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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

The Latin translates, “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:’

On the Cover: Baptists rejoice to hold in common with other evangelicals the main
principles of the orthodox Christian faith. However, there are points of difference and
these differences are significant. In fact, because these differences arise out of God’s
revealed will, they are of vital importance. Hence, the barriers of separation between
Baptists and others can hardly be considered a trifling matter. To suppose that Baptists
are kept apart solely by their views on Baptism or the Lord’s Supper is a regrettable
misunderstanding. Baptists hold views which distinguish them from Catholics,
Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Methodists, Pentecostals, and
Presbyterians, and the differences are so great as not only to justify, but to demand, the
separate denominational existence of Baptists. Some people think Baptists ought not
teach and emphasize their differences but as E.J. Forrester stated in 1893, “Any
denomination that has views which justify its separate existence, is bound to
promulgate those views. If those views are of sufficient importance to justify a
separate existence, they are important enough to create a duty for their promulgation ...
the very same reasons which justify the separate existence of any denomination make
it the duty of that denomination to teach the distinctive doctrines upon which its sepa-
rate existence rests.” If Baptists have a right to a separate denominational life, it is
their duty to propagate their distinctive principles, without which their separate life
cannot be justified or maintained.

Many among today’s professing Baptists have an agenda to revise the Baptist
distinctives and redefine what it means to be a Baptist. Others don’t understand why it
even matters. The books being reproduced in the Baptist Distinctives Series are
republished in order that Baptists from the past may state, explain and defend the
primary Baptist distinctives as they understood them. It is hoped that this Series will
provide a more thorough historical perspective on what it means to be distinctively
Baptist.



The Lord Jesus Christ asked, “And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things
which I say?” (Luke 6:46). The immediate context surrounding this question explains
what it means to be a true disciple of Christ. Addressing the same issue, Christ’s
question is meant to show that a confession of discipleship to the Lord Jesus Christ is
inconsistent and untrue if it is not accompanied with a corresponding submission to
His authoritative commands. Christ’s question teaches us that a true recognition of His
authority as Lord inevitably includes a submission to the authority of His Word.
Hence, with this question Christ has made it forever impossible to separate His
authority as King from the authority of His Word. These two principles—the authority
of Christ as King and the authority of His Word—are the two most fundamental
Baptist distinctives. The first gives rise to the second and out of these two all the other
Baptist distinctives emanate. As F.M. lams wrote in 1894, “Loyalty to Christ as King,
manifesting itself in a constant and unswerving obedience to His will as revealed in
His written Word, is the real source of all the Baptist distinctives:” In the search for the
primary Baptist distinctive many have settled on the Lordship of Christ as the most
basic distinctive. Strangely, in doing this, some have attempted to separate Christ’s
Lordship from the authority of Scripture, as if you could embrace Christ’s authority
without submitting to what He commanded. However, while Christ’s Lordship and
Kingly authority can be isolated and considered essentially for discussion’s sake, we
see from Christ’s own words in Luke 6:46 that His Lordship is really inseparable from
His Word and, with regard to real Christian discipleship, there can be no practical
submission to the one without a practical submission to the other.

In the symbol above the Kingly Crown and the Open Bible represent the inseparable
truths of Christ’s Kingly and Biblical authority. The Crown and Bible graphics are
supplemented by three Bible verses (Ecclesiastes 8:4, Matthew 28:18-20, and Luke
6:46) that reiterate and reinforce the inextricable connection between the authority of
Christ as King and the authority of His Word. The truths symbolized by these
components are further emphasized by the Latin quotation - quod scriptura, non iubet
vetat— i.e., “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:” This Latin quote has
been considered historically as a summary statement of the regulative principle of
Scripture. Together these various symbolic components converge to exhibit the two
most foundational Baptist Distinctives out of which all the other Baptist Distinctives
arise. Consequently, we have chosen this composite symbol as a logo to represent the
primary truths set forth in the Baptist Distinctives Series.
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ADVERTISEMENT

THIRD EDITION.

Tux Treatise of the late Reverend ABranaM Boorn,
entitled “ Peedobaptism Examined,” &c. having become
very scarce, and being regarded by us, as a standard
work on that subject, we feel great pleasure in seeing

this new and complete Edition presented to the

Public.

While we are aware that the character of the
learned, pious, and venerated Author, and the admitted
sterling and intrinsic worth of these publications, render
any recommendation from us quite superfluous, we
must acknowledge our obligations to Joun SatchELL,
Esq. for the compilation of a complete Index to the
whole, and also for the great attention that gentleman

has paid to the Work, while passing through the press;
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PREFACE.

Hvinc observed, for a course of years, that many of
the most learned and eminent Padobaptists, when
theological subjects are under discussion, frequently
argue on such principles, admit of such facts, interpret
various texts of scripture in such a manner, and make
such concessions, as are greatly in favour of the Baptists;
I extracted a number of passages from their publica-
tions, and made many references to others, which I
thought might be fairly pleaded against infant sprink-
ling.* On reviewing these quotations and memoranda,
I concluded, merely for my own private use, to employ
some leisure hours in transcribing and arranging them,
under different heads of the Pwxdobaptist controversy.
When I had made a considerable progress in the
work of transcription and arrangement, Mr. Henry’s
Treatise on Baptism fell into my hands.t Prepossessed

* N.B. As the terms infant sprinkling, wherever they occur in
this 'Treatise, are used merely by way of distinction, and not of
contempt ; so the expressions, Pedo-baptism, and infant baptism,
are used in compliance with general custom ; not because the authcr
thinks an infant is baptized, on whom water has been solemnly
poured or sprinkled.

+ The Monthly Reviewers, after pronouncing this *“ the most
popular defence of infant baptism and of the mode of sprink-
ling that hath appeared,” very justly add; ‘“ Some reflections, how-
ever, which he casts on their [the Baptists] mode of baptism (which,
perhaps, the editor might as well have omitted,)—are scarcely con-
sistent with that candour and liberality which might have been ex-
pected from the author, and which, had he been now living, he
would probably have discovered.” Monthly Review, for April 1784,
p-313. My reader may see in what an illiberal manner Mr. Henry
has reflected on the baptismal immersion, and some animadver-
sions upon it, Vol. I. Chap. IV, Reflect. VII. p.231, this edition.

b 2
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of a high regard for the character of that worthy au-
thor, I perused the treatise with care. Not convinced,
however, by any thing contained in it, that the sprink-
ling of infants is an appointment of Christ; and being
fully persuaded that Mr. Henry had employed his learn-
ing and zeal in defence of an unscriptural ceremony; I
determined to prosecute the subject with greater appli-
cation, and to publish the result of my enquiries and
thoughts concerning it. Such was the occasion of this
publication.

The method of arguing here adopted, is far from
being either novel or unfair: it has been used by the
spirit of infallibility against Pagans;* by Christians
againsts the Jews;{ by the Reformed against Roman
Catholics; and by Protestant Dissenters against our
English Conformists.f It is, in a particular manner,
employed and pursued by the author of Popery con-
futed by Papists; a book, indeed, which I had not seen,
till the far greater part of these pages was composed.
The following words of that anonymous writer may be
justly applied, mutatis mutandis, to the present subject.
I will call the church of Rome for a witness to our
cause; and if she do not plainly confess the antiquity of
our tenets, and the novelty of her own; if she herself do
not proclaim the universality of our faith; if she do not

* Acts xvil. 28; Titus i. 12.

+ So Witsius, for instance, in his Judeeus Christianizans, p. 276—
402 ; and Hoornbeekius, Contra Judzos, 1.ii.c.i.; Liv. c.ii.

1 Aremarkable instance of this kind, is mentioned by Mr. Peirce,
who having informed us, that Bp. Hoadly and Mr. Ollyfe wrote
against Dr. Calamy, in defence of their own Conformity, adds; ““ It
happened, as is very usual with our adversaries, that these two de-
fended conformity upon different principles. Dr. Calamy, there-
fore, in his answer, set their arguments one against another, and so
handsomely defended our cause—that the Dissenters lcoked upon
themselves obliged, not only to the doctor for his defence, but to

his antagonists, who gave him the occasion of writing.”  Vindicat.
of Dissent. part i, p. 282,
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confess that we are both in the more certain and safe
way in the Protestant church, I will neither refuse the
name” *— of an Anabaptist, nor any part of that cen-
sure which is due to such a character.

Though I do not approve of every sentiment con-
tained in the following quotations produced on behalf
of the Baptists, yet, as the generality of those Pado-
baptists, from whose writings the extracts were made,
must be considered as persons of learning and eminence
in the several communions to which they belonged;
and as no small number of them were famous pro-
fessors in Protestant universities, their declarations,
in the argumentum ad hominem, cannot but have the
utmost weight. Nor can their testimonies, concerning
the signification of Greek terms, or the practice of the
church in former ages, be hastily rejected, without in-
curring the imputation of gross ignorance, of enormous
pride, or of shameful precipitancy. Considering the
quotations adduced, and the characters of those writers
from whom they were taken, it is presumed, that the
leading ideas of another paragraph, in Popery confuted
by Papists, may be here applied. “If these witnesses
had been ignorant and unlearned men, or excommu-
nicate persons in their own church— there might be
some plea why their testimonies should not be admitted.
But when the points in question are articles of their
own creed; when they are witnessed by popes, by coun-
cils, by cardinals, by bishops, by learned doctors and
schoolmen in their own church, on our behalf, and
against their own tenets; I see no cause why I should
not demand judgment in defence of our church, and
trial of our cause. It is the law of God and man, ‘1
will judge thee out of thine own mouth.””{ Thus also
Mr. Claude, when confuting the Roman Catholics; «1
will make their authors that are not suspected by them

* Popery confuted by Phpists, sect. viii. p.43.
+ Ut supra, sect.x. p.152.
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to speak, whose passages I will faithfully translate, which
they may see in the originals if they will take the
pains.”* To which I may add the following words of
another Pedobaptist, which are considered by him as a
kind of axiom. ¢ The confessions of enemies, and cir-
cumstances favourable to any body of men, collected
from the writings of their adversaries, are deserving of
particular regard.” 1 Zestimonium Adversarii contra se
Validissimum. -

The reader will find, that our auxiliaries in this dis-
pute are both numerous and respectable; for while a
multitude of Padobaptists reluctantly concede this, that,
and the other, in support of immersion upon a pro-
fession of faith, those who mdy be justly esteemed
impartial judges of the evidence produced on both sides
of this debate, very cheerfully award the cause to us.
Yes, those disinterested Friends, the people called
Quakers, without so much as one exception occurring
to observation, pour in their attestations on our behalf,
and treat infant sprinkling as a merely human inven-
tion.

Though I am not conscious of having misrepre-
sented the meaning of any Padobaptist, whose testi-
mony is produced, yet, as the quotations are very
numerous, and as many of them are translated from the
Latin, it is possible that mistakes may be discovered,
by those readers who accurately compare my quotations
with the writers from whom they were taken. Such
mistakes, it is hoped, however, will be found compara-
tively few, and of trifling importance. I am persuaded,

* Defence of Reformation, part ii. p. 127.

+ Dr. Priestley’s Letters to Dr. Horsley, p.137. ““ What,"” says
the learned Chamier, ““ can be a more convincing proof, than that
which arises from the confession of an adversary * Panstrat. tom., iv.
L viii, c.ix. § 4. Conformably to which, Mr. Travis, when speaking
of a particular fact, says: It “is proved by the best testimony pos-
sible, the acknowledgment of an adversary.” Letters to Mr, Gib-
bon, lett, iii, edit, 2nd.
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therefore, that the judicious and candid will impute them
to inadvertency, or ignorance, rather than to a disinge-
nuous intention.

A learned foreigner has justly observed, that while
all Christians deservedly acknowledge the Bible as a
divine revelation, it has fallen out, that every one desires
to find in that sacred volume whatever in his own ima-
gination seems divine; and that men are so wonder-
fully happy in this respect, as hardly ever to complain
of being disappointed, or of having lost their labour, in
searching the sacred records for what they wanted ; but
all, in the language of self-gratulation, repeat the old
évpnea Of Archimedes, I have found it! I have found
it1*—«“1It is but too frequently,” says Mr. Placette,
““that we see truth clashing with our temporal interests,
with the secret bias of our hearts, with our most violent
passions, and with other things which we make the
ordinary measures of our conduct. Whenever this
happens, we ought to despise these vain interests, to
stifle these inclinations, to repress these criminal mo-
tions, and in all our proeeedings to stick close to the
unalterable rule of truth. But we cannot bring our-
selves to such a resolution: on the quite contrary, we
endeavour to ply and bend 'this rule; and instead of
conforming ourselves to it, would have it conform to
ourselves. Not being able to change it, because it is
really constant and perpetual, our next attempt is to
change our own judgment about it. We try to persuade
ourselves out of its directions; and, with much pains
and labour, we come at length to succeed in our design.
No man can, indeed, be ignorant of that mighty sway
which the heart bears over the understanding. Accord-
ing to the order of nature, and the intention of its divine
Author, it is the understanding that ought to guide the
heart, and to be set up as its faithful lamp and light ;
but in common experience we see the reverse of this.

* Werenfelsii Opuscula, p. 376; 377.
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The heart draws aside the understanding that way to
which itself inclines; and if it fail to do this imme-
diately, and by absolute command, it carries its point by
time and stratagem.—It hinders the intellective power
from attending to such reasons as are disagreeable to
itself, and keeps it perpetually busied about the opposite
arguments.— It makes us look on the former with a
secret desire, that they may prove false; and on the
latter, with a most unjust wish that we may find them
true : and then, no wonder if it be successful in its arts,
and if it effectually lead us into error.” *

Very important is that declaration of our Lord ; « If
any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine,
whether it be of God, or whether I speak of myself:”
with which the following direction of Bp. Taylor agrees:
“If a man enquires after truth earnestly, as‘after things
of great concernment; if he prays to God to assist, and
uses those means which are in his hand, and are his best
for the finding it ; if he be indifferent to any proposition,
and loves it not for any consideration, but because he
thinks it true; if he will quit any interest rather than
lose a truth; if he dares own what he hath found and
believed ; and if he loves it so much the more, by how
much he believes it more conducing to piety and the
honour of God; he hath done what a good and wise
man should do: he needs not regard what any man
threatens, nor fear God’s anger when a man of another
sect threatens him with damnation. For he that heartily
endeavours to please God, and searches what his will is,
that he may obey it, certainly loves God; and nothing
that loves God can perish.” —Such is the rule of our
duty in this respect ; but as we are far from being insen-
sible of our liability to be influenced by prejudices and
corrupt affections in our enquiries after the mind of God

* Christian Casuist, b. ii. chap. xxiii.
1+ Ductor Dubitant. p. 755. See Mr. Locke’s Conduct of the
Understanding, sect. xi.
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respecting the ordinance of baptism, it is no small satis-
faction to find, that our most learned and eminent op-
posers have said so much in favour of immersion, upon
a profession of faith, as the appointment of Jesus Christ.
For, as Dr. Owen observes, “ Truth and good company
will give a modest man confidence.”*

In proportion as I have become acquainted with the
Popish controversy, and with that between our English
Episcopalians and Protestant Dissenters, the more have
I been convinced, that there is a remarkable similarity be-
tween the arguments used by Roman Catholics in defence
of Popery; by our Conformists, in support of their Esta-
blishment ; and by Padobaptists in general, in favour of
infant sprinkling. It gives me, therefore, peculiar plea-
sure to find, that the general principles on which I oppose
Padobaptism, are the very same with those upon which
the Reformed have always proceeded, in confuting the
Papal system, and upon which Protestant Dissenters
argue against the constitution, government, and unscrip-
tural rites of the English church. By these consider-
ations, I am the more confirmed in my disapprobation of
infant sprinkling. Agreeable to which are the following
words of Dr. Calamy, when speaking of the persecuted
Nonconformists, and of their leading principles: ¢ They
were the more confirmed in their adherence to these
principles, by finding the most eminent divines of the
church forced to make use of the very same in their
noble defence of the Reformation against the Roman-
ists; and, indeed, it seemed to them remarkable, that
those which were reckoned by the clergy the most suc-
cessful weapons against the Dissenters, should be the
same that are used by the Papists against the Protestant
Reformation.”f

In the course of my reflections on the language and

* Vindication against Sherlock, p. 41.
+ Nonconformist’s Memorial, Introduct. p.53.
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arguments of somec Padobaptists, the reader will meet
with a few strokes of pleasantry. It is presumed, how-
ever, that he will have no reason to complain of i/
temper, or of a want of benevolence to any from whom
I conscientiously differ. For though it appears, from
several quotations, that the harshest things have been
said of the Baptists by some of their opposers;* and
though it must be acknowleged the Baptists have some-
times retorted in an unbecoming manner; yet, as every
one must confess, that ¢ the wrath of man worketh not
the righteousness of God,” so it may be observed of the
cause that is here pleaded,

Non tali auxilio, nec defensoribus istis.

Some persons, to avoid the labour of thinking, and
to keep their consciences easy in a compliance with
prevailing custom, pronounce baptism a controverted
point; and then infer, that all disputes about the mode
and subjects of the ordinance, are not only stale and un-
important, but unworthy the character of any who profess
a warm regard for the interests of moral virtue, or for
the person, the atonement, and the grace of Jesus Christ.
That baptism has been the subject of much controversy
must be allowed; but then I will say, with Bp. Hurd;
““ Show me the question in religion, or even in common
morals, about which learned men have not disagreed ;
nay, show me a single text of scripture, though ever so
plain and precise, which the perverseness or ingenuity of
interpreters has not drawn into different, and often con-
trary meanings. What then shall we conclude? that
there is no truth in religion, no certainty in morals, no
authority in sacred scripture? If such conclusions as
these be carried to their utmost length, in what else can

* Dr. Featley acknowledges that, when writing against the
Baptists, ““ he could hardly dip his pen in any other liquor than the
juice of gall.”” In Crossby's Hist, Bap. vol. i. Pref. p.5. See
Backus's Church Hist. of New Eng. vol. ii. p. 323, 324.
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they terminate, but absolute universal scepticism?”* I
may add, in the words of Dr. Waterland, ¢ As long as
religion [or any particular branch of it,] is held in any
value or esteem, and meets with opposers, it must occa-
sion warm disputes. Who would wish that it should
not? What remedy is there for it, while men are men,
which is not infinitely worse than the disease? A total
contempt of religion, [or an universal and absolute indif-
ference for any particular article in it,] might end all
disputes about it ; nothing else will.” T

It must, indeed, be acknowledged, that positive rites,
forms of worship, and ecclesiastical order, are not of
equal importance with doctrines that immediately respect
the object of our worship, as rational creatures; the
ground of our hope, as criminals deserving to perish; or
the source of our blessedness, as intended for an im-
mortal existence. Nor is the most punctual perform-
ance of a ritual service, detached from faith in Christ
and benevolence to man, worthy of being compared with
truly devotional principles and virtuous tempers, though
attended with much ignorance relating to the positive
parts of divine worship. But is this a sufficient reason
for treating the law of baptism as of little or no im-
portance —as if it were obsolete, or as if our great
Legislator had no meaning when he enacted it? That
mutilation of the sacred supper, which is practised in
the Romish communion, has been sharply opposed and
loudly condemned by all denominations of Protestants :
and is it not lawful, is it not matter of duty, to oppose
and condemn such an outrage on divine authority and
primitive example? Are we not required to contend
earnestly, but with virtuous dispositions, for every branch
of that faith which was once delivered to the saints? 1If,
therefore, infants be solemnly sprinkled by divine right,
it must be the indispensable duty of Padobaptists to

* Introduct. to Study of Prophecies, serm. viii,
+ Importance of Doct. of Trinity, p. 206.
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contend for it ; but if, on the contrary, infant sprinkling
be a human invention, the Baptists are equally bound to
oppose it, as deserving to be banished from the worship
of God, where it has long usurped the place of a divine
institution. If Christ be the only Lord and Lawgiver
in his own kingdom, then certainly it is far from being a
matter’of indifference whether the laws which he enacted
be regarded or not: for, with equal reason, might any
one question, whether our Saviour should be believed, in
what he declares; as whether he should be obeyed, in
what he commands. Under the fair pretext of charity,
forbearance, and catholicism, we might, with Melancthon
and other adiaphorists in the sixteenth century, consider
the doctrine of justification by faith alone, the number of
the sacraments, the jurisdiction claimed by the pope,
extreme unction, the observation of Popish festivals, and
several superstitious rites, as things indifferent : * or,
with others, we might assert the innocence of mental
error in matters of doctrine and of worship; and so, by
unavoidable consequence, render the Bible itself of little
worth.

It has been often asserted, both by ancients and
moderns, that the followers of Christ should never seek
for peace at the expense of trugh, nor of religious duty.
Thus, for example, Hilary, bishop of Poictiers: “The
name of peace is, indeed, very specious, and the mere ap-
pearance of unity has something splendid in it ; but who
knows not, that the church and the gospel acknowledge no
other peace than that which comes from Jesus Christ, that
which he gave to his apostles before the glory of his passion,
and that which he left in trust with them by his eternal
command, when he was about to leave them?” Dr.
Owen: “ We are not engaged in an enquiry merely after

* See Mosheim’s Eccles. Hist. cent. xvi. sect. iii. part. ii. § 28.
Venema Hist. Eccles. secul. xvi. § 156.
1 In Claude’s Defence of Reformation, part iii. p. 3.
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peace, but after peace with truth. Yea, to lay aside the
consideration of truth, in a disquisition after peace and
agreement, in and about spiritual things, is to exclude a
regard unto God and his authority, and to provide only
for ourselves. . . . The rule of unity, as it is supposed to
comprise all church communion, falls under many re-
strictions.  For herein the special commands of Christ,
and institutions of the gospel committed unto our care
and observance, falling under consideration, our practice
is precisely limited unto those commands, and by the
nature of those institutions....We are not obliged to
accommodate any of the ways or truths of Christ unto
the sins and ignorance of men.”* J. A. Turrettin :
“ There ought to be no charity without truth; no charity
that is an injury to truth; no charity which causes us to
offend against the truth....For this ought not to be
called charity, but a confederation and a conspiracy of
error. ¢ We wish,” says Jerome, for peace; and we
not only wish, but also pray for it: but it is the peace
of Christ, true peace, peace in which no war is in-
volved.” Otherwise, as Nazianzen teaches, ¢ war is
more eligible than that peace which separates us from
God.”” Mr. Henry: “The method of our prayer
must be, first for truth, and then for peace; for such
is the method of the wisdom that is from above; it
is first pure, then peaceable.”t With this both prophets
and apostles agree; for their language is, Love the truth,
and pedce—Speaking the truth in love.§

- The folly and impiety of pleading for charity and
peace, at the expense of divine truth and of religious
duty, are well represented and properly chastised by a
Padobaptist author, in the following manner: “ A con-
siderable succedaneum for the Christian unity, is the
Catholic charity; which is like the charity commended

* Discourse on Evangelical Love and Peace, p. 17, 24, 233.
1 Oratio de Theologo Veritatis et Pacis Studioso.

t Exposit. on Rom. xv. 5.

§ Zech, viii, 19; Eph, iv, 15,
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by Paul, in only this one instance, that it groweth ex-
ceedingly.— Among the stricter sort, it goes under the
name of forbearance. We shall be much mistaken if we
think that, by this soft and agreeable word, is chiefly meant
the tenderness and compassion inculcated by the pre-
cepts of Jesus Christ and his apostles. It strictly means
an agreement to differ quietly about the doctrines and
commandments of the gospel, without interruption of
visible fellowship. They distinguish carefully between
Jundamentals, or things necessary to be believed and
practised; and circumstantials, or things that are indif-
ferent. Now, whatever foundation there may be for
such a distinction in human systems of religion, it cer-
tainly looks very ill-becoming in the churches of Christ,
to question how far HE is to be believed and obeyed.
Our modern churches. . . .have nearly agreed to hold all
those things indifferent which would be inconvenient and
disreputable; and to have communion together, in ob-
serving somewhat like the customs of their forefathers.
Many of the plainest sayings of Jesus Christ and the
apostles are treated with high contempt, by the advo-
cates of this forbearance.—The common people are
persuaded to believe, that all the ancient institutions of
Christianity were merely local and temporary, excepting
such as the learned have agreed to be suitable to these
times; or, which have been customarily observed by their
predecessors. But it would well become the doctors in
divinity to show, by what authority any injunction of
God can be revoked, besides Ais own; or, how any man’s
conscience can be lawfully released by custom, example,
or human authority, from observing such things as were
instituted by the apostles of Christ in his name. .. .This
corrupt forbearance had no allowed place in the primi-
tive churches. The apostle, in the Epistle to the Ephe-
sians, required of them, to adorn their vocation ¢ with
all lowliness and meekness, with long-suffering, forbear-
ing one another, 1N LovE.’ DBut had they dispensed
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with the laws of Christ, for convenience and ease, it had
been forbearing one another in hatred; for those laws
were expressions of his love; the most fervent love that
was ever shown among men, directed by infallible wis-
dom. Whosoever, therefore, would obliterate them, or
any how attempt to change them, must either suppose
himself wiser than Jesus Christ, or a greater friend to
mankind. He must be moved, either by an enormous
self-conceit, or by the spirit of malevolence. ...The
more ‘thinking part of religious men, observing what
great mischiefs have arisen from contentions about
truth,—have found it most desirable to let truth alone,
and to concern themselves chiefly about living profitably
in civil society. To be of some religion, is but decent;
and the interests of human life require that it be popular
and compliant. If men have different notions of Jesus
Christ, his divinity, his sacrifice, his kingdom, and the
customs of his religion, even from what the apostles
seemed to have; charity demands that we think well of
their religious characters, notwithstanding this. It is
unbecoming the modesty of wise men to be confident on
any side; and contending earnestly for opinions, injures
the peace of the Christian church. Thus kind and hum-
ble is modern charity! Instead of rejoicing in or with
the truth, it rejoiceth in contemplating the admirable
piety that may be produced from so many different, yea,
opposite principles. . . . The Christians of old time were
taught, not to dispute about the institutions of their Lorp,
but to observe them thankfully; and hereby they expressed
their affection to him and to each other. If that affection
be granted to be more important than the tokens of it, it
would be unjust to infer that the latter have no obliga-
tion; which would imply, that Christ and the apostles
meant nothing by their precepts. The Methodists have
not, indeed, gone so far as their spiritual Brethren [the
Quakers] have done, in rejecting all external cere-
monies; but they are taught to' believe, that all con-
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cern about the ancient order and customs of the
Christians is mere party-spirit, and injurious to the
devout exercises of the heart. Thus the modern charity
vaunts itself, in answering better purposes than could
be accomplished by keeping the words of Christ. It
produces a more extensive and generous communion,
and animates the devotion of men, without perplexing
them by uncertain doctrines or rigorous self-denial. . . .
Although it supposes some revelation from God, and
some honour due to Jesus Christ, it claims a right to
dispense with both—to choose what, in his doctrine and
religion, is fit to be believed and observed.” *

While, however, we think it our duty with a reso-
lute perseverance to maintain the purity and import-
ance of baptism, as a divine institution; we are far from
considering ourselves as the only disciples of Christ, or
our own communities as the only Christian churches.
Nor is an idea of that kind justly inferable from our deny-
ing communion at the Lord’s table to Padobaptists.t
Respecting this particular, Dr.Owen says; ¢ There is no
necessity that any should deny all them to be true
churches, from whom they may have just reason to
withdraw their communion. ... When we judge of our
own communion with them, it is not upon this question,
Whether they are true churches, or not? as though the
determination of our practice did depend solely thereon.
For as we are not called to judge of the being of their
constitution, as to the substance of it, unless they are
openly judged in the scripture, as in the case of idolatry
and persecution persisted in; so a determination of the
truth of their constitution, or that they are true churches,
will not presently resolve us in our duty, as to commu-
nion with them. ...It is most unwarrantable rashness

* Strictures upon Modern Simony, p. 48—55. Luther, in his
vehement manner, says; ‘ Maledicta sit charitas qua servatur cum
jactura doctrin fidei, cui omnia cedere debent, charitas, apostolus,
angelus e cecelo.” Comment. in Epist. ad Galat.

