſhed a Book Intituled, plain Scripture-proof for Infant Baptiſm — ſtrange conſidence, and Contradiction!
But now he produces (as he tells us,) a full command for Infant Baptiſm, Math. 28.19. becauſe Nations muſt be Bapti­zed.
Anſw. VVhat ſhall we ſay to men whoſe Judgements are fore ſtalled by a darling error? I need not add much to diſprove this, but referr the Reader to our Books where this text is vindicated from Mr. Baxters ſenſeleſs gloſs. Nations are to be diſcipled, and ſo Baptized, Certainly the Pronown [then] governed by the participle [Baptizing] can poſſibly relate to no other Subſtantive, then the Perſons commanded before to be taught. For as Dr. Holmes truly tells us p. 7. 'tis not the Nations in groſs. For then, all muſt be Baptized, if the word Nation univerſally taken doth there denote the Sub­jects of Baptiſm. But 'tis the Nations with reſtriction, that is, ſuch as are diſcipled by teaching, and no more, that are commanded to be baptized. And if this be not the ſenſe, they muſt baptize them in the lump, Heathens, Unbelievers, Profeſſors Infants, and all, and that whether they would be baptized or nor. Let Mr Baxter conſider what a full command he hath met with for his practice.
Mr. Baxters further talk about Infants being Diſciples, and his parity of Reaſon from their being the Kings Subjects; Ergo, why not Chriſts, I look upon as frivolous. His frequent urge­ing the parents Faith to be the ground of their Baptiſm, and that the Parents will go for theirs in conſenting, ſhall be anſ­wered in the words of a learned Doctor.
If they have imputative faith, ſo let the Sacrament be too; that is, if they have the Parents faith, or the Churches, then ſo let Baptiſm be imputed to them by derivation from them, and as in their mothers womb, and while they hang on their mother breaſts, they live upon their mothers nouriſhments; ſo they may upon the Baptiſm of their parents or their mother the Church; For ſince faith is neceſſary to the ſuſception of Baptiſm (and they themſelves confeſs it by ſtriving to find out new kinds of Faith to daub the matter up) ſuch as the Faith, ſuch muſt be the Sacrament; for there is no proportion betwen an actual Sacrament, and an Imputative faith; this being an immediate and neceſſary order to that. And whatſoever can be ſaid to take of the [Page]neceſſity of actual faith, all that and much more may be ſaid to excuſe from the actual ſuſception of Baptiſm, &c. And a little further he adds — That if baptiſm be neceſſa­ry to the ſalvation of Infants (as the Fathers of old, and the Church of Rome and England ſince) [yea and Mr. Baxter too] upon whom is the impoſition laid? to whom is the Command given? to the Parents, or the Children? Not to the Parents; for then God hath put the ſalvation of innocent babes into the power of others; and Infants may be damned for their parents careleſneſs or malice. It follows that it is not neceſſary at all to be done unto them, to whom it cannot be preſcribed as a Law, and in whoſe behalf it cannot be reaſonably intruſt­ed to others, with the appendant neceſſity: And if it be not neceſſary, it is certain it is not reaſonable, and moſt certain it is no where in terms preſcribed. And there­fore it is preſumed that Baptiſm ought to be underſtood and adminiſtred according as other precepts are, with refe­rence to the capacity of the ſubject, and the reaſonable­neſs of the thing.
 And again — If any man runs for ſuccour to that ex­ploded Cresphugeton, that Infants have faith, or any other inſpired habit of I know not what, and how; we deſire no more advantage in the world, then that they are conſtrain­ed to anſwer, without Revelation, againſt Reaſon, common ſenſe, and all the experience in the world. Haec ille.

Reader, I take Mr. Baxters Review hitherto to be ſhewed vain, and his ground for Paedo-baptiſm to be very weak and frivolous. He comes next p. 20 to add and enlarge upon 4 particulars, and thoſe ſubdivided into many others, which comprehend the reſt of the Review.
1. The benefits of Infant Baptiſm — And I think moſt of the benefits he enumerates he learnt of the Pope.
2. The evils that follow not baptizing them. Theſe are meer whimſies of his own making, not worth a ſerious Readers patience. I willingly paſs them, there is nothing argumen­tative in them, therefore no need of a Reply.
3. The ſins we would draw men to by rejecting it — And here he is very fruitful, he finds them to be no leſs then 15. And all without Proof; therefore I paſs them with a naked Negation, which is ever as valid, as a naked aſſertion.
By way of digreſſion, before he comes to the fourth parti­cular, [Page]Mr. Baxter quarrels with Mr. Hutchinſon for deſiring him to repent of his abſurd poſition of a Baptiſmal Covenant of grace running in a fleſhly line, and ſeems to deny that ever he uſed ſuch a phraſe, but if he remembers himſelf, he uſes the words [baptiſmal Covenant] frequently, as More Proofs, p. 198. 224. 238. even in this Review p. 3. & 38. And ſeveral other places. And doth he not call that Covenant, a Covenant of grace through all his writings? If that be not his meaning, why doth he not tell us what other Covenant he means? And doth he not as confidently affirm, that that Baptiſmal Covenant of grace is convey'd to the Children by their believing parents? And is not that a running in a fleſhly line, and in his conceit hereditary? if ſo, what reaſon has he to exclaim, as if that were charged upon him, which he holds not? Doth he not call our Diſpute againſt this conceit, a Hectoring men out of their Inheritances, Review p. 34? which fully explains what Covenant he means: it ſeems he dares not own his opinion, when ſtated in the proper terms, but would mince it into a more diſguiſed and ſpecious Phraſe, to impoſe with the more artifice upon his credulous can  [...] But let them take warning (if they be wiſe) not to take ſuch rotten precepts of men, for Goſpel, though ſet off in plauſible language by ſuch a man of tongue.
The reſt of his talk better deſerves thoſe titles of ſuper­cilious, and inſulting, and Rhetorical invective canting, &c. which he beſtows upon his admoniſher, then the Letter ſent him.
4. At laſt he comes to the 4 particular, containing 13. other particulars, which he ſays he might be ſeduced into, if he had owned Anabaptiſm. Anſw. But that (as Mr. Eyres ſaid long ago) it is too well known that Mr. Baxters tongue is no ſlander, I would particularly demonſtrate, either thoſe evils he inſinuates us to be guilty of, and led unto by our principle, are none of ours; and that through grace we are kept from ſuch opinions or practiſes; (as our publick Confeſſions and Converſations are ample teſtimonies of) and which none but a man of Calumny would charge us with. But in the conſciences of all ſober diſſenters we queſtion not but we ſhall be freed from an imputation uttered in heat, and that looks with ſuch an aſpect as if meer malice had given it birth.
And as theſe particulars are the meer product of that [Page] peeviſhneſs and anger he is commonly in, when he corrects theſe bauling and Crying Children, as he calls us, More Proofs p. 2. 3. and ſo ſcarce worth our notice; ſo I obſerve he bleſſes God for delivering him from ſome things, which yet he was foully guilty of; as the 3. particular, viz. A proud overvaluing of his own opinion, &c. And the 4. viz. having a hand in all the turnings and overturnings; ſettings up, and pulling down; praying, and unpraying, owning and diſowning; bloody days; and thanksgiving for them, &c. And that in a more notorious degree then any of the perſons he accuſes, as is already to his ſhame made out from his own pen. So that I could retort theſe particulars almoſt generally upon him; for he deſerves much of that Cha­racter he vainly boaſts he is free from, but ſuch applications we find by experience do him little good, and therefore at preſent I ſpare him.
And whether he be not fallen point-blank into his 9. particular, viz. That when once prepoſſeſſion, prejudice and In­tereſt of Reputation had ingaged him in ſo bad a cauſe (as Infant Sprinkling) he ſtudied all that he could rak [...] together to main­tain it, and to have ſtretched all his wits to have oppoſed all that is brought againſt it, &c. let his Conſcience deter­mine.
I deſire the Reader to note, that it any paſſages of his are paſt without Animadverſion, they are either ſuch things as are largely confuted already, or elſe apparently frivolous; and ſo not worth mine nor the Readers time.

A Poſtſcript to Mr. Richard Baxter, ſhew­ing the Ʋanity and Equivocation of his Return to Mr. Danvers his Third Reply.
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Sir,

THat worthy perſon at whoſe Invitation you ſay you pub­liſhed your Review being now with the Lord; And your accoſting Mr. Danvers ſo Cowardly (when, I verily believe, you knew him to be under ſuch Circumſtances as neceſſarily obliged him then to wave further conteſt with you) are two motives to qualifie your wonder at my appear­ing in both their vindications. And I aſſure you I know no cauſe of repentance for the undertaking, unleſs my diſabi­lity in defending them, renders it not ſo compleatly done as their own (more able) pens might have done it. Therefore Sir, notwithſtanding the hazard I undergo of being branded with thoſe r [...]aiting Epithetes you diſpence with great freedom amongſt your Monitors, I will make bold to tell you, that it were more ſafe for you to have returned a private anſwer to that private Letter of Mr. Hutchinſons, and have performed your promiſe of ſilence to Mr. Danvers, then in the firſt to expoſe your ridiculous thread-bare Plea to a new ſcanning, and in the Second to give a notable Inſtance, that you are like that pompious Cardinal, that would not be a ſlave to his word.
Your general exclamations againſt Mr. Danvers; your charging him with ſtrange heaps of untruths (without any Reply to his demonſtrative and large defence, and taking no notice of the groſs falſhoods he proved you guilty of, and his delineating you in your ſeveral true ſhapes and colours, that your diſguiſe may no longer delude us) will ſcarce paſs for Oracles, with ſuch as know that ſuch language is become a Second nature in you. Sir, I am ſatisfied theſe things are evidenced to your juſt conviction, elſe you, being ſuch a pro­ficient in the talking faculty, and one that can Hector it at ſuch a rate in more minute and unneceſsary wranglings, would let us here on't on both ears. But ſince you are ſilenced in ſuch matters as evidence your tongue to be no ſlander, we need ſay but little more.
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Are not you the man who without the leaſt reverence or regard to truth, had the boldneſs to publiſh to the world, in your Key to Oath. p. 312, &c. That Sir H. V. was a Papiſt, and a Jeſuite, and had brought his wicked and corrupt opi­nions from Italy, and how the Papiſts were ſtrong in Eng­land under his ma [...]k; And that he had his hand in chief in the Kings death. And that notwithſtanding your many Reproofs for thoſe horrid and notorious Forgeries and ſlanders, and the many calls given you to repentance, and ſatisfaction, for ſuch impieties, yet have not you hardned your ſelf againſt all admonition therein to this day? as though your tongue and pen was your own, to uſe how you pleaſed againſt any man.
Are not you the man who accuſed that worthy and Learn­ed Mr. Bagſhaw of eighty untruths in the compaſs of a few pages? when ſcarce one could be made appear with any demonſtration.
And if you ſuffer your milk to boyle over at ſuch a rate, and be ſo laviſh with a ſlanderous tongue and pen againſt others, have we not cauſe to conclude your clamorous and rayling out cries and invectives againſt Mr. D. to be of the ſame ſtamp, eſpecially ſince you pleaſe only to give us your own word for them.
Do not you tell us p. 47. That you had detected volumi­nous untruths in Mr. D's former Book, and p. 49. That the very firſt Paragraph of the latter hath more then one or two lies in it. And yet neither ſhew the inſufficiency of his defence to the former, nor give the leaſt demonſtration of the latter;  [...]nd is not this a very convincing way, and who but Mr. B. think you, appropriateth to himſelf ſuch medi­ums.
But leſt you ſhould be thought wholly ſilent as to parti­culars, you are pleaſed to condeſcend to give us one parti­cular inſtance wherein Mr. D. has not anſwered your charge telling us p. 48. His accuſation of the Novatians the neither defendeth (that you ſee) nor confeſſeth to be aſlander, but ſilently paſſeth all the matter by. And is not this very ſtrange that you ſhould ſo punctually call him to an account for this one, being in ſo great an Arreare with him, there being ſo many Forgeries and falſhoods of farr greater mo­ment he hath laid at your Door, which you have nei­ther confeſſed nor defended. But what cauſe you had [Page]to fall upon him for this ſuppoſed omiſſion let the Reader judge.
For Mr. D's having in his 2 Reply in anſwer to you defend­ed [the Donatiſts, ſome of his witneſſes] againſt your cavils, whom he had in ſeveral particulars made to appear to have been one in principall with the Novatians, as Treat. p. 223, &c. And 1. Reply p 1 [...]6. Doth in p. 49. 2. Reply, tells us in there Lords. And that the Novatians were the ſame with the  [...] ways doubt from the Reaſons, before ex­preſſed grone of which you refutes) and to which I ſhall add, what  [...] in Gabriel Prateolus de vit. ſict. con­cerning the Novations p. 123. viz. That they affirmed Infants did not ſtand in need [...], Baptiſm; Infantes non egere Baptiſmo.
And if this be neither to defend nor confeſs, but to paſs over all the matter in ſilence, will eaſ [...]ly be determined.
You come on afreſh to excuſe your ſlander of Naked dipping, About naked dip­ping. and tell us, that it was not the way of moſt of them when you wrote that Book; And that you heard of none of thoſe few that for any conſiderable time continued it. Sir, this condems you notoriouſly, that not­withſtanding you knew it was not the way of moſt, you ſhould yet charge it to be their ordinary practiſe in indefinite and Univerſal terms; which no Reader could underſtand other­wiſe, then that it was the generall way of all Anabaptiſts, and the ratifie becauſe you thereupon levey your Arguments againſt Anabaptiſty it ſelf for the breach of the 6. and 7. Commandments charging Murder and Adubery upon it; and I obſerve your craft in ſtuffing in the Quakers quaking, &c. as parallel Caſes, to make the Reader think the matter of equal probability. But Sir, I am ſatisfied your conſcience knows (and it is evident enough to others) that you only delude the world by your ſimiliturdes; there being not the leaſt colour of proof, or ſhadow of evidence (nor ſcarce ſame which you call a lyar) to be produced that ever any ſuch pra­ctiſe hath been amongſt us. The Quakers having not only own'd their quaking in Print, but thouſands of eye witneſſes in readineſs to atteſt the ſame (it denied by them;) whereas neither word nor witneſs can be produced for Anabaptiſts naked dipping. And you are not ignorant, that Samuel Fiſher in that Book of his (recommended by you,) did upon your firſt broaching of this ſlander (challenge all the world to bring fofth any one faithful witneſs to confirm the ſame) if [Page]they could. Therefore for ſhame go not about to palliate ſo wretched a miſreport, and ſpend no more of your learned non-ſenſe to extricate your ſelf. But rather honeſtly repent that ever you broacht it.
You would now alter the ſtate of the queſtion p. 50 which it ſeems muſt be not whether you reported ſuch  [...]thing? (that's too evident to be cluded) nor whether it was true? (this too, to your ſhame, is made our to be your lye) But, whether you did well, or ill to believe it. And you tell us you would disbelieve it, but you cannot.
To the queſtion as you now ſtate it. I hope an anſwer from your own pen will be ſatisfactory. It is in your Chriſtian Directory p 156. Fame is too ordinary a lyar, and they ſhall be lyars who will be its meſſengers, &c. And a little further you thus expreſs your ſelf — If you know  [...] not to be true, or that there be not ſufficient evidence to prove it, you are guilty of lying and ſlandering Interpretatively; though it ſhould be true, becauſe it might have been a lye for ought you know; more of this Mr. Danvers quotes 2 Reply p. 118. worth your notice, though you ſuperciliouſly ſlight it. Pray conſider a­nother Anſwer to your queſtion Exod 23 1.
You ſay you are not able to dis believe it — What are you indeed hardned in your unbelief? can neither Scripture, no­torious evidence, nor your own pen convince you, that you ought not only to dis believe, but alſo repent for falſe re­port, which you have no other ground for but that fame which you call a lyer? If you be ſuch conviction proof, your caſe is deſperate.
But Sir, you pretended you had more then common fame for your report. Your very words are p 131. plain Script. We diſpute not againſt bare words, but experiences and known practices; For their naked dipping is a known thing, and the wickedneſs that hath followed on ſome, and that ſome have dyed on't. And to excuſe this you tell us p. 53. Review That you never alledged your own experience — But Sir this will not excuſe you from the ſentence your own tongue paſſes upon you, viz. That you are a lying Meſſenger of lying ſame, and lying reporters. For you put the queſtion Chriſt. Direct. p. 156. How know you whether the thing reported is true? Is it only becauſe a credible perſon ſpoke it? But how did that perſon know it to be true? might not he take it upon truſt as well as you? and might he not think a perſon to be credible [Page]that is not? And how commonly doth faction, intereſt, paſſion, or credulity make the perſon incredible in one thing, who is credible in another? &c. Can you avoid this condemnation from your own mouth, having pronounced your ſelf an in­terpretative lyar? if not, bluſhing more becomes you, then to waſt more Ink in palliating ſo pilpable a falſhood.
You ſay, you are paſt doubt that you have read of their Bapti­zing naked in Forreign writers, p. 53. But what then? was not your calumny of Engliſh Anabaptiſts? and muſt Forreign writers be believed by you (when yet you can produce none) againſt known practice at home.? I am weary of fur­ther expoſing ſo temerarious an accuſer.
But what need I ſay any more hereto, ſince Mr. D. has in ſo many particulars (in his 3. Reply) ſo ſubſtantially de­tected your falacy and falſhood herein, diſcovering that all your endeavours to extricate your ſelf, has but involved you into ſurther guilt.
Therefore Sir, ſuffer me in conjunction with your other Monitors, earneſtly to exhort you to Review & lay to heart this your ſlanderous way of writing, and be prevailed with once in your life to retract ſome of your bad, and particular­ly, amongſt other of your calumnies, let not your ſlanderous Reviling of the Vaniſts and Anabaptiſts be forgotten by you. And in the mean time, that you'l ceaſe juſtifying or palliating ſuch impieties which will do nothing but inhance your reckoning in the day of Accompt.
You come next to avoid, About his Paper left with the Clerk. as well as you can, the uſe made of the paper leſt with the Clerk — telling us, the motive of it was your pitty to two Pariſhes, containing a million of ſouls (conſider whether you are not out in your Arithmetick) of which not above ſixty thouſand can bear in the Pariſh Churches, which induced you to be as buſie in propagating the Goſpel near Whitehall, as the Jeſuites (you ſay) to their juſt praiſe are in America.
Whatever your motives were, God and your own heart knows. But in my opinion you have fitted your ſelf ad a­muſſim with parallel preachers, your juſtly praiſed Jeſaites. For you have taken much pains to preach their Goſpel, as ſeveral learned pens have made out.
You tell us the ſubſtance of your declarations, viz. That you did not meet to worſhip God with any other manner of worſhip, then what is according to the Liturgy and practiſe of [Page]the Church of England, and though you did not read your ſelf, but another did [...]t, it was becauſe you were not able; which if you were, you would do it.
Anſw. Mr. Danvers charges no more upon you, then what you confeſs here, viz. Your profeſſion of Conformity to the Liturgie and practice of the Church of England.
2. You would evade this by telling us, that he that ſaith the Lords Prayer, doth not uſe another manner of worſhip then the Church; but I appeal to your conſcience, whether by the words of your declaration you would not have the Conforming party underſtand, that by your Reading you meant the Common-prayer-book? if ſo, is it not wretched equivocation, and do you think God will be ſerved with ſuch deluding reſervations? And whether you did not pen your declaration in ſuch ambiguous and equivocal terms, as on the one hand to blind the Conformiſts, & make them think you theirs; ſo on the other hand, to excuſe your ſelf to the Non-conſormiſts, by telling them, you meant the Reading the Scriptures? and ſo cunningly play an Ambi­dexter in Divinity.
And ſo your reading ſome part of the Scriptures, it may be the Lords prayer, ten Commandments, Epiſtle and Goſpel for the day, &c. (as that once in Buckinghamſhire,) may ſerve to elude the Conformiſts, becauſe read out of the Common Prayer Book, but if taken notice on by a Nonconformiſt, then it was only reading the Scripture, not Common Prayer. And for obſerving hereof, you ſo violently fly in the face of Mr. D.
You tell us, you are not able to read your ſelf. But what? why Reader, if thou art a Conformiſt, he means Common prayer, but then he could hear it read well enough. If thou art a Non conformiſt, he means the Scripture. But Sir, are you not able to read the Scriptures? Can you have leaſure and ability to write voluminous Directories, Bodies of Divinity, Ca­tholick Theologies, and no time nor leaſure to read the Scrip­ture? It ſeems your Divinity is no Scripture Divinity.
As for your talk of a conſiderable part of the writing being left out, I muſt profeſs I cannot believe you, & my increduli­ty is grounded upon firmer evidence, then your flander of naked dipping; if you deſire to know it, 'tis like you may. The matter of fact charged, your own pen acknowledges; which at preſent is enough.
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You ſay you are no greater adverſary to the Liturgy then Mr. Hilderſham, Knowſtubs, Ball, Bradſhaw, Paget, and Mr. Gifford were.
Anſw. What adverſaries they were to is I have not lea­ſure to examine. But I know what adverſary you have been to it I can to refreſh your Memory tell you, that.
In your Book dedicated to Rich. Cromwell Protector, Prief. p. 17. you ſaid, that moſt that are ſerious in practical Chriſti­anity, were againſt ſuch formal ways of worſhip — And the ſpirit of prophaneſs comply'd with it, &c. — p. 36. you ſaid, Engliſh Epiſcopacy gratified the Devil and wicked men — that the rabble of ignorant perſons, worldlings, Drankards, Haters of Godlyneſs, were very Zealous for them, &c. p. 3 [...]8. you called the Church of England, the ſink of all the other Churche, in England. The Biſhops Government, you called Ceremoni­ous impoſitions, Uſa pation, and pretended Office, Firſt diſp. p. 457.
Have you not ſaid in your Savoy Conference, of which you are ſaid to be the Penman (but certainly you were an approver, if not the  [...] that t [...]  [...]e are no Records of known credit for any  [...] for the firſt 3 [...]0 years. p. 11. And have you not given 60 exceptions againſt it, of which ſome were, that it  [...] little from the Romiſh form [...], p.  [...]. part 1. That it Unites only in a dead Religion, p. 23. That a Coat may be made for the Moon, as well as a Liturgy framed, ſuited ſufficiently to the variety of places, times, ſubjects, &c. p 55?
And this is the friend ſhip you expreſt to the Liturgy, and the Biſhops when you were in your higheſt elevation. But now you complement them by the titles of the Right Reverend Fathers in God, &c. in the Account of the Savey Conference.
As to Mr. D. leaving out any part of the Paper, was not your exception, but for his groſly falſifying it, and which your own Book ſeller at firſt told me was reſpecting the alteration of that clauſe, viz. I would accordingly read the ſame, For I would accordingly read my ſelf, and which Mr. D. rectified by a copy affirmed to be from the Originall in the Clerks hand, and with all the little cauſe given you thereby for ſo ſevere a Remark; and doubtleſs had there been any ſuch groſs falſiſication, or any conſiderable clauſe left out, we ſhould have heard of it in words at length before this.
Sir, Your diſeaſe ſeems to me to be the more incurable, [Page]in that you have turned ſcorner ſince your admonition, Mr. Danvers in his 2. Reply gave you a very demonſtrative one, and which I ſuppoſe you can find no equivocations to ſhift off (which is wonderful) therefore you take no notice of it: But you ſay, you will hear ſome Scriptures he ſends you to. And you draw ſuch mock-conſequences from them, as if they were not pertinent to your caſe. But if you pleaſe, I'le give my ſelf the trouble to draw conſequences more pat from them and leave you to apply them.
2 Cor. 6.4, 5, 6. Paul exhorts the Corinthians to approve themſelves Miniſters of God, in much patience, afflictions, neceſſities, diſtreſſes &c. Ergo ſay you, Did R. B. do ill to come out of the Goal, when he was put in? or not put himſelf in again? p. 61. No Sir, that's not the right Ergo: but Ergo R B. did ill to ſlink his neck out of the Collar, and inveigble a poor Country Miniſter in to ſuffer for him in the common Goal  [...] For I very well remember, that gi­ving that Country Miniſter, (that was clapt upt in your ſtead) aviſit in the Gate-houſe; he ſlewed me a copy of the Warrant by vertue of which he was taken [...] which was againſt Richard Pa [...]ter of the pariſh of St. Giles, but when they ſound you were withdrawn, they blotted out your name, and interlined your Deputy-ſufferers name juſt over it And if you have not reimburs'd his charges, 'tis juſt you ſhould.
2. The ſecond text is Act. 20 1 [...], 1 [...], 13. Paul preach­ed till break of day &c. Ergo, ſay you, R B. ſhould not preach in the Country; you deny the Conſequence, adding that per­haps Mr. Danvers meant (as 'tis like he did) Act. 21.13. Paul was ready to be bound or die at Jeruſalem — Ergo ſay you, R. B. did ſin in a voiding it oft before. &c. — Whether this conſequence be applicable to you I ſhall not now diſ­pute: but I may ſafely draw this conſequence, Ergo R. B. ſhould not avoid preaching in the City to inſnare another, nor avoid being bound to bind another.