+ See mv Annlnov for the Bantists.



PREFACE. xxi

and presumption, yea, an evident fruit of ignorance, or
want of love, or secular private interest, when, upon
lesser differences, men judge churches to be no true
churches, and their ministers to be no true ministers.”*
The same excellent author says; “ There is nothing
more clear and certain, than that our Lord Christ. . ..
never joined with [the Jews] in the observance of their
own traditions and pharisaical impositions, but warned
all his disciples to avoid them and refuse them; whose
example we desire to follow: for, concerning all such
observances in the church, he pronounced that sentence,
‘ Every plant that my heavenly Father hath not planted
shall be rooted up.””t

It is against what the author considers as an error
in sentiment, and a corruption of worship, that the fol-
lowing Examination of Padobaptism makes its appear-
ance: errors, not persons, are here opposed. He thinks,
with Mr. Leigh, that we should « distinguish between
loving of men’s persons and their errors;”{ and, with
Bp. Burnet, that “ whatever moderation or charity we
may owe to men’s persons, we owe none at all to their
errors, and to that frame which is built on and supported
by them.”§ Nay, as Dr. Waterland in another case
observes, “ While we are of a contrary judgment, it
cannot but be guilty practice and conduct in us, and
very great too, to smother our sentiments, or not to bear
our testimony in such a way as Christ has appointed,
against all notorious corruptions, either of faith, or wor-
ship, or doctrine.” ||

Should this Examination of Pzdobaptism have the
honour of being regarded as deserving an answer, and

* Discourse on Evangelical Love and Church-Peace, p. 8%, 83,
84. See Plain Reasons for Dissenting from the Church of England,
part i. reason i.; and Stapferi Theolog. Polem. tom. i. p. 518.

T Enquiry into Orig. and Nature of Churches, p. 253.

} Treatise on Relig. and Learning, b.i. chap vii.

§ In Mr. Robinson’s Plan of Lectures, Motto.

{I' Importance of Doct. of Trinity, p. 135.

VYOL. 1. C
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should any of our opposers write against me, it will not
avail to refute some particular parts of the work, de-
tached from the general principles on which I proceed.
No; the data, the principal grounds of reasoning, which
are adopted from Pezdobaptists themselves, must be
constantly kept in view, or nothing to the honour of
infant sprinkling will be effected. For as the grand
principles on which my argumentation proceeds, and
whence my general conclusions are drawn, are those of
Protestants when contending with Papists, and those of
Nonconformists when disputing with English Episco-
palians; it will be incumbent on such opposer to show,
either that the principles themselves are false, or that
my reasoning upon them is inconclusive. Now, as I do
not perceive how any Protestant can give up those prin-
ciples, without virtually admitting the superstitions of
Popery; nor how they can be deserted by any Dissenter,
without implicitly renouncing his Nonconformity; so I
conclude, that the whole force of any opponent must be
employed in endeavouring to prove, that I have reasoned
inconsequentially from those principles. That this might
be easily proved, I am not at present convinced; and
whether any of our Pwdobaptist Brethren will consider
this publication as of sufficient importance to excite such
an attempt, is to me uncertain.

To the conclusions inferred from those very nume-
rous concessions which our opposers have made, (and
my reader will find that many of the greatest eminence
among them have been the most free in making con-
cessions, ) it may, perhaps, be objected: “ Notwithstand-
ing all their concessions, they continued in the profession
and practice of infant baptism.” Granted; but then it
should be considered, that this objection is quite futile;
because I professedly argue against Pedobaptism, on
the principles, reasonings, and concessions of Pedo-
baptists. Besides, though such an exception to my con-
clusions expresses a fact, yet it pays the consistency of
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the authors concerned but a poor compliment. In this
light similar concessions from Roman Catholics have
always been viewed by Protestants; of which the reader
will meet with various instances in the course of this
work.*

Being fully persuaded, that I appear in defence of a
divine institution and of apostolic practice, I earnestly
commend this publication to the blessing of that sublime
Being, who “ worketh all things after the counsel of his
will.”  Sincerely praying, that evangelical truth and
experimental religion, that purity of worship and the
practice of holiness, may flourish among all denomina-
tions of Christians, I conclude in the following words
of Lord Bacon: “Read, not to contradict or confute,
nor to believe and take for granted, nor to find talk and
discourse, but to weigh and consider.”t

A. BOOTH.

Goopman’s FieLps,
Aug. 8, 1787.

* See particularly Vol. L. p. 268, 269, this edition.
+ In Dr, Edwards's Discourse concerning Truth and Error, p.456.
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PADOBAPTISM EXAMINED,
&ec.

CHAPTER 1.

Concerning the Nature, Obligation, and Importance
of Positive Institutions in Religion.

Dr. Doppripce.—“ Those are called positive in-
stitutions or precepts, which are not founded upon any
reasons known to those to whom they are given, or dis-
coverable by them, but which are observed merely be-
cause some superior has commanded them.” Lectures,
Definit. Ixxi. p. 238.

2. Bp. Taylor.—¢ All institutions sacramental, and
positive laws, depend not upon the nature of the things
themselves, according to the extension or diminution of
which our obedience might be measured; but they
depend wholly on the will of the Lawgiver, and the will
of the Supreme,fbeing actually limited to this specifica-
tion, this manner, this matter, this institution: whatso-
ever comes besides, it hath nc foundation in the will
of the Legislator, and therefore can have no warrant or
authority. That it be obeyed, or not obeyed, is all the
question and all the variety. If it can be obeyed, it
must; if it cannot, it must be let alone. . ..Whatsoever
depends upon a divine law or institution, whatsoever
God wills, whatsoever is appointed instrumental to the
signification of a mystery, or to the collation of a grace
or a power, he that does any thing of his own head,
either must be a despiser of God's will, or must suppose
himself the author of a grace, or else to do nothing at

VOL. 1. B
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all in what he does; because all his obedience and all
the blessing of his obedience depend upon the will of
God, which ought always to be obeyed when it can:
and when it cannot, nothing can supply it, because the
reason of it cannot be understood. .. .All positive pre-
cepts, that depend upon the mere will of the lawgiver,
admit no degrees, nor suppletory and commutation ;
because in such laws we see nothing beyond the words
of the law, and the first meaning, and the named
instance : and therefore it is that in individuo which
God points at; it is that in which he will make the trial
of our obedience; it is that in which he will so per-
fectly be obeyed, that he will not be disputed with or
enquired of, why and how, but just according to the
measures there set down; so, and no more and no less,
and no otherwise. For when the will of the lawgiver
is all the reason, the first instance of the law is a/l the
measure, and there can be no product but what is just
set down. No parity of reason can infer any thing else;
because there is no reason but the will of God, to which
nothing can be equal, because his will can be but one.”
Ductor Dub. b. ii. chap. iii. § 14, 18.

3. Mr. Reeves.—* The distinction of obligations be-
tween moral and positive duties is to be understood
with great caution. For though the goodness of a law
be a great motive and inducement to obedience, yet the
formal reason of obligation does not arise from the
goodness of a law, but from the authority and will of
the legislator. God commands a thing which was be-
fore indifferent; therefore that thing is as much a law
as if it was never so good in its own nature: he for-
bade the eating of a tree in the midst of the garden,
which without that probhibition had been indifferent.
But Adam, and in him all his posterity, was condemned
for the breach of a law purely positive. ... When God
therefore says, that he ¢ will have mercy and not sacri-
fice,” it is not to be understood as if God would have
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any of his laws broken ; but, as our Saviour explains it,
‘These ought ye to have done, and not to leave the
other undone.” 1 ask then, what are natural laws?
Why, what we conclude merely from the light of nature
that God has commanded or forbidden, either to be
believed or done. What then are positive laws? Why,
what we know to be the will of God by his express
word only. In both cases then we see, that it is the will
of God, and not the goodness of the thing, or the man-
ner of the discovery, which induces. the obligation.”
Apologies, vol. ii. p. 217, 218, edit. 1709.

4. Dr. Fiddes.—¢ The distinction between positive
law and moral law is founded in this difference: the
subject matter of positive law is something to which we
are antecedently under no obligation, and which only
obliges by virtue of its being enacted, and perhaps to a
certain limited period. The subject matter of a moral
law is, on the other hand, something antecedently, in
the visible reason of it, obligatory to us, and the obliga
tion thereof will always continue unchangeably the
same. ...By a positive command, I understand an ea-
press declaration made by competent authority, whether
concerning things to be done, or to be omitted.” Theo-
log. Pract. b. i. chap. vi. p. 50; b.ii. parti. chap. i.
p. 105.

5. Dr. Owen.—¢ Positive institutions are the free
effects of the will of God, depending originally and solely
on revelation, and which therefore have been various
and actually changed.” Discourse concerning the Holy
Spirit, b. i. chap. iii. § 3.

6. Buddeus.—‘ The obligation by which men are
bound rightly to use positive appointments, is to be
derived from the moral law itself; by which it is mani-
fest, that men are obliged to do all those things by which
their eternal felicity may be promoted....God had the
wisest reasons, why he would have an appointment
administered in this or the other manner. It is not

B2
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lawful, therefore, for men to alter any thing, or to muti-
late the appointment. Thus the sacraments are to
be used, not according to our own pleasure, but in the
manner appointed by God.” Institut. Theol. Moral.
pars i. c. v. § 18; pars ii. c. ii. § 50. Lips. 1727.

7. Bp. Butler.—“ Moral precepts are precepts, the
reasons of which we see; positive precepts are pre-
cepts, the reasons of which we do not see. Moral
duties arise out of the nature of the case itself, prior to
external command ; positive duties do not arise out of
the nature of the case, but from external command ; nor
would they be duties at all, were it not for such com-
mand, received from Him whose creatures and subjects
we are. But the manner in which the nature of the case,
or the fact of the relation is made known, this doth
not denominate any duty either positive or moral. ...
The reason of positive institutions, in general, is very
obvious ; though we should not see the reason why such
particular ones are pitched upon, rather than others.
Whoever, therefore, instead of cavilling at words, will
attend to the thing itself, may clearly see, that positive
institutions in general, as distinguished from this or that
particular one, have the nature of moral commands,
since the reasons of them appear. Thus, for instance,
the external worship of God is a moral duty, though no
particular mode of it be so. Care then is to be-taken,
when a comparison is made between positive and moral
duties, that they be compared no farther than as they
are different; no farther than as the former are positive,
or arise out of mere external command, the reasons
of which we are not acquainted with; and as the latter
are moral, or arise out of the apparent reason of the
case, without such external command. Unless this
caution be observed, we shall run into endless confusion.
Now this being premised, suppose two standing pre-
cepts enjoined by the same authority; that in certain
conjunctures it is impossible to obey both; that the
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former is moral, i. e. a precept of which we see the
reasons, and that they hold in the particular case before
us; but that the latter is positive, i. e. a precept of which
we do not see the reasons: it is indisputable that our
obligations are to obey the former, because there is an ap-
parent reason for this preference, and none against it. . . .
As it is one of the peculiar weaknesses of human nature,
when, upon a comparison of two things, one is found to
be of greater importance than the other, to consider this
other as of scarce any importance at all; it is highly
necessary that we remind ourselves how great presump-
tion it is, to make light of positive institutions of divine ap-
pointment ; that our obligations to obey all God’s com-
mands whatever, are absolute and indispensable; and
that commands merely positive, admitted to be from
him, lay us under a moral obligation to obey them; an
obligation moral in the strictest and most proper sense.”
Analogy of Religion, partii. chap. i.

8. Dr. J. G. King.—* Positive duties, having no
obligation in the reason of things, can have no founda-
tion but in the erpress words of the institutor, from
which alone they derive their authority.” Rites and
Ceremonies of the Greek Church in Russia, p. 12.

9. Mr. Jonathan Edwards.—* Those laws whose
obligation arises from the nature of things, and from the
general state and nature of mankind, as well as from
God’s positive revealed will, are called moral laws.
Others, whose obligation depends merely upon God’s
positive and arbitrary institution, are not moral : such
as the ceremonial laws, and the precepts of the gospel
about the two sacraments.”.... Positive ¢ precepts
are the greatest and most proper trial of obedience;
because in them the mere authority and will of the
legislator is the sole ground of the obligation, and
nothing in the nature of the things themselves; and
therefore they are the greatest trial of any person’s
respect to that authority and will.” Sermons, p. 232.
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Hartford, 1780. Sermons on Imp. Sub. p. 79.
Edinb. 1785.

10. Bp. Burnet.—¢ Sacraments are positive pre-
cepts, which are to be measured onLy by the insti-
tation, in which there is not room left for us to carry
them any farther.”  Exposit. Thirty-nine Articles,
Art. xxvii. p. 279, edit. 5.

11. Mr. Steele.— Sacraments depend merely upon
their institution : hence doth their being result, and upon
this their matter and signification do depend. The in-
stitution, with the element, makes the sacrament ; and
so the only rule and balance for them must needs be
their institution.” Morning Exercise against Popery,
Serm. xxii. p. 764, 765.

12. Stapferus.—* Visible signs are the matter of sa-
craments. . . .Signs are either natural or arbitrary. Sa-
cred ceremonies are of the latter kind. But whatever
an arbitrary sign be, it is such by institution.”  Institut.
Theolog. Polem. tom. i. cap. iii. § 1623, 1624.

13. Dr. Goodman.—The term institution * implies
a setting up de novo, or the appointing that to become a
daty which was not knowable, or at least not known
to be so, before it became so appointed.  For this word,
institution, is that which we use to express a positive
command by, in opposition to that which is moral in
the strictest sense, and of natural obligation. Now it is
very evident, that all things of this nature ought to be
appointed very plainly and expressly, or else they can
carry no obligation with them; for seeing the whole
reason of their becoming matter of law or duty, lies in
the will of the legislator, if that be not plainly dis-
covered, they cannot be said to be instituted, and so
there can be no obligation to observe them; because
where ¢ there is no law, there can be no transgres-
sion;” and a law is no law, in effect, which is not
sufficiently promulgated.” Preserv. against Popery,
title viii. p. 7.
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14. Dr. Sherlock.—¢ What is matter of institution
depends wholly upon the divine will and pleasure; and
though all men will grant, that God and Christ have
always great reason for their institution, yet it is not the
reason, but the authority which makes the institution.
Though we do not understand the reasons of the insti-
tution, if we see the command we must obey; and
though we could fancy a great many reasons why there
should be such an institution, if no such institution
appears, we are free, and ought not to believe there is
such an institution, because we think there are reasons
to be assigned why it should be.” Preserv. against
Pop. title ix. p. 419.

15. Anonymous.—* We deny that there are any
accidental parts of instituted worship; for if instituted,
(2. e. commanded by Christ,) it cannot be accidental,
(. e. left to our liberty, as what may or may not be
done without sir.) If accidental, it may be a part of
somewhat else, but of the instituted worship of Christ
it cannot be. . .. Circumstances of worship (as such) un-
determined by the Lord, to be appointed by men, we
deny. . . .These circumstances are such as, without which
the worship of God is perfect, or it is not. If the first,
we need them not; they are vain, fruitless, having with-
out them a perfect worship. If the second, the worship
God hath commanded, as it comes out of his hands,
without human additaments, is imperfect: but this is
little less than blasphemy. ... To assert, it is lawful to
conform to any part of instituted worship, without war-
rant from the scripture, reflects sadly upon the wisdom
and faithfulness of Christ. For, either he was not wise
enough to foresee that such a part of worship was or
would be requisite; or had not faithfulness enough to
reveal it: though the scripture compares him to Moses
for faithfulness, who revealed the whole will of God,
to the making of a pin in the tabernacle....We had
thought, that the perfection of scripture had consisted
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in this, that the whole of that obedience that God re-
quires of us, had therein been stated and enjoined ; for
which end we conceive it was at first commanded to be
written, and hitherto by the wonderful gracious provi-
dence of the Lord continued to us. The accidentals
of worship are either part of that obedience we owe to
God, or they are not. If not, how came they to be
such parts of worship, as without them we are inter-
dicted to perform it? or, indeed, whence is it, that we
are tendering them up to God, when all our worship is
nothing else but the solemn tender of that obedience that
we owe to him? If they are, then there is some part of
our obedience that is not prescribed in the scripture:
then is the scripture imperfect, and that with respect
to the main end for which it was given forth, viz. to
indoctrinate and direct us in the whole of that obedi-
ence that God requires of us.” Jerubbaal, chap. i
p- 154, 155, 156.

16. Chamierus.—* This is a most certain principle,
that the sacraments are nothing, except from their insti-
tution; and this institution must be divine. Whatever,
therefore, was invented by man, does not belong to a
sacrament. . . . The use of the sacraments depends upon
their institution. . . . Nothing belongs to the institution of
the Lord’s supper, that is not essential to it....If the
whole essence of the sacrament be of divine institution,
certainly, that being violated, the sacrament itself can-
not stand.” Panstrat. tom. iv. L. v. c. xvi. § 23; L. vii.
c.iii. §1; ¢ xv. §7; L viil. c. ii. § 3.

17. Gerhardus.—¢ Seeing that a sacrament depends
entirely on the appointment of God, when we do not
what God has appointed, it certainly will not be a
sacrament.” Loci Theolog. tom.iv. De Sacram. § 52.
Francof. 1657.

18. Dr. Clagett.—* To conclude, that in matters
depending upon the pleasure of God, he hath done that
which seemeth best to our reason, is to suppose that
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in these things we know what is best, no less than God
doth; that we have weighed all the conveniences and
inconveniences of either side; the advantages and dis-
advantages of every thing that lies before us; the argu-
ments for, and the objections against this or that, with
the same exactness, wherein they are comprehended in
his infinite understanding. . . . When once the institutions
of God are revealed and testified to us, we must not
only conclude that they are wise and good, because they
are his; but we ought also to take notice of those foot-
steps of divine wisdom and goodness, which are dis-
cernible in them: and the more that a wise man con-
siders and understands their ends and usefulness, the
more worthy of their Author he will find them to be.
But their congruity to our reason is not the proof of
their divine institution; since there are very many things,
which to our finite understandings would appear as
useful and as reasonable, but which yet God hath not
instituted, . . . Even where the appointments of God are
evident, that wisdom and goodness which I can dis-
cover in them, is not the proper ground of my assurance
that he hath established them; for that is no other than
the evidence of the institution. Nor can that discovery
alone give me the least assurance, that in making such
provision he hath not been wanting to our needs; for
the reason of that assurance is this, that it is He, it
is God, I say, that hath made such provision for us.
When it once appears what God hath instituted in order
to our salvation, and no more, we are to conclude that
this is enough in its kind, because it is all that God hath
done. But for that other kind of arguing, that God
hath been wanting to us in his institutions, if he has not
instituted [this or that,] and therefore he has instituted
it, I leave to those whose conclusions need it; very
much desiring them to consider, what a cause that must
be which drives them to such bold reasonings as these
are.” Preserv. against Pop. title vii. p. 93.
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19. Dr. Grosvenor.*— The diminutive things that
have been said by some, of the positive appointments in
religion, and the extravagant things that have been said
by others, are two extremes which true reasoning leads
nobody into, on either hand. It is as contrary to the
nature of things to make nothing of them, as to make
them the whole of religion. To know exactly the re-
gard that is due to them, is to find out the rank and
order they are placed in by Him who has appointed
them. .. .I shall lay together what I have to say on this
subject, under the following propositions.

“ Proposition I. Some things are absolutely ne-
cessary to salvation, and in their own nature. We
call those things absolutely necessary, without which
there can be no salvation at all. Thus, a mind suited
to the happiness intended by the word salvation, is ab-
solutely necessary; or holiness, ¢ without which no
man shall see the Lord.” All the titles in the world to
heaven, can never give the pleasure of heaven, with-
out a suitableness to its enjoyments. Fitness here is
as the eye to the delights of colours and prospects; the
ear, to the pleasures of harmony; and as the palate, to
those of taste and relish; that is, a capacity of enjoy-
ment. As there must be an animal nature for animal
pleasures, and a rational nature for rational ones; so
there must be the divine and heavenly nature, for those
that are divine and heavenly. No man would care to
live even with a God whom he did not love.

¢« Prop. II. No merely positive appointments are
necessary in this sense, 7. e., absolutely and in their
own nature. If there never had been a sacrament in
the world, I might have been happy without it: you
cannot say so of love to God and likeness to him. ...

¢ Prop. ITI. A disposition to obey divine orders,
wherever they are discerned, either positive or moral, is

* Anonymous, indeed, but supposed to be Dr. Benj. Grosvenor.
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part of that ¢ holiness, without which no man shall see
the Lord.” I may be saved without a sacrament; but
I cannot be saved without a disposition to obey God’s
authority wherever 1 see it. A sacrament is a positive
rite, and not to be compared with moral virtue : but is
not a disposition to obey God’s order, moral virtue and
Christian grace? Or can there be any moral virtue,
or Christian grace, without a disposition to obey the
authority of Christ, wherever I discern it? Surely,
obedience to God’s command is a moral excellence,
though the instances of that obedience may lie in posi-
tive rites. The command to Abraham, to sacrifice his
son, was a positive order, and a very strange one too;
seemingly opposite to some moral orders given out be-
fore : and yet his disposition to obey, when he was sure
of a divine warrant in the case, has set him as the head
of all the believing world; as the hero of faith, the father
of the faithful, and the friend of God. The command
of sprinkling the blood of the passover upon the door-
posts of the Israelites, was an external positive rite: if
there had not been a disposition to obey that order, it
would have cost some lives; us it had like to have done
to Moses, the neglect of circumcising his child, as good
a man as he was in other respects. Was not the for-
bidden fruit a positive instance? an external thing?
Setting aside the divine prohibition, there was nothing
immoral in eating of that, any more than of any other
tree ; but disobedience is an immorality, let the instance
be what it will.

¢« Prop. IV. The sincerity and truth of such a dis-
position, is best known by its being uniform and univer-
sal. (Psalm cxix. 6; Col. iv. 3.) The Author of our
religion has told us, and added his example to his word,
that ¢ thus it becomes us to fulfil all righteousness,’
and so ordered himself to be baptized. Baptism was
a positive rite, an external thing; and yet he calls it
righteousness. Such righteousness as became Him who
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was the Holy One of God; became Him who had in-
trinsically no need of any outward ceremony; whose
inward purity was perfectly divine: and if it became
Him to fulfil such a sort of righteousness, it can hardly
become any who pretend to be his followers to ne-
glect it.

“ Prop. V. As a competent evidence is supposed
needful, for any external rite being of divine appoint-
ment ; so again, a wilful ignorance of that evidence, or
not discerning it, through criminal causes, will not ex-
cuse from guilt. The criminal causes of not seeing the
evidence for such appointments, are, in this case, as in
many other cases, non-enquiry, laziness, prejudice, lust,
pride, and passion. That an ignorance owing to these
causes, cannot be pleaded for a neglect of any of God’s
appointments, is so much the general sense of all ca-
suists, that I shall only add here, THAT 1T 1s AT EVERY
MAN’S PERIL, HOW HE COMES NOT TO KNOW THE
wiLL oF Gop, AS WELL As NoT To Do IT. We must
look to it, how we came not to see the appointment,
and must answer that to God and our own conscience.
It is not enough to say, Lord, I did not know it was
appointed ; when the answer may justly be, Yow never
enquired into the matter : you never allowed yourself to
think of it: or if you did, you resolved in your mind
that you would not be convinced. You made the most
of every cavil, but never minded the solution to any of
your objections. .

“ Prop. VI. The duty and necessity of any external
rites, and particularly of sacraments, have their measures
and degrees. And here I apprehend, the measures of the
duty and necessity of sacraments to be,—The authority
enjoining. When we see the broad seal of heaven, where
there is the divine warrant, ¢ Thus saith the Lord;’ it is
worse than trifling, to cavil and say, 1t is but an external
rite.—The degree of evidence of their being so appointed.
Where the evidence is not so clear, the obligation is
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weakened in proportion; but where the terms are plainly
binding, and strongly commanding, there the obligation
is not to be evaded. When positive appointments and
moral duties cannot be both performed; when the one
or the other must be omitted, the preference is given to
the moral and spiritual duty.—The stress God lays upon
them for the time they are to continue. Sprinkling the
blood of the passover upon the posts of the doors, was
not at all necessary in itself to preservation from the
destroying angel; but Giod laid that stress upon it. The
oracle, or the mercy-seat, was a mere positive appoint-
ment. God could have met Moses any where else; but
God laying that stress upon it, measures the degree of
the necessity of observing that order: ¢There will I
meet thee, and commune with thee,” Exod. xxv. 22.
Moses might have reasoned with himself, God is every
where, and can meet me any where, if he pleases, and if
he does not please, he will not do it here; and so have
missed the honour of communion with his Maker;
broke the divine order; lost the benefit of the oracle;
and offended God, by the neglect. —The reason and end
of them. If there should be any reasons of these
injunctions that we do not know, it is sufficient that
they are known to God. Our obedience is always a
reasonable service whether we know God’s reasons for
the injunction or not. His command is always reason
enough for us. ...

“ Prop. VII. He that commands the outward
positive rite, commands the inward and moral temper
at the same time. He does not say, Do this, without
concerning himself %ow it is done; whether in a manner
suitable to an end appointed or not. . . . There is no such
command of his, as enjoins the outward act without the
inward temper and disposition.

“ Prop. VIII. DPositive appointments for such
uses and ends as these, are of a quite different nature
from arbitrary impositions, with which they are too
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often confounded. The idea of arbitrary I think,
implies a weakness incompatible to the divine nature;
whose perfection it is, to do nothing but for some wise
reason, and for some good end. ...

“Prop. IX. Though no positive appointments are
absolutely necessary, yet the contempt of them, and
of the divine authority discerned in them, cannot con-
sist with holiness. This contempt may be shown—by
contemptuous language. .. .a careless attendance. .. .a
total neglect. . . .and by prostituting them to persons that
do contemn them, and to purposes that are unworthy. . . .