3. The third is Matt. 10.38. He that taketh rot his Croſs and followeth me, is not worthy of me: Ergo, you ſay, R. B. muſt make his own Croſs, or ſins in avoiding it; or muſt  [...]o into a priſon to a void preaching — But you miſs the right Ergo here too: For it ſhould b [...], Ergo R.B. ſhould not make a Croſs for another, nor make another go to priſon to hinder him from preaching. Your phraſe of pleaſing his ſpleen [Page]in preſerring a priſon before a Pulpit, reliſhes your Gall Mary have choſen a ſtation in a priſon, before ſuch a Pulpit as you tell us is near a kin to an Ale-houſe or Tavern, p. 113. Grotian Religion or Augean ſtable, which none but ſuch a Hercules as you, would undertake to mundifie
4. The fourth is John 10.12.13. The hireling ſeeth the Woolf coming, leaveth the ſheep, &c. Here you make no Ergo's, but ſay you are no hireling. But Sir, the Ergo that ſhould follow this, ſhould be; that if you have a Meeting houſe built at the great expence of others, and undertake to preach in it: Ergo, you ſhould not upon the notice of danger, trepan another to undergo the impriſonment due to you, and ſlily march off, under the pretence of Country air.
And for your ſaying, you are not ſo much as the Paſtor of any Flock, It may not be un-worthy the enquiry how you came to be abſolved from your Paſtorall charge of your Flock at Kidderminſter, once owned to be committed to you by Chriſt, (viz. thoſe in that Pariſh who gave an account of their faith and good life to you, and thereupon admitted by you to the Lords Supper) and whether that is a relati­on holding good only in fair weather, or to be plaid faſt and looſe with at leaſure.
5 The laſt is Matt 2 [...].2, 3, 4. They bind heavy burders grievious to be horne; and lay them on mens ſhoulders, but they themſelves will not move them with one of their ſingers, &c. Ergo you ſay, R. B. ſhould not preach in the pariſh Churches; or ſhould bind heavy burdens for himſelf — No Sir, that Conſequence is not in the premiſſes. But Ergo R. B ſhould not when he builds a Meeting-place, preach there only in calm weather, but rather their (when danger comes) others ſhould bare the burden of the affliction (viz impriſonment in the Gate-houſe) upon their — ſhoulders, R. B. himſelf ſhould put in his little ſinger (of equal fortitude it ſeems with a­nothers ſhoulder) and move off the burden himſelf. Or Ergo, if R. B. has no mind to be priſoner, he ſhould not ſubtilly draw in others, that perhaps have no more ſtomach to the entertainment there then himſelf.
Sir, you have long abuſed the world, too apt of it ſelf to receive opinions upon the bare (though miſtaken) reputati­on, of ſuch voluminous triflers as you. And I am perſwaded ſeveral of your proſelites have ſuckt in your corrupt Notions, [Page](without any ſerious examination of your reaſons) meerly becauſe you ſaid ſo. And therefore what Dr. Pierce, Dr. Tully, Mr. Crandon, Mr. Danvers, Mr. Bagſhaw, and ſeveral other learned men have writ to detect your corruptions, is, in my judgement, very good ſervice; that you may not under your diſguiſe of piety, learning, and purity, longer infect the Nation with that dangerous leaven your books a­bound with. And if men will ſtill, after ſuch fair warning, make you the Oracle of their Divinity, let them blame them­ſelves only if they find the effects of it malignant and perillous.
'Tis like you can write another Book (at leaſt a Poſtſcript) if you be in the humor, to conſute all we ſay; and that you'l call what I ſay to you, Quaker-like oratory and obteſtations, and that 'tis in hypocriſie (as you tell Mr. Hutchinſon, though you boldly aſſume a prerogative, that belongs not to you, of judging the heart) and 'tis probable you'l ſtill out-face Mr. Danvers his large Demonſtrations, with Poſtſcripts containing general exclamations and dictates, and belike you think your ipſe dixit is of as uncontroll'd authority as that of Pytha­goras — But Sir, 'tis my preſent intention to give you leave to talk, till you talk your ſelf quiet: for there's no gaping againſt an Oven.
Yet I can (if you will but hear it) cure your pretended ignorance, why people talk of your averſeneſs to martyrdom. And 'tis not (as you would inſinuate) becauſe we judge all per­ſons graceleſs, that are not Martyred, (for ſo we judge them not) nor that you may be capable enough of our good opinion though unmartyred; nor do we mock at Paul for being let down by the wall in a Basket; nor at our bleſſed Saviours withdrawing in­to Egipt, into the Wilderneſs, or Galilee; which you would ſain make examples in your caſe — But Sir, it is becauſe you have given too large an experience, that you can conform to whatever mode of worſhip is uppermoſt in the Nation, at leaſt ſo far, as to ſtave off ſuffering And that you are ſur­niſht with words to ſuch a degree, as to out-face all the world, that they muſt take you as their exampler in Religion. That when formerly you ſaid, the Engliſh Epiſcopacy was a govern­ment that gratified the Devil, you upbraidingly told them, all blaſphemers, and baters of Godlyneſs, voted for them, Disp. pref. p. 17. And now on the other hand, you can change your note, and tell ſuch as conſcientiouſly diſſent from that way [Page]you branded ſo dreadfully, that they are ignorant, peeviſh Church-dividers, ſectaries, and what not? And what ſecurity can you give, but if Popery ſhould come (as we hope it never ſhall) to have the upper hand, you would cry up that too, and proclaime all diſſenters from it, as deſerving the ſame Epithetes? Your praſing the Jeſuites for their induſtry in converting the Americans from their Heathen to a Romiſh Idolatry, Review. p. 55. That Popiſh leaven wherewith you mix the moſt cardinal Proteſtant Doctrines; your bold arguings againſt the Divine & ſelf-evidencing light of the holy Scriptures, &c. beſpeak a latitude in you capable enough of ſuch a transformation. And though the examples you menti­on are a ſufficient plea for avoiding a perſecution ſo Circum­ſtanced as Chriſts and Pauls were; yet where do you find, that they procured others to ſupply their Rooms, viz. to ſuffer as proxies for them? If you can produce that, you do ſomething towards your vindication.
Tho. Delaunt

FINIS.
[Page]

POSTSCRIPT.
In Anſwer to Mr. Walker's Modeſt Plea, &c.
[Page]
[Page]
MR. Walker's Modeſt Plea for Infant Baptiſm coming to hand, whilſt thoſe Papers were delay'd at the Preſs, I thought fit to ſay ſomething to it; yet ſhall obſerve my wonted brevity: and the rather becauſe his Arguments (as he ſays, p. 425.) are moſtly thoſe that were uſed by Dr. Taylor, and Dr. Hammond, now fitted by him for vulgar capacity. As for Dr. Taylor, whether we re­ſpect the Authority of the Perſon, or the ſtrength of his Reaſoning, let his Liberty of Prophecy determine, whether he has not given Paedobaptiſm ſuch a wound, as neither he him­ſelf, nor any other of that perſwaſion, (no not Dr. Hammond himſelf) were, or ever will be, able to cure. So that what­ever he urged againſt us afterwards, (which was but very faint too) is upon record ſubſtantially confuted by his own pen. As to Dr. Hammond's Arguments, they are largely and learnedly refelled by Mr. Tombs, in the later Sections of the ſecond and third part of his Review, which Mr. Walker ſhould have taken notice of; and to which the enquiring Reader is now referred.
As to the ſtile and manner of Mr. Walker's writing againſt us, I own it to be indeed, for the moſt part, modeſt and ſober, having not given himſelf the libert [...] of ſuch an un­ſavoury treatment, and unchriſtian Refl [...]ons, as is almoſt the common language of our other Antagoniſts; And  [...] ground for his ſo fairly treating us, in the beginning  [...] Preface, [viz. as lying under the ſtrongeſt prejud [...]  [...] diſſenters from the Church of England, becauſe  [...] ingly fair pleas, from Scripture, and Eccleſiaſt  [...] few of our fellow diſſenters can paralli [...]  [...] more favour and kindneſs to be treat  [...] neſs and clearneſs ought our  [...] candid and ingenuou [...]  [...]
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As to the matter of his Book, it is confeſs'd, his labour in quoting ſo many Greek and Latine Authorities, has not been ſmall; (And Mr. Danvers before him gave through every Century a collection of their real, as pretended Autho­rities:) And I confeſs freely, that he hath much more to pretend from Antiquity, then thoſe have who aſſert Infant Baptiſm from a faederal right, a Medium not to be found among the Fathers, nor in the world (as I can find) till about Zuinglius his time in the 16th. Century. For all the Fathers that held the Baptiſm of Infants, for theſe laſt 1200 years it has been in the world, have aſſerted it [and Voſſius himſelf ſays, that it was the mind of the Catholick Church, Magnus eſt (antiquitatis) conſenſus, quod — Infantes per baptiſmum vitae ac felicitatis aeternae participes fiant, p. 594.] from its neceſſity to ſalvation. Which diſmal opinion grow­ing common, that none without baptiſm could be ſaved, from John 3.5. miſ-underſtood; and the Intereſt of their Chil­drens ſalvation, having ſo near an influence and impreſſion upon them, cauſed them to admit a concluſion of ſo great moment and concernment, upon very eaſie and infirm conſi­derations. And hence came the pract [...]ce to give them, as Baptiſm, ſo the Lords Supper, for 600 years together, from its neceſſity alſo to ſalvation, as they inferred it (and indeed with as much reaſon as the other) from John 6.53.
By way of premiſe, and to prevent Repetition, I ſhall con­ſider how far the practice of Antiquity (ſo much lean'd upon by Mr. Walker and others) is obliging to us, and of what weight their Teſtimonies ought to be, in deciding this Controverſie. And I ſhall lay this down for a principle, which no man I preſume will deny, — That Proofs ought to be fetcht from ſuch things as are confeſs'd and acknowledged by our adverſary whom we endeavour to convince, otherwiſe we ſhall never be able to move him, or make him quit his for­mer opinion. And therefore no proof from the Fathers, to prove a matter of right, is valid againſt us, becauſe we own  [...]ot their Authority. To many indeed, that's a great argu­  [...] baptizing of Infants, but to us (as I ſaid) ſuch  [...] are ſo far from being of the firſt magnitude,  [...] collateral, being as often brought for the  [...] as truth.
 [...] as a Rule, or Standard to try  [...] certain and undoubted, and muſt [Page]carry with it, a ſufficient authority to ſatisfie the underſtan­ding, which neither can, nor indeed ought to believe any thing in point of Religion, (as the excellent Daille at large evinces) but what it knows to be certainly true. It is cer­tain that in the proof of an Hypotheſis, to begin with the Fa­thers and humane Authority, is to invert the natural order of things; we ought firſt to have recourſe to the Scriptures of truth, that we may be aſſured, that the thing is, or ought to be, before we make enquiry whether it hath been in the reſpective ages believed or not. For to what purpoſe is it to find that the Ancients believed it, unleſs we find withall in their writings, ſome reaſon of this their belief? and what harm is it to us to be ignorant, whether Antiquity believed it, or not, ſo long as we know that the thing is? Quod ſacris Scripturis traditum non eſt, non ſine peccato inquiritur, ſive periculo ignoratur, ſays Bull [...]nger.
The greateſt admirers of the Fathers confeſs, that though they erre little in matter of right, yet are often out, and have their failings in matter of fact, becauſe right is an univerſal thing, every way uniform, and all of one ſort, whereas matter of fact is a thing which is mixt, and as it were enchas'd with divers particular circumſtances, which may eaſily eſcape the obſervation and knowledge of (or at leaſt be not ſo rightly underſtood by) the moſt clear and piercing wits. Now the condition of the Churches belief in every particular age, is matter of fall, and not right, and a point of Hiſtory, not an Article of Faith. He that will not examine the Reaſons, as well as the Opinions of men, (though of never ſo venerable names) may be ſoon led into a laby­rinth of error. How conſonant to Reaſon is it, that we ſhould alledge, not the Names of Books, but the Reaſons, and take notice not of the quality of their Authors, but of the ſolidity of their proofs, ſo to reduce the diſpute from per­ſons to things, according to that memorable ſaying of Jerom, Ep. 15. Non juxta Pytagorae Diſcipulos, praejudicata doctoris opinio, ſed doctrinae ratio ponderanda eſt.
What is urged here is to reduce Controverſies to be tried before the right bar, viz. the Scriptures, ſince that alone is of ſo ſacred and undoubted authority as to oblige our belief, to whatever is found there; and againſt which no objections lie, the Lord having by his gracious providence preſerved them in the Church from the injuries of time, ignorance, and [Page]fraud, from the beginning hitherto. They have been kept with much greater care, then any other Books, tranſlated into all Languages, retained both by Orthodox and Hereticks, diligently obſerving each other, ſo that there could not poſſibly happen any remarkable alteration in them, but that preſently the whole world would have exclaimed againſt it; whereas (as learned Daille truly ſays) much of the wri­tings that go under the names of the Fathers, are not truly ſach, and that the Hereticks vented their conceits under thoſe eminent names, to gain them repute; And that their legitimate pieces are wonderfully corrupted and obſcure, (and ſuch are not proper for the deciſion of Controverſies) and incumbred with Rhetorical flouriſhes, and Legical ſub­tilties; and that they have erred in divers points of Reli­gion, and contradicted one another in matters of great im­portance. So that in this caſe we are to take the courſe that's obſerved in all Sciences whatſoever; we are to prove the truth we propoſe by ſuch maximes as are acknowledg'd and allow'd, making good that which is doubtfull, by that which is certain; and clearing that which is ob [...]ure, by that which is evident. The Word of God is our Common Book, let us ſearch into it, for that upon which we may ground our own belief, and by which we may overthrow error; — Regula eſt menſura ſui & obliqui. The Scripture ſufficiently delivers us the poſitive truth, which is enough; for as whatſoever rightly followeth thereupon, is true: ſo whatſoever claſh­eth with, or contradicteth the ſame, is falſe. No Science gives us any certain account of Negative Propoſitions, for as much as to go about to number them all, would be both an infinite, and alſo an unprofitable, uſeleſs piece of work: Therefore ſuch as go about to eſtabliſh an opinion, becauſe not expreſly forbidden in Scripture, (as Mr Walker ſeems to do. p. 218. whoſe words are, Never ſtand hunting for a Scripture for it, ſo long as there is no Scripture againſt it) do not conſider that they undermine the ſecureſt ground we ſtand upon, againſt the invaders of Religion: For by that argument (as Dr Owen well ſays) ten thouſand things may it made lawfull, there being no expreſs Scripture ſor­bidding the upſtart inventions, and impoſtures of Seducers by name and circumſtance. And what a croud of ſuch cor­ruptions have crept into the worſhip of God, under this pre­text, in times of Superſtition, under the Antichriſtian ſer­vitude!
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All the uſe we can make of Antiquity is, either in matter of fact, (viz. whether ſuch an opinion was in being in their time) or matter of right, (viz. whether it ought to be ſo;) For this later, no ſober perſon will take any of the Antients to be competent Judges, for that were to ſlight the Word of God, and beſtow the prerogative that belongs to it upon frail man, which the Fathers themſelves durſt not uſurp. Therefore it reſts that we can make no further uſe of them, then to witneſs matter of fact. And though we find them avouch a matter of fact, yet that proves not that the thing is lawfull. As for inſtance; we find Cyprian, the earlieſt pretended Patron of Paedobaptiſm in the 3d. Century, (if that Epiſtle to Fidus be a legitimate piece of his) make mention of Infant Baptiſm; and if that proves the lawful­neſs of that practice, it will alſo prove the lawfulneſs of In­fants receiving the Lords Supper, becauſe the ſame Cyprian aſſerts it to be neceſſary for them in order to their Salvation, lib. 3. teſt. ad Qui. c. 25. And Maldonate affirms, in Joan. 6. num. 116. that this opinion of Auguſtine's and Innocent the firſt's prevail'd in the Church about 6 [...]0 years; — que (ſcil. ſententia Auguſtini & Innocentii primi) ſexcentos circiter annos viguit in Eccleſia, Euchariſtiam etiam Infanti­bus fuiſſe neceſſariam. Therefore that practice of Infant Com­manion being as gray-headed as their Baptiſm, deſerves equal veneration with it.
It appears by this, that it is worth enquiry upon what grounds thoſe alledged Patrons of Paedobaptiſm went, for if they have erred in the Reaſon of the foundation, it will be eaſily believed they did alſo in the building.
Cyprian held Baptiſm ſimply neceſſary to ſalvation, lib. 3. Ep. 8. ad Fidum. So Jerom contra Pelag. and Auſtin l. 1. de peccat mor. & remiſſ. Si ergo (ait) ut tot, & tanta divina teſtimonia concinunt, nec ſalus, nec vita aeterna, ſine baptiſmo, & corpore & ſanguine Domini cuiquam ſpectanda, fruſtra ſine his promittitur parvulis. That is, Therefore if ſo many, and ſo conſiderable divine teſtimonies agree, that none muſt expect ſalvation, nor life everlaſting, without Baptiſm and the body and bloud of the Lord, without theſe it (ſalvation) is vainly promiſed to little ones. This was the Univerſal ground and motive of the Fathers that aſſert Infant Baptiſm for many hundred years. And as for their warrant, 'tis certain they built their practice upon Tradition not written, being no [Page]more able then other men to find a word of Inſtituio for it in Scripture, where it is not. 'Tis true, that word (Tra­dition) is general, ſignifying all Doctrines written or un­written, 2 Theſſ. 2.15. But 'twas by the Fathers, as 'tis now, accommodated to ſignifie a Doctrine not written, yet ſup­poſed to be Apoſtolical, which, if allowed to every preten­der, would bring miſerable confuſion into Religion, and ſoon metamorphoſe it into an adulterated Form of humane Inven­tion, Mat. 15.9. & 10.16. Act. 5.19. Gal. 1.9.
Now all thoſe Fathers that practiſed Paedobaptiſm as an Apoſtolical practice not written, as moſt have indeed done, that being their beſt plea, are juſtly to be reputed ours, and of our ſide, for they judge it not from Scripture, therefore fetch its riſe from Tradition, which becauſe it cannot bear the weight of an Inſtitution, the whole building is to fall; for by flying for refuge to Tradition, they do with us affirm, that there is no better ground for Infant Baptiſm then hu­mane Tradition, which is indeed none at all. And thus all the Teſtimony and Authority of theſe Fathers becomes ours. There hath been (we own) ſuch a thing as the Traditions of Chriſt and the Apoſtles, which are of the higheſt and greateſt authority, but they were ſuch things as afterwards were committed to writing by the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles; other Traditions we avow none, but eſteem them Apocry­phal. So that it follows (as I ſaid) that ſuch as avouch In­fant Baptiſm from Tradition, acknowledge in ſo doing, that there is no better authority for it, and ſo conclude with us that it hath not the Scripture for its foundation. And ſo thoſe that give it to Infants as ſimply neceſſary to Salvation, will be of no authority againſt us, nor of any credit to their cauſe, becauſe the building muſt be levell'd according to the foundation, and that being falſe, they are neceſſitated to the miſtake of their building. And if there were any force in theſe authorities for Infant Baptiſm, why ſhould it not re­gulate our practice in the other Sacrament, which was as anciently given to Infants as the other, (and ſays Dr. Taylor p 231. they were honeſt that underſtood the obligation to be parallel) and in ſome places to this day, as Brerewood in his learned Enquiries affirms; viz. by the Jacobites, Chriſtians ſo called in great numbers in Syria, Cyprus, Meſopotamia, Ba­bylon, Paleſtine, ſo by the Habaſſines inhabiting Ethiopia, and the Armenians, &c. ſo that if Antiquity be our guide, it will [Page]lead us to adminiſter the Supper as well as Baptiſm to In­fants, and if it fail in the one, 'tis to be ſuſpected in the other. I ſee not why the Supper ſhould be a greater myſtery then the other, or the ceremony more ſignificant, or that the Duty of examining ſhould need more of the uſe of Reaſon, then believing, repenting, and confeſſing our ſins; 'tis as na­tural and proper to Infancy to be nouriſh'd, as to be born, therefore as capable of the ceremony of their nouriſhment, as of their birth, and ſo of one as well as the other Sa­crament.
I am the longer upon this point, becauſe it will much ſhorten what follows, and to ſhew how unreaſonable the im­moderate veneration of Antiquity is, which hath well nigh undone the world, and juſtled the ſimple and primitive pu­rity of Religion almoſt out of doors; and to reduce men to the teſtimony of the Word of God alone, in the deciſion of Controverſies. The uſe we make of Antiquity is, not from any force we apprehend in ſuch Reaſonings to eſtabliſh the truth we contend for; but barely by way of Illuſtration, and as an argumentum ad hominem only, as the Apoſtle Paul cited the Cretan Poet Epimenides to Tit. 1.12.  [...]; to prove what a cenſure their own Poets paſs'd upon the Cretans: And to ſhew that our Adverſaries have no ſuch advantage over us in the matter of Antiquity, as they vainly fancy; it being unanſwerably made out by Mr. Danvers, Mr. Tombs, and others, that the Antiquity of the three firſt Centuries, as well as the Scripture text, is expreſly for us. And of all Antiquity, we are moſt eſpecially to regard thoſe firſt Centuries, it being the ordi­nary courſe of things to contract corruptions more or leſs, ac­cording as they are more or leſs removed from their firſt Inſti­tutions. And more then ſo, that the truth we own has been eminently witneſſed unto by ſome People and Churches all along, yea by the very mouths of our adverſaries; for whilſt by Canons and Curſes they labour to eſtabliſh Infant Bap­tiſm, to warrant which if they had conceiv'd there were any Scripture ground, that would be needleſs; for as Mr. Wille well ſays, Inf. Bapt. p 106. That which prevails by force of a greater, needs not be aſſiſted by a weaker Authority. There­fore they (having no Scripture to bottom it upon) em­ployed both their Authority and ableſt Pens to perſwade the world that it was abſolutely neceſſary, that ſo it might the [Page]eaſil [...]er be received. And thereby they declare, that it was from time to time witneſſed againſt, otherwiſe their labour was idly ſpent, in making ſuch a doe to eſtabliſh a practice that non eoppoſed. So that as Mr. Danvers well notes, Rep. p. 70. theſe Canons being made upon occaſion of thoſe that deny'd Infant Baptiſm, we have our witneſſes through all ages to teſtifie that our practice is no novelty. And if Tertullian's oppoſing Infant Baptiſm, be brought as an evidence that it was then in the world, (as Mr. Walker ſays, p. 281.) then certainly we ought to have the like freedom of concluding, that if thoſe Councils produced againſt us, bent their Au­thority to eſtabliſh Infant Baptiſm, it is an evident proof that it was oppoſed all along, and ſo had no quiet being in the world.
Certainly the teſtimonies of Strabo (who lived about 837 years ago) and Vives, that no other but adult baptiſm was practiſed of old, as cited by Voſſius, Theſ. Theol p. 429. are not to be ſlighted, however Strabo, or the Scribe, miſtook the year of Auguſtine's age. And in the midſt of Papal dark­neſs, about 400 or 500 years ago we find Bernard complain­ing thus, of the Puritans (ſo called) of his time; Irrident nos quod baptizamus Infantes, quod oramus pro mortuis, quod Sanctorum ſuſtragta poſtulamus, &c. They deride us becauſe we baptize Infants, and pray for the Dead, and deſire the in­terceſſion of Saints. Serm. 66. in Cantic. And Voſſius tells us; that Tertullian and Nazianzen were of the judgment of Strabo, and would have Infant Baptiſm deferred, (niſi pe [...]i­culum (mort [...]s) urgeat,) and pray what ſhould cauſe thoſe great Doctors to oppoſe the Baptiſm of ſuch Infants as were likely to live, if the Univerſal Church were of a contrary mind? Indeed Voſſius ſays it was only their private opinion, but that's more then he is able to demonſtrate from any of their Contemporaries; therefore his word for it, is but an ipſe dixit, which muſt not ſtand againſt his plain demonſtra­tion of the other.
Mr. Walker in his Preface reckons 19 particular Reaſons ‘why in ancient times adult B. ptiſm, and 4 why Infant Baptiſm was deferred, therefore concludes that becauſe thoſe Reaſons are diſterent from ours, our plea from An­tiquity cannot ſerve our Hypotheſis’
Anſw. I might here with greater equity retort this con­ſideration upon Paedobaptiſm, as held by many Proteſtants, [Page]and ſay, that whereas we find the Antiquity that held up that practice, did it from ſuch rotten, anti-evangelical, and exploded notions, (viz. the conceit of its abſolute neceſſity to ſalvation, &c.) as moſt of our Proteſtants durſt not own, (though I fear ſuch writers as Mr. Walker border too near upon them) but do hold up the practice from another pre­tence, viz. that imaginary Covenant they dream, to have been made with believers and their carnal ſeed; therefore our preſent Paedobaptiſts retaining only the practice, not the ground of Antiquity, cannot without a manifeſt breach of modeſty claim Antiquity for their Hypotheſis, or againſt ours. But,
2. We are not much concern'd to  [...] and time in diſproof of this matter, ſince every rational man will allow, that (though we ſhould take all this for granted, yet) the erro­neous apprehenſions of ſome perſons, and their practices conſequent thereto, and that too no higher then the 4th. Century, is no ſufficient argument to prove that the genera­lity of thoſe primitive Chriſtians, that lived in the prece­dent Centuries, which we challenge to be for our practice, delay'd their own, or their Childrens Baptiſm, from thoſe particulars enumerated and no other; for all that delay'd their own or Childrens Baptiſm, upon the true and proper ground, viz. the want of Faith and Repentance, came not juſtly under reproof; (and that I preſume is the reaſon, why they have had none) therefore there is a ſtronger probability that the writers of thoſe times, judged that ground of delay (viz. if in a ſtate of unbelief) legitimate, and ſo had no occaſion to mention it.