“ To conclude: External rites are nothing without
the inward temper and virtue of mind; the inward
temper is but pretended to, in many cases, without the
external rites, and is acquired, promoted, and evidenced
by the use of them. If ‘I give all my goods to the
poor, and have not charity;’ there is the external act,
without the inward moral temper, and so it is all
nothing. If, on the other hand, I say, I have the
inward temper of charity, and give nothing to the poor,
but say to my brother, ¢ Be thou warmed; be thou
clothed :” how dwelleth the love of God in that man?
Therefore what God hath joined together, let no man
put asunder. Whatever comparative excellence there
may be in the two different instances of obedience, they
are both instances of obedience; and the direction of
our regard is summed up in that text, (Matt. xxiii. 23,)
‘ These ought ye to have done, and not to have left
the other undone.”” Moral Obligation to the Positive
Appointments in Religion, passim. Lond. 1732.

20. Bp. Hoadly.—*I. The partaking of the Lord’s
supper is not a duty of itself, or a duty apparent to us
from the nature of things; but a duty made such to
Christians, by the positive institution of Jesus Christ.

“II. All positive duties, or duties made such by
institution alone, depend entirely upon the will and
declaration of the person who institutes or ordains them,
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with respect to the real design and end of them; and
consequently to the due manner of performing them.
For, there being no other foundation for them with
regard to ws but the will of the institutors, this will
must of necessity be our sole direction, both as to our
understanding their true intent, and practising them
accordingly : because we can have no other direction in
this sort of duties, unless we will have recourse to mere
invention; which makes them owr own institutions, and
not the institutions of those who first appointed them.

“III. It is plain, therefore, that the nature, the
design, and the due manner of partaking of the Lord’s
supper, must of necessity depend upon what Jesus
Christ, who instituted it, hath declared about it. ’

“IV. It cannot be doubted, that he himself suffi-
ciently declared to his first and immediate followers the
whole of what he designed should be understood by it,
or implied in it. For this being a positive institution
depending entirely upon his will, and not designed to
contain any thing in it, but what he himself should please
to affix to it, it must follow, that he declared his mind
about it fully and plainly: because otherwise, he must
be supposed to institute a duty, of which no one could
have any notion without his institution ; and at the same
time not to instruct his followers sufficiently what that
duty was to be.

“V. Itis of small importance, therefore, to Chris-
tians to know what the many writers upon this subject,
since the time of the evangelists and apostles, have
affirmed. Much less can it be the duty of Christians to
be guided by what any persons, by their own authority,
or from their own imaginations, may teach concerning
this duty. This reason is plain: because in the matter
of an instituted duty, (or a duty made so by the positive
will of any person,) no one can be a judge, but the insti-
tutor himself, of what he designed should be contained
in it; and because, supposing him not to have spoken
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his mind plainly about it, it is impossible that any other
person (to whom the institutor himself never revealed
his design) should make up that defect. All that is
added, therefore, to Christ’s institution, as a necessary
part of it, ought to be esteemed only as the invention of
those who add it : and the more there is added (let it
be done with never so much solemnity, and never so
great pretences to authority,) the less there is remaining
of the simplicity of the institution, as Christ himself
left it. ...

“VI. The passages in the New Testament, which
relate to this duty, and they alone, are the original ac-
counts of the nature and end of this institution; and the
only authentic declarations, upon which we of later ages
can safely depend.” Works, vol. iii. p. 845, 846, 847.
See also Heidegg. Corp. Theol. loc. ix. § 40; loc. xxv.
§2. Mr. Alsop’s Antisozzo, p. 468. Dr. Ridgley’s Bod.
Div. quest. xci. xcii. p. 491, 492. Glasg. edit. Puffen-
dorff’s Law of Nat. and Nations, b. i. c. vi. § 18. Mr.
Reynolds on Angelical Worlds, p. 11, 12, 15.

REFLECTIONS.

Reflect. I. By this learned and respectable body
of Padobaptists we are taught, that positive institutions
originate entirely in the sovereign will of God, No. 1—
20 ;—that positive laws must be plain and express, No.
4, 8, 12, 13, 20;—that the obligation to observe them
arises, not from the goodness of the things themselves,
but from the authority of God, No. 2, 3;—that they
are determined by divine institution, as to their matter,
manner, and signification, No. 2, 16, 20 ;—that they
admit of no commutation, mutilation, or alteration, by
human authority, No. 2, 6;—that they depend entirely
on divine institution, and are to be regulated by it, No.
10,11, 16 ;—that we ought not to conclude that God has
appointed such a rite, for such a purpose, because we
imagine ourselves to stand in need of it, and that there
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are sufficient reasons for it, No. 14, 18 ;—that our obli-
gation to observe them does not result from our seeing
the reasons of them, but from the command of God;
and that his positive command is enforced by the moral
law, No. 6, 7, 14 ;—that there are no accidental parts of
a positive institution, No. 15 ;—that it is unlawful to con-
form to any part of a religious rite, without a divine
warrant, No. 15 ;—that it is at our peril to continue
ignorant of the will of God, relating to his positive
appointments, No 19;—that it is great presumption to
make light of them, No. 7, 19 ;—that a disposition to
obey God in his positive institutes, is part of that holi-
ness without which none shall see the Lord, No. 19;—
and, that external rites are of little worth, detached from
virtuous tempers, No. 19. Such are the declared senti-
ments of these respectable authors concerning positive
institutions.

Reflect. IT. As it seems to be the unanimous and
well attested opinion of these learned Padobaptists, that
positive institutions derive their whole being from the
sovereign pleasure of God; so his revealed will must
have given them their existence under every dispensa-
tion of true religion. Consequently, we cannot know
any thing about their precise nature, their true design,
the proper subjects of them, or the right mode of their
administration, farther than the scriptures teach: for
‘“they are to be measured only by the institution, in
which there is not room left for us to carry them any
farther.” See No.10,20. It follows, therefore, from
the nature of the case, that positive ordinances must be
entirely under the direction of positive precepts, or of
examples in scripture, that are warranted by the Holy
Spirit.  For, as Dr. Goodwin observes, ““ There is this
difference between doctrinal truths and institutions, that
one truth may be, by reason, better fetched out of
another, and more safely and easily than institutions:
for one truth begets another, and truth is infinite in the

VOL. I. C
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consequences of it; but so institutions are not. And the
reason of the difference is this; because they depend
upon a promise, and upon the power and will of God,
immediately to concur with them, and set them up.
They are things that are singled out by the will of God,
to' a spiritual end, with a spiritual efficacy. We may
be assured what is an institution of God, by examples
which we meet with in the scriptures: for one way by
which Christ was pleased to convey his institutions to
us, is by way of examples in the New Testament ; without
the which, being intended as a rule for us, we acknow-
ledge that a complete rule for all things could not be
made forth. .. .If an example be written as a rule, then
it will bind, because there is no supposition of error.”*
Remarkably strong to our purpose, is the language
of Dr. Sherlock, who speaks as follows: I would not
be thought wholly to reject a plain and evident con-
sequence from scripture; but yet I will never admit of
a mere consequence to prove an institution, which must
be delivered in plain terms, as all laws ought to be:
and where I have no other proof, but some scripture-
consequences, I shall not think it equivalent to a scrip-
ture-proof. If the consequence be plain and obvious,
and such as every man sees, I shall not question it: but
remote, and dubious, and disputed consequences, if we
have no better evidence, to be sure are a very ill foun-
dation for articles of faith, [or ordinances of worship.]
Let our Protestant then tell such disputants, that for the
institution of sacraments, and for articles of faith, he
expects plain positive proofs : that, as much as the Pro-
testant faith is charged with uncertainty, we desire a
little more certainty for our faith, than mere inferences
from scripture, and those none of the plainest neither.”{
—With Dr. Sherlock, Peter Martyr agrees, when he

* Works, vol. iv. Government of the Church of Christ, chap. iv.
p. 21, 22.
+ Preserv. against Pop. vol. ii. Appendix, p. 23.
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says, ““ It is necessary that we should have a clear testi-
mony from the holy scriptures, concerning sacraments.”

It seems, indeed, to be the general practice of all
Protestants, when contending with Roman Catholics
about their claims of prerogative and their numerous rites,
to proceed on this principle: nothing short of an explicit
grant, a positive command, or a plain example in the
New Testament, can prove their divine origin. Is the
debate concerning Papal supremacy, or infallibility?  No
reasonings from remote principles, no conclusions from
far-fetched consequences, are allowed. The honours in
dispute being such as depend entirely on the sovereign
pleasure and special donation of God, an explicit divine
grant of these prerogatives is loudly demanded.—Are
five of their seven sacraments; the ceremonies performed
by them, when administering baptism and the Lord’s
supper; their withholding the cup from the people, and
other things of a similar kind, the subjects in debate ?
Protestants hardly ever fail to require a direct proof,—
a positive precept, or a plain example, from the New
Testament. All arguments drawn from ancient Jewish
rites; all that are formed on general principles, or moral
considerations ; and all endeavours to produce inferen-
tial proof, are justly discarded as incompetent—as hay-
ing nothing to do with the subject. For the subject be-
ing no other than the ritual part of that worship which
God requires under the New Testament; a divine insti-
tution of the rites in question, a plain positive order, or
an apostolic example, may well be required, before they
have a place in our creed, or become a part of our
solemn service. If, therefore, the New Testament say
nothing about the institution or the practice of such
rites, we have nothing to do with them, nor any thing
to believe concerning them.—On the same principle
Protestant dissenters proceed, when defending Non-
conformity; using many of the same arguments

* Apud Chamierum, Panstrat. tom.iv, 1. 1. c. xi. § 8.
c 2
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against their Episcopalian opponents, which those Epis-
copalians employ when vindicating their own secession
from the church of Rome. The demand of Nonconfor-
mists upon their Episcopalian brethrenis; Produce your
warrant (for this, that, and the other,) from our only
rule of faith and practice—a divine precept, or an apos-
tolic example, relating to the point in dispute. So im-
portant is this principle, respecting every thing of a
positive nature in Christianity, that I can hardly imagine
any sensible Protestant would ever think of writing
against the Popish system; or any conscientious Dissen-
ter of justifying his Nonconformity, without availing
himself of it in many cases. Nay, so obvious and so
important is this principle, so congenial to that grand
maxim, THE BIBLE ONLY IS THE RELIGION OF PRO-
TESTANTS ; that we might well wonder if a judicious
author omited it, when handling the doctrine of positive
rites ; except it appeared, that he laboured to establish
some hypothesis, to which this principle is inimical.

Nor does it appear from the records of the Old Tes-
tament, that when Jehovah appointed any branch of
ritual worship, he left either the subjects of it, or the
mode of administration, to be inferred by the people,
from the relation in which they stood to himself, or from
general moral precepts, or from any branch of his moral
worship ; nor yet from any other well known positive
rite : but he gave them special directions relating to the
very case; and those directions they were bound to re-
gard, whether they appeared in a pleasing or a painful,
in a decent or a disgusting light. For as nothing but
the divine will can oblige the conscience, and as that will
cannot be known unless revealed; so, when made
known, whether in reference to moral or positive duties,
it must oblige. We are bound, therefore, to regard the
divine laws, not so much on account of what they are in
themselves, however excellent; as because they are the
will of Him whose claim of obedience is prior to every
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other consideration. See No. 2, 3. Consequently, see-
ing baptism is as really and entirely a positive institu-
tion, as any that were given to the chosen tribes; we
cannot with safety infer, either the mode, or the subject
of it, from any thing short of a precept, or a precedent,
recorded in scripture, and relating to that very ordinance.

That the laws of positive worship under the Old
Testament were particular, clear, and decisive, will not
be denied ; and that our Lord has furnished the gospel
church with as complete a rubric of solemn service in
the New Testament, as that recorded by Moses in the
Pentateuch, our Pedobaptist brethren assert. Thus Dr.
Owen, for instance: “ All things concerning the worship
of God in the whole church or house now under the
gospel, are no less perfectly and completely ordered and
ordained by the Lord Jesus Christ, than they were by
Moses under the law.”* Dr. Isaac Chauncy: ¢ Christ
hath been more faithful than Moses, and therefore hath
not left his churches without sufficient rules to walk by.”
Dr. Ridgley: “It is a great dishonour to Christ, the
king and head of his church, to suppose that he has left
it without a rule to direct them, in what respects the
communion of saints; as much as it would be to assert
that he has left it without a rule of faith. If God was
so particular in giving directions concerning every part
of that worship that was to be performed in the church
before Christ’s coming, so that they were not, on pain
of his highest displeasure, to deviate from it ; certainly
we must not think that our Saviour has neglected to
give those laws by which the gospel church is to be go-
verned.”} Mr. Polhill: ¢ Christ was as faithful in the
house of God as Moses; his provision was as perfect for
rituals, as that of Moses’ was.” §

* On Heb. ii. 2, 3, vol. ii. p.26.

+ Preface to Dr.Owen’s T'rue Nature of a Gospel Church.
1 Body of Divinity, quest. Ixi—Ixiv.

§ Discourse on Schism, p. 66.
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Reflect. I11. 1t seems natural hence to infer, that
our sovereign Lord must have revealed his will con-
cerning the ordinance of baptism, in a manner propor-
tional to its obligation and importance. For, as an
appointment of Christ, it originated in his will, and from
a revelation of that will the whole of its obligation re-
sults. In proportion, therefore, as we annex the idea
of obscurity to what he says about the mode and the
subject of it, we either sink the idea of obligation to
regard it, or impeach the wisdom, the goodness, or the
equity of our divine Legislator; for we neither have,
nor can have any acquaintance with a positive institu-
tion, farther than it is revealed; and a natural incapa-
city will always excuse the non-performance of what
would otherwise be an indispensable duty. We are
therefore obliged to conclude, that our Lord has clearly
revealed his pleasure, with reference to both his positive
appointments, in that code of law and rule of religious
worship, which are contained in the New Testament.
See No. 20.

On this point let us hear Mr. Payne, when contend-
ing with the learned and artful Bossuet, bishop of
Meaux. “ Surely,” says the Protestant Pazdobaptist,
“so wise a lawgiver as our blessed Saviour, would not
give a law to all Christians that was not easy to be un-
derstood by them; it cannot be said without great reflec-
tion upon his infinite wisdom, that his laws are so obscure
and dark, as they are delivered by himself, and as they
are necessary to be observed by us, that we cannot know
the meaning of them without a farther explication. ...
God’s laws may be very fairly explained away, if they
are left wholly to the mercy of men to explain them.™
Agreeable to this is the language of Mr. Arch. Hall,
when he says, ‘The appointments of the Deity con-
cerning his worship, are not to be gathered from the
uncertain tradition of the elders, the authority of men,

* Preserv, against Popery, title vii. p. 147.
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or the dictates of our own reason: no; they stand en-
grossed in the volume of his Book, which is the oNLY
rule to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy him.”*
J. A. Turrettinus tells us, ¢ That whatever of importance
the scripture delivers concerning the sacraments, may be
included in a few pages, nay, perhaps, in a few lines;
and that so as a little child may understand it.”t Once
more : Chemnitius assures us, that a positive rite “should
have an express divine command. . . . Whatever is main-
tained to be necessary in the church of Christ, should
have a command in the divine word, and scriptural exam-
ples.”f Nay, even Bellarmine declares, that ¢ in things
which depend on the will of God, nothing ought to be
affirmed, unless God hath revealed it in the holy scrip-
tures.”§—Clear, however, as the positive laws of Christ
are, Dr. Waterland has well observed from Le Clerc,
that if men be “ governed by their passions, and con-
ceited of their prejudices, the most evident things in
the world are obscure; and, that there is no law so
clear, but a wrangler may raise a thousand difficulties
about it.”||—It is, I think, worthy of remark, that
though Protestant authors in general, consider the
meaning of the law of Christ relating to his last supper,
as being evident beyond all reasonable doubt; and
though they severely censure the Roman Catholics for
insinuating the contrary, yet, with regard to the law of
baptism, they frequently represent its meaning, as am-
biguous and embarrassed ; nay, as favouring opposite
practices : so that whether an infant, or one professing
faith, be sprinkled, or immersed, the whole design of
the law may be fulfilled, and a divine blessing on the
administration expected. But whether this be con-
sistent or scriptural, is left with the reader.

* Gospel Worship, vol. i. p. 30. + Cogitat & Dissertat.
tom.i. p.18,19 + Examen Concil. Trident. p.204, 285.

§ In Preserv. against Popery, title viii. p. 83.

|| Importance of Doct. of Trinity, p. 461, cdit, 2nd.
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Reflect. IV. That no addition should be made by
human authority to the positive appointments of Jesus
Christ; and that it is not lawful, under any pretence,
either to corrupt or depart from the primitive institution
of those appointments ; are things generally maintained
and strongly urged against the Papists, by Protestants
of all descriptions. The following quotations may serve
as a specimen of their language and sentiments, in
reference to these particulars. Dr. Owen: ¢ All wor-
ship is obedience; obedience respects authority; and
authority exerts itself in commands. And if this autho-
rity be not the authority of God, the worship performed
in obedience unto it is not the worship of Gop, but of
him or them whose commands and authority are the
reason and cause of it. It is the authority of God
alone that can make any worship to be religious, or
the performance of it to be an act of obedience unto him.
God would never allow that the will and wisdom of any
of his creatures should be the rise, rule, or measure of
his worship, or any part of it, or any thing that belongs
unto it. This honour he hath reserved unto himself,
neither will he part with it unto any other. He alone
knows what becomes his own greatness and holiness,
and what tends to the advancement of his glory. Hence
the scripture abounds with severe interdictions and
comminations against them who shall presume to do
or appoint any thing in his worship, besides or be-
yond his own institution. ... Divine institution alone,
is that which renders any thing acceptable unto God. . . .
All divine service, or worship, must be resolved into
divine ordination or institution. A worship not or-
dained of God, is not accepted of God. .. .Itis a hard
and rare thing to have the minds of men kept upright
with God in the observation of the institutions of divine
worship. Adam lost himself and us all by his failure
therein. The Old [Testament] Church seldom attained
unto it. .. .And at this day there are very few in the
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world who judge a diligent observation of divine insti-
tutions to be a thing of any great importance. By
some they are neglected; by some corrupted with ad-
ditions of their own; and by some they are exalted
above their proper place and use, and turned into an
occasion of neglecting more important duties. .. .Our
utmost care and diligence in the consideration of the
mind of God, is required in all that we do about his
worship. There is nothing wherein men, for the most
part, are more careless. Some suppose it belongs unto
their own wisdom to order things in the worship of
God, as it seems most meet unto them; some think
they are no farther concerned in these things, than only
to follow the traditions of their fathers. This, unto the
community of Christians, is the only rule of divine
worship. To suppose that it is their duty to enquire
into the way and manner of the worship of God, the
grounds and reasons of what they practise therein, is
most remote from them....It were no hard thing to
demonstrate, that the principal way and means whereby
God expects that we should give glory unto him in this
world, is by a due observation of the divine worship
that he hath appointed. For herein do we in an especial
manner, ascribe unto him the glory of his sovereignty, of
his wisdom, of his grace, and holiness; when in his
worship we bow down to his authority alone; when
we see such an impress of divine wisdom on all his
institutions, as to judge all other ways folly in com-
parison of them; when we have experience of the grace
represented and exhibited in them, then do we glorify
God aright. And without these things, whatever we
pretend, we honour him not in the solemnities of our
worship.”*——Turrettinus: * The appointment of God,
is the highest law, the supreme necessity.”t Mr.
Archibald Hall : “ As we live under the gospel dispen-

* On Heb. 1. 6; ix. 1; viii. 5.
1 Institut. Theol. loc, xix. queest. xiv. tom. iii. p. 441.
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sation, all our worship must be regulated by gospel in-
stitution, that it may be performed according to the
appointment of Christ, as king of the church.” The
same author, when speaking of baptism, says: ‘ This
ordinance should be observed with an honest simplicity,
and kept pure and entire, as Christ hath appointed it.
The rule given us in the word of God is our directory,
and we do well to take heed to it in this duty, as much
as in every other. IHow grand and awful is that weighty
preface to the institution of Christian baptism ! (Matt.
xxvii. 13, 19.) Who is the daring insolent worm, that
will presume to dispute the authority, or change the
ordinances of him who is given to be head over all
things to the church?....The solemnity of this ordi-
nance is complete, and all the great purposes of its
institution are secured by the authority and blessing of
Christ, who is a rock, whose work is perfect, and all
his commandments are sure. His laws are not subject
to any of those imperfections, which are attendants of
the best contrived systems among men, and frequently
need explanations, amendments, and corrections. It
is most dangerous and presumptuous, to add any cere-
mony, or to join any service, on any pretence, unto
heaven’s appointment. This is the most criminal rash-
ness; and, if it is not disputing the authority of Christ
directly, it is mingling the authority of men with the
authority of Him who has a name above every name. . . .
When divine authority is interposed to point out the
will of God concerning any service, which is enjoined
for standing use among the saints, such a service ought
to be observed without any regard to the manners and
usages of mankind; because both the substance and the
manner of it are the institution of Christ.”*

Reflect. V. Concerning the circumstances of posi-
tive institutions, our Pwdobaptist brethren speak as fol-
low. Mr. Vincent Alsop : “ Under the Mosaical law

* Gospel Worship, vol i. p. 32, 325, 326; vol. ii. p. 434.
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God commanded that they should offer to him the daily
burnt-offering ; and, in this case, the colour of the beast
(provided it was otherwise rightly qualified) was a mere
circumstance : such as God laid no stress upon, and
that man had proved himself a superstitious busy-body,
that should curiously adhere to any one colour. But,
for the heifer whose ashes were to make the water of
separation, there the colour was no circumstance, but
made by God’s command a substantial part of the
service. To be red, was as much as to be a heifer:
for when circumstances have once passed the royal
assent, and are stamped with the divine seal, they be-
come substantials in instituted worship....We ought
not to judge that God has little regard to any of his
commands, because the matter of them, abstracted from
his authority, is little: for we must not conceive that
Christ sets little by baptism, because the element is
plain, fair water; or little by that other sacrament,
because the materials thereof are common bread and
wine. .. .For though the things in themselves be small,
yet his authority is great. . . . Though the things be small,
yet God can bless them to great purposes, (2 Kings v.
11.)....Nor are we to judge that God lays little stress
upon his institutes, because he does not immediately
avenge the contempt and neglect of them upon the
violaters. (Eccles. viii. 11; Matt. v. 29; 1 Cor. xi.
30.)....As we must not think that God appreciates
whatever men set a high value upon, so neither are we
to judge that he disesteems any thing because it is grown
out of fashion, and thereby exposed to contempt by
the atheistical wits of mercenary writers. .. .If any of
Christ’s institutions seem necessary to be broken, it will
be first necessary to decry them as poor, low, inconsider-
able circumstances ; and then to fill the people’s heads
with a noise and din, that Christ lays little stress on
them; and in order hereto call them the circumstantials,
the accidentals, the minutes, the punctilioes, and, if need
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be, the petty Johns of religion, that conscience may not
kick at the contemning of them. ...It would be inju-
rious to conclude that God has very little respect to his
own institutions, because he may suspend their exercise
pro hic & nunc, rather than the duties imperated by a
moral precept. Mint, anise, and cummin, are inconsider-
able things, compared with the weightier matters of the
law, judgment, mercy, and faith ; and yet our Saviour
tells them, (Matt. xxiii. 23,) ‘These ought ye to have
done, and not to have left the other undone’. .. .God is
the sovereign and absolute legislator, who may suspend,
rescind, alter his own laws at pleasure; and yet he has
laid such a stress upon the meanest of them, that no
man may, nor any man, but the man of sin, dares pre-
sume to dispense with them, much less to dispense
against them. ... Positives may be altered, changed,
or abolished, by the legislator, when and how far he
pleases; but this will never prove that he lays little
stress upon them whilst they are not changed, not
abolished : nor will it prove that man may chop and
change, barter and truck one of God’s least circum-
stantials, because the Lawgiver himself may do it. He
that may alter one, may, for aught I know, alter them
all, seeing they all bear the same image and supercrip-
tion of divine authority. . ..If God was so rigorous in
his animadversions, so punctual in his prescriptions,
when his institutions were so numerous, his prescriptions
so multiform ; what will he be when he has prescribed
us so few, and those so easy and useful to the observer ?
If we cannot be punctual in the observation of a very
few positives of so plain signification, how should we
have repined had we been charged with a numerous re-
tinue of types and carnal rudiments! If Christ’s yoke
be accounted heavy, how should we have sunk under
the Mosaical padagogy I"™*

Mr. Payne: ‘It is from the institution of the sacra-

* Sober Enquiry, p. 269—304.
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ment [of the Lord’s supper,] that we know what belongs
to the substance of it, and is essential to it, and what is
only circumstantial and accidental. I own, there were
several things, even at the institution of it by Christ,
which were only circumstantials ; as, the place, the time
when, the number of persons to whom, the posture in
which he gave it; for all these are plainly, and in their
own nature, circumstantial matters; so that nobody can
think it necessary or essential to the sacrament, that it
be celebrated in an upper room, at night after supper,
only with twelve persons, and those sitting or lying
upon beds, as the Jews used to do at meals; for the
same thing which Christ bids them to do, may be done,
the same sacramental action performed in another
place, at another time, with fewer or more persons,
and those otherwise postured or situated; but it cannot
be the same sacrament or same action, if bread
be not blessed and eaten, if wine be not blessed and
drunken, as they were both then blessed by Christ,
and eaten and drunk by his apostles. The doing
of these is not @ circumstance, but the very thing
itself, and the very substance and essence of the sacra-
ment ; for without these we do not what Christ did;
whereas we may do the very same thing which he did,
without any of those circumstances with which he did it
... .The command of Christ, Do this,does not in theleast
extend to these [circumstances,] but only to the sacra-
mental action of blessing bread and eating it ; blessing
wine and drinking it, in remembrance of Christ: for
that was the thing which Christ did, and which he com-
manded them to do....He that does not plainly see
those to be circumstances [before mentioned,] and can-
not easily distinguish them from the thing itself which
Christ did, and commanded to be done, must not know
what it is to eat and drink, unless it be with his own
family, in such a room of his own house, and at such an
hour of the day: it is certainly as easy to know what
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Christ instituted, and what he commanded, as to know
this; and, consequently, what belongs to the essence of
the sacrament, without which it would not be such a
sacrament as Christ celebrated and appointed, as to
know what it is to eat and to drink ; and yet Monsieur
de Meaux is pleased to make this the great difficulty,
to know what belongs to the essence of the sacrament,
and what does not, and to distinguish what is essential
in it, from what is not.”*——Mr. Arch. Hall: ¢ The
signs, and even every circumstance relative to the use of
them, must be appointed by Christ, and not contrived
by men: for here, as in every other duty, we must ob-
serve all things that Christ hath commanded us. It is
equally presumptuous and vain, to teach for doctrines
the commandments or inventions of men. The signs
that are used in the sacraments have a natural fitness to
bring the things they represent to our mind.” {

Reflect. VI.  With regard to positive institutions
Protestant Pedobaptists farther inform us, that the Lord
Jesus Christ is jealous of his honour; that what is not
commanded, need not be forbidden; and that nothing is
lawful, which is not a duty. The following instance
may here suffice.—Dr. Witherspoon: Our obedience
“ must be implicit ; founded immediately on the au-
thority of God. We must not take upon us to judge
of ‘the moment and importance of any part of his will,
farther than he hath made it known himself. It is
a very dangerous thing for us to make comparisons be-
tween one duty and another; especially with a view of
dispensing with any of them, or altering their order, and
substituting one in another’s place.”f——Dr. Owen :
¢ Christ marrying his church to himself, taking it to that
relation, still expresseth the main of their chaste and
choice affections to him, to lie in their keeping his insti-
tutions and his worship according to his appointment.

* Preserv. against Pop. title vii. p. 110, 137, 138.
+ Gospel Worship, vol. i. chap. vii. p. 235.
t Practical Discourses, vol.i. p 335,
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The breach of this he calls adultery everywhere, and
whoredom: he is a jealous God, and he gives himself that
title only in respect of his institutions. And the whole
apostasy of the Christian church unto false worship, is
called fornication, (Rev. xvii. 5,) and the church that
leads the others to false worship, the mother of harlots.
On this account, those believers who really attend
to communion with Jesus Christ, ‘do labour to keep
their hearts chaste to him in his ordinances, ‘institutions,
and worship....They will receive nothing, practise
nothing, own nothing in his worship, but what is of
his appointment. They know that from the foundation
of the world he never did allow, nor ever will, that in
any thing the will of the creatures should be the measure
of his honour, or the principle of his worship, either as
to matter or manner. . . . That principle, That the church
hath power to institute and appoint any thing, or cere-
mony belonging to the worship of God, either as to mat-
ter or to manner, beyond the orderly observance of such
circumstances as necessarily attend such ordinances as
Christ himself hath instituted, lies at the bottom of all
the horrible superstition and idolatry, of all the confu-
sion, blood, persecution, and wars, that have, for so long
a season, spread themselves over the face of the Chris-
tian world ; and it is the design of a great part of the
Revelation [of John] to make a discovery of this truth.”*
——DMr. Arch. Hall: “ God will bless nothing but his
own institutions. The inventions of men, in serving God,
are as unprofitable as they are wicked and presump-
tuous, (Deut. xii. 81, 32.)....We cannot think God
will honour the inventions of men, however they may be
dignified by the specious names of useful, decent, agree-
able, or prudent contrivances; yet, if they are an addi-
tion to his system, will he not say, Who hath required
these things at your hands?’t-——Hoornbekius : « In

* Commun. with God, part ii. chap. v. p.169, 170.
+ View of Gospel Church, p. 33, S2.
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what relates to the sacraments, and the affairs of reli-
gion, it is unlawful to do any thing that is not warranted
by the command of God.*——Dr. Sherlock: “ Our
[Popish] author, and some of his size, who do not see
half a consequence before them, think they have a
mighty advantage of us, in demanding the same proofs
from us to justify our rejecting their doctrines, which
we demand of them to justify their belief of them. That
is to say, as we demand of them a scripture-proof, that
there is such a place as purgatory; they think they may
as reasonably demand of us a scripture-proof, that there
is no such place as purgatory : just with as much reason,
as if one should tell me, that, by the laws of England,
every man is bound to marry at twenty years old ; and
when I desire him to show me the law which makes this
necessary, he should answer, Though he cannot show
such a law, yet it may be necessary, unless I can show
him a law which expressly declares that it is not neces-
sary. Whereas nothing is necessary, but what the law
makes so; and if the law has not made it necesssary,
there is no need of any law to declare that it is not ne-
cessary.”f——Dr. Owen : * What men have a right to
do in the church, by God’s institution, that they have a
command to do.”{—— Anonymous : “ There is nothing
relating to instituted worship, as such, that is lawful,
but is our necessary duty; viz. necessary, necessitate
preecepti instituting it.”§

Reflect. VII. That the subjects of positive divine
laws cannot slight or neglect them without offending
God, is maintained with a decisive tone by our learned
Padobaptist brethren.  Thus, for instance, Bp. Taylor:
“ The positive laws of Jesus Christ cannot be dispensed
with by any human power. All laws given by Christ,

* Socin. Confut. tom. iii. p. 436. + Preservat. against
Pop. vol.ii. Appendix, p. 65. + On Heb. vii. 4, 5, 6, vol. iii.
p. 127. § Jerubbaal, p. 458
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are now made for ever to be obligatory.” *——DMr. Jo-
seph White, speaking of the ancient ceremonial law,
says : “To slight any of its services, was to insult the
authority which enjoined it.”t——Dr. Waterland : ¢ Po-
sitive duties stand upon a moral foot. . . .To obey God
in whatsoever he commands is the first moral law, and
the fundamental principle of all morality. The reason of
things, and the relation we bear to God, require that God
should be obeyed in matters otherwise indifferent : and
such obedience is moral, and the opposite disobedience
immoral.. . . . Positives, therefore, while under precept,
cannot be slighted without slighting morals also. Inshort,
positive laws, as soon as enacted, become part of moral
law ; because, as I said, universal obedience to God’s
commands, is the first moral law into which all laws re-
solve.. ... Whenever positive duties are so performed as
to become true obedience, they are as valuable in God’s
sight as any moral performances whatever, because obey-
ing God’s voice is all in all. Obedience was the thing
insisted upon with Adam, with Abraham, with Saul,
and with many others, in positive instances ; and God
laid as great a stress upon obedience there, as in any
moral instances whatever. To conclude then, moral
performances, without the obedience of the heart, are
nothing; and positive performances, without the like
obedience are nothing : but the sincere obeying of God’s
voice in both, is true religion and true morality.”{——
M. Reynolds: “ To call some law moral, in contra-
distinction from other law, as if it was not moral at all,
is improper enough. Every law, properly so called, is
regula moralis, or regula morum ; an obliging rule for
the moral creature to walk or act by. .. .Positive com-
mands are more easily transgressed than those that bear

* Ductor Dub. b. ii. chap iii. p. 334.
+ Sermons before University of Oxford, p. 130, edit. 2nd.
1 Scripture Vindicated, part iii. p. 37, 71,72.

voL. 1. D
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hard upon the light and law of nature. The seeming
indifferency of the subject, or matter, in which they are
concerned, allays the awe, and fear, and distance, that
attends more criminal matter.”*——Mr. Wadsworth :
‘“ Some may say,—Sure, God will not be so much con-
cernedwith a failure in so small a punctilio as a ceremony !
True, it [the Lord’s supper] is a ceremony; but it is
such a one that beareth the stamp of the authority of
the Lord Jesus. If He appoints it, will you slight it,
and say, It is but a ceremony?—1t is but @ ceremony,
but you are greatly mistaken if you think that therefore
there is no danger to neglect it. What was the tree of
knowledge of good and evil, but a ceremony ?  Yet, for
disobedience in eating thereof, do you not know and feel
what wrath it hath brought on the whole race of man-
kind? And tell me, was circumcision any more than a
ceremony ? Yet it had almost cost Moses his life for
neglecting to circumcise his son; for the angel stood
ready with his sword to slay him, if he had not pre-
vented it by his obedience, (Exod. iv. 24, 25, 26.) So,
for the Lord’s supper, as much a ceremony as it is, yet
for the abuse of it, some of the church [at Corinth] were
sick and weak, others fell asleep, that is, died: and if
God did so severely punish the abuse, how think you to
escape, that presumptuously neglect the use thereof ? But
I am regenerate and become a new creature ;—I do not
fear that God will cast me away for the disuse of a cere-
mony. Is this the reasoning of one regenerate 2 Surely,
thou dost not understand what regeneration meaneth.
Is it not the same with being born of God? And what
is it to be obedient to the Father, but to do as he com-
mandeth?  And hath he not commanded you by his
Son, to remember your Saviour in this supper? When
you have considered this, then tell me what you think
of this kind of reasoning: 7 am a child of God, therefore

* Enquiries concerning Angelical Worlds, p- 11, 12, 15.
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1 will presume to disobey him. He bids me remember
Jesus in this supper, and I will not. Methinks thou
blushest at the very mentioning of it. And what, if he
should not cast thee quite off for this neglect? yet thou
hast no reason to think, but that either outwardly, or in-
wardly, or both, he will scourge thee for this sin before
thou diest.”*——This reasoning, it is plain, mutatis mu-
tandis, applies with equal force to a neglect of baptism :
to which I will add the following passage from Dr.
Owen: “ Slaves take liberty from duty; children have
liberty in duty. There is not a greater mistake in the
world, than that the liberty of sons in the house of God
consists in this, they can perform duties, or take the
freedom to omit them: they can serve in the family of
God, that is, they think they may if they wi//, and they
can choose whether they will or no. This is a liberty
stolen by slaves ; not a libertly given by the Spirit unto
sons.”

It is well observed by Chamier, and it is a dictate of
common sense, ‘‘ That no law derives its authority from
the judgment [or the inclination] of those to whony it is
given.”{ And it is equally clear, that when a law has
been fairly promulged, ignorance of its demands cannot
render a non-compliance innocent. For, as Dr. Water-

‘land observes, the law presumes, ¢ that when a man has
done an ill thing, [or neglected his duty] he either knew
that it was evil, or else ought to have known it.  Igno-
rantia juris non excusat delictum.”§ It is therefore
incumbent on every professor of Christianity, to make a
diligent and impartial search into the records of the
New Testament, that he may know and perform the will
of his Lord respecting baptism. Nor has any one reason
to consider himself as possessed of a pious and virtuous

* Supplem. to Morn. Exercise at Cripplegate, p. 243, 244.
+ Communion with God, part ii. chap. x. p. 246.
t Panstrat. tom. i. 1. vi. chap. xx. § 1.
§ Import. of Doct. of Trin. p. 164.
D 2
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temper, while destitute of a disposition to make such an
enquiry. Because  virtue,” says Heineccius, “ is al-
ways united with an earnest, indefatigable care to un-
derstand the divine law. The greater progress one has
made in virtue, the more ardent is this desire in his
breast.” Nay, though a person should plead conscience
for the omission or corruption of a positive institute, he
would not be exculpated; for, as the last mentioned
author justly observes, “ Though he be guilty who acts
contrary to his conscience, whether certain or probable,
yet he cannot, for that reason, be said to act rightly and
justly, who contends that he has acted according to his
conscience. Conscience is not the rule, but it applies
the rule to facts and cases which occur. . . . He who fol-
lows an erroneous conscience sins on this very account,
That he follows it rather than the will of the Legislator :
though he be more excusable than one who acts directly
against conscience, yet he is guilty.”* The morality of
our conduct does not depend on the understanding ; for
our knowing, or being ignorant of a thing, is not the
reason of its being good or evil, any more than the na-
ture of an action does upon the will; because the willing
a bad action to a good end, cannot render it innocent.
Divine law is the rule of our conduct; and a want of
conformity to that rule is a sin.

It appears, therefore, by the preceding reasoning,
and from the authors produced, that none are worthy
the name of Christians who are destitute of a disposition
to acknowledge the authority of Christ by submission to
his positive appointments ; and, that ignorance of their
nature, obligation, and use, is far from excusing, except
it arise from natural incapacity, and not from a bad
state of the will. Now, in regard to baptism, we have
not only the command of our Lord, but his own example
also, to enforce our observance of it; concerning which,
Mr. Wesley very properly says : “ Let our Lord’s sub-

* Universal Law, b, i. chap. ii. § 37, 45.
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mitting to baptism teach us a holy exactness in the ob-
servance of those institutions which owe their obligation
merely to a divine command. Surely, thus it becometh
all his followers ¢o fulfil all righteousness.”* It has been
Justly remarked by a learned Lutheran, “ That so great
an honour was never conferred upon any ceremony,”t
as there was upon baptism, when our Lord himself was
immersed in Jordan, by the hands of John; when the
divine Father, with an audible voice, proclaimed him
his beloved Son; and when the Holy Spirit descended
upon him.

I will conclude this part of our subject with the
reasoning of Dr. Gerard. ¢ A total disregard to the
positive and external duties of religion, or a very great
neglect of them, is justly reckoned more blameable, and
a stronger evidence of an unprincipled character, than
even some transgressions of moral obligation. .. .Even
particular positive precepts, as soon as they are given
by God, have something moral in their nature. Sup-
pose the rites which are enjoined by them, perfectly in-
different before they were enjoined ; yet from that mo-
ment they cease to be indifferent. The divine authority
is interposed for the observance of them. To neglect
them is no longer to forbear an indifferent action, or to
do a thing in one way rather than another, which has
naturally no great propriety: it is very different; it is
to disobey God, it is to despise his authority, it is to re-
sist his will. Can any man believe a God, and not ac-
knowledge that disobedience to him, and contempt of
his authority is immoral, and far from the least heinous
species of immorality?. .. .All positive institutions of
divine appointment, are means of cultivating moral vir-
tue. Be the rites themselves what they will, their being
enjoined by God, renders them proper trials of our obe-

* Note on Matt. iii. 16.
1 Centur, Magdeb. cent. i. 1.i. c. iv. p. 113,
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dience to him, and renders our observance of them the
means of cherishing a sense of his authority, and of
improving a principle of subjection to it. A principle
of subjection to the authority of God, is one of the
firmest supports of all goodness and virtue ; and posi-
tive institutions are the most direct means of cultivating
it, for the observance of them proceeds solely from the
principle of obédience; but in every moral virtue, other
principles are conjoined with this. All the rites ap-
pointed by God, are likewise direct and very powerful
means of improving many particular virtuous affections,
all the affections which are naturally exercised in per-
forming them. Neglect of the means demonstrates, in
every case, indifference about the end. Disregard to
external worship and positive institutions, shows the
want of all concern for moral improvement. But un-
concern for moral improvement is not the defect of a
single virtue, is not a single vice; it is a corruption and
degeneracy of the whole soul, and therefore must appear
highly detestable to every person of sound and unbiassed
judgment. .. .It is not they who reckon a regard to po-
sitive institutions essential to a good and unblemished
character, that judge weakly, but they who reckon that
regard of no importance. Vain are their pretensions to
enlargement of sentiment, and elevation above prejudice ;
their minds are so contracted, that they can admit only
a partial idea of the nature of positive duties ; they con-
sider but the mere matter of them ; they comprehend
not their moral principles, their sublime end, or their
important signification.”*

As the leading ideas in the preceding paragraphs are
the grand principles of legitimate reasoning on the doc-
trine of positive institutions ; as it is on these principles
that our most eminent Protestant authors proceed,
when exploding the superstitions of Popery ; and as it

* Sermons, vol.i. p. 312—314, 316, 317, 320, edit. 2nd.
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is our intention to examine Padobaptism on these very
principles ; the reader is desired to keep them in mind,
while perusing the following pages. It has been justly
remarked by Bp. Taylor, that * men are easy enough to
consent to a general rule ; but they will not suffer their
own case to be concerned in it.”* This observation is,
doubtless, founded in fact, and it expresses an affecting
truth. While, therefore, we consider the forementioned
authors as having verified the remark by practising in-
fant sprinkling, we shall endeavour to avoid a similar
inconsistency.

#* Ductor Dubitant. b. ii. chap. iii. p, 303.
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CHAPTER IL

Concerning the Signification of the Terms, Baptize and
Baptism.

[NV. B. To prevent mistakes, the reader is desired to
observe, that many of the following quotations are to
be considered as concessions made by these learned au-
thors ; no inconsiderable part of them asserting, not-
withstanding what they here say, that the word baptism
signifies pouring and sprinkling, as well as immersion.

Wirsius.—* It cannot be denied, that the native
signification of the word Bamrew, and Bamrifew, is to plunge,
to dip. So that it is, doubtless, more than emmorafesm,
which is to swim lightly on the surface; but less than
dvverw, which is to go down to the bottom and be de-
stroyed. . . . Yet I have observed, that the word karafvais
is frequently used by the ancients, with reference to bap-
tism.” (Econ. Feed. L iv. ¢. xvi. § 13.

2. Salmasius.—** Baptism is immersion ; and was ad-
ministered, in ancient times, according to the force and
meaning of the word. Now it is only rhantism, or
sprinkling ; not immersion, or dipping.” De Cesarie
Virorum, p. 669.

8. Gurtlerus.—* 7o baptize, among the Greeks, is
undoubtedly to immerse, to dip ; and baptism, is immer-
sion, dipping. Bantiouos ev Ivevpar: ayi, bd])ﬁsm in the
Holy Spirit, is immersion into the pure waters of the
Holy Spirit, or a rich and abundant communication of
his gifts; for he on whom the Holy Spirit is poured out,
is as it were immersed into him. .. .Bazrioues e wups,
baptism in fire, is a figurative expression, and signifies
casting into a flame, which, like water, flows far and
wide ; such as the flame that consumed Jerusalem. . . .



BAPTIZE AND BAPTISM. 41

The thing commanded by our Lord is baptism, immer-
sion into water.” Institut. Theol. cap. xxxiii. § 108,
109, 110, 115.

4. Danzus.—** Baztiouos, baptism, is derived amo
7ov Bazreabas, or Bamtifechas : the former of which pro-
perly signifies to dye ; the latter, o immerse, especially
in water. But, as that which emerges out of the water
appears to be washed, and fair, and clean; so the term
baptism is frequently used in the holy scripture, for wash-
ing and cleansing.” In Leigh’s Critica Sacra, under the
word, Baztiopes, edit. 2nd.

5. Gomarus.—* Bazrriopes and Barrioua, signify the
act of baptizing: that is, either plunging alone; or im-
mersion, and the consequent washing.” Opera, Disputat.
Theolog. Disput. xxxii. § 5.

6. Buddeus.—‘ The words Bamrifew and Bamriopmos,
are not to be interpreted of aspersion, but always of
immersion.” Theolog. Dogmat. 1. v. c.i. § 5.

7. Dr. Bentley.—* Bantiopovs, baptisms, dippings
—Banticw ceavrwy eis faracoav, dip yourself n the sea.”
Remarks on Disc. on Free Thinking, partii. p. 56, 57,
edit. 6.

8. Bp. Reynolds.—* The Spirit under the gospel is
compared to water; and that not a little measure, to
sprinkle, or bedew, but to daptize the faithful in, (Matt.
iii. 11; Actsi.5,) and that not in a font, or vessel, which
grows less and less, but in a spring, or living river,
(Johnvii. 39.). . . . There are two words which signify suf-
fering of afflictions, and they are both applied unto
Christ, (Matt. xx. 22.) Are ye able to drink of the cup
that I shall drink of, or be baptized with that baptism
that T am baptized with? He that drinketh hath the
water 7z him; he that is dipped or plunged, hath the
water about him: so it notes the universality of the wrath
which Christ suffered.” Works, p. 226, 407.

9. Calvin.—* The word baptize, signifies to im-
merse; and the rite of immersion was observed by
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the ancient church.” Institut. Christ. Relig. I iv.
c. xv.§ 19.

10. Beza.—*“ Christ commanded us to be baptized;
by which word it is certain immersion is signified. .. .
Baztifecfou, in this place, is more than yepwizrrew; be-
cause that seems to respect the whole body, ¢4is only the
hands. Nor does Bamrifen signify to wash, except by
consequence: for it properly signifies to immerse for the
sake of dyeing. ...To be baptized in water, signifies no
other than to be immersed in water, which is the exter-
nal ceremony of baptism. ...Bazriw differs from the
verb dwai, which signifies, to plunge in the deep and to
drown; as appears from that verse of an ancient oracle,
Adkog Bamtily, Svvau Be Tos ov Beuss eors: in which these two
terms are distinguished, as expressing different ideas.”
Epistola II. ad Thom. Tilium, (apud Spanhem. Dub.
Evang. pars iii. Dub. 24.) Annotat. in Marc. vii. 4.
Acts xix. 3; Matt. iii. 11.

11. Meisnerus.—* Bamrifeww and Bamrewv, are ge-
nerally found used for plunging and a total immer-
sion.”  Apud Spanhem. Dub. Evangel. pars iii. Dub.
xxiv. § 2.

12. Danish Catechism.—* What is Christian dip-
ping? Water in conjunction with the word and command
of Christ. What is that command which isin conjunc-
tion with water? ‘ Go teach all nations,” and so on,
(Matt. xxviii. 19; Mark xvi. 15, 16.) What is implied
in these words? A command to the dipper and the
dipped, with a promise of salvation to those that believe.
How is this Christian dipping to be administered? The
person must be deep-dipped in water, or overwhelmed
vith it, ‘in the name of God the Father,” and so on.”
N. B. The gentleman who favoured me with this ex-
tract, observes: that Bazrifw is translated, by the Ger-
mans, feiff; by the Dutch, doop; by the Danes and
Swedes, dobe; all which signify, o dip.

13. Spanhemius.—* Bamrifesy and Bawres, are gene-
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rally found used for plunging, or a total dipping.” Dub.
Evang. parsiii. Dub. xxiv. § 2.

14. Vitringa.— The act of baptizing, is the im-
mersion of believers in water. This expresses the force
of the word. Thus also it was performed by Christ and
his apostles.” Aphorismi Sanct. Theolog. aphoris. 884.

15. Beckmanus.—* Baptism, according to the force
of its etymology, is immersion, and washing, or dipping.”
Exercit. Theolog. exercit. xvii. p. 257.

16. Bucanus.—‘ Baptism, that is, immersion, dipping,
and, by consequence, washing. Baptistery, a vat, or large
vessel of wood, or stone, in which we are immersed, for
the sake of washing. Baptist; one that immerses, or
dips.” Institut. Theolog. loc. xlvii. queest. i. p. 605.

17. Bp. Patrick.—“1 may say of him [Mr. John
Smith] in Antoninus’s praise, he was dikasoovyy BeBau-
wevos ers PBabfos, DIPPED into justice, as it were, over
head and ears; he had not a slight superficial tincture,
but was dyed and coloured quite through with it.”
Funeral Serm. for Mr. J. Smith of Cambridge, sub-
joined to his Select Discourses, p. 509.

18. Zanchius.—* Baptism is a Greek word, and
signifies two things; first, and properly, immersion in
water: for the proper signification of Bazmifw, is to
immerse, to plunge under, to overwhelm in water. ...
And this signification properly agrees with our baptism,
and has a resemblance of the thing signified.” Opera,
tom. vi. p. 217. Genev. 1619. N.B. Mr. De Courcy
tells us, that the opinion of Zanchius ¢is worth a thou-
sand others.”” Rejoinder, p. 261.

19. Hoornbeekius.— We do not deny that the
word baptism bears the sense of immersion; or that, in
the first examples of persons baptized, they went into
the water and were immersed; or that this rite should
be observed where it may be done conveniently and
without endangering health.” Socin. Confut. L iii. c. ii.
sect. i. tom. iii. p. 268.
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20. Stapferus.—*“ By baptism we understand that
rite of the New Testament church, commanded by Christ,
in which believers, by being immersed in water, testify
their communion with the church.” Institut. Theolog.
Polem. tom. i. cap. iii. § 1635.

21. Burmannus.—‘ Bazriopos and Bawriope, if you
consider their etymology, properly signify immersion.
“ And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straight-
way out of the water,” (Matt.iii. 16. Compare Acts viil.
38.)” Synops. Theolog. loc. xliii. cap. vi. § 2.

22. Roell.—* Baptism, from Baztw, signifies immer-
sion.” Explicat. Epist. ad Ephesios, ad cap. iv. 5.

23. Mr. John Trapp.—* ¢Are ye able to—be
baptized with the baptism;’ or plunged over head and
ears in the deep waters of affliction?” Comment. on
Matt. xx. 22.

24. Limborch.—‘¢ Baptism is that rite, or ceremony,
of the new covenant, whereby the faithful, by immer-
sion into water, as by a sacred pledge, are assured of the
favour of God, remission of sins, and eternal life; and
by which they engage themselves to an amendment of
life, and an obedience to the divine commands.” Com-
plete Syst. Div. b. v. chap. xxii. sect. i. Mr. Jones’s
translation.

25. H. Altingius. — ‘¢ The word baptism pro-
perly signifies immersion ; improperly, by a metonymy
of the end, washing.” Loci Commun. pars. i. loc. xii.
p. 198.

26. Hospinianus.—* Christ commanded us to be
baptized ; by which word it is certain immersion is sig-
nified.” Hist. Sacram. 1. ii. c. i. p. 30.

27. Casaubonus.—¢ This was the rite of baptiz-
ing, that persons were plunged into the water; which
the very word Bammilew, to baptize, sufficiently declares ;
which, as it does not signify Swvew, to sink to the bottom
and perish, so, doubtless, it is not emmoralew, to swim on
the surface. For these three words, emmoraler, Banrilew,
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and dwew, are of different significations. Whence we
understand it was not without reason, that some long
ago insisted on the immersion of the whole body in the
ceremony of baptism ; for they urge the word Bawrifew,
to baptize.” Annotat. in Matt. iii. 6.

28. Diodati.—* Baptized; viz. plunged into water
... .In baptism, being dipped in water according to the
ancient ceremony, it is a sacred figure unto us, that sin
ought to be drowned in us, by God’s Spirit. ~Annotat.
on Matt. iii. 6; Rom. vi. 4.

29. Calmet.— Generally people [speaking of the
Jews] dipped themselves entirely under the water; and
this is the most simple and natural notion of the word
baptism.” Dict. of Bible, art. Baptism.

30. Luther.—¢ The term baptism, is a Greek word.
It may be rendered a dipping, when we dip something
in water, that it may be entirely covered with water.
And though that custom be quite abolished among the
generality (for neither do they entirely dip children, but
only sprinkle them with a little water,) nevertheless
they ought to be wholly immersed, and presently to
be drawn out again; for the etymology of the word
seems to require it. The Germans call baptism zauff,
from depth, which they call Zeff; in their language; as if
it were proper those should be deeply immersed, who are
baptized. And, truly, if you consider what baptism
signifies, you shall see the same thing required: for it
signifies, that the old man and our nativity, that is full
of sins, which is entirely of flesh and blood, may be
overwhelmed by divine grace. The manner of baptism,
therefore, should correspond to the signification of bap-
tism, that it may show a certain and plain sign of it.”
In Dr. Du Veil, on Acts viii. 38.

31. Schelhornius, when explaining 1 Cor. xv. 21,
and understanding the word baptized in a metaphorical
sense, as expressive of being overwhelmed in calamities,
says; ‘“The word Bawrifeafas, which probably signifies
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to be immersed, or plunged under water; though not so
frequently used by profane authors in a metaphorical
sense, is nevertheless not unusual.”* Biblioth. Bremens.
class. vii. p. 638.

32. Mr. Selden.—* In England, of late years, I
ever thought the parson baptized his own fingers, rather
than the child.” Works, vol. vi. col. 2008.

33. Keckermannus.—“ We cannot deny, that the
first institution of baptism consisted in immersion, and
not sprinkling; which is quite evident from Rom. vi.
3,4.” System. Theolog. 1. iii. c. viii. p. 369.