3. 'Tis no ſtrange thing, even in our day, that perſons out of ſuch undue and unwarrantable grounds as mentioned, delay their ſubmiſſion to the way and Ordinances of Chriſt, and I am perſwaded that a great many, that are throughly enlightned, do yet at this time of light ſtifle Conſcience, and for the Reaſons mentioned in Mr. Walker's 2, 3, 6, 14, and 19th. particulars, ſlight and neglect the pure worſhip of God, and ſatisfie themſelves in a poſture of worſhip quite foreign from what the Lord has preſcribed. For where a mode of Religion is eſtabliſh'd by a Law, and where pro­fits, preferments, ſafety, &c. are the baits of its profeſſors, no wonder that men (carnally minded) follow it, and neglect that Saviour whoſe kingdom is not of this world. Do [...]s it [Page]therefore follow by any rational way of deduction, that be cauſe a great many do ſo, therefore none do the contrary that becauſe many deferred their Baptiſm for love of the world, therefore none deferred it becauſe unqualified ſub­jects, viz. unbelievers? — therefore how can this enume­ration hurt us?
4 Beſides, of Mr. Walker's witneſſes Tertullian is the eldeſt, who lived in the 3d Century; Nazianzen and Baſil flouriſhed in the 4th. and Chryſoſtom in the 5th. Century. Of theſe Tertullian being the earlieſt, and therefore worth more then all the reſt, expreſly oppoſ [...]s Infant Baptiſm from the ſame ground we do; — Let them come (ſays he) while they learn; — let them be made Chriſtians (that is, baptized) when they can know Chriſt; — veniant dum diſcunt; — fiant Chriſtiani quum Chriſtum noſſe potuerint, Tert. de bapt. p. 264. So that this witneſs is expreſly for us, (though Mr. Walker was pleaſed to forget this ground of delay (in the right latitude) in his large ind [...]ction, though from ſo conſiderable a witneſs) the reſt we regard not. We grant that in the following Centuries, Infant Baptiſm as well as Infant Communion, and other corruptions, gr [...]w to be more generally practiſed, which about the  [...]d. Century were obſcurely creeping in, therefore the witneſſes produced againſt us, of thoſe times, if to prove a matter of fact, viz. that Infant Baptiſm was then in the world, are very needleſs, for we confeſs it; viz. firſt as being only practiſed in peril of death, to ſave their dying ſouls, as other ſick and dying perſons; afterwards upon all Infants, as enjoyn'd by the Councils, to take away Original ſin, Regenerate and ſave them: If to prove de jure that it ought to be ſo, we reject their authority, as unfit Judges to determine our Controver­ſies, being frail men, lyable to error and corruption.
As to thoſe 4 particulars concerning the delay of Infant B [...]ptiſm, for which he ſays Nazianzen reproves the defer­rers, if it were ſo, it does not hinder but that there might be other Reaſons for their delay; for Nazianzen himſelf was againſt the Baptiſm of Infants till they could Anſwer for themſelves, except in caſe of urgent  [...]vil of death,  [...]. Orat.  [...]0 p 658 the good man being in­fected with that ſuperſtitious conceit, that Baptiſm was ſim­ply neceſſary to ſalvation. So that this witneſs contributes no­thing of diſſervice to our Hypotheſis, nor of advantage to our  [...]dverſaries.
[Page]
The Text whereon Mr. Walker grounds his diſcourſe is Luke 18.16. Suffer little children to come unto me, &c. from whence he infers, that little children are to be ſuffered to come unto Chriſt, and ought not to be forbidden coming unto him; which I confeſs is a ſound concluſion. And be it noted by the way, that Dr. Hammond ſays the Arguments from this Text are imperfect ways of probation, ſect. 23. of his Reſol. to 6 Queries about Infant Bapt. whoſe word ſhould do much with Mr. Walker. He that would evince that this Text is a ſufficient foundation for the fabrick of Paedobptiſm, ſhould have proved, that there is no other way of coming unto Chriſt but by Baptiſm; or that Chriſt, or his Diſciples, actu­ally baptized theſe children; or that the bleſſing in the Text is baptizing. 'Tis true, we have an ipſe dixit from Mr. W. p. 19. that there can be no other way of their coming to Chriſt, but by Baptiſm; but he cannot blame us if we rely not upon his authority in ſo material a point.
Now if thoſe things be not clearly demonſtrated, no cer­tain conſequence will flow from this Text, that Infants ought to be baptized; and if it will not certainly follow, what rational man dares build his belief upon a foundation ſo uncertain, and that in oppoſition both to that plain pre­cept and example we have for adult baptiſm. But this is ſo far from certainty, that there is not the leaſt ſhew of proba­bility that our Saviour did (or intended to) baptize them. That Chriſt hath no other way to bring Infants to himſelf, but by Baptiſm, is a ſpeech too harſh, if not bordering upon blaſphemy; therefore Mr. Walker ſhould recall what he ſays that is liable to ſuch an Interpretation: for if it were ſo, then doubtleſs our Saviour would have ordered thoſe children to be baptized, for whoſe approach unto him he was pleaſed to expreſs ſo much willingneſs. So that as Dr. Taylor notes very pertinently, p. 230. Lib. Proph. we ‘may ſay, that from the action of Chriſts bleſſing Infants, to infer that they were baptized, proves nothing ſo much, as that there is a want of better arguments; for the Con­cluſion would with more probability be derived thus: Chriſt bleſſed children, and ſo diſmiſſed them, but bapti­zed them not; therefore Infants are not to be baptized. That Chriſt did not baptize them, is an argument ſufficient, that he hath other ways of bringing them to Heaven then by Baptiſm. Many thouſand ways there are by which God [Page]can bring any reaſonable ſoul to him, but nothing is more unreaſonable, then becauſe he hath tyed all men of years and diſcretion to this way, therefore we of our own heads, ſhall carry Infants to him that way without his direction: the conceit is poor and low, and the action conſequent to it, bold and venturous; let him do what he pleaſes with Infants, we muſt not.’
'Tis a moſt rational conjecture, that if it had been the practice of that time to baptize Infants, as well as the adult, and that they had  [...] true, lawfull, and wonted ſub­jects of Bapti [...], the  [...] could not be ſo ignorant of, and contra [...]nry to the [...]r own known cuſtom, as to forbid them, or  [...] their  [...]wardneſs, but would have rather encouraged  [...]. m. But this circumſtance diſcovers that Paeao­baptiſm was  [...] none of the Diſciples employment; the ground of whoſe rebuke to thoſe that brought the children (doubtleſs) was their unwillingneſs to have Chriſt too much preſt, and ſo they reproved others when they throng'd ſo faſt upon him, that they had no leaſure ſo much as to eat bread.
Beſides, in the 15th. verſe we have the end noted, for which theſe children were brought to Chriſt, viz. that he would touch them, (and what doubtleſs) in order to their cure from bodily infirmities, which are as incident to Infants as Men; which is very probable, if you compare this paſſage as it is in Mat. 19.14. with the 2d. verſe, where 'tis ſaid, that he healed great multitudes. And Luke ſays, that they brought little children alſo, which term [alſo] ſhews that others were brought too, becauſe they heard that vertue went out of him, and that as many as touched him, were per­fect [...]y made whole, Mat. 14.36.
If we paſs by without any oppoſition what Mr. Walker ſays in the 1, 2, 3 Chapters, it cannot hurt the cauſe we maintain; for we are willing to bring our children to Chriſt, as far as we are able, and he hath preſcribed; to reſig [...] them up to him, and dedicate them to his ſervice, to pray for them, inſtruct them in the Faith, and in a word to bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord; we can­not bring them unto Chriſt, who is now in Heaven, by way of perſonal approach, (as the Infants in the Text were brought) therefore we know no other way to bring them unto him, but by teaching them as ſoon as they are able to [Page] learn, what it is to fear him, love him, believe in him, and obey his Laws. So that we agree with Mr. Walker, that we ought not to forbid our children to come unto Chriſt, but to contribute our endeavours to their early converſion, they ha­ving, in common with the reſt of mankind, gracious Invita­tions to come to his Mercy ſeat, Mat. 11.28. Rev. 22.17. Iſa. 55.1. &c. But to prove that Chriſt appointed the man­ner of their coming to him to be by Baptiſm, in any part of his word, (hic labor, hoc opus) is the  [...] of this diſpute.
P. 13. Mr. Walker tells us, the phraſe may be taken figura­tively, ſo notes a becoming or being made a Diſciple unto Chriſt, Mat. 11.28, 29. This is granted, but then the great doubt remains ſtill, whether Infant Baptiſm ſingly conſidered, (I mean without the qualifications requiſite in the bapti­zed, which are Faith and Repentance, as the Church Cate­chiſm informs us) be of ſuch efficacy as to make one a Diſci­ple? Mr. Walker p. 17. holds the affirmative, his words are, Our children are made Diſciples to Chriſt, by being baptized in the name and with the baptiſm of Chriſt. And p. 19 where either of theſe is, (viz. baptizing or teaching) there a perſon may become, or be made a Diſciple, though not ſo compleat and perfect, as where there is both.
Anſw. To affirm (as Mr. Walker does) that Baptiſm makes one a Diſciple, is to contradict all the experience in the world; For, if we reſpect the ſignification of the word in its proper and genuine notion, (it being  [...], diſci­pulus, of  [...], diſco, and that of the root  [...] didicit) it ſignifies a Scholar, or one that learns of another, which neceſſarily implys a juſt ripeneſs and activity of Organs, in­ward and outward, which all Infants want; therefore, what can they learn by Baptiſm, who want the exerciſes of un­derſtanding, and in whom Reaſon is (as it were an embrio) not yet come to a capacity of acting? And if we uſe the word according to the conſtant Scripture acceptation of it, 'tis certain, that though diſcipling, and baptizing, go toge­ther in the adult, the term is no where apply'd to Infants, but always to ſuch as learnt the Doctrine of Chriſt, who ſays, Mat. 11.29.  [...], learn of me, &c. And Luk. 6.40. we have the term ( [...]) which is a Rela­tion, in the ſame propoſition with its correlate ( [...], a Doctor, or Teacher.) And Reaſon teacheth us, that [Page]where there is Diſcipleſhip, there muſt of neceſſity be Ma­ſterſhip or Doctorſhip, according to that Rule in Logick, Relata ſunt ſimul naturâ, (nempe quatenus relata) that is, Relations (as they are ſuch) are together in Nature; for though the Father be before the Child, yet he is not a Fa­ther till he has a Child; nor can one be a Maſter, or Doctor, before he teaches, nor a Scholar or Diſciple, before he learns. So that Baptiſm having no ſuch efficacy in it ſelf, nor any ſuch vertue conferr'd upon it by any word of God, as to make one a Scholar or Diſciple of Chriſt by the bare action, we may ſafely conclude that Diſciples are made ſo by teaching, not by baptizing; which is further evidenced from John 4.1:  [...], &c Jeſus made and baptized more Diſciples, &c. where note that it is not ſaid, made or baptized, for then the Greek ſhould be,  [...], but 'tis a Conjunction copulative, ( [...]) denoting two diſtinct actions, viz. diſcipling, and baptizing. And hence it will undeniably follow, that it was the method of our Lord Jeſus, to make Diſciples firſt by teaching, and then baptize them. And certainly there can be no error in following ſo bleſſed a pattern.
And what warrant Mr. Walker has to wreſt this word out of the ſignification the Holy Ghoſt conſtantly puts upon it, to countenance ſuch a Diſcipleſhip as is no better then a meer conceit, (or ens rationis) is more then I can imagine. Theſe Scriptures John 6.45. 1 Cor. 4.6. Phil. 4.11. John 7.15. deſerve conſideration. So that I cannot ſee any ground to conclude, that this Text is ſuch a clear Scrip­ture ground for Infant Baptiſm, as Mr. Walker conceits it is p. 23.
He ſays p. 24. That a Conſequence from Scripture rightly made, is a ground good enough to bear any weight that can be fairly laid upon it, and as valid to all intents and purpoſes as if it were expreſs Scripture it ſelf, that being eminently contained in the Scripture, whatever it be that may be fairly drawn from it.