34. Dr. Towerson.-—“The third thing to be enquired
concerning the outward visible sign of baptism is, how
it ought to be applied; whether by an immersion, or
an aspersion, or effusion ;—a more material question

* In confirmation of which he produces the following autho-
rities, which I will give in his own words. *‘ Heliodorus, 1. ii.
c. iii. Abthiopic. Cnemon itaque cum omnino dolori illum succu-
buisse et calamitate submersum (cupgopa BePanTioueroy) esse intellex-
isset, metueretque, ne sibi aliquid mali conscisceret. L. iv. c. xx.
O vos, qui adestis, Charicli quidem et postea lugere licebit. Nos vere
non mergamur (cuuBanlifoueda) hujus dolore, neque inconsideratd
illius lacrymis, tanquam aquee impetu auferamur, occasionem negli-
gentes, L. v. c.xvi. Enedy oe¢ ta ouuBePnkida efanlifev, quoniam te
casus tui obruebant ac demergebant. Ita et eo sensu venit (L. ii.
c. xxvii.) ejusdem autoris verbum Buvbifecbes. Theiovs kABwys kaxwy BeBu-
6iopevas, majore fluctu erumnarum obruti——Libanius, (In Parent.
Juliani, cap. cxlviii. p. 369.) Ea enim, quam ob Julianum sentimus,
tristitia, animam submergens (Panlifeca) mentemque obfuscans,
tenebras quasdam oculis quoque offundit, nec multum ab iis, qui in
tenebris nunc versantur, distamus.——Plutarchus: (De Puerorum
Educatione, cap. xiii.) Sicut enim plante quidem mediocribus aquis
nutriuntur, pluriinis vero suffocantur: ad eundem modum anima
quidem mediocribus augetur laboribus, sed immoderatis (Ban7ilela:)
submergitur. Ita et Poeta anonymus: (Anthol. Gr. L ii. c. xlvii.)
Banilecfas ad somnum transfert——

Banlilelai & tmvw yelov T8 favals.

Vides heic Banlilecbas ro tmyp esse per metaphoram somno sepeliri,
quam phrasin etiam alicubi in Heliodoro legisse memini.”” Ut supra,

p. 638, 639, 640,
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[this] than it is commonly deemed by us, who have been
accustomed to baptize by a bare effusion, or sprinkling
of water upon the party. For in things which depend
for their force upon the mere will and pleasure of him
who instituted them, there ought, no doubt, great re-
gard to be had to the commands of him who did so; as
without which there is no reason to presume we shall
receive the benefit of that ceremony, to which he hath
been pleased to annex it. Now, what the command of
Christ was in this particular, cannot well be doubted of
by those who shall consider the words of "Christ, (Matt.
xxviil. 19,) concerning it, and the practice of those
times, whether in the baptism of John, or of our Saviour.
For the words of Christ are, that they should baptize,
or dip, those whom they made disciples to him (for so,
no doubt, the word Bazrilev properly signifies;) and
which is more, and not without its weight, that they
should baptize them info the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: thereby
intimating such a washing, as should receive the party
baptized within the very body of the water, which they
were to baptize him with. Though if there could be
any doubt concerning the signification of the words in
themselves, yet would that doubt be removed by con-
sidering the practice of those times, whether in the bap-
tism of John, or of our Saviour. For such as was the
practice of those times in baptizing, such in reason
are we to think our Saviour’s command to have been
concerning it, especially when the words themselves in-
cline that way; there being not otherwise any means,
either for those, or future times, to discover his in-
tention concerning it.” Of the Sacram. of Bap. part
iii. p. 53, 54, 55.

85. Dan. Grade.—‘ The word baptism generally
denotes immersion, for the sake of washing or cleans-
ing.” In Thesaur. Theolog. Philolog. tom. ii. p. 560.

36. H. Clignetus.—* Baptism is so called from
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immersion, or plunging into; because in the primitive
times those that were baptized were entirely immersed
in water.” In Thesaur. Disputat. Sedan, tom. i. p. 769,
770. Genev. 1661.

37. Dr. Dan. Scott.—* The verb Barrifw expresses
the form of admitting a proselyte into the Christian
church, which tradition assures us was by a trine im-
mersion, or plunging under water. But of late asper-
sion, or sprinkling, is admitted by the church of Eng-
land instead of immersion, or dipping.”* New Version
of St. Matt. Gospel. Note on Matt. xxviii. 19.

38. Bossuet.—“To baptize signifies to plunge, as is
granted by all the world.” In Mr. Stennett, against
Mr. Russen, p. 174.

39. Suicerus.—* He is said Bazrew Wpia, to baptize
a bucket, who draws water out of a well or a river; which
cannot be done except the bucket be entirely plunged
under the water. Wool and clothes are said to be
Bewresbeu, baptized, when they are dipped; because they
are quite immersed in the dyeing fat, that they may im-
bibe the colour. Bamrifw, to buptize, hath properly the
same Signiﬁcation.-—Bam'tgew éavrov €15 baracoay, in the
ancient poet, is fo plunge himself into the sea.—From the
proper signification of the verb, baptize, baptism properly

* To fix the signification of Ban’ilw, he produces a number of
passages from the following Greek authors: Joseph. Antiq. Jud.
Liv.c.iv. § 6, p.207; 1. xv. c. iii. § 3, p. 745. De Bell. Jud. 1. i.
c.xxii. § 2, p. 1105 L i c. xxvii § 1; Lii. c. xviii. § 4, p. 198; 1. ii,
c.xx. § 1; Liii. c.ix. § 3, p.251; Liii. c. x. § 9, p. 259. Strab.
Geogr. 1. i. p. 44, B; 1. xii. p. 809, D; 1. xvi, p. 1108. Lucian. Ver.
Hist. L. ii. p. 893, A. Plutarch. Quast. Nat. tom. ii. p. 914, C. Orph.
Argonaut. v. 510. Soph. Aj.v. 354. In the same learned author’s
Append. ad Thesaur. Graee. Ling. under the verb Surlifw, he quotes
passages from the following Greek writers: Polyb. Hist. 1.i. p. 73,
ult. 545,10, f; 1.iii. p. 311, ult. Joseph. Antiq. L. ix. c. x. § 2. Vita,
§ 3. Diod. Sicul. Bibl. 1. i. p. 23, 12. Strab. Geogr. 1. i. p.421, C;
L xiv. p.982, D. Athen. Deipn. L. v. p. 221, c. 472, D. Lucian.
Bacch. p.853, A. Plat. Euthydem. i. 277, C. Diod. Sicul. 1. i,
p. 47, 4. Joseph. De Bell. 1. iv, c. iii. § 3.
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denotes immersion, or dipping into.” Thesaurus Eccles.
sub voce Bazriopa.

40. Venema.—‘“ The word Bamtilew, to baptize, is no
where used in the scripture for sprinkling; no not in
Mark vii. 4, otherwise than appears to some.” Insti-
tut. Hist. Eccles. Vet. et Nov. Test. tom. iii. secul. i.
§ 188.

41. Magdeburg Centuriators.—*“ The word Bawtitw,
to baptize, which signifies immersion into water, proves
that the administrator of baptism immersed, or washed,
the persons baptized in water.” Cent. i. L. ii. c. iv.
p- 382.

42. Anonymous.—* The word baptize doth certainly
signify immersion, absolute and fotal immersion, in Jose-
phus and other Greek writers. But this word is in
some degree equivocal; and there are some eminent
Greek scholars who have asserted, that immersion is not
necessarily included in baptism. The examples pro-
duced, however, do not exactly serve the cause of those
who think that a few drops of water sprinkled on the
forehead of the child, constitute the essence of baptism.
In the Septuagint it is said, that Nebuchadnezzar was
baptized with the dew of heaven: and in a poem attributed
to Homer (called) The Battle of the Frogs and Mice, it
is said, that @ lake was baptized with the blood of a
wounded combatant. (EBawrero & aspars Muvy moppupen.)
A question hath arisen, in what sense the word baptize
can be used in this passage. Doth it signify immersion,
properly so called? Certainly not: neither can it sig-
nify a partial sprinkling. A body wholly surrounded
with a mist ; wholly made humid with dew; or a piece
of water so tinged with and discoloured by blood, that
if it had been a solid body and dipped into it, it could
not have received a more sanguine appearance, is a very
different thing from that partial application which in
modern times is supposed sufficient to constitute full and
explicit baptism. The accommodation of the word

VOL. 1. E



50 SIGNIFICATION OF THE TERMS,

baptism to the instances we have referred to, is not un-
natural, though highly metaphorical ; and may be re-
solved into a trope or figure of speech, in which, though
the primary idea is maintained, yet the mode of expres-
sion is altered ; and the word itself is to be understood
rather allusively than really; rather relatively than abso-
lutely. If a body had been baptized or immersed, it
could not have been more wet than Nebuchadnezzar’s;
if a lake had been dipped in blood, it could not have
put on a more bloody appearance. Hitherto the Anti-
Paedobaptists seem to have had the best of the argu-
ment, on the mode of administering the ordinance. The
most explicit authorities are on their side. Their
opponents have chiefly availed themselves of inferences,
analogy, and doubtful construction.” Monthly Review,
for May 1784, p. 396.

43. G. J. Vossius.—* Barrifesw, to baptize, signifies
to plunge. It certainly therefore signifies more than
emmorafew, which is, to swim lightly on the top; and less
than dwvew, which is, to sink to the bottom, so as to be
destroyed.” Disputat. de Bap. disp. i. thes. i. p. 25.
Amstelod. 1648.

44. Mr. De Courcy.—*“ It is readily allowed, that
dipping is one of the included ideas in the original word
[Baaritw]—We never denied, that dipping is not ex-
cluded from the signification of the original word.” Re-
joinder, p. 139, 143.

45. Turrettinus.—* The word baptism is of Greek
origin, and is derived from the verb Bamrw; which sig-
nifies to dip, and to dye: Bawtifew, to baptize; to dip
into, to immerse. Plut. de Superstit. Bazticor ce e
baracaay, plunge yourself into the sea : and, in the life of
Theseus, he recites a Sibylline verse concerning the Athe-
nians, which better agrees to the church :

Ackos Bamtily, dvvou 3e Tor ob Bepus €T

Mergeris uter aquis, sed non submergeris unquam.
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Hence it appears, that Bazrifew is more than emmoralew,
which is Zo swim lightly on the surface; and less than
duvesrw, which is zo go down to the bottom ; that is, to strike
the bottom so as to be destroyed.” Institut. loc. xix.
quest. xi. § 4.

46. Dr. Owen.—“ Though the original and natural
signification of the word [Bazrifw] imports, to dip, to
plunge, to dye; yet it also signifies to wash or cleanse.”
In Dr. Ridgley’s Bod. Div. quest. clxvi. p. 608, note.

47. Bas. Faber.—‘ Baptism, is immersion, wash-
ing.” Thesau. Erudit. Scholast. Lips. 1717.

48. Eras. Schmidius.—* gamrew, is to dye, to im-
merse in water; also to wash, or to immerse for the
sake of washing or cleansing.” Annotat. in Matt. iii. 6.
Norimb. 1658.

49. Mr. Daniel Rogers.—“ None, of old, were
wont to be sprinkled; and I confess myself uncon-
vinced by demonstration of scripture for infants’ sprink-
ling. It ought to be the church’s part to cleave to the
institution, which is dipping ; and he betrays the church,
whose officer he is, to a disorderly error, if he cleave not
to the institution, which is to dip. That the minister is
to dip in water, as the meetest act, the word Bazr:{w notes
it: for the Greeks wanted not other words to express
any other act besides dipping, if the institation could
bear it. What resemblance of the burial or the resur-
rection ‘of Christ is in sprinkling? All antiquity and
scripture confirm that way. To dip, therefore, is ez-
ceeding material to the ordinance ; which was the usage
of old, without exception of countries, hot or cold.” In
Dr. Russel’s Just Vind. of Doc. and Prac. of John, &c.
Epist. Dedicat. p. 5.

50. Dr. Hammond.—¢‘ The word here used, Ban-
Tilecbou, (as it differs from wnresfu, verse 3,) signifies
not only the washing of the whole body, (as when it is
said of Eupolis, that being taken and thrown into the
sea, eBawtifero, he was immersed all over, and so the

E 2
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baptisms of cups, &c., in the end of this verse, is put-
ting into the water all over, rinsing them,) but washing
any part as the hands here, by way of immersion in
water, as that is opposed to affusion or pouring water
on them.” Annotations, on Mark vii. 4.

51. Ikenius.—* The Greek word Bamriocpos denotes
the immersion of a thing, or a person, into something ;
either with a view to expiation, or for washing and
cleansing. Here also [Matt. iii. 11, compared with
Luke iii. 16.] the baptism of fire, or that which is
performed in fire, must signify according to the same
simplicity of the letter, an immission, or immersion,
into fire for a similar end: and this the rather, be-
cause here, to baptize in the Spirit, and in fire, are not
only connected, but also opposed to being baptized in
water ; and, therefore, the connection of the discourse,
and the laws of opposition demand, that after whatever
manner these two phrases denote baptism in water, and
in the Spirit, to be performed, such must that be which is
performed in fire. . . . The Jewish rites of purification were
different; for either they were performed by an immersion
of the whole body, which the Jews call aaw, and the
Greeks, Bamriouoy, baptiom; or by the washing of some
parts, as the hands, or the feet, which is called by the
Greeks, ekvidus; or by sprinkling ; which, in Greek, is deno-
minated javriouos, rhantism.” Dissert. Philolog. Theolog.
dissert. xix. p.325. Antiq. Hebraice, parsi. c. xviii. § 9.

52. Deylingius.—¢ The word Baztifesbu, as used
by Greek authors, signifies immersion and overwhelm-
ing. Thus we read in Plutarch, (de Superstit. tom. ii.
op. f. 166,) Banticey geavrov e baraccav, dip yourself
in the sea: like as Naaman, (in 2 Kings v. 14,) who
¢ baptized himself seven times in Jordan,” which was an
immersion of the whole body. So Strabo, (lib. xiv. p. 458,)
when speaking about the soldiers of Alexander the
Great, marching in the winter season between Climax, a
mountain in Pamphylia, and the sea, says: They were
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immersed, PBoawtifopevovs, up to the waist. The same
author, (lib. xii. p. 391,) speaking of Tatta, a marsh,
situate between Galatia and Cappadocia, says: The
water rises, wavri 1o Bamticfeyti ers avro, SO as to over-
whelm any thing. Diodorus Siculus, (lib.i. c. xxxvi.)
when speaking of the Nile overflowing its banks, says:
¢ Many of the land animals perish, im0 rov woTapmov
wepiddplevra Siapbeipeclos Bamtilopeva, being overtaken and
overwhelmed by the flood.” In Josephus, (Antiq. Jud.
lib. xv. cap. iii.) Bazrilovres, persons baptizing, are per-
sons plunging down. It has the same signification
in the gospels, and in. the writings of the apostles: if
you except Luke xi. 38, where Bazrifecfus seems to be
used concerning washing the hands, which is done by
sprinkling.”  Observat. Sac. pars iii. observ. xxvi. § 2.
Lips. 1715.

53. Le Clerc. ‘¢ At that time came John the Bap-
tizer” He has been called the Baptizer, rather than
Baptist, because the latter word is a proper name in the
modern languages ; whereas in this place it is an appel-
lative, to signify a man that plunged in water those who
testified an acknowledgment of his divine mission, and
were desirous of leading a new life—‘ He shall baptize
you in the Holy Spirit.” As I plunge you in water, he
shall plunge you, so to speak, in the Holy Spirit.” Re-
marques sur Nouv. Test. & Matt. iii. 1.

54. Danzius.-——“Bawna'//.o;, Boxticua, and Bamrios,
denote plunging, or dipping; also washing, or a bath.”
De Bap. Proselyt. Judaic. § 1, in Ugolini Thesauro An-
tig. Sac. tom. xxii. p. 883.

55. Reiskius.—* To be baptized signifies, in its pri-
mary sense, to be immersed. Hence vavs aBanrtiores, a
ship unbaptized, is a vessel not immersed in the waves ;
and, in Gregory Thaumaturgus, a person immersed in
error, is called BeBamrioumeros; and he who rescues such
persons from their dangerous mistakes, is said rovs Ban-
Tifopevovs avipacbos, to lLift up or draw out the parties
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that were so baptized.” Dissertat. de Bap. Judzeorum,
cap.i. § 1. ’

56. Heideggerus.—* The words Bamriopa and Ban-
Tiopes, baptism, (from Bamrew, to plunge, to immerse,)
properly signify immersion.” Corpus Theolog. Christ.
loc. xxv. § 21.

57. J. J. Wetstenius.—* To baptize, is to plunge, to
dip. The body, or part of the body, being under water,
is said to be baptized.” Comment. ad Matt. iii. 6. '

58. Dr. Doddridge.—* I have, indeed, a most
dreadful baptism to be baptized with, and know that I
shall shortly be bathed as it were in blood, and plunged
in the most overwhelming distress.” Paraphrase on
Luke xii. 50.

59. Zepperus.— If we consider the proper meaning
of the term, the word baptism signifies plunging into
water, or the very act of dipping and washing. It ap-
pears, therefore, from the very signification and etymo-
logy of the term, what was the custom of administering
baptism in the beginning; whereas we now, for baptism,
rather have rhantism, or sprinkling.” In Leigh’s Crit.
Sac. under the word Bomriomos. Lond. 1646.

60. Mr. Poole’s Continuators.—* To be baptized, is
to be dipped in water; metaphorically, to be plunged in
afflictions. I am, saith Christ, to be baptized with
blood, overwhelmed with sufferings and afflictions.”
Annotations on Matt. xx. 22, edit. 1688.

61. Walaus.— The external form of baptism is im-
mersion into water, in the name of the Father, of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” Enchiridium, p. 425.

62. Articles of Smalcald.—‘“ Baptism is no other
than the word of God, with plunging into water accord-
ing to his appointment and command.” Kromayeri
Epitom. Lib. Concord. Christ. p. 107.

63. Anonymous.—* That the letter of the scripture
is in favour of the Baptists (or, as they are still absurdly
called Anabaptists,) cannot without evasion and equivo-
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cation be denied.” London Review, for June 1776,
p- 489.

64. Gerhardus.—* Bazriopos and Parriopa, from
Bawmrifesr, to baptize, to immerse, to dip, and that pro-
perly, into water: it has a likeness to the words Bubifw
and Babuww, each of which signifies to plunge down
into the deep. Plutarch, Bazricwy ceavroy eis baracoay,
plunge yourself into the sea. The same biographer, in
the life of Galba, speaks metaphorically of being baptized,
or immersed in debt : Befanricpevos opesrnuacs. In his
Morals, he speaks of being baptized, or oppressed, by an
accumulation ()f qfairs > Bartifechous vmo Twy mparypaTwy.
In his life of Phocion, of being baptized in, or plunged
under immoderate labours: Panrileclus Toss movois {mep-
Bairovas.  Aphrod. L i. probl. has the following expres-
sions; Befartiopmevos T cwpars, Pplunged down in the
body. In this acceptation of immersing, it is used
(2 Kings v. 14,) ‘ Then went he down and dipped (efBan-
micato) himself seven times in Jordan’....But because
those who are immersed in water, and emerge out of it,
appear washed and clean, therefore Bamriomos and Baz-
miew are consequentially used for any kind of ablution,
whether it be performed by merely sprinkling, or pour-
ing, or by a particular dipping. Bamrifew is derived from
Bazrew, which signifies, in general, to dip, to wash, to
dye, to immerse.” Loc. Theolog. tom. iv. De Bap.
p. 224.

65. Alstedius.—*‘ BazriZew, to baptize, signifies only
to immerse; not to wash, except by consequence.” Lexi-
con Theologicum, cap. xii. p. 221,

66. Mr. Wilson.—* To baptize, to dip into water,
or to plunge one into the water.” Christian Dictionary,
edit. 1678.

67. Mr. Bailey.—* Baptism, in strictness of speech,
is that kind of ablution, or washing, which consists in
"dipping; and when applied to the Christian institution
so called, it was used by the primitive Christians in no
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other sense than that of dipping ; as the learned Grotius
and Casaubon well observe. But as new customs in-
troduce new significations of words, in process of time
it admitted the idea of sprinkling, as in the case of clini-
cal baptism.”  Dictionary, Dr. Scott’s edit. 1772.

68. Mr. Leigh.— Bazmigw. The word baptize,
though it be derived from Bamrw, to dip, or plunge into
the water, and signifieth primarily such a kind of wash-
ing as is used in bucks, where linen is plunged and
dipped; yet it is taken more largely for any kind of
washing, rinsing, or cleansing, even where there is no
dipping at all, (as Matt. iii. 11. and so on.). ...The na-
tive and proper signification of it is, to dip into water,
or to plunge under water, (John iii. 22, 23; Matt. iii. 16;
Acts viii. 38.)” Critica Sacra.

69. Schoettgenius.—*¢ Bazrifw, from Bazrw; pro-
perly, to plunge, to immerse; to cleanse, to wash.”
Lex. in Nov. Test. Krebsii, edit. 1765.

70. Mr. Parkhurst.—* Baz7ifw, from Bazre, to dip,
immerse, or plunge in water. To baptize, to immerse
in, or; wash with water. Figuratively, fo be baptized,
immersed, or plunged in a flood, or sea, as it were, of
grievous afflictions and sufferings.”

71. Schrevelius.—* Bazrifw, to baptize, to plunge,
to wash.” Cantab. 1685.

72. Pasor.—* Bazmifw, to baptize, to immerse, to
wash.”  Lips. 1735.

73. Trommius.—* Bazti{w, to baptize ; to immerse,
to dip.” Concordantiee Grace, sub voce.

74. Mintert.— Bazr:{w, to baptize ; properly, indeed,
it signifies to plunge, to immerse, to dip into water: but
because it is common to plunge or dip a thing that it
may be washed, hence also it signifies to wash, to wash
away. .. .Bazrioues, baptism : immersion, dipping into ;
washing, washing away. Properly, and according to its
etymology, it denotes that washing which is performed
by immersion.”
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75. Scapula.—* Bantifw, to baptize ; to dip, or im-
merse; as we immerse any thing for the purpose of
dyeing, or cleansing in water. Also to dip, to plunge,
to overwhelm in water. Likewise to wash away, to
wash.” Lond. 1652. 4

76. Hedericus.—* Banmitw, to baptize; to plunge,
to immerse, to overwhelm in water; to wash away, to
wash. . . . Barriopa, baptism ; immersion, dipping intc.”
Lond. 1778. :

77. Coustantinus.— Barriouos, baptism ; the act
of dyeing, that is, of plunging.” Edit. 1592.

78. Mr. Robertson.—* Baznifw, to baptize; to im-
merse, to wash.” Thesaurus Grec.

79. Mr. William Young.—* Baptize ; to dip all
over, to wash, to baptize.” Latin-English Dictionary.

80. Stockius.—* Bamriopa, baptism. Generally,
and in virtue of its etymology, it signifies immersion, or
dipping into.  Particularly and properly, it denotes the
immersion or dipping of a thing into water, that it may
be cleansed or washed.” Jenz, 1735.

81. Stephanus.—‘‘ Bantifw, to plunge, or immerse.
To plunge ; that is, to plunge under, or overwhelm in
water. To cleanse, to wash.” Thesaur. Graec. Ling.
1572.

82. Schwarzius. “ Bamrifw, to baptize; to plunge,
to overwhelm, to dip into.* To wash, by plunging,

* To authenticate this, as the native and primary meaning of
the term, he produces the following authorities. * Polyb. iii. ¢. 72.
Mohig éwg Tov paswy o wedos Pammilopevar SieBaway, Vix transibant pedites
ad mammas usque mersi. Idem, v. ¢, 47, Avro in’ avrey Bawtilouevos
Kau kaTaduyeyTes € Taig TeNuaaiv, ipsi a se ipsis mergebantur et deprime-
bantur in paludibus. Dio. xxxviii. p. 84. Iavrerws Bamrioyras, Om-
nino merguntur. Idem. xxxvil. extr. p. 64. Xepwy Tocvros efaigymg
TIY YWpAY ATATRY KATETXEY, wge—Ta TAoa Ta & 7o Tibepdi—PanrioSnyas,
tanta tempestas subito per totam regionem extitit, ut navigia in Ti-
beri mergerentur. Idem., L. p.492. Tlws uey av ovy &% avrov Tov wAnJovg
Twy kewwy BanticYean ; quomodo non ipsa remorum multitudine, submer-
galur ?  Adde p. 502, 505. Porphyrius de Styge, p.282. Oray 3¢
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(Luke xi. 38 ; Matt. vii. 4.) Sometimes to sprinkle,
to besprinkle, to pour upon* To purify and conse-
crate to God, by plunging. (Matt. iii. 6, 11, 13, 14,
and elsewhere.). . . . Bawriorys, the Baptist, who sustained
the singular and sacred office, of plunging men desirous

KaTyopovpevos emiPy, avauapTyTes wev wy adews SiepxETas, X TWY YOVETWLY
exwy To (dwp apaptwy de, ohvyoy mpoPas PamrileTar pexps keparns.  Quum
autem accusatus ingreditur lacum, secure, si peccati sit expers,
transit, mersus usque ad genua. Sin peccarit, paulum progressus
submergitur usque ad caput. Diodorus Siculus, i. p. 33. Tawv de
xepraswy bnpiwy Ta oM pey Smo Tov woTamov mepirn@Bevra Siapbeiperas Borm-
ﬂgof.ceya, Tiva O¢ eig TOUG JAETEWPOVS EKPEVYOVTA TOTOUS &ao-wge’rat. Animalium
terrestrium multa a flumine Nilo correpta mergendo perduntur : alia
in editos locos fugientia servantur. Adde Strabon. vi. p.421. Jo-
seph. Bell. Jud. p. 259, init. Activum quoque in significatione pas-
siva est apud -Joseph. Antiq. ix. c. X. § 2. Ocov ovmw weAhovros Bamriley
Tov gkagovs, qUUM havis mergeretur tantum, quantum nondum coepe-
rat.”—I will here add another passage from Diod. Siculus, 1.i. p.67,
as I find it quoted and translated by Dr. Sam. Chandler:  Tovg de
DiwTag diw THY ek TouTwy evmopiay ov BATITIZOYZEL 7aus eic@opass. The
people were not oppressed with taxes.” Defence of Prime Minister
of Joseph, p. ii. p.388.

+ His only authorities for the two latter of these ideas, are the
following : ‘¢ Aischyl. Prometh. Vinct. p. 53. Adykrov e opayaics
Bojaca Eipos, ancipitem gladium ceedibus tingens. Apud Platon. in
Conviv. p.316. Aristophanes de se dicit, xa yap kas avrog e Tov
x0es BeLarricuevwy. Etenim ego quoque sum ex iis qui heri multum
biberunt.”” Whether these passages do not confirm the idea of
plunging and overwhelming, rather than that of sprinkling, or pouring,
for which they were produced, let the learned judge. Respecting the
latter of them, Dr. Daniel Scott says: ‘ Plato uses this verb
[Bawriw] of a person who had drunk freely, drenched himself in
liquor.” Note on Matt. xxviii. 19.—So Justin Martyr and Chry-
sostom speak of being baptized in wine ; and Clemens Alexandrinus,
of being baptized in sleep. Apud Suicerum, Thesaur. Eccles. tom. i.
p. 623. And as the word baptized, in these connections, expresses
the notion of being as it were buried in sleep, and overwhelmed in
wine; so those corresponding adjectives, ebrius, drunk, and drunken,
are allusively used to signify soaked, dipped, drenched. Thus Mar-
tial : ¢ Lana sanguine conch® EBris.” Thus Jehovah: I will
make mine arrows drunk with blood.” (Deut. xxxii. 42.) And
Shakespeare thus:  Then let the earth be prunkenx with our
blood.” See Ainsworth and Johnson under the words.
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of salvation, that they might know themselves to be de-
voted to God.” Comment. Crit. et Philolog. Ling.
Grzc. See also Martini Lexicon Philologicum, sub
voce, Baptismus. Riisenii Summa Theolog. loc. xvii.
§ 26. Glossarium Vetus, sub voce Bazrrifw. Damm.
Nov. Lex. Grac. sub voce Bazmrw. Dr. Macknight’s
Harm. part ii. p. 279, edit. 2nd. Petavii Theol.
Dogmat. 1. ii. de Peenitent. c.i. §11. Mr. S. Davies’s
Sermons, vol. ii. p. 169. edit. 3rd.

REFLECTIONS.

Reflect. I. It will be allowed, I think, by every
competent and impartial judge, that many of the authors
from whose writings these quotations are made, may be
justly numbered among the first literary characters that
any age has produced. Now, as all these concessions,
declarations, and reasonings, proceeded from persons
that practised pouring or sprinkling in the administra-
tion of the ordinance under consideration; so there is
the highest reason to conclude, that nothing but the
force of evidence, and a conscientious regard to truth,
could have induced them thus to speak; for it is mani-
fest, that such language has the appearance of support-
ing a contrary practice.

To the foregoing quotations from Padobaptists,
whom candour itself must suppose inclined to make as
few concessions to the Baptists as the evidence of stub-
born facts would permit, we will add the attestations
of others, that may be justly considered as impartial
spectators of our controversy about the right manner of
administering baptism. The authors to whom I advert,
belong to the denomination of people called Quakers;
and their language is as follows.

1. Robert Barclay.—* Bazrifw signifies immergo ;
that is, to plunge and dip in; and that was the proper
use of water baptism among the Jews, and also by John
and the primitive Christians, who used it. Whereas our
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adversaries, for the most part, only sprinkle a little
water upon the forehead, which doth not at all answer
to the word baptism : so that if our adversaries will stick
to the word, they must alter their method of sprinkling.”
Apology, proposition xii. § 10.

2. John Gratton.—* John did baptize into water;
and it was a baptism, a real dipping, or plunging into
water, and so a real baptism was John’s.” Life of John
Gratton, p. 231.

3. William Dell.—Speaking of baptism, he calls it,
“ the plunging of a man in ccld water.” Select Works,
p. 389, edit. 1773.

4. Thomas Ellwood.—* They [the apostles, at the
feast of Pentecost] were now baptized with the Holy
Ghost indeed; and that in the strict and proper sense of
the word baptize; which signifies to dip, plunge, or put
under.” Sacred Hist. of the N. Test. part ii. p. 307.

5. Samuel Fothergill.—¢ By which [baptism of the
Holy Spirit,] I understand such a thorough immersion
into his holy nature, as to know him, the only begotten
Son of God, to conform the soul to his own image.”
Remarks on Address to People called Quakers, p. 27.

6. Joseph Phipps.—The baptism of the Holy
Spirit is “ effected by spiritual immersion. . . .The prac-
tice of sprinkling infants, under the name of baptism, hath
neither precept nor precedent in the New Testament.”
Dissertations on Bap. and Communion, p. 25, 30.

7. William Penn.—“ I cannot see why the bishop
[of Cork, in answer to whom he wrote,] should assume
the power of unchristianing us, for not practising of that
which he himself practises so unscripturally, and that
according to the sentiments of a considerable part of
Christendom; having not one text of scripture to prove
that sprinkling in the face was the water baptism,—in
the first times.—Then it was in the river Jordan; now
in a basin.” Defence of Gospel Truths, against the
Bishop of Cork, p. 8¢, 83.
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8. George Whitehead.—* Sprinkling infants, I deny
to be baptism, either in a proper or scripture sense.
For sprinkling is rhantism, and not baptism; coming of
paveilw, i. €. aspergo, to sprinkle, or to besprinkle, (Heb.
ix. 13, 19, compared with Heb. x. 22; pavriopes, a
besprinkling, (and chap. xii. 24, and 1 Pet.i.2.) But
Bamtifw, is to baptize, to plunge under water, to over-
whelm. Wherefore I would not have these men offended
at the word rhantism, it being as much English as the
word baptism. And also Bazriouovs is translated wash-
ing; i.e. of cups, pots, brazen vessels, and tables,
(Mark vii. 4) Now if washing here should be taken in
the common sense, cleanly people use not to do it only
by sprinkling some drops of water upon them, but by
washing them clean; so that rhantism can be neither
baptism, nor washing, in a true or proper sense.” Truth
Prevalent, chap. ix. p.116.

9. Elizabeth Bathurst.—* Sprinkling infants; this
they [the Quakers] utterly deny, as a thing by men im-
posed, and never by God or Christ instituted.” Life
and Writings of Elizabeth Bathurst, chap. v. p. 44.

10. Thomas Lawson.—‘ Such as rhkantize, or
sprinkle infants, have no command from Christ, nor
example among the apostles, nor the first primitive
Christians, for so doing....The ceremony of John’s
ministration, according to divine institution, was by dip-
ping, plunging, or overwhelming their bodies in water;
as Scapula and Stephens, two great masters in the Greek
tongue testify; as also Grotius, Pasor, Vossius, Min-
ceus, Leigh, Casaubon, Bucer, Bullinger, Zanchy, Span-
hemius, Rogers, Taylor, Hammond, Calvin, Piscator,
Aquinas, Scotus. .. .As for sprinkling, the Greeks call
it rhantismos, which 1 render rhantism: for it is as
proper to call sprinkling rhantism, as to call dipping
baptism. This linguists cannot be ignorant of, that dip-
ping and sprinkling are expressed by several words,
both in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew. It is very evident,
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if sprinkling had been of divine institution, the Greeks
had their rhantismos; but as dipping was the institu-
tion, they used baptismos; so maintained the purity and
propriety of the language. ...To sprinkle young or old,
and call it baptism, is very incongruous; yea, as impro-
per as to call a horse a cow; for baptism signifies dip-
ping. However, rhantism hath entered into, and among
the professors of Christianity; and, To GAIN THE MORE
ACCEPTANCE, it is called baptism.” Baptismalogia,
p. 117, 118, 119.

11. Anthony Purver.—“ Baptized is but a Greek
word used in English, and signifying plunged.” Note
on 1 Cor. xv. 290.—Such is the harmonious and united
testimony of these our impartial Friends: nor do I sup-
pose that any sensible person of the same denomina-
tion would for a moment scruple to subscribe the pre-
ceding declarations.

Reflect. II. By the numerous quotations here pro-
duced from the most learned Pzdobaptists, we are ex-
pressly taught, that immersion is the radical and obvious
meaning of the term baptism, No. 1—82 ;—that the
Danes, the Swedes, the Germans, and the Dutch, ren-
der the word Bazrifw by expressions that signify to dip,
No. 12 ;-~that it has no other signification in Mark vii.
4, No. 10, 40, 50, 82 ;—that the idea of immersion is
retained when the term is used metaphorically of the
Holy Spirit, No. 3, 8, 51, §3; of sufferings, No. 6, 8,
23, 58, 60, 70 ; and of other things, No. 42, 64, 82 ;—
that Bazrifew is of a middle signification, between emimo-
Aaler, to swim on the surface, and dwew, to go down to the
bottom, No. 1, 10, 27, 43, 45, 64 ;—that the word bap-
tism is no where used in scripture to signify sprinkling,
No. 40;—that it signifies immersion only, not washing,
except by consequence, No. 65 ;—that the Greeks wanted
not other words to have expressed a different action, if
the institution would have borne it, No. 49 ;—that the
manner of baptizing should correspond to the significa-
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tion of the ordinance, No. 30;—that all antiquity and
scripture confirm the idea of plunging, No.49;—that
sprinkling is rhantism, rather than baptism, No. 2, 59 ;—
that new customs introduce new significations of words,
No. 67;—that our opponents chiefly avail themselves
of inferences, of analogy, and of doubtful construction,
No. 42;—and that the Baptists have the advantage in
point of argument, No. 42, 63.

Let us now review the testimonies of our impartial
friends the Quakers. They assert, that the word in
question signifies immersion, No. 1—11;—that the first
administrator practised accordingly, No. 2, 7, 10;—that
if sprinkling had been the institution, the Greeks had
their rhantismos, but that dipping being appointed, baptis-
mos was used in divine law, No. 10;—that sprinkling is
neither baptism, nor washing, No. 8;—that there is
neither precept nor precedent for sprinkling, No. 6, 7,
10; that the contrast between baptism and the rite
which is now practised, is like that between the waves
of Jordan, and the water in a portable basin, No.7;
that sprinkling of infants is a human invention, No. 9,
10; and that sprinkling is called baptism, to keep it
in countenance, No. 10.—Such is the import of what
the most learned Pedobaptists assert, and of what the
impartial Quakers affirm, concerning the term in dis-
pute; which, whether it be in our favour, I leave the
reader to judge.

Reflect. III. Werenfelsius has well observed, in his
excellent dissertation De Scopo Interpretis, that ¢ some
interpreters do not search the scripture so much for the
meaning of the Holy Spirit, as for praise and honour ;
others, not so much for the sense of scripture, as for
their own opinion ; and others, not so much for the true
meaning of scripture, as for one that is useful or agree-
able.”* Now as our enquiry here is concerning the
sense of a term, an important enacting term of divine

* QOpuscula Theolog. p. 373, 374.
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law; and as the partiality and pride, so justly con-
demned by Werenfelsius, are too common to all theolo-
gical writers; to avoid the appearance of predilection
for a particular sense of the word in dispute, we will
have recourse to the observations and rules of our op-
posers themselves, respecting the true meaning of in-
spired writers, and the expounding of laws. The fol-
lowing extracts may perhaps be useful to direct us in
the present case, and are therefore submitted to the
reader’s consideration.

First, then, Buddeus.— It is necessary, doubitless,
that he who desires to be understood when he writes or
speaks, should intend to convey only one meaning;
which, if we obtain, we have the true and genuine
sense.”*——Chamier: “There is but one genuine sense
of atext.”f——Dr. Owen: “If it [the scripture] have
not every-where one proper determinate sense, it hath
noneat all.” ——Schelhornius: “The true sense of scrip-
ture, is not every sense the words will bear.”§——Weren-
felsius: “The true meaning of scripture, is not every
sense the words will bear, and perhaps may excite in
the reader’s mind; nor yet every sense that is true in it-
self, but that which was really intended by the holy
writer.” [——-Anonymous: “ Laws being directed to the
unlearned, as well as the learned, ought to be construed
in their most obvious meaning, and not explained away
by subtle distinctions; and no law is to suffer a figura-
tive interpretation, where the proper sense of the words
is as commodious, and equally fitted to the subject of
the statute.” §[ Dr.Sherlock : “ When the words of
the law are capable of different senses, and reason is for
one sense, and the other sense against reason, there it is
fit that a plain and necessary reason should expound

* Theolog. Dogwmat 1.i. c.ii. §24. + Panstrat. tom. i.
l.xiv. c.x. §18. t On Heb.iii. 15, vol. ii. p.155.
§ Bib. Bremens. class. vi. p. 468. || Opuscula, p. 372.

€ Encyclopad. Britan, vol. vi. article Law, p. 41.
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the law. But when the law is not capable of such. dif-
ferent senses, or there is no such reason as makes one
sense absurd and the other necessary, the law must be
expounded according to the most plain and obvious signi-
fication of the words, though it should condemn that
which we think there may be some reason for, or at
least no reason against; for otherwise it is an easy matter
to expound away all the laws of God.” * Bp. Taylor:
“In all things where the precept is given in the pro-
per style of laws, he that takes the first sense is the
likeliest to be well guided. ...In the interpretation of
the laws of Christ, the strict sense is to be followed.”
~——Dr. Jonath. Edwards: ““ In words which are capable
of two senses, the natural and proper is the primary;
and therefore ought, in the first place and chiefly, to be
regarded.” f——Dr. Horsley: “ It is a principle with
me, that the true sense of any phrase in the New Testa-
ment, is what may be called its standing sense; that
which will be the first to occur to common people of
every country and in every age.” §——Vitringa: *“ This is
accounted by all a constant and undoubted rule of ap-
proved interpretation ; that the ordirary and most usual
signification of words must not be deserted, except for
sufficient reasons.”||——Dr. Waterland: * Since words
are designed to convey some meaning, if we take the
liberty of playing upon words after the meaning is fixed
and certain, there can be no security against equivoca-
tion and wile, in any laws, or any engagements what-
ever. All the ends and uses of speech will hereby be
perverted.”f——Dr. William' Sherlock: “ In expound-
ing scripture, we must confine ourselves to the plain and

* Preserv. against Pop. vol. ii. Appendix, p.11.
4 Duct. Dub. b.i. chap. i. p. 26 ; b.ii. chap.iii, p. 328,
+ Preserv. against Socinianism, part iii. p. 52.
§ Reply to Dr. Priestley, lett. iv. p. 23.
{| De Synag. Vet. L i. pars i. c.iii. p. 110.
7 Supplem. to Case of Arian Subscrip. p. 9, 10.
VOL. I. F
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natural signification of the words.. . They [the Socinians]
take and challenge to themselves a liberty of putting any
sense upon the words of scripture which they can pos-
sibly bear, or are ever used in. .. .If we believe nothing
but what the scripture does plainly and expressly teach,
according to the most proper and usual acceptation of
the words; if we believe amiss, it is none of our fault,
unless just reverence to scripture be a fault....It is
impossible to prove, that that is not the sense of scrip-
ture, which is the natural interpretation of the words of
any one text, and is not contradicted by any other text
... .Can they [the Socinians] prove, that the words do
not signify what we say they do? Or, that this is not
the most easy and obvious sense of the words, and what
every man would take to be the natural signification of
them, who did not think himself concerned to try his
skill to force some other sense on them? When the
words are plain, and the sense plain and obvious, nothing
can tempt any man to reject the plain sense of the words,
for some obscure, laboured, and artificial interpretations,
but a dislike of the doctrine which the plain and obvious
sense of the words teaches.”*——Dr. Doddridge: “I am
more and more convinced, that the vulgar sense of the
New Testament, that is, the sense in which an honest
man of plain sense would take it, on his first reading
the original, or any good translation, is almost every
where the true general sense of any passage. .. .I chose
to follow the plainest and most obvious and common
interpretation; which, indeed, I generally think the best
....As it is certain that apyx has not always that signi-
fication, [for which some contend] I judge it safe to give
what is more commonly the sense of it.”{—Once more:
—Mr. Alsop says, ““ No cogent reason can be as-
signed, why we should depart from the plain, ordinary,

* Scripture Proofs of our Saviour’s Div. p.64, 65, 130, 131, 132.
+ Fam. Exp. Note on Matt. xviii. 17 ; 2 Cor.viii. 1 ; Rev.iii. 14.



BAPTIZE AND BAPTISM. 67

primary acceptation of the word Christ, for a figurative,
improper and secondary acceptation.”*——Were I to
produce all the passages of this kind, from learned
Padobaptists, with which observation has furnished me,
I should fill several more pages:t but I forbear, con-
sidering these as quite sufficient.

The leading idea of the foregoing paragraph is not
a merely speculative principle: it is considered and
treated, by great numbers of learned Padobaptists, as
of the highest importance. In all controversies, where
an appeal is made to divine revelation, every one is
ready to avail himself, as much as possible, of the pri-
mary, obvious, and most common sense of inspired lan-
guage, both as to single terms and complete proposi-
tions. A sensible disputant is never willing to waive
this advantage; nor, so far as I have observed, will he
deliberately violate this principle, except when maintain-
ing such hypotheses as he knows would be injured, if
not subverted byit. Of the /latter, Socinians are ex-
tremely culpable; and, indeed, we need not wonder at
it: for the very life of their cause consists in explain-
ing some of the most capital terms of scripture, in an
improper and a secondary, a far-fetched and an arbi-
trary sense. They make exceptions to the clearest evi-
dence of scripture testimony ; insisting, that this or the
other emphatical term, on which the argument very
much depends, may be understood in a sense extremely
different from its natural and obvious meaning: and
then, without any reason, besides the support of their own
hypothesis, they argue and infer any thing that suits
their purpose. Thus deserting at every turn the radical
and common acceptation of the most important scrip-

* Antisozzo, p. 35. + See, among others, Dr. Owen, On
the Nature of a Gosp. Church, p. 142. Ikenii Dissertat. Philolog.
Theolog. p. 69, 361. Jos. Placei Opera, tom. ii. p. 91, 255, 777,
875. Francof. 1703. Luther, De Servo Arbitrio, p. 115, 184. Ar-
gent. 1707.
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tural expressions, they are never at a loss for an evasiou.
Against this conduct their numerous opponents have
made very loud complaints; of which I will produce a
few examples. “ Their whole design and endeavour,”
says Dr. Owen, “is to put in exceptions against the
obvious sense and interpretation of the words; not fixing
on any determinate exposition of [the passage in ques-
tion] themselves, such as they will abide by, in oppo-
sition unto any other sense of the place. Now this is a
most sophistical way of arguing upon testimonies, and
suited to make controversies endless. Whose wit is so
barren, as not to be able to raise one exception or other,
against the plainest and most evident testimony? So
the Socinians deal with us, in all the testimonies we
produce to prove the deity and satisfaction of Christ.
They suppose it enough to evade their force, if they can
but pretend that the words are capable of another sense;
although they will not abide by it, that this or that is
their sense: for if they would do so, when that is over-
thrown, the truth would be established. But every testi-
mony of the scripture hath one determinate sense. When
this is contended about, it is equal those at difference
do express their apprehensions of the mind of the Holy
Spirit, in the word which they will abide by. When
this is done, let it be examined and tried, whether of the
two senses pretended unto, doth best comply with the
signification and use of the words, the context or scope
of the place, other scripture testimonies, and the analogy
of faith. .. .The words may have another sense; there-
fore [say the Socinians] nothing from them can be con-
cluded; whereby they have left nothing stable, or un-
shaken in Christian religion. ...How will they prove
that [eyevero] may be rendered by fuit, was? They tell
you, it is so in two other places in the New Testament.
But doth that prove that it may so much as be so ren-
dered here? The proper sense and common usage of it
is, was made; and because it is once or twice used in a
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peculiar sense, may it be so rendered here (John i. 14,)
where nothing requires that it be turned aside from its
most usual acceptation?, . . . The various signification of a
word, used absolutely in any other place, is sufficient for
these men to confute its necessary signification in any
context.”*——Dr. John Edwards: ¢ Certainly, never
men made such ill use of grammar and criticism as these
[Socinians] do ; for they make use of them only to de-
prave the true sense of the holy writ. To avoid and
put by the force of some plain and express places, how
do they stickle, how do they tug ! To lexicons, dictiona-
ries, and glossaries they resort, and enquire into and pick
up all possible senses of the words and phrases which
they meet with in scripture, but what are most agreeable
to the matter and scope of the places they are con-
cerned in. If a word have any other meaning in any
author whatsoever, they make this a sufficient warrant
to depart from the true and genuine sense of the
place.”t Volkelius having asserted that, by the term
Godhead (Col. ii. 8,) ““neither the nature of God, nor
‘of Christ, but the knowledge of the divine will, and
the manner of worshipping God, may be, and therefore
must be understood ;” Mr. Alsop replies, “The reader
is now satisfied why it must be so. It may be so, and
therefore necessarily it must be so:” and, in a similar
case, he says:  From may be in the premises, to must
be in the conclusion, is a high leap.”{——Once more:
Dr. Horsley says, “It is the particular happiness of
the Unitarian writers, that they are never found at a
loss for an expedient.”}

Farther: When Protestant Padobaptists are dispu-
ting with Roman Catholics about the meaning of that

* Nature of Gospel Church, p. 144. Mystery of the Gospel
vindicated, p. 160, 218; see also p.228, 275, 303. Exposit. of
Heb. vol. iii. p. 468. + Discourse concerning Truth and
Error, p. 301. t Antisozzo, p. 37, 44. § Reply to
Dr. Priestley, lett. v. p. 30.
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capital term justification, they constantly maintain the
necessity of abiding by its primary, obvious, and most
common acceptation, which is forensic; in opposition to
any real or pretended secondary sense, for which the
Papists earnestly plead. Of this I will give the follow-
ing instances. Turrettinus:  Properly the verb justify,
is forensic ; and signifies, to absolve any one in judgment,
or to account and declare just. . . . The Roman Catholics
do not deny, that the word justification, and the verb jus-
tify, are frequently used in a forensic sense; yet they will
not allow this to be the constant sense of the terms, but
maintain that they often signify the real production, ac-
quisition, and increase of righteousness; and that this
acceptation of the words takes place in a particular
manner, with reference to the justification of man before
God. ...But though the word justification, in some
passages of scripture, depart from its proper significa-
tion, and take a sense that is not forensic; it does not
follow that we do ill by taking it in a judicial sense,
because its proper sense is to be regarded in those places
which are the seat of the doctrine.”*——Buddeus: “It
may be demonstrated, that the forensic sense of the
word justification, is the constant and perpetual signifi-
cation of it in holy scripture.  Yet were it very clearly
shown, that in one or two places the word is used in a
different sense, our cause would not be injured; for it
would still be a fact, that the forensic sense is more
usual, and chiefly perspicuous in the sacred writings.1”
— —Dr. Owen, when endeavouring to vindicate the
forensic sense of the word justify, against the exceptions
of a learned man, makes the following preliminary ob-
servation: “ I shall premise that which I judge not an
unreasonable demand ; namely, that if the signification
of the word in any, or all the places which he mentions,
should seem doubtful unto any, (as it doth not unto me)

* Institut, loc. xvi. queest.i. § 4, 5, 9.
1 Theolog. Dogmat. 1. iv. ¢.iv. § 11, p. 953,
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that the uncertainty of a very few places should not
make us question the proper signification of a word,
whose sense is determined in so many, wherein it is
clear and unquestionable.” *

Once more: Our learned Pzdobaptist brethren ap-
ply the same principle to the interpretation of Greek par-
ticles. Thus Dr. Doddridge: “Itseems desirable, where
it can be done, to interpret the particles in their most
usual sense.”t Mr. James Hervey, when disputing
the signification of a Greek particle with Mr. J. Wes-
ley, says: “I am ready to grant, that places may be
found where the preposition e must be understood ac-
cording to your sense. But then every one knows that
this is not the native, obvious, literal meaning; rather a
meaning swayed, influenced, moulded by the preceding
or following word. . . . He will not allow the Greek pre-
position e to signify in; though I can prove it to have
been in peaceful possession of this signification for more
than two thousand years.”}

Reflect. IV. If we examine the present prevailing
practice of pouring, or sprinkling, upon those principles,
rules, and reasonings, which the most eminent Pzdo-
baptists have laid before us in the preceding quotations;
orif we pay any regard to the decision of those who
have no interest in this dispute, and may therefore be
Jjustly considered as quite impartial ; we must conclude,
that neither sprinkling, nor pouring, is warranted by the .
word baptism. For our learned opponents themselves
assure us, without so much as one exception occurring
to observation in the course of my reading, that the
primary meaning of the term in dispute, is immersion ;
and many distinguished characters among them unite in

* Doct. of Justif. chap. iv. Vid. Gomari Opera, pars ii. p. 92.
Walei Enchirid. Relig. p. 337, 338. Mastricht. Theolog. 1. vi.
c. vi. § 19. Witsii Econ. Fed. 1.iii. c. viii. § 5—14,

+ Note, on Mark ix. 49.

1 Letters to Mr. J. Wesley, lett. ii. p. 26 ; lett. x. p. 232,
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directing us, to interpret words and laws agreeably to
the primary, obvious, and most usual sense of the terms.
Now Pedobaptism, as practised in these northern parts
of Europe, is not agreeable to the native, obvious, and
common acceptation of the word baptism. It adopts a
supposed secondary, remote, and obscure sense of the
term. Itrepresents our divine Legislator as having more
meanings than one, under the same enacting term, of the
same law, and at the same time ; for so far as I have
observed, none deny that immersion is warranted by that
commanding word. It confronts an established prin-
ciple upon which, among other things, the great doc-
trine of justification is defended against the Papists; a
principle on which every confutation of Socinian error
must proceed. And it opposes the grand rule of all in-
terpretation, that the ordinary and most usual significa-
tion of words must not be deserted, except for cogent
reasons; which rule is no other than the language of
reason, of observation, and common sense. Pzdobap-
tism, however, has nothing to plead for departing from
this rule but—its own existence.

Reflect. V. Dr. Addington has justly observed,
that ¢ if there are two translations of a word, one of
which is certainly true, and the other may be false, it is
easy to say which the wise and candid would prefer.”*
Now, on the authorities here produced—authorities of
commentators, of critics, and of lexicographers the most
respectable—we may venture to assert, that the word
baptism certainly signifies immersion, whatever meaning
it may have besides ; consequently, both candour and
prudence require us to embrace that acceptation in pre-
ference to any other. But supposing, without granting,
that the word under consideration is occasionally used
by inspired writers, by the Septuagint translators, or by
Greek classics, to signify washing, where there is no im-
mersion, or even to denote sprinkling; vet while it is al-

* Christian Minister’s Reas. p. 34,
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lowed by so many of the first characters for sacred cri-
ticism, that its primary and obvious meaning is immer-
sion ; there is no reason to depart from it in the ad-
ministration of a divine ordinance; except it can be
proved, that the design of the institution will not com-
port with it, or that the practice of the apostles was a
departure from it; concerning both which, we shall hear
the verdict of learned men in subsequent chapters.
Nay, if the numerous authors produced be not under a
gross mistake, in fixing the natural and primary meaning
of the term baptism; though many incontestable in-
stances could be brought, that Bazrifw, in certain con-
nections, signifies fo wash, without including the idea
of dipping; and that on some occasions it also signifies
to pour, and to sprinkle; yet immersion would still be
the grand ruling idea. Surely, then, we ought not
hastily, or for trivial reasons, to desert the original, the
natural and proper sense of a term which was chosen
by the unerring Spirit, when a new branch of holy wor-
ship was appointed ; especially seeing that very term
was intended to direct the church in all future ages, how
the worship should be performed.