Anſw. Here I ſhall take occaſion to conſider, how far it may be ſafe to build upon Conſequences in matters of Reli­gion And firſt, it is moſt certain, that the All-wiſe God (judging it meet to give us that great and gracious gift of his Word, to be a lamp unto our feet, and a light unto our path, Pſal. 119.105.) would not give us an imperfect or [Page]obſcure Rule of Faith. The Lord is ſo far from leaving us at a loſs, that as, in other caſes, when objects or things to be believed are in their nature very ſpiritual and much re­mote from external ſenſe, and the common road or ordi­nary walks of the Reaſons or Underſtandings of men, (the eye of Faith being dim, wherewith they are to be appre­hended) he is graciouſly pleaſed to relieve the defect of that viſive faculty, in cloathing thoſe ſpiritual objects with as much external ſenſibility as well may be, ſo accommoda­ting and attempering the ſpirituality of them unto this eye, that it is enabled to behold them more ſteadily; thus is the Death, Burial, and Reſurrection of Chriſt, our Union and Com­munion with him, Sanctification and Forgiveneſs of ſins, brought down in the Sacramental Ordinances of the Goſpel, and accommodated to us as near as their ſpiritual and ſub­lime natures would permit, by opportunity whereof Faith is much refreſhed and encouraged, to converſe more fre­quently with them, and to meditate with leſs diſtraction, and more compoſedneſs; as the Vail on Moſes's face qua­lified its dazling brightneſs, and reduced the diſproportion of the object to the children of Iſraels weak ſenſes, Deut. 34.33. Is it not therefore irrational to imagine, that the Lord, who is ſo ready to accommodate his bleſſed Myſteries by apt reſemblances to our underſtandings, ſhould yet deli­ver us his Divine Oracles in ſuch a Dialect, as is not to be underſtood without the ſubtilties of Logick, and the Criti­ciſms of the Schools? or that ſuch things as are neceſſary to be believed and practiſed, are left to the Inferences and Conſequential deductions of men, which are as different, as paſſion, prejudice, opinion, or Intereſt influences them? Cer­tainly ſuch an overſight is not to be chargable upon the eternal wiſdom of God, who has in a ſtile full of gravity, ſimplicity and plainneſs, without fraudulent ornaments, ac­commodated whatſoever is to be believed or practiced to the underſtanding and capacities of men, and that in expreſs and intelligible terms, which is indeed the  [...], or meet accommodation of words into things. Non movent, non perſuadent ſacr [...]e literae (ſays Picus Mirandula ad Hermol. Barbar.) ſed cogunt, agitant, vim inferunt, legis rudia verba, & agreſtia, ſed viva, ſed animata, flammea, aculeata, ad imum ſpiritum penetrantia. He that with a diſcurſive un­derſtanding conſiders, that the Scriptures in ſetting forth [Page] ſpiritual things aboundeth with Metaphors, Parables, and Similitudes borrowed from Earthly things, and often calling them by the very names that material or earthly things are called, cannot but arrive at this concluſion, that it is rather to accommodate thoſe ſpiritual matters to our capacities and underſtandings, then to hide and obſcure them from us; God conveying the knowledge of heavenly things to us, by preaching them by their reſpective parallels of earthly things; for as Burgerſdicius well notes in his Logick, l. 1. c. 24. Oratio Metaphorica eſt perſpicua ſenſibus, & ad animum aſſe­ctuſque movendos aptiſſima; A Metaphorical ſpeech is per­ſpicuous to ſenſe, and to work upon the mind and affections moſt proper.
I ſhall readily own, (that the Lord having endued us with Reaſon, that being a diſcurſive faculty, which from apt and proper premiſſes infers their natural Conſequences) we are not to flight that bleſſing, but to make uſe of it in its proper place, viz. in Reſolving principles by fit Mediums into their Concluſions. But to be too buſie in matters of Gods poſitive worſhip, (which is as much out of the reach of our Reaſon to define, as it is beyond the power of a blind man to judge of colours, that depending meerly upon Gods Inſtitution, and for which we have his plain preſcrip­tiors before us) and boldly obtruding ſuch Conſequences in reference thereto, as our dim faculty of ratiocination ſhall ſuggeſt, is to offer ſtrange fire at his Altar, and ſhew our ſelves rather bold Interpreters, then obeyers of his Law. Ratio eſt potentia Diſcurſiva à principiis ad Concluſiones, ſed non habet in ſe principia iliarum rerum quae ſide apprehen­duntur; impudenter itaque Concluſiones aedificat ſuper are­nam opinionum ſuarum, cum ſua principia quae ſunt vera in ordint Naturae, opponit principtis Theologicis, quae ſunt longe ſupra Naturam. God has layn down the Rules of worſhip plainly and operly; And as Wollebius ſays, p. 7. Comp. Theol. E [...]i quibuſdam locis obſcurior ſit, aliis tamen ſe explicat, & primarios Religianis articulos perſpicuè tradit; Though in ſome places it may be (ſeemingly) obſcure, yet in other places it expounds it ſelf, delivering the prime Articles of Faith very evidently and clearly, 2 Pet. 1.19, 20, 21. 2 Tim. 3.15, 16. And Auguſt. de doctr. Chriſt. l. 3. c. 26. tells us, that one place of Scripture muſt be expounded by another; locum unum ſacrae Scripturae per alium ejuſdem Scripturae clariorem [Page]facere eſt optima interpretatio. So that if the prime Articles of Faith, and practical Duties be evidently and perſpicu­ouſly laid down and delivered in the Scriptures, (as in­deed they are) what neceſſity is there to have recourſe to ſuch far fetch'd and extorted conſequences, as are uſually calculated to countenance ſome beloved error, for the ſake of which, the Text is ſo tormented and rackt by the Cri­tical Wits of our age, that there is ſcarce any Sect but pre­tend patronage from it, though the Concluſions they ſqueeze are no more to be found in the premiſſes, (unleſs by that wretched art of Sophiſtry) then a Dolphin in the Woods.
It is to be bewail'd what conviction proof men are, even in ſo plain a caſe; has not common (and wofull) expe­rience taught us, that when ſuch a liberty of allowing Arti­cles of Faith, and Opinions from pretended Conſequences, was moſt encouraged, that Religion was then moſt incum­bred (yea ſtifled) with the products of ſuch wanton wits as play'd the Sophiſters with Scripture, and obtruded ſuch Brats of their own begetting, as legitimate off-ſprings of the Word, upon the too much abuſed and credulous Vulgar, to the miſleading of their Souls, and foſtering, as well as pro­pagating, Diviſion and Confuſion in the Church? whereas of right, no products of an humane ſpirit, ſhould be receiva­ble in Evangelical Religion. Therefore in my opinion 'tis the ſafeſt way to be ſober in a matter of ſuch high concern­ment, and admit of no conſequence in point of faith or practice, that are obſcure, doubtfull, or uncertain, but only ſuch as are plain, and to be eaſily ſeen by any eye to be the natural and undoubted reſult of the premiſſes, and conſo­nant to the general nature and tenour of the Goſpel. And Mr. Wills his demand, who ſhall be Judge to determine which conſequences are plain, and which not? is a captious que­ſtion, propounded only to make a noiſe; for the ſame in­terrogation lies againſt all conſequences, viz. who ſhall Judge, what conſequences are rightly deduced, and what not? which, (when he reſolves it for himſelf) reſolves the other alſo for us. 'Tis certain, that every mans Reaſon and diſcretive Judgment, muſt in that caſe be his Judge, no other being inveſted into that Supremacy. 'Tis true, that appears plain to one; which appears not ſo to another, therefore we are to pray for a diſcerning and clear underſtanding, [Page]Jam. 1.17. that we might be eſtabliſh'd in Evangelical Truths, without being beholden to the niceties of the Schoolmen, and their idle ſpeculations.
I have inſiſted the longer upon this point, becauſe we are generally charged to deny all Conſequences from Scrip­ture, which is falſe; for we grant that after the example of our Lord Jeſus and his Apoſtle, Mat. 22.31, 32 Act. 13.33, 34. we may from plain and lawfull premiſſes, infer their neceſſary Concluſion. The thing we deny is, that ſuch Sophi­ſtical, pretended Conſequences, (not at all countenanced in Scripture Text) as our adverſaries uſe in the manage­ment of this Controverſie of Infant Baptiſm againſt us, are of any validity or credit, and ſhould not therefore be uſed.
It may be well called the Naked Truth, that (a late ex­cellent Pen hath ſo feelingly expreſt) ‘There is nothing has prov'd a greater plague to Chriſtianity, then School-Divinity; where new queſtions, nice diſtinctions, and raſh concluſions, are toſs'd up and down like Tennis-balls, whence proceed cruel bickerings and dangerous Hereſies. The firſt Divinity School we read of, was ſet up at Alexan­dria by Pantenus, whence ſprung the Arrian Hereſie, which ſoon overran all Chriſtendom. In the ſubtilty of thoſe Schools Hereſie grew refined, and with their diſtinctions and evaſions quite baffled the plain and ſimple profeſſors of the Goſpel. There is no giving way to rational De­ductions and humane Argumentations, againſt Faith and Scripture. The Primitive Doctors converted from Hea­theniſm and well skill'd in Philoſophy, Antiquity, Hiſtory, and Logick or Sophiſtry, tranſlated thoſe Sciences (falſly ſo called) into Chriſtianity, to illuſtrate by their indiſcreet zeal, and imbelliſh Chriſtian knowledge by Artificial forms and figures, but rather deſaced it, Col. 2.8. That the Greeks fond of niceties, tranſplanted their beloved Rhe­torical flowers into Chriſtian Gardens, which prov'd indeed Weeds. Haec ille.’
So that the concluſion I ſhall in this particular come to, is, That we are not under the notion of Conſequence to admit any thing in point of Religion, but what is of ſuch clear and undoubted Scripture demonſtration, as might ſatisfie the Con­ſcience that it is the Will of God; And that we are to uſe all endeavours to reſcue Chriſtianity from thoſe incumbrances of[Page]humane inventions and Traditions, which the wanton and li­centious Schoolmen have mixt with it; and ſo reduce it to its primitive purity and ſimplicity, by adhering cloſe to the Word of God, and rejecting all thoſe corrupt gloſſes, that under the title of explaining, render it indeed more obſcure, unintelli­gible and confounding.
As to Mr. Walker's Arguments from the benefits of Infant Baptiſm, which he ſays are an early Conſecration — being brought thereby into Covenant — under a Vow — and others care — united to Chriſt — made thereby Children of God — heirs of Heaven — partakers of Grace — conſigned to a Re­ſurrection — are ſaved by it — freed from Original ſin, &c. they are all, in the notion Mr. Walker holds them, Popiſh, and exploded (for the moſt part) by our learned Pro­teſtants, as vain and idle conceits. Inſomuch that 'tis need­leſs for me to ſpend time in diſproof of that which is ſo fully done already. For what tendency has this kind of ar­guing, but to aſcribe that vertue to the bare application of an Ordinance, which the Lord never gave to it, and ſo ſet up an Opus Operatum, which the Proteſtant Churches vehe­mently diſclaim?
Dr. Owen in his Theologomena, lib. 6. c. 5. p. 477, &c. has excellently refelled this poſition, viz. Regeneration by Baptiſm ex opere operato, concluding with this verdict of it; Neque ſanè dogma pernicioſius, aut quod peccatorum animis praeſentius venenum propinaret, facilè excogitaret ipſe menda­ciorum pater. — That the very Father of lyes could not eaſily invent a more pernicious opinion, or which might inſtill a more deadly poiſon into the hearts of ſinners. And then very am­ply diſcovers, how all are born in ſin, being children of wrath by nature; and that Regeneration is effected by the Spirit, through the Word in the hearts of believers according to the New Covenant, and not by theſe Popiſh Inventions.
Of the ſame Judgment with Dr. Owen herein, were our firſt impugners of Popery the Waldenſes, in their Treatiſe of Antichriſt, writ (as is ſaid) by Peter Bruys Anno 1120. P. Perin. l. 3. p. 267. So was the famous Wickliff, as Mr. Danvers demonſtrates at large, p. 121. &c. of 2 Reply. And Dr. Uſher in his State and ſucceſſion of the Church, Dr. Taylor Lib. Proph. p. 242, 243, &c. and in a word the whole ſtream of modern Doctors. Calvin's words are me­morable in inveighing againſt the miſchiefs of this opinion, [Page] Inſtit. l. 4. c. 15. ſect. 20. Quantum damni invexerit dogma illud male expoſitum, baptiſma eſſe de neceſſitate ſalutis, pauci animadvertunt. Ideoque minus ſibi cavent, nam ubi invaluit opinio, perditos eſſe omnes, quibus aquâ cingi non contingit, noſtra conditio deterior eſt quam vtteru populi, quaſi reſtrictior eſſet Dei gratia quam ſub lege, veniſſe enim Chriſtus cenſebitur non ad implendas promiſſiones ſed abolendas, quando promiſſio quae tunc ante octavam diem, ſaluti conſerendae per ſe erat ſatis efficax, nunc abſque ſigni adminiculo rata non eſſet. And ſect. 32. ſaith, Non arceri à regno Coelorum Infantes quibus à praeſenti vita migrare contingit, antequam aqua mergi datum fuerit; atqui jam viſum eſt fieri non levem injuriam Dei faederi, niſi in eo acquieſcimus, ac ſi per ſe infirmum eſet, quum ejus effectas neque à baptiſmo, neque ab ullis acceſſionibus pendeot, &c. So Rogers in his Analyſis of the 39 Articles, p 167, 168. tells us in behalf of the Church of England, We condemn the Opinion of the Ruſſe is, that there is ſuch a neceſſity of Baptiſm, that all that dye without it, are damned. Reverend Mr. Perkins on Gal 2. Vol. 2. Edit. 1617. p. 191, &c. tells us, ‘That the outward waſhing doth not make any man a member of Chriſt, — that Baptiſm is not of abſolute neceſſity, — that Adoption and Life, begin not in Baptiſm, but before, — that a Sacrament hath not the grace of God tyed to it, or ſhut up in it, — but is an In­ſtrument to which grace is preſent in the right uſe there­of; — that this Doctrine (viz. that a Sacrament confers grace by the work done) is a fiction of the brain of man, 1 Pet. 3 21. — that Regeneration is a work of Creation, therefore it is of God immediately, and not immediately from the Sacrament.’ And much more to this effect, but 'tis too tedious to tranſcribe it, therefore I refer to the Book it ſelf, which notably confutes this conceit.