It should be well observed, that when our Lord after
his resurrection says, Go—baptize; he does not men-
tion baptism by way of allusion, or incidentally. No,
he speaks the language of legislation: he delivers DIVINE
LAw. He mentions and appoints baptism as an ordi-
nance of God, and as a branch of human duty. Where
then must we expect precision in the use of terms, if not
on such an occasion? Can it be supposed, without im-
peaching the wisdom or the goodness of Christ, that he
enacted a law relating to his own worship, the principal
term in which is obscure and ambiguous? Can it be
imagined that he intended an ambiguity so great in the
term baptism, which prescribes the duty to be performed,
as equally to warrant the use of immersion, of pouring,
or of sprinkling, which are three different actionsr We
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may safely challenge our opposers to produce an instance
of this kind out of the Mosaic ritual.—Does Jehovah,
when giving his positive laws, make use of a term that
propetly signifies dipping? He means as he speaks, and
requires immersion, in contradistinction to pouring and
sprinkling. Does he, on the other hand, employ a word
which, properly understood, signifies pouring? Or does
he choose an expression, the radical idea of which is no
other than sprinkiing? He still means as he speaks,
and enjoins what he mentions, in distinction from every
other action.

That dipping, pouring, and sprinkling, denote three
different actions, in the language of divine law, as
well as in the estimate of common sense, we have
many examples in the writings of Moses. The follow-
ing are selected for the reader’s notice. ‘ And the
priest shall dip, Bade, (Septuag.) his finger in the
blood, and SPRINKLE, mpoopaver, of the blood seven
times before the Lord, before the veil of the sanctuary.
And the priest shall.——PoUR, exyees, all the blood of
the bullock at the bottom of the altar.”* ¢ Moses
took the anointing oil—and he SPRINKLED, eppaves,
thereof upon the altar seven times,—and he PoURED,
emeyee, of the anointing oil upon Aaron’s head.” “ Moses
SPRINKLED, mpoceyee, the blood upon the altar round
about—and he WASHED, emAwey, the inwards and the
legs in water.} Ile prer, eBaye, his finger in the blood
—and poured out, efeyeev, the blood at the bottom of
the altar.—And Aaron’s sons presented unto him the
blood, which he SPRINKLED, mpeceyeer, round about
upon the altar—And he did wasH, exdvve, the inwards.” ]
¢ As for the living bird, he shall take it, and the cedar
wood, and the scarlet, and the hyssop, and shall p1p
them, PBage: avra, and the living bird, in the blood of
the bird that was killed And he shall sPRINKLE,

* Levit.iv. 6, 7; sec v. 17, 18. 4 Chap. viii. 11, 12, 19,21,
+ Chap. ix. 9, 12, 14,
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mepippaver, upon him that is to be cleansed from the le-
prosy seven times —— And he that is to be cleansed shall
WASH, wAvves, his clothes, and shave off all his hair, and
WASH HIMSELY, Aovoeras, in water, that he may be
clean.* And whosoever toucheth his bed shall wasH,
wiwes, his clothes, and BATHE HIMSELF, Aowoeras, in
water.” See the following verse.f—So in the New
Testament, washing the feet is distinguished from bathing
the whole body, washing a part of the body from being
baptized, and baptism from washing ; as appears by the
following instances. ¢ He that is wasuED (or has been
bathing, ¢ Aeiovmevos,) needeth not, save to wasu His
FEET, wodas wdacfor.” “ He took them the same hour
of the night and WASHED, eAovoey, their stripes; and
was BAPTIZED, efamriofy, he and all his straightway.”
‘ Arise and be BAPTIZED, Barrica:s, and WASH AWAY,
amohovoau, thy sins.”f By which it appears, that as
tasting, in the language of scripture, is distinguished
from drinking ;§ so are washing the feet, from bathing
the whole body, and washing a part of the body, from
being baptized. So that ancient patron of Paedobaptism,
Cyprian, expressly distinguishes between washing and
sprinkling, when professedly pleading for the latter, in
what he thought a case of necessity. In his letter to
Magnus he intimates that some doubted, whether those
who received the clinical baptism, “ were to be accounted
legitimate Christians; eo quod aqud salutari non loti
sint, sed perfusi, because they were not washed, but
sprinkled, with the salutary water.”|| Whence itappears,
that in Cyprian’s time sprinkling was quite a novel
practice ; that it was used only in favour of those who
were confined by illness; and that baptismal washing,

* Lev. chap. xiv. 6,7, 8.

+ Chap.xv.5, 6; seealso, Numb. xix. 4,7, 18, 19; Deut. xxi. 6,7 .

+ Job xiii. 10. See Dr. Doddridge in loc.; Acts xvi. 33, and
xxii. 16, § Matt. xxvii. 34. {| Epist. Ixxvi.
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in the language of Cyprian, is no other than plunging.
Mr. Cleaveland also has very lately distinguished be-
tween dipping, sprinkling, and washing, in the follow-
ing manner: “ We dip our hand in water, though not
all over, to baptize a person by sprinkling, or to wash
our face.”* With what reason or shadow of propriety,
then, can any one pretend that the term baptism, is
equally expressive of these different actions ? V
Were the leading term in any human law to have an
ambiguity in it equal to that for which our brethren
plead, with regard to the word baptism ; such law would
certainly be considered as betraying either the weakness
or wickedness of the legislator; and be condemned as
opening a door to perpetual chicane and painful uncer-
tainty. Far be it, then, from us to suppose, that our
gracious and omniscient Lord should give a law re-
lating to divine worship, and obligatory on the most
illiterate of his real disciples, which may be fairly con-
strued to mean, this, that, or the other action—a law,
which is calculated to excite and perpetuate contention
among his wisest and sincerest followers—a law, in re-
spect of its triple meaning, that would disgrace a British
parliament, as being involved in the dark ambiguity of
a pagan oracle. It must, therefore, be at our peril, if
we indulge a wanton fancy in the interpretation of that
law which is now before us. For, as Mr. Charnock ob-
serves, “Itis a part of God’s sovereignty to be the in-
terpreter, as well as the maker, of his own laws ; as itis
a right inherent in the legislative power among men.
So that it is an invasion of his right to fasten a sense
upon his declared will, which doth not naturally flow
from the words. For to put any interpretation, accord-
ing to our pleasure, upon divine as well as human laws,
contrary to their true intent, is a virtual usurpation of
this power ; because if laws may be interpreted accord-

* Infant Baptism from Heaven, p. 63. Salem, 1784.
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ing to our humours, the power of the law would be
more in the interpreter than in the legislator.”*

Were the same licence of interpretation used in con-
struing the law of the sacred supper, as numbers practise
on the term baptism; we should probably soon behold
an obsolete and superstitious custom revived : the cus-
tom, I mean, of employing a reed, a glass tube, or some-
thing similar, by which to suck the wine out of the cup.t
When our Lord instituted the holy supper, his order
concerning the wine was ; Tlere £ avrov mavres, “ DRINK
ye all of it,” (Matt. xxvi. 27.) Now none will dispute,
that mere is from zww; or that the natural and proper
signification of it is, fo drink ; in the full and most pro-
per sense, fo DPRINK. Nay, it will be allowed, I sup-
pose, that if zww does not signify that precise idea, there
is never a word in the Greek Testament that can express
it. Yet the learned lexicographer Schwarzius tells us, -
that it signifies not only to drink,; but also to suck, to
imbibe, to admit, to receive, for which he refers to
Heb. vi. 7.

Our brethren ought not to forget, that the principal
terms of a law, and especially of a law relating to divine
worship, should be understood in their natural, obvious,
primary sense; from which it is dangerous to depart,
except some glaring absurdity would follow. This re-
mark is perfectly agreeable to the doctrine of Sir William
Blackstone, who lays it down as a rule of legal interpre-
tation; “ that the words of a law are generally to be un-
- derstood in their wsual and most known signification ;
not so much regarding the propriety of grammar, as
their general and popular use:”’—but, “ where words
bear either none, or a very absurd signification, if lite-
rally understood, we must a little deviate from the re-
ceived sense of them.”f This, we may venture to say,

* Of Man's Enmity to God, p.98. + Hospiniani Hist. Sac,
l.iv. c. ii. p. 248. Venem. Hist. Eccles. tom. vi. p.193.
t Commentaries, vol.i. Introduct. sect. ii.
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is a rule of good sense, as well as of legal knowledge ;
and should be constantly regarded in our interpretation
of laws, whether divine or human. Whereas, if we
wantonly depart from it, almost any hypothesis may be
supported ; for by taking such a liberty, there is no word
in any language that might not have the whole of its
natural and primary sense expounded away.

Reflect. VI. While our brethren maintain that the
term baptism, when relating to the institution so called,
means any thing short of immersion; it behoves them
to inform us, which of our English words is competent
to express its adequate idea. 1 have observed, indeed,
that they seldom fix upon any particular term and abide
by it, as answering to the word baptism; but rather
choose to use, washing, pouring, or sprinkling, just as
their cause requires. Now, as those three expressions,
in their native signification, denote three different ac-
tions, it looks as if they were fearful of being embar-
rassed, were they to select one of them and uniformly to
employ it, in preference to the other two. As they do
not pretend our divine Lawgiver meant, that washing,
pouring, and sprinkling, should a// be performed on the
same person to constitute baptism; so, while they be-
lieve that any action short of immersion is warranted by
his command, they ought, as fair disputants, to tell us
what that action is, and by what name we should call it.
(See the quotations from Dr. Owen, Reflect. iii. p. 68, 69.)
At present, however, we can only ask, Is it washing ?
If so, we may consider that word as a proper translation
of it,* and a complete substitute for it, wherever the or-
dinance before us is mentioned by the sacred writers.

# Baptism is the Greek word, with an English termination; con-
cerning which Mr. Lewis says, “ Our last translators were directed
by the king to retain the old ecclesiastical words,” of which baptism
was one. Hist. of Eng. Translations, p. 317, 326, edit. 2nd.

+ Itis an old rule, Definitiones debent cum definito reciprocari :
that is, A definition and the thing defined should be convertible,
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Let us make the experiment on a few passages. We
will take, for instance, the words of Ananias to Saul,
(Acts xxii. 16,) which must be read thus: “ Arise and
be wasHED, and wAsu away thy sins:” and those of
Paul, (Rom. vi. 3, and Gal. iii. 27,) “ Know ye not, that
s0 many of us as were wAsHED into Jesus Christ, were
WASHED into his death? As many of us as have been
wAsHED into Christ, have put on Christ.”—Is it pouring?
Then we must read (Mark i. 9, and Acts ii. 38, 41,) thus;
¢ Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee, and was POURED
of John in (e, into) Jordan.”— Repent and be Pour-
ED every one of you.”—* Then they that gladly received
his word, were pourkD.”—Is it sprinkling? Then we
must read (John iii. 23 ; Rom. vi. 4; Col.ii. 12,) thus:
“John also was sPRINKLING in Enon near to Salim,
BECAUSE THERE WAS MUCH WATER there: and they
came and were sPRINKLED. — Therefore we are BU-
RIED with him by spriNkLING into death.”— Bu-
RIED with him by sprinkLING.” These few examples
may suffice to show, what an awkward appearance the
noble sense and masculine diction of inspiration wear,
when expressed according to this hypothesis. Whereas,
if instead of washing, pouring, or sprinkling, you employ
the word immersion, the preceding passages will make
a very different figure, and read thus: ¢ Arise and be
IMMERSED, and wash away thy sins.”— Know ye not,
that so many of us as were IMMERSED into Jesus Christ,
were IMMERSED into his death ?”—* As many of us as
have been iMMERSED into Christ, have put on Christ.”
—“ Jesus came from Nazareth of Galilee, and was 1m-

MERSED of John in (or into) Jordan.”—¢ Repent and
be IMMERSED every one of you.”— Then they that
gladly received his word were IMMERsSED.”—‘ John

also was IMMERSING in Enon near to Salim, because
there was much wATER there: and they came and were
IMMERSED.” — * Therefore we are buried with him
by 1MMERsION into death.”—‘ Buried with him by
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iMMERSION.” Here we have, if I mistake not, both
dignity of sentiment, and propriety of language. Hence it
appears, that the word Bazri{w is connected with such
particles (ev and eic) as forbid our concluding that either
wash, pour, or sprinkle, is a proper substitute for it.
The form of expression adopted by evangelists and apos-
tles, is always, if I mistake not, baptizing iz or into
something. Thus, for example, e or eg, in or info
Jordan ;* e, in water, in the Holy Spirit;{ ey, into the
name,} into Moses, § into Christ, || info his death.q]  Ei,
in the case of baptism, cannot be rendered ¢o or towards;
because it would be absurd to say, that John baptized
to or towards Jordan ; nor in regard to this affair can e
be translated with or by ; because it would be awkward
to say, John baptized with or by Jordan ; besides, e,
which is used of the same administration, cannot be so
rendered. Baptism, therefore, being always expressed
as performed in, orinfo something, must be immersion,
and not pouring, or sprinkling; for persons cannot be
sprinkled or poured info water, though they may be
plunged wnto it.

Let us now apply the same terms to the different
metaphorical baptisms of which we read in the New
Testament. There we have, the baptism of suferings,
of the Spirit and of fire, of the cloud and the sea. Ac-
cording to our brethren, the passages to which I refer
must be read, either thus: “ I have A wasHIiNG to be
wasHED wITH, and how am I straitened till it be ac-
complished.”—* He shall wasHu you with (rather in, e,)
the Holy Spirit and in fire.”—* And were all wasueDp
unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea.”** Or thus:
‘I have a POURING to be POURED with, and how am

I straitened till it be accomplished !"—* He shall rour
* Matt. iii. 6 ; Mark i. 9. + Matt. iii 11.
+ Matt. xxviii. 19. § 1 Cor. x. 2. || Gal. iii, 27.

9l Rom. vi. 3. See Mr. M‘Lean’s Nature and Import of Bap-
tism, p. 6. *% Luke xii, 50; Matt. iii. 11; 1 Cor. x. 2.



BAPTIZE AND BAPTISM. 81

you in the Holy Spirit and in fire.”—* And were all
POURED unto Moses, in the cloud and in the sea.”—Or
thus: “I have a SPRINKLING to be sSPRINKLED with,
and how am I straitened till it be accomplished !"—¢ He
shall sPRINKLE you in the Holy Spirit and in fire.”—
“ And were all sPRINKLED unto Moses, in the cloud
and in the sea.” According to us, the manner of read-
ing these passages will be this: “ I have an IMMER-
sIoN to be IMMERSED with, and how am I straitened till
it be accomplished !"—* He shall 1MMERSE you in the
Holy Spirit and in fire.”—¢ And were all IMMERSED
unto Moses, in the cloud and in the sea.” Inregard to
Luke xii. 50, if you render the word baptism by the term
washing, you not only sink the vigorous idea, but convey
a sentiment foreign to the text. For the term washing
plainly suggests the notion of cleansing; whereas it is
manifest, that our Lord here speaks of himself person-
ally—of himself, not as to be cleansed from sin, but pu-
nished for it ; or, as the apostle asserts, MADE A CURSE
ror Us. To adopt the word pouring, would exceedingly
dilute and impoverish the marvellous meaning,if not to ren-
der the passage absolutely unintelligible ; and, from using
the term sprinkling, common sense turns abhorrent ;
as it would render the emphatical and admirable text
quite ridiculous. For who can seriously imagine that
our Lord intended to represent his most bitter sufferings
by the act of sprinkling a few drops of water on a per-
son? No; he designed to express his being ‘ baptized,
or plunged, into death,” as Bugenhagius interprets the
passage.* So that, though the term baptism is here used
by way of allusion ; and, though I am far from thinking
that the allusive sense of a word should be the rule of
interpreting the same expression in a positive divine law ;
yet, as all pertinent metaphors have a literal and proper
sense for their foundation, we may conclude, that if it

* Tn Biblioth. Bremens. class. ii. p. 6€5.
VOL. I. G
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be possible for any word, when used metaphorically, to
express the idea of immersion, plunging, overwhelm-
ing, we have it here in the term baptism. The same
observations will apply to a similar text, (Matt. xx. 22,)
‘“ Are ye able to be baptized with the baptism that I am
baptized with ?” which Dr. Doddridge thus paraphrases:
‘“ Are you able to be baptized with the baptism, and
plunged into that sea of sufferings with which I am
shortly to be baptized, and, as it were, overwhelmed for a
time »"—In respect of the two other passages, whether
our sense of the word in question, or that of Padobap-
tists, be more emphatical, and the language more agree-
able, my reader will determine.

Farther : If it be lawful to administer the ordinance
before us by pouring or sprinkling, equally as by immer-
sion ; it must be, because that diversity of administra-
tion is warranted, either by the command of our divine
Lawgiver, or by the practice of his apostles. But if so,
is it not very surprising that the sacred penmen of the
New Testament, when recording precepts and facts for
our direction in this affair, have never used a term, the
natural and primary meaning of which is pouring, or
sprinkling? This is the more surprising, as, in other
cases, apparently of much less consequence to the purity
of divine worship, they frequently employ such words as
are adapted to express those ideas without any ambi-
guity. If pouring, for instance, be a legitimate way of
performing the rite, what can be the reason that Baiie,
EKYEW, ETIYEW, EKYVI®, KOTaYEw, Tpoayew, OF mpoayvais, (all
which are found in the apostolic writings,) are never used
in the New Testament, concerning the administration of
baptism ?  Or, if sprinkling be a proper mode of pro-
ceeding, how comes it that jwrife, pavriouss, or some
other term of the same signification, does not appear in
any command or precedent, relating to the subject of
this controversy? Why should those Greek words I
have just mentioned, and all others of a similar meaning,
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(whether used by Pagan classics, or the Septuagint trans-
lators) be excluded from precepts and examples of the
institution before us; while Banrifw, Banrioua, and Bam-
Tiocpmos, are appropriated to that service, if pouring or
sprinkling had been at all intended by our Lord, or ever
practised by his apostles? See No. 49.—It must not
be supposed, as Jos. Placeus has justly observed in
another case, that this was done by inspired writers
without design:* and on our principles the reason is
plain. The great Legislator intended that his followers
should be IMMERSED, “ in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit:” in pursuance there-
fore of this design, such words are used concerning the
ordinance, as naturally and properly convey that idea.—
We have, I think, as much reason to conclude that Baw-
Tifw and pavmifw are terms of opposite significations, as
that Bazricrypiey and wepippavrypiov denote things intended
for opposite uses. The former of these names, it is well
known, was applied by ancient Christians to the baptis-
mal font; because candidates for communion were m-
mersed in it : the latter, it is equally clear, was appro-
priated by Pagan Greeks to the vessel which contained
their holy water; because thence the idolatrous priest
sprinkied the consecrated element upon each worshipper.
What then would the learned say, were any one pretend-
ing to an acquaintance with Christian and Greek anti-
quities, designedly to confound the two latter expres-
sions, as if they were convertible terms? Be the just
censure what it might, I cannot help thinking it is due
to those who confound the two former, by labouring to
prove them -equivalent, in regard to the ordinance before
us. Though our brethren maintain the lawfulness of
pouring and sprinkling, they cannot produce one in-
stance from-the divine rubric of this institution, of any

o rdpefa; tom. ii. p.267.
1 Suiceri Thesaurus Eccles. tom. i. p. 659. Dr. Potter's Anti-
quities of Greece, vol, i. chap. iv. p. 195,

G 2
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word being used which primarily and plainly expresses
either of those actions.—It is very remarkable, that
while few or none of our learned opponents dare deny,
that the term baptism conveys the idea of immersion;
and while none of them, so far as I have observed,
venture to assert, that it never means any thing besides
pouring or sprinkling; yet, in their practice, pouring, or
sprinkling, is constantly used. Thus what is allowed by
learned men in general to be the radical idea of a capi-
tal term in divine law, is entirely kept out of sight;
while a presumed secondary sense, is the only thing that
appears in their mode of proceeding.

Dr. Addington, indeed, says: “ We have not met
with ome text, in the whole Bible, that requires the im-
mersion of the whole body.”* Just so, I remember,
Socinus declared, that he could not find one text which
requires either immersion or sprinkling. The people
called Quakers adopt similar language. Nor could the
whole Council of Trent meet with so much as one text
that enjoins those whom they call the laity, to partake of
wine at the Lord’s table.f ¢ So hard a thing is it,”
says Mr. Reeves, ““to find any text plain enough for
some men!”} But though Dr. Addington has not met
with one text, which he considers as requiring immer-
sion, many of those learned authors with whose lan-
guage the reader has been entertained, seem to be of a
different opinion: and if the native signification of the
term baptism, be immersion, the action so called must
be required, wherever divine law enjoins the administra-
tion of baptism. This must be the case, except it can
be proved, that the leading terms of a law should be
understood in a real, or supposed, secondary sense. Has,
then, Dr. Addington met with any text which requires
pouring, or sprinkling, in opposition to immersion ? Has
he found any passage of sacred writ, that enjoins pour-

* Christian Minister’s Reasons, p. 176. + Sess. xxi. cap. i.
1 Apologies, vol. i. Preface, p. 84, edit. 1709,
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ing or sprinkling water on the face, in contradistinction
to plunging the whole body? He will not, I think, dare
to assert either the one or the other. But if immersion
be not reguired, in contradistinction to pouring and
sprinkling; and if pouring or sprinkling be not required,
in opposition to immersion ; we should consider it as a
favour, if this opponent would inform us what is re-
quired. For the question relates to the mind of CHRIST:
it regards the meaning of a divine Law: nor can we
forbear thinking, that something is required, really and
in earnest required, which is called baptism; or else our
Protestant principles would exclaim against us, for per-
forming any thing under that name as a branch of holy
worship. While, therefore, any of our opposers deny
that immersion is required, they are obliged to prove,
either, that their own mode of proceeding has the sanc-
tion of a divine requisition, exclusively of ours; or, that -
the most High has, for once, consulted the honour of
the human will, by leaving the manner of performing a
positive rite of religion entirely at the option of his wor-
shippers. The former will be an arduous task ; the latter
is pregnant with impious absurdity.

Reflect. VII. While the Padobaptists maintain that
our great Lawgiver intended any thing less than dipping
the subject of the ordinance, whether it be washing, pour-
ing, or sprinkling; it is necessary for them to consider,
whether his design was, that water should be applied, in
any of these ways, to the whole body, or to some particu-
lar part. If the former, why do they not comply with
his requisition? Why make such a partial application of
the element? If the latter, what part must it be ? Some
pour water on the back part of the head, and call it bap-
tism.* Others have washed the face, pronounced the
prescribed form of words, and thought the institution
was rightly administered.t What, if others were to

* Bp. Burnet’s Second Letter of his Travels, p. 85.
1 Mr. Neale’s Hist. Purit. vol. i. p. 543, 544, octav. edit.
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wash the hands of a candidate, call it baptism, and
plead, that washing the hands was a religious rite ap-
pointed by Jehovah ?*  Nay, what if some should wash
the feef, pronounce it baptism, and appeal to John
xiii. 10, in justification of their conduct?f I leave the
reader to consider, whether a minister has not as good a
warrant from the New Testament thus to proceed, as to
pour water upon, or to sprinkle the face; and then to
conclude, that the party is duly baptized.—It has been
the opinion of some, that a child is baptized, on what-
ever part of his body the water may fall : T and we may
Justly demand, By what law of Christ, or by what ex-
ample of the apostles, is any one authorized to apply
water to the face, or the head ; rather than to the hands,
the feet, or any other part of the body? It should never
be forgotten, that the institution about which we treat,
is of a positive kind; and that we are not at liberty to
perform it as we please, but are bound to observe the
law of administration enacted by our divine Sovereign.
See chap. 1.

In opposition to this partial application of water, it
may be farther observed, that when Jehovah appointed
circumcision, he expressly mentioned the part on which
it should be performed. When also he commanded a
topical application of the sacrificial blood and the anoint-
ing oil, he did not fail to describe the parts intended: §
and such was the obligation of his directions in refe-

* Deut. xxi. 6. + The pedilavium practised in early
times, was actually considered by some, in the beginning of the
fourth century, as a proper substitute for baptism; on which ac-
count, washing of the feet by the bishop was forbidden by the Coun-
cil of Eliberis. See Dr.Gill, on John xiii. 15.—The church of Milan
practised washing of the feet, *“ because Adam was supplanted by
the devil, and the serpent’s poison was cast upon his feet; there-
fore men were washed in that part for greater sanctification, that he
might have no power to supplant them any farther.” Mr. Bing-
ham’s Orig. Ecclesiast. b. xii. chap. iv. § 10.

1 Venem, Hist, Eccles, tom. vi, p. 192. § Lev. xiv, 14,17
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rence to these affairs, that if Abraham had circumcised a
finger, instead of the foreskin; or had the blood and the
oil been applied to any other parts of the body, than
those that were specified; guilt would have been con-
tracted, and the anger of the Lord incurred. So, on
the other hand, when God enjoined the priests or the
people to bathe, had they only sprinkled the face, poured
water on the hands, or washed the feet, they would have
been equally culpable. Now, baptism being a positive
institution, as well as those ancient rites, what reason
can be assigned, if water should be applied only to a
particular part of the body, why that part was not men-
tioned, either in the institution of the ordinance, or in
some apostolic example of its administration? yet I do
not remember to have observed, that any of our op-
ponents pretend that it is.

Reflect. VIII. That extraordinary communication
of spiritual gifts and of divine influence, which the dis-
ciples of Christ received at the feast of Pentecost,
being called the daptism of the Holy Spirit; and the Holy
Spirit being represented as poured out, and fulling upon,
those first ministers in the Messiah’s kingdom; our bre-
thren have often pleaded these facts in opposition to us,
and in favour of their own practice. In answer to which,
I would propose the following things to consideration.

The word baptism is here manifestly used in an im-
proper and allusive sense; for there is no more literal
propriety in speaking of the Holy Spirit being poured, or-
sprinkled, upon those first disciples of our ascended
Lord, than in representing them as zmmersed in the Holy
Spirit. Must we, then, expound the principal term of
a divine law, which is to be literally understood, by a
merely allusive expression? so expound it, as to depart
from its native, primary, and obvious meaning? It has
been common for learned men to examine the propriety
of metaphorical and allusive terms, upon the foundation
of their literal and primary meaning; but never, that I
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have observed, to consider an allusive application of
them, as the standard of their literal sense. Yet this is
the case here. For our dispute is about the meaning of
the term baptism, in a proper, literal sense, and as oc-
curring in divine Jzw: to determine which, our brethren
appeal to an improper, and an allusive sense of the
word as used with reference to a supernatural fact. This,
we think, is very extraordinary. For if the command
to baptize need any explanation from subsequent facts,
it seems natural for us to have recourse—not to the
language of metaphor, nor to any expression that is
merely allusive,—but, to apostolic practice in the admi-
nistration of baptism ; because, by making allusive ex-
pressions the rule of interpreting literal commands, any
divine law may soon be explained away.—For instance :
Had the mode of interpretation adopted by our oppo-
nents been approved and applied by the ancient He-
brews to the command of circumcision, they might have
evaded the painful rite. They would, it is likely, have
reasoned thus: “The law of circumcision is plainly
symbolical; and the chief moral instruction suggested
by it, is the circumcision of the heart. But that is not
the mutilating, or the impairing, of natural power: it
is no other than the superinducing of mental purity, by
an alteration of moral qualities. If, then, there be a
just correspondence, as doubtless there is, between the
rite itself and its principal moral design, the preputium
should not be cut off, but some way or other purified.”
Thus the order of Jehovah might have been evaded
under a fair pretext, and the divine rite essentially
altered. I cannot help thinking, therefore, that when
our brethren, in the case before us, make such appeals
to miraculous agency and metaphorical expressicn, they
tacitly confess that the obvious meaning of the word
baptism, and primitive practice, afford their cause but
little assistance.