Yet to add ex abundanti, I ſhall cite one more as a wit­neſs againſt the abſolute neceſſity of Baptiſm; it is Mr. Wills, p. 150. Infant Bapt. who to give him his due, ſpeaks notably to it; If Baptiſm (ſays he) be of abſolute neceſſity to ſalvation, and that Regeneration is affixt to it, and none can be ſaved without it, then it is in mans power to ſave and to deſtroy; If they will baptize their children, they may ſave them; if they neglect it, damn them, which is horrible abſurdity to conceive. And in the next page makes out very well, that Baptiſm is not at all concerned in John 13.5. but [Page]Regeneration; and in ſo doing proves himſelf to be more Orthodox in that particular, then all his Antiquity for Paedo­baptiſm, who all of them expounded that Text of external baptiſm, though very abſurdly. But what need I particula­rize a few, when the whole ſtream of the Reformed Writers exclaim with one conſent againſt this Doctrine, and bend much of their labours to refell it.
Mr. Walker indeed ſays, as p. 113. That it hath not any Phyſical vertue in it ſelf, in the way of a Natural cauſe to effect Salvation: But the very Papiſts ſay ſo much, for no man will be ſo ridiculous as to aſſert it a Natural cauſe of ſalvation, and I am certain the Papiſts ſay no more, then Mr. Walker, when he tells us, that Baptiſm ſaves Infants, as p. 108. That it muſt needs make our Hell the more hot to find our unbaptized children there, p. 147. That the baptized are reſcued wholly, or in a great meaſure, from Original ſin, p. 150. No Baptiſm, then no Son of God, and then no Heir of his, p. 153. No Baptiſm, no entrance even for Infants into the Kingdom of Heaven, that is, ordinarily, &c. p 154. None were ſaved without the Ark; ſo none, that we are ſure of, are ſaved without Baptiſm; — What need Infants have of Salvation, the ſame they have of Baptiſm for their Salvation, p. 156. calls an Unbaptized ſtate a damnable ſtate, p. 142. with much more to that effect. And pray what's all this but an Opus Operatum? or a tying the Grace of God to the Sacrament? I know not that the Papiſts ſay any more then Mr. Walker, p. 113. viz. that it hath a ſaving efficacy for ſuch end communicated by God to it, &c. but I would fain learn of Mr. Walker, who made him acquainted with that part of Gods counſel; for I could never yet find it in the Bible, that Baptiſm was dignified with ſo tranſcendent an energy, as (in disjunction from Faith, and ſo 'tis in all In­fants) to effect Salvation.
'Tis true, to a qualified ſubject, viz. a penitent Believer, the Lord has made it an Inſtrument, through which he conveys the ſaving communications of his Grace; and to ſuch it is neceſſary (not abſolutè, but) neceſſitate praecepti, becauſe God commanded it. Yet the want of it, where it may not be had, damus not; though the contempt of it, is a horrible affront to the Divine Majeſty, and conſequent­ly a dangerous ſin. But 'tis not neceſſary, neceſſitate me­dii, ſince ſalvation, which is the end, may be had without [Page]it; as in the eaſe of the Thief upon the Croſs, &c. But to In­fants it is no way neceſſary; (1) tis not ſo neceſſitate prae­cepti, becauſe Chriſt no where commanded ſuch to be bap­tized; nor (2) neceſſitate medii, becauſe Chriſt no where appointed it to be the means of their ſalvation. We have ſeveral paſſages in Scripture, that give us encouragement of the ſalvation of dying Infants, through the rich grace and tender mercy of him, who is (we hope) their Re­deemer as well as ours. But I have in my Anſwer to Mr. Baxter, p. 16. touched upon this point.
Next Mr. Walker in 5 Chapters labours to ſhew, that chil­dren are not incapable of Baptiſm; but his Reaſons are not convincing to me, nor do I believe they can be ſo to any, that with an unprejudiced mind, reads our Books; where­in is amply made out, that Infants are not capable ſubjects of Baptiſm, no more then of other Church Ordinances, be­cauſe they want Faith and Repentance, as the Church Cate­chiſm informs us; and which the ſame Book tells us, is re­quired of perſons to be baptized. Neither will the Sureties profeſſion for the Child ſerve the turn, for we find no ſuch practice allow'd of, or ſo much as mentioned in Scripture. Neither by any Law of God or man, is ſuch a diſpenſation granted, that a ſubſtitution of another's Faith, ſhould ſupply the deſect of the perſon to be baptized: Nor does the Child give them any Commiſſion to believe for him, nor can they perform, what they promiſe, which is no leſs then the per­formance of the great and principal graces of the New Co­venant, viz. Faith and Repentance, which are the peculiar gifts of God. But I ſhall diſmiſs this particular, referring Mr. Walker to Mr. Tombs his Juſt Reply, p. 105. Printed 1675. where by way of Animadverſion on that part of the Common-Prayer-Book, he confutes this practice unanſwerably; And Mr. Danvers his Treat. p. 83, 84. and 218, 219, 220. where it is alſo refelled by ſubſtantial, and yet unanſwered, Reaſons.
It is an inconſiderate expreſſion of Mr. Walker to ſay, p. 203 That in this argument of twiſt [...]d hairs (viz from the order of the words Mat. 28.19.) the greateſt ſtrength of theſe Sampſons lyes: For we do not infiſt upon the order of the words only, but upon the order of the things alſo, as conſtantly practiſed. And I challenge any man to produce, that the order of the things ever differed from the order [Page]of the words, or was by any Apoſtolical practice inverted; or that any perſon was baptized by them that was not firſt taught. So that having the order of words and things alſo for us, and that from a mouth that never ſpoke an incon­gruous word, we conceive we deſerve no blame in adhering to ſo plain a rule.
But Mr. Walker ſays, the order of words is for them, becauſe here is teaching after baptizing; and Mar. 1.4, 5. John baptized and preach'd, and  [...] ſigniſying, not teach, but to make another a Diſciple; and ſo reads a Gram­matical Lecture, ending in this, that unleſs it be underſtood, make diſciples by baptizing them, and by teaching them, there is a Tautology in the phraſe, — as Teach all Nations, &c. — Teaching them, &c.
Anſw. That Mr. Walker hath made choice of a wrong In­terpretation, yea ſuch as will be guilty of a ſignal abſurdity, will be eaſily apparent. And 1. I confeſs the verb  [...], ſignifies diſcipulate, or ma [...]e diſciples. And if the phraſe be admitted to bear that ſenſe Mr. Walker would have, viz. to make Diſciples by baptizing and teaching, yet Infants will be excluded; becauſe to the making of Diſci­ples theſe two actions are required, viz. baptizing and teaching; and Infants are uncapable of the later till they come to years, therefore cannot be diſcipled. But, that (making Diſciples) and (baptizing) are (as hinted al­ready above) two diſtinct actions, is clear in John 4.1.  [...], &c. he maketh and baptizeth more diſciples, &c. you ſee  [...], by the conjun­ction copulative [ [...]] is ſet down as a diſtinct work from ( [...]) therefore he did not make them Diſciples by Baptiſm, but by ſomething acted towards them before. And if this be not underſtood ſo, and that  [...] and  [...] are Synonima's, here will be a manifeſt Tautology, for then the words will run, Jeſus baptized, and baptized more Diſciples then John.
And I appeal to Mr. Walker's Conſcience, whether what is expreſs'd Mat. 28.19. by the Participle  [...], may not without any violation of the ſenſe be read impera­tively by the Verb  [...], thus, Diſciple all Nations, and baptize them; and if ſo, whether  [...] and  [...] would be terms equipollent, and ſo (by con­ſequence) Tantology, viz. go baptize all Nations, and bap­tize [Page]them, a gemination elegant in the Hebrew, but ſupper [...] ­fluous in the Greek Tongu [...]? But to clear our own Interpre­tation, as well as I demonſtrate the abſurdity of theirs, it is neceſſary to know, that there is a general teaching to ac­quaint perſons with the Goſpel, which who [...] once they be­lieve and are baptized, there is a ſecond teaching to bring them on towards perfection. You know what a ſhort Con­ſeſſion was required of the Eunuch, Act 8.37. If thou be­lieveſt with all thy heart (ſays Philip) thou mayſt. The profeſſion of which ſhort Creed, qualified him (being by that a Diſciple fit) for Baptiſm. But was there no need (think you) of any further teaching? Yes doubtleſs, he had need of Inſtruction in the practical Duties of Chriſtia­nity afterwards. So that the words are thus eaſily vindi­cated from Tautology, for they run Paraphraſtically thus: As if Chriſt had ſaid, Go diſciple the Nations, that is (as Mark 16.15. more plainly delivered) preach the Goſpel to every Creature, and baptize ſuch as are ſo diſcipled by your preaching, and when they are admitted into Church Communion, teach them to obſerve all my Commands. See here (as plain, as if writ with the Sun beams) that the firſt teaching is, what they ſhould believe, and the next teaching is, what they ſhould doe; Faith being neceſſary to admit them into the Church, and a holy Converſation ne­ceſſary to keep them there. And that this is the genuine meaning and Interpretation, we need no other proof then the Apoſtles practice purſuant to it, who preach'd firſt, then baptized, and then taught too. Firſt they gathered Churches by preaching and baptizing, and then preach'd to them ſo gathered; the firſt preaching for Converſion, the other for Confirmation and further Inſtruction; a teaching à priori in order to Diſcipleſhip and Baptiſm, and a teach­ing à poſteriori in order to Perfection. Baptiſm is to be by precept immediately after the firſt, and the other by pre­cept ſo immediately after Baptiſm, which is walled in on both ſides by teaching, that Infants are univerſally excluded, till they be capable of being taught.
As for Mark 1.4. in the verſe before preaching is before baptizing, — The voice of one crying in the wilderneſs, Pre­pare ye the way of the Lord. — And 'tis abſurd to imagine that a man can be baptized before he be preach'd unto; for then he ſhould be baptized, into he knows not what.
[Page]
Mr. Walker's urging the Cuſtom of the Catholick Church to baptize Infants, and the Conſtitution of the Church of Eng­land in juſtification of that practice, ſerves to little more purpoſe then to fill up his paper; for neither the one, nor the other, will prove that it ought to be ſo; for the Uni­verſality of an error renders it not authentick. Therefore though I could produce ſeveral exceptions againſt Mr. Wal­ker's claim to ſome of thoſe Authorities he produces, yet I ſhall only glance upon what he ſays about the 3 firſt Cen­turies. And truly if we enquire into the quality of the Witneſſes produced for theſe times, it will be found that Paedobaptiſm leans upon a broken reed. For the earlieſt they pretend to, is Juſtin Martyr's Responſes, which is a ſpurious piece, as is evidently and unanſwerably made out by Mr. Danvers, Treat. p. 140. inſomuch that Mr. Walker in his poſtſcript makes no defence to it, ſave to ſay, that it is ac­knowledged a very ancient piece. But by his leave, it is not ſo ancient neither, for 'tis certain it was forged after the 3d Century, (probably a very conſiderable time) for men­tion is made Queſt. 127. of the Manichees, who ſprung not up till about 130 years after Juſtine, who wrote his  [...] Apolog. 150 years after Chriſt, and ſo this Witneſs is caſhiered. There are many Reaſons to be ſeen in Sculte­tus in Annal. Juſtin cap. 11. to detect this forgery; and the learned Daille, V [...]ſſius, Rivet, Perkins, &c. reject it; therefore no argument from ſuch a cheat is valid againſt us.
As for the Conſtitutions aſcribed to Clemens Romanus, and Dionyſius the Areop. Eccleſ. Hierar. I wonder Mr. Walker would fill up ſo many pages from ſuch a Rhapſody of for­gery, after all the unanſwered arguments given againſt them by Mr. Danvers, Treat. p. 140. 1 Rep p. 80, 81, &c. which were ſo much to Mr. Wills's conviction, that he con­feſſes them to be a cheating Tribe, p. 127. Inf. Bapt. And they are not only diſown'd by us, but by learned Paedo­baptiſts alſo, as by Voffius Theſ. Theol. p. 432. Edit. 1628. who though he took great pains to prove the Antiquity of Paedobaptiſm, yet ſlights Juſtine's Responſes, the Eccl. Hier. and theſe Conſtitutions, as ſuppoſitious; — Mitto ( [...]os) ne [...]  [...]rim libri iſti corum ſunt, quibus tribuuntur vulgò; — I make no account of them, (ſays he) for the Books commonly aſcri­  [...]ed to them are none of theirs. So the learned Daille, and [Page]many other Paedobaptiſts, whoſe teſtimonies are not to be ſlighted, becauſe againſt their own practice; for the wit­neſſes of enemies are ever moſt convictive.
The pretended teſtimonies of Irenaeus, Cyprian, and Ori­  [...]en, are largely diſcovered to be invalid by Mr. Danvers, Treat. p. 134, to 150. Reply p. 84, to 97. and Rejoynd. p. 16. to 21. and by Mr. Tombs, 3 Review, ſect. 89, 90, 91, 98, &c. ſo that it is indeed labour loſt to add any thing thereto. Yet,
1. 'Tis a great doubt whether Irenaeus his ſpeech (if it were his own) be at all of Infant Baptiſm; the moſt that can be ſaid is, that perhaps it was ſo; and fortè ita, ſolvi­tur per fortè non. All that's produced from him is, that Chriſt came to ſave (omnes qui per eum renaſcuntur, Infantes, Paeros, Juvenes, Seniores) all that are born again through him, Infants, noys, Young men, Old men; which proves not that Infant Baptiſm was at that time in the world: For 'tis more probable that the right deduction from thence is, that in the opinion of Irenaeus, Infants are capable of the New birth, or Salvation, as well as elder perſons. For to be born again, and to be baptized, are not terms Synonimous, or Convertible; for many are regenerated and ſaved, that are not baptized; and many baptized, that are not rege­nerated and ſaved Beſides if this paſſage mean Infants to be baptized by Chriſt, it contradicts John 4.2. where 'tis ſaid that Chriſt baptized not. See Mr. Tombs 3 Review p. 79. and Mr. Danvers 1 Rep'y p 82.
'Tis (certainly) ill done to take ſuch a Gloſs after that impudent Monk Fevardontius, who as Rivet tells us, Crit. Secr. l. 2. c. 26. was a man of villainous audacity, and of no Faith, who moſt filthily and with impious and lying Anno­tations  [...]oexupted the  [...]arks of Irenaeus; hamo project and a­cae, & nuliius fidei, ſoedè in multis corrupit [opera Irenaei] & annotationibus impius & mendacious conſpureavit.
As for Tertullian, he is (as before) expreſly for us, and V [...]lius, Daille, Mr. Baxter, Mr. Wills, yea and Mr. Walker, confeſs ſo much Nor do thoſe paſſages Mr. Walker quotes, ſo much as mention I [...]ſant Baptiſm as approving it, nor any thing directly tending thereto; for then Tertullian ſhould have contradicted himſelf. Daille ſays in his Right uſe of the Fathers, l. 2. p. 72. that Tertullian was ſo far from preſſing men to baptize their children, while they are young, that he [Page]allows, and indeed perſwades the contrary, &c. and his opi­nion herein, is not much diſſerent from that of the Anabaptiſts of our time.
If Cyprians Epiſtle be genuine and uncorrupted, (as is doubted too, his Works falling into ill hands) 'tis rather a ſhame then a credit to Paedobaptiſm, to infiſt upon ſuch a ri­diculous piece, that aſſerts Infants Baptiſm from ſuch corrupt grounds as are there inſiſted upon.
Voſſius lays no ſtreſs upon the witneſs of Origen, becauſe we have no original of it. And it is unqueſtionable that what we find in him about Infant Baptiſm to waſh away Original ſin, (quia eſſent in omnibus genuinae ſordes peccati, quae per aquam & ſpiritum ablui deberent) was foiſted in; For Origen (as Dr. Owen truly ſays) was a great Pelagian, which Sect, as is well known, denied Original ſin. Mr. D. Rep. p. 88. made this Objection, but Mr. W. gives no anſwer to it, as I can find, nor indeed can he.
Theſe are all the Antiquities pretended from the firſt 3 [...]0 years. And let the judicious and impartial Reader con­ſider, whether that cauſe be not in a forlorn and languiſh­ing caſe, that has no better, then ſuch a rotten, baſis to reſt upon.
What Mr. Walker urges from the lying Talmud, (as the learned Sir Norton Knatchbull calls it in his Animadverſions, p. 315) to evince that Baptiſm was uſed by the Jews in the initiation of Proſelytes, is of no force againſt us, who receive not their Cuſtom as Goſpel, nor durſt we practice Infant Rantiſm, which is no Baptiſm, from Jewiſh principles, it having been never appointed by Chriſt, or his Apoſtles, but corruptly aroſe with Infant Communion, from a conceit of neceſſity, as is already evident.
Mr. Walker proceeds to argue, p. 292. that Infant Bap­tiſm is an Apoſtolical practice, for which he urges the bapti­zing of houſholds; but what I have ſaid to Mr. Whiſton and Mr. Baxter about this, may alſo ſerve here. But I hope, if that ſatisfies not, Dr. Hammonds opinion in the matter will be convincing, he ſays, Reſol. p 471. ſect. 21. that to conclude Infants were baptized, becauſe houſholds were ſo men­tioned to be, is unconvincing, and without demonſtration, it being ſo uncertain, whether there was any Child in the ſamilies.
But 1 Cor. 7.14. is the great Topick he inſiſts upon, viz. the [Page]unbelieving husband is ſanctified by (it ſhould be to) the wife, &c. which he ſays ſhould be rendred (hath been ſanctified, as Dr. Hammond formerly ſaid) it being  [...]; And that the ſenſe of (hath been ſanctified) is, hath been baptized, the effect being put for the act, by a Meto­nymie.
Anſw. I have already ſpoke to this Text in my Anſwer to Mr. Baxter, p. 12 to which I ſhall add now, that Mr. Walker chuſes a very abſurd Interpretation; For accor­ding to his talk the words of the Text will run thus, The unbelieving husband hath been baptized by the believing wiſe, and the unbelieving wiſe by the husband, which is ridicu­lous; for if it ſhould be true, then a proſeſs'd unbeliever ſhould be a fit ſubject of Baptiſm, and a woman a fit admini­ſtrator; [and the Papiſts are beholden to Mr. Walker, for helping them to a Scripture, to warrant their practice of womens baptizing in caſe of neceſſity.] And then what need the Apoſtles be ſent to baptize, or the Miniſters of the Church of England, to Monopolize that practice now, when all the men and women in the reſpective Nations, may baptize one another? This Interpretation deſerves indeed to be laughed at. Neither doth Mr. Walker p. 299. avoid the danger of the abſurdity that follows it, by his ſhifts there. Beſides he (being well skill'd in the uſe of Particles, having indeed excellently advanced that kind of learning) knows that the particle ( [...]) ſhould be rendred (to) not (by) in this place, unleſs he will make the Apo­ſtle ſay, that the ſaith of the wife ſanctifies the unbelieving husband foederally, and is therefore capable of baptiſm by his wiſes ſaith, which is not to be affirm'd; for the faith of the one is not the (next and effectual) cauſe of the others Sa [...]ctification; for this Sanctification is contingent, that is, it may, or it may not be, as verſe 16. Thus its rendred Col. 1.23. — preacht  [...], to every creature. Rom. 1.24. God gave them up  [...], to uncleanneſs. 2 Cor. 8.1. the grace of God is beſtowed (or given)  [...], (rendred in Latine in the dative, Eccleſiis) to the Churches. 2 Pet. 1.5. adde to your faith, &c.  [...]. Mat. 27.12.  [...], to him. Act. 7.44. tabernaculum teſtimonii ſuit patribus,  [...]; the particle ( [...]) being in theſe places, and many others, rendred (to) not (by) Beſides,  [...], [Page]and  [...], holy, and unclean, are immediate oppoſites [...] and therefore according to Logick Rules, look in what ſenſe the one is to be underſtood, in the directly contrary to that ſenſe, muſt the other oppoſite be underſtood. Thus if the term (holy) ſignifies a Non-admittance to Church Or­dinances, the term (unclean) muſt ſignifie an excluſion from ſuch: — but that's untrue; for Infidels children upon their converſion, were admitted, and ſome children of be­lievers were excluded from Church-Ordinances, and Privi­ledges, yea in the ſtate of Infancy, as the children got by ſtrange wives in Ezra's time, Ezr. 10.3, 5, 44. were put away, as well as the mothers; So this holineſs being under­ſtood of legitimation, the uncleanneſs muſt neceſſarily be un­derſtood of baſtardy, as the iſſues of the ſtrange bed were reputed of old. Which ſenſe is ſo appoſite and proper, that no other can be reaſonably aſcribed to this Text; and that a holy ſeed is legitimate, ſee Ezra 9.2.
The term ( [...], unclean) is uſed for whoredom frequently in Scripture, as Rom. 1 [...] 24. & 6.19. Epheſ. 5.3. Col. 3.5. Rev. 17.4. What Nazianzen's  [...] imports, is nothing to us, the expreſſion is a meer Catechreſis. And 'tis certain the term is no where in Scripture uſed in ſuch a ſenſe, viz. he was ſanctified, for he was baptized;  [...] is, uſui ſacro deſtinari, as Paſor informs us, John 17.19. See 1 Tim. 4.5. Luk. 11.2. Jud. 1. So that this Text affords no colour of proof, that Paedobaptiſm was an Apoſtolical practice.
In that old Tranſlation of the Bible, (done by John Rogers the Martyr, as ſaith Holingſhed in his Chron, p. 1168.) we find in the Notes upon 1 Cor. 7.14. theſe words, viz. Not that children are clean and pure by nature, for that were againſt the Apoſtle himſelf, who proveth Rom. 5. that all are under Original ſin, and naturally the children of wrath, as Eph. 2. But his meaning is, that like as all things are clean to the clean, ſo that he may be converſant with her, and not  [...]ſſend in ſo doing; and that the children of them are not to be reputed as unlawful and unclean.
His Dilemma p. 329. is nugatory, and will directly lye againſt themſelves in many points of Popery they reject. And his enumeration of things believed, yet not expreſly delivered in Scripture, is frivolous: for we deny not, but Infant Baptiſm may be right, if prov'd by good conſequence, [Page](yet it is certain, that the only Rule in Sacraments is the Inſtitution, and practice) but we deny the conſequences produced for it, to be good. So that it is not conſequences, but pretended, abſurd, and illogical conſequences we deny, therefore his diſcourſe being be ſides our practice, is inſigni­ficant. 'Tis a very bold, and dangerous practice, to ſet up any Invention of our own in Religion, under pretence of its being agreeable to Gods ſecret will, (as Mr. Walker talks) for who can tell whether it be ſo, or no? Methinks Nadab and Abibu's tragical end Lev. 10. ſhould teach ſuch, what they are to expect for preſumptions of that kind.
The Argument p. 338. is a weak one and will prove the Doctrine of Purgatory, and the Invocation of Saints, &c. to be no ſin, as well as Inſant Baptiſm. But that it is a ſin, be­cauſe a tranſgreſſion of a Law, may be thus demonſtrated; That which is done beſides (and without any warrant from) the Doctrine and practice of the Law-giver, is a tranſ­greſſion of a Law: But Infant Baptiſm, is ſuch; therefore a tranſgreſſion of a Law, and conſequently a ſin. The major is apparent from that maxim received among Proteſtants, and by which they defend themſelves againſt Papiſts, viz. that in poſitive Worſhip whatſoever is not commanded, is for­bidden. The minor is proved at large in our Writings.
The reſt of Mr. Walkers diſcourſe, as where he affirms, that Infant Baptiſm might be lawfull, though there were neither command for it, nor example of it, as p. 331. is not only againſt us, but againſt all the Reformers: for, if ſuch a Doctrine were believed, what a gap would it open for all Tradition-mongers, to break in, and impoſe what they pleaſe upon us? that pretence being as allowable in all other ex­ploded points, as in this; therefore I believe all that make the Scriptures the Standard to try Doctrines by, will be of our ſide in this caſe, therefore at preſent I think it needleſs to ſay any thing more to it.
What Mr. Walker ſay, in Reply to the Anſwer made to the Objection from no expreſs Command or Example in Scrip­ture of womens receiving the Lords Supper, is not ſatisfactory, nor does it prove that there is as good conſequence for Infant Baptiſm, as womens receiving the Supper; And he taking no notice of what Mr. Danvers ſo fully writ about that matter, to Mr. Blinman, p. 177. 1 Reply, it is enough to refer him thither; and to Mr. Tombs his Juſt Reply, p. 96. [Page]As to his defence p. 409. of thoſe ſpurious Books aſcribed to Juſtine Martyr, Dionyſius the Areopagite, &c. mentioned before, being all that's produced for that practice for the firſt 300 years, it is meerly inſignificant, he having not anſwered what Mr. Danvers urged with undeniable demon­ſtration to prove them fabulous, as Treat. p. 98, &c. and 136, &c. So that what I ſaid before, with this Reference, is enough as to that particular. And therefore at preſent I ſhall ſay no more but this, (with Mr. Tombs) That if any perſon be deceived by thoſe arguments urged for Infant Baptiſm, after ſo full a diſcovery of the futility of them for theſe 30 or 40 years paſt, we may conclude, that they are deceived, becauſe they are willing to be deceived.
FINIS.
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