Again: As it is not uncommon for us to speak of
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being immersed in debt, in business, or in care; and of
being plunged in grief, or in ruin; so we are never con-
sidered as using these metaphorical expressions with
elegance, or with propriety, except so far as the analo-
gical sense, in which we employ them, points to their
literal and primary meaning. The following rules, among
various others, have in this case been given. It ought
to be remembered, that all figurative ways of using words
or phrases suppose a natural and literal meaning.”*
“ The figurative sense must have a relation to that
which is proper; and the more intimate the relation,
the figure is the more happy—The proper sense of
the word ought to bear some proportion to the figura-
tive sense, and not soar much above it, nor sink much
below it—To draw consequences from a figure of
speech, as if the word were to be understood literally,
is a gross absurdity.” T—Pertinent, on this occasion, is
the language of Chrysostom, who speaks of * being
BAPTIZED, or immersed, in cares innumerable;” uvpiass
Bamrifopevss ppovricww: and again, to the same effect, vmo
whybos ppovridewy Tov vowy BefamTiomevoy exovres. So Basil
the Great, describing a person who stands immovably
against the storms of temptation and persecution, calls
him aBamtiores Yuyy, ““a soul unbaptized, or not over-
whelmed.”} See No. 31, 82.—Now here the very term
in question is used in a metaphorical way; yet so used,
as plainly to retain its obvious and primary meaning.
But how disagreeably would it sound, seriously to say of
a man that owes but a few pence, He is immersed in debt?
or, of one whose heart is broken with sorrow, He is
sprinkled with grief? The most illiterate would be struck
with such a glaring impropriety. When, therefore, we

* Dr. Reid’s Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, p. 74.

1 Encycloped. Britan. under the article Ficure of Speech. See
also Dr. Ward’s System of Oratory, vol. i. p. 386.

{ Apud Schelhornium, Biblioth. Brem. class. vii. p. 638. Vid.
Suiceri Thesaur, Eccles, tom. i. p. 623.
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consider this metaphorical use of the term baptism, as
expressive of that divine energy, and that assemblage of
wonderful gifts, which were granted in the primitive
times to fit the apostles for their arduous work ; the
analogieal sense of the word baptism, will appear much
more elegant and much more emphatical on our prin-
ciples, than on those of our opposers. Dr. Ward has
observed, that “ we say, floods of fire, and clouds of
smoke, for large quantities;”* so when the scripture
speaks of being baptized with, or in, the Holy Spirit, the
great abundance of his gifts and graces must be intended.
One of our English authors has used the words, ““dipped
in scandal.”t Now thus to represent a person is much
more expressive of that opprobrium under which he lies,
than if it were said: His character is greatly aspersed ;
or, infamy is poured upon him; because it immediately
leads us to think of his being overwhelmed with re-
proachful charges.—Dr. Owen speaks of “ being bap-
tized into the spirit of the gospel.”] Asit is plain that
the word Daptized cannot here mean poured, or sprink-
led; (for what sense is there in representing a person as
poured, or sprinkled, info any thing?) so it is equally
plain, that the author’s words more strongly express the
sanctifying power of the gospel on the human heart, than
if he had talked of the spirit of the gospel being poured
or sprinkled upon a professor of religion.—Thus, in
the present case, we have a much stronger idea of that
sacred influence, and of those heavenly donatives, with
which the apostles were indulged at the feast of Pente-
cost, by retaining the primary meaning of the word in
question; than by thinking of some possible, but remote
sense of the term. For as the analogical signification of
the same word, when used of our Lord’s unparalleled suf-
ferings, would be so diluted as to become ridiculous, or

* Ut supra, p. 404,
t Notes on Mr. Pope’s Dunciad, p. 123, edit. 1729.
} Discourse on the Holy Spirit, b. iv. chap. i. p. 334.
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unintelligible, were we to consider the allusion'as made to
the act of pouring, or of sprinkling, a few drops of water
upon any person; so, in regard to the baptism of the Holy
Spirit, we must either abide by the natural sense of the
term, or greatly impoverish the scriptural notion of that
wonderful fact. Though all true believers are partakers
of a divine influence, yet they are not all baptized in the
Holy Spirit. For as those afflictions which are common
to the disciples of Christ, are not the baptism of suffer-
ings; so neither are those communications of divine in-
fluence, which are common to real saints, the baptism of
the Holy Spirit.

Farther: Our brethren themselves I think will allow,
that a person may be so surrounded with subtle efluvia;
that a liquid may be so poured, or it may so distil upon
him, that he may be as if immersed in it. A certain
writer, when speaking about the different applications
of electricity for the cure of diseases, says: “The first
is the electrical bath; so called, because it surrounds
the patient with an atmosphere of the electrical fluid,
in which he is plunged, and receives positive electricity.”*
This philosophical document reminds me of the sacred
historian’s language, where narrating the fact under
consideration. Thus he speaks: “ And when the day
of Pentecost was fully come, they were all with one
accord in one place. And suddenly there came a sound
from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and it r1LLED
ALL THE HOUSE WHERE THEY WERE SITTING. And
there appeared unto them cloven tongues, like as of
fire, and it sat upon each of them. And they were all
filled with the Holy Ghost.t” Now if the language of
medical electricity be just, it cannot be absurd, nay, it
seemis highly rational, to understand this language of
inspiration as expressive of that idea for which we con-
tend. Was the Holy Spirit poured out, did the Holy
Spirit fall upor the apostles and others at that memo-

* Monthly Review, vol. Ixxii. p.486. 1 Acts i, 1,%,3,4.
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rable time? it was in such a manner, and to such a
degree, that they were like a patient in the electric bath,
as if immersed in it. Did our opposers thus consider
the term pour, in this connection, we should not object;
because the primary and evident meaning of the word
baptism would be still preserved in their explanation of
its allusive sense. But to suppose that the pouring a
very small quantity of water, or the falling of a few
drops on the face of a person, is a just emblem of -that
metaphorical baptism, is quite incongruous; as it ener-
vates and almost annihilates that grand idea which the
scripture gives of the marvellous fact. See No. 42.
Once more: We have the pleasure to find that va-
rious authors, who were not under the influence of
Antipdobaptist sentiments, express themselves agree-
ably to our view of the case. Cyril of Jerusalem,
about the middle of the fourth century, speaks thus:
“ As he, ¢ ewdvwwv ev Torg dacy, who is plunged in water
and baptized, is encompassed by the water on every
side; so are they that are wholly baptized by the
Spirit.” * Casaubon: ¢ Bazmtifew, is to immerse;
and in this sense the apostles are truly said to be bap-
tized; for the house in which this was done was filled
with the Holy Ghost, so that the apostles seemed to
be plunged into it, as into a fishpool.”t ——Grotius:
“To be baptized here, is not to be slightly sprinkled,
but to have the Holy Spirit abundantly poured upon
them.”} ——Cor. a Lapide, Menochius, and Tirinus:
“A copious effusion of the Holy Spirit, is called the
baptism of the Holy Spirit.” § —— Witsius: “ A very
great communication of the fiery or purifying Spirit,
is called baptism, because of its abundance.” ||

Dr. Doddridge: “ He [Christ] shall baptize you with

* In Dr.Gill's Exposit. on Acts i. 5. ,
1+ In Dr. Gill's Ancient Mode of Baptizing, p. 22, 23.
1 Apud Poli Synopsin, ad Act. i. 5. § Ibid.

|| Miscel, Sac. tom. ii. p. 535.
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a most plentiful effusion of the Holy Spirit.” * ——
Mr. Leigh: “ Baptized; that is, drown you all over,
dip you into the ocean of his grace; opposite to the
sprinkling which was in the law,” —— Bp. Hopkins:
“Those that are baptized with the Spirit, are as it
were plunged into that heavenly flame, whose search-
ing energy devours all their dross, tin, and base alloy.”f
See No. 3, 8, 51, 53.—To all which I may add, As
the baptism of water was administered, ev vdars, IN
water ;§ in Jordan;| and in Enon;¥ so the New
Testament uniformly represents the recipients of this
heavenly baptism, as baptized e mvevmar: ayiw, IN the
Holy Spirit;** which unavoidably leads us to the
proper and primary sense of the word baptism, rather
than to any supposed secondary meaning that can be
imagined.

Reflect. IX. In opposition to all these authorities
and all this reasoning, Mr. John Horsey is of opinion,
that the word baptism is “an equivocal, open, general
term; ” that nothing is determined by it farther “than
this, that water should be applied to the subject in some
Jorm or other;” that “the mode of use,” is “only the
ceremonial part of a positive institute; just as, in the
supper of our Lord, the time of day, the number and
posture of communicants, the quality and quantity of
bread and wine, are circumstances not accounted es-
sential by any party of Christians;” that “sprinkling,

* Paraphrase on Matt. iii. 11. + Annotat. on Matt. iii. 11.

t Works, p. 519. § Matt. iii. 11; Mark i. 8; John i. 26,
31, 33. So Montanus; so the Vulgate, Syriac, Arabic, and Ethi-
opic versions; and so Le Cene, Simon, and others in their French
versions, together with Wetham’s English translation, published at
Douay, render Matt. iii. 11, with whom Tindal’s translation, Cran-
mer’s Bible, and the Bishops’ Bible, as they are usually called,
agree.—N.B. What is here said respecting the French versions,
and our old English translations, depends on the observation of
a friend. || Matt. iii. 6; Mark i. 9, 4 John iii. 23.

** Matt. iii 11; Mark i. 8; Luke iii. 16; John i, 33; Acts i.
5, and xi. 16.
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pouring, and plunging, are perfectly equivalent, equally
valid; and, that if our Lord had designed to confine his
followers to a particular mode, exclusive of all others,”
he would hardly have used ‘“an open general term,
(Bawritw)” but “a word decided and limited in its im-
port.” He adds, ‘“the Greek language would have
furnished him with terms indisputably precise and exact.
Of this kind have been reckoned, and I think properly,
katafviilw, rkaramoytifw, kataduyw OF ratadvw, NOt to say
dumrrew and Buvlile.”* Mr. Edward Williams, when ad-
verting to the same subject, says: ‘“As the most eminent
critics, commentators, and lexicographers are divided in
their verdict, respecting the acceptation of the term
baptizo, and consequently the intention of our Saviour’s
command fo baptize ; and as the practice of the disciples,
whence we should gather in what sense they understood
it, is attended with considerable difficulty, when reduced
to .any one invariable method—we should vary it ac-
cording to circumstances, and in proportion as demon-
strable evidence is wanting, refer the mode to the
private judgment of the person or persons concerned.”
Such are the views and such is the language of Messrs.
Williams and Horsey: to whom 1 may say, as the
Athenians to Paul, “You bring certain strange things to
our ears, we would know therefore what these things
mean.”

The word baptizo, then, is an equivocal, open, general
term; so equivocal and so obscure, that the most learned
authors are divided about its meaning, in our Lord’s
cammand fo baptize. This, however, is mere assertion;
and, indeed, I should be sorry to see it proved, because
it would greatly impeach the legislative character of
Jesus Christ. For, as Baron Montesquieu observes,
¢“ The style [of laws] should be plain and simple;-a

* Infant Baptism Stated and Defended, p. 15, 16, 17, edit. 2nd.
+ Notes on Mr. Maurice’s Social Relig. p.131,
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direct expression being always better understood than an
indirect one. ...It is an essential article that the words
of the laws should [be adapted to] excite in every bedy
the same ideas....The laws ought not to be subtle;
they are designed for people of common understanding,
not as an art of logic, but as the plain reason of a father
of a family.”* Now can it be supposed that our Lord
would give a positive law of divine worship—a law that
is obligatory on the most illiterate of his real disciples,
in the very first stage of their Christian profession; and
yet express it in such ambiguous language, that the most
wise and eminent of his followers cannot now under-
stand it? Love to his character and zeal for his cause
forbid the thought! That ambiguity of which our
brethren speak, must, if real, have arisen in our great
Legislator’s conduct, either from éncapacity, from inad-
vertency, or from design. Not the first; for he was
undoubtedly able clearly to have expressed his own
meaning. Not the second; for no incogitancy could
befal Him, in whom are all the treasures of wisdom and
knowledge. Not the last; for it would ill become One
who declared himself possessed of all authority in heaven
and in earth, to give a law of perpetual obligation, with
an intention that nobody now should understand it.—
A little to illustrate this, it may be observed, that his
order to baptize, is a law; a law of equal force with
that of the holy supper. This law extends its obliging
power to all that are faught; so taught, as to be his
disciples. For them to neglect or transgress it, there-
fore, must be a sin; and all sin exposes to punishment.
If, then, the grand enacting term of this law be so equi-
vocal, that no one can tell with certainty what it means,
we may suppose it probable that, in ten thousand in-
stances, a transgression of it has proceeded, not from
any thing wrong in the hearts of our Lord’s disciples,
but from the designed obscurity of the law itself. Now

* Spirit of Laws, b, xxix. chap. xvi.
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a law designedly obscure is fitted for nothing so much
as to multiply crimes and punishments. Such a law is
unjust and cruel; consequently, could not proceed from
our divine Sovereign.

Again: According to Mr. Williams’s view of the
case, we may safely conclude, that the law of baptism
is now obsolete ; nay, in regard to us, that it never was
promulged. The former, because when the enacting
terms of a statute become unintelligible, it is high time
to consider the law as antiquated. For to what purpose
is a law considered as obligatory, when the most learned,
sagacious, and impartial cannot understand it? Here
we are landed at downright Quakerism, so far as bap-
tism is concerned in it. With regard to the latter, let
the following things be observed. It is generally agreed,
if I mistake not, that no positive law is obligatory till
promulged ; in other words, it is not a law. For what
is meant by the term Jaw, but a rule of action prescribed
by sovereign authority? It cannot, however, be a rule
of action, any farther than it is made known. Agreeable
to this is the following language of Sir William Black-
stone: ‘“ A bare resolution, confined in the breast of the
legislator, without manifesting itself by some external
sign, can never be properly a law. It is requisite that
this resolution be notified to the people who are to obey
it.”* See Chap. I. No. 12.—Now if any law, requiring
a single act of obedience, as in the case before us, do
not specify the act intended in such a manner as to be
understood by those who read and study it without par-
tiality, it is absurd to talk of its promulgation. For
what is meant by promulging a law, but publicly making
known the commanding will of the legislator, with re-
gard to this or the other affair? Yet this, according
to Messrs. Horsey and Williams, has not been done,
respecting the law of baptism; for the principal word
in that law is an equivocal, open, general term, and so

* Comiment. vol. i. Introduct. sect. ii.
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obscure, that the most eminent authors are divided about
its meaning. Nor does the apostolic practice explain it.
Our Lord, indeed, gave a command to baptize; by which
it is universally understood, that he designed the per-
formance of a single action; for nobody supposes, that
sprinkling, pouring, and plunging, must all be united
to constitute baptism. But what particular action he
meant by the Greek verb, is quite as uncertain as what
the Psalmist intended by the Hebrew term, Selah. All
we can learn is this: As the latter seems to contain a
direction to those concerned in the sacred music, to
perform that music in some way or other; so, the for-
mer denotes an application of water to the subject,
“in some form or other;” for, on the authority of Mr.
Horsey, nothing farther is determined by it. Such is
the ne plus ultra of its meaning! The trumpet gives an
uncertain sound, and who shall prepare himself to the
battle?- 1t follows, therefore, on the principles opposed,
that the law of baptism has not, with regard to us, been
promulged. We have been used to think that the /aws
of Christ were equally determinate, fixed, and plain,
with the gospel of Christ; and Paul informs us, that the
gospel which he preached was not yea and nay, but always
affirmative and always the same. Not so the law of
baptism, if our opposers be right; for it is ¢Ais, that, and
the other, but nothing determinate, nothing certain.

The principal enacting word in a positive law of the
New Testament, an equivocal term; and so obscure, that
the most eminent writers are divided about its meaning!
Strange, indeed. For, fond as our brethren are of this
idea, were either of them the legislator in a civil state,
and to act a similar part, he would soon be accounted
either a fool or a tyrant. But I am persuaded, that his
wisdom, his rectitude, and his benevolence, would all re-
volt at the thought of such a procedure. Admitting this
representation of our Lord’s conduct in his legislative
capacity to be just and fair, mankind may think them-

VOL. 1. H
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selves happy that he has not, in this respect, had more
imitators among the petty sovereigns of the earth.
Britons, at least, would quickly be disposed to execrate
the measures of parliament, were the three estates to
adopt the idea and act upon it. How often and how
Jjustly have the canons and decrees of the Council of
Trent been severely censured for their studied ambiguity !
Thus Bp. Stillingfleet, concerning that matter: * This
was one of the great arts of that council, to draw up
their decrees in such terms as should leave room enough
for eternal wranglings among themselves ; provided they
agreed in doing the business effectually against the here-
tics, as they were pleased to call them.”*——Thus We-
renfelsius : ¢ Integrity was wanting in the fathers of the
Trent synod, when they studiously left ambiguity and
obscurity in a great part of their canons and decrees.” |
Whether, in thus acting, they had the supposed ambi-
guity of our Lord’s canon concerning baptism in their
eye, we dare not assert; but every one must allow, if
Messrs. Horsey and Williams be right, that they might
have pleaded the most venerable example for such a
conduct.

Bazrigw, an equivocal, epen, gemeral term; a term
which, with equal facility, admits the idea of plunging
in Jordan, of pouring from the palm of the hand, and
of sprinkling from the ends of the fingers! Our author
might as well have asserted, that its derivative, Barriory-
psov, equally signifies a bath, large as King Solomon’s
brazen sea; a font, small as those in our modern-built
parish churches ; and a basin, precisely of the same di-
mensions with those he commonly uses when sprinkling
infants. But what would learning, what would impar-
tiality have said, had he made such an assertion ?

A capital word in positive divine law, an equivocal term

* Preservative against Popery, vol.ii. Appendix, p.103.
4+ Opuscula, p.580.
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~—a term, so ambiguous and so obscure, that the most
learned and upright do not with certainty know what it
means! Then we have need of an infallible judge ; and
were there one at Rome, it would be worth our while to
visit his holiness, that we might have the obscurity all
removed. For while the Legislator considers himself
as having fairly promulged. his law, whether we view its
enacting terms as equivocal or univocal, it will prove
a serious fact, that they who neglect or transgress it will
not be held innocent. With the idea of ambiguity, how-
ever, some of our brethren seem delighted. But so
were not the ancient Athenians: for Abp. Potter in-
forms us, that it was considered as criminal, for any
person among them to propose a law in ambiguous
terms.* I have heard, indeed, that some of our petti-
fogging lawyers boast the great uncertainty of our Eng-
lish law, with regard to the issue of numerous causes.
Nor do I wonder at it. But that such worthy charac-
ters, as Messrs. Horsey and Williams, should seek a
refuge for their canse in the supposed uncertainty of
divine law, is truly amazing! Were they disputing with
Roman Catholics, or discussing almost any subject of a
theological kind, except that of infant sprinkling, they
would labour to establish against every opposer, the
certamty, the precision, and the sufficiency of divine law
and ‘apostolic example. This at least has been the
common practice of Protestants., For instance: Tur-
rettinus (de Baptismo) speaks to the following effect:
It is not lawful to suppose that Christ, in a very ims
portant affair of Christianity, would so express himself,
that he could not be understood by any mortal.t
Dr. Ridgley: “ In order to our yleldmg obedience, it is
necessary that God should signify to us, in what instances
he will be obeyed, and the manner how it is to be perform-

* Antiquities of Greece, vol. i. chap. xxv. edit. 1697.
t Institut. loc. xix. quaest. xviii. § 4.
n e
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ed; otherwise it would rather be fulfilling of our own will
than his.”*——Dr. Owen: “ The sole reason why he
[the apostle] did make use of it [the word surety] was,
that from the nature and notion of it among men in
other cases, we may understand the signification of it,
what he intends by it—It is not for us to charge the
apostle with such obscurity, and expressing his mind
in such uncouth terms.”f Mr. Benjamin Bennet:
“It is a reproach to the lawgiver, blasphemy against
him, to suppose that any of his upright sincere subjects,
cannot find out the meaning of his laws, with all their
care and diligence, even in the necessary essential
points of their faith and obedience.”{ Mr. Brad-
bury: ‘“The words [of our Lord, Matt. xxviii. 19,]
ought to be taken in their plain and natural sense,
because they are a lasting form to the end of time.
For Christ to give us expressions that people cannot
understand, would be only to abuse them. It is un-
worthy of Him who is the light of the world, in whose
mouth there was no guile.. .. .[Such] is the plain and
natural sense of the words; and therefore to twine and
torture them with conjectures and maybe’s, is making
Christ, not a teacher, but a barbarian, by not uttering
words that are easy to be understood.” §——Anony-
mous: “ A confusion in terms would at length produce
entirely the same effect, as the confusion of languages;
vague and equivocal expressions would render the most
accurate notions liable to continual contradictions, and
expose truth itself to perpetual cavils. As the first
intention of words is to make known our ideas to each
other, the principal merit of every language [and of
every discourse] must consist in the clearness and pre-
cision of its terms.” || Bp. Taylor: “It is certain

* Body of Div. quest. xci, xcii. p. 491.
1 On Heb. vii. 22, 26, vol. iii. p. 222, 256.

+ Irenicum, p. 60. § Duty and Doct. of Bap. p. 150, 173,
|| Monthly Review, vol. Ixxiv. p. 537, 538.
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God put no disguises upon his own commandments,
and the words are meant plainly and heartily; and the
farther you remove from their first sense, the more
you have lost the purpose of your rule.” ¥*—— Samuel
Fothergill, one of the people called Quakers: “Thou
[Mr. Pilkinton] concludest, that water baptism may be
properly administered in any decent and convenient manner
whatsoever.  Pray, who must be judge of this decency
and convenience? Any thing subjected to human de-
cision, with respect to decency and convenience, wants,
in my judgment, those characters of divine institution
which become the religion of the holy Jesus; which is,
‘not of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but
of God.’t -Hence it appears, that the plea of our
brethren for a latitude of administration, from the sup-
posed ambiguity of the law, is not only contrary to the
avowed sentiments of Protestants in other cases, but an
encouragement to those who entirely reject the ordi-
nance. See Reflect. III. and Chap. I. No. 4, 8, 12, 13,
20. Reflect. 11, III.

The following quotation, mutatis mutandis, will here
apply with peculiar force. Thus, then, Mr. Vincent
Alsop: “I cannot imagine what greater reproach he
[Dr. Goodman] could throw upon these famous [Thirty-
nine] Articles and their worthy compilers, than to suggest
that they were calculated for all meridians and latitudes;
as if the Church did imitate Acfias, the Delphian
Apollo, whose oracles wore #wo faces under one hood,
and were penned like those ampbhilogies, that cheated
Creesus and Pyrrhus into their destruction; or as if,
like Janus, they looked, =peoow xas omioow, backwards
and forwards; and like the untouched needle, stood
indifferently to be interpreted through the two and thirty
points of the compass. The Papists do never more

* Ductor Dubitant. b. i. chap. i. p. 26. Vid. Chamierum, Pan-
strat, tom. i. L. xv. c. iv. § 16; c.ix. § 2.
+ Remarks on an Address to the People called Quakers, p. 6,7.
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maliciously reproach the scripture, than when they call
it a Lesbian rule, a nose of wazx, a leaden dagger, a
pair of seaman’s trowsers, a moveable dial, you may
make it what o’clock you please: and yet they never
arrived at that height of blasphemy, as to say it was
industriously so penned by the amanuenses of the Holy
Ghost. I dare not entertain so little charity for an
assembly of holy and learned men, convened upon so
solemn an occasion, that they would play leger-de-main,
and contrive us a system of divinity which should be
wnstrumentum pacis non weritatis. The conventicle of
Trent, indeed, acted like themselves, that is, a pack of
jugglers, who, when they were gravelled and knew not
how to hush the noise and importunate clamour of
the bickering factions, the craftier leading men found
out a temper, as they called it, to skin over that wound
which they could not heal, and durst not search. And
what was the success of these carnal policies? only this,
both parties retained their differing opinions, believed
Just as they did before; and yet their opinions were
directly contrary to one another, though both supposed
to agree with the decree of the council. ... If the trum-
pet gives an uncertain sound, it is all one as if it were
not sounded. That which is every thing and every
where, is nothing and no where. That which has no
determinate sense, has no sense; aud that is very near
akin to nonsense. The Jews indeed have a tradition,
that the manna was what every man’s appetite could
relish; and such a religion would these men invent
as should be most flexible. .. .Strange it is, that reli-
gion, of all things in the world, should be unfixed,
and like Delos or O-Brazile, float up- and down in
various and uncertain conjectures!” * Perfectly similar
are the animadversions of Dr. Edwards on Bp. Burnet’s
Ezposition of the Thirty-nine Articles; for, among other
“things, he says: “ He hath made the articles of our

* Sober Enquiry, p. 60, 61.



BAPTIZE AND BAPTISM. 103

church a nose of wax, and accordingly he bends and
wrests them which way he pleases. ...According to
this learned prelate, we do not know the meaning of a
great part of our articles, and consequently they are
of ‘no use, for what is unintelligible is so. ... This way
of dealing with the articles seems to me to be a very
severe reflection on our first reformers, the pious and
learned compilers of these articles, as if they were not
able to write or dictate sense; or could not speak
grammatically, and so as to be understood; or as if
they purposely designed obscurity, and that in some of
the most considerable points of our religion; as if they
studied to perplex men’s minds and ensnare their con-
sciences. . . .If the words and expressions be voted
doubtful and of uncertain signification, the thing itself,
the matter couched in them, will soon be insignificant
and vain.”*

But why should the word baptism be esteemed so
equivocal and so obscure? Is it because, in different
connections, it is used in various acceptations; such as
immersion, washing, pouring, and sprinkling? I'or the
sake of argument, and for that only, we admit the
reality of those various acceptations. But is that a
sufficient reason for pronouncing the word equivocal,
and for considering the sense of it in divine law as
uncertain? If so, we shall find comparatively but few
terms in any language that are not equivocal and
of dubious meaning. The reader needs only to dip
into a Hebrew or a Greek Lexicon; into Ainsworth’s
Latin, or Johnson’s English Dictionary, to be con-
vinced of this. The following instances, which have
some affinity with the subject of our dispute, may
serve as a specimen.

w is the word most commonly used, to signify ¢tke act
of circumcising ; and if that idea be not expressed by it,

* Discourse concerning Truth and Error, p. 425, 429.
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we may safely conclude there is never a term in the He-
brew language which ,can expressit. Yet besides that
sense, and its prepositional acceptations, which are vari-
ous, it has the general signification of cutting off, culting
down, and cutting to pieces. So it is used in Psalm lviii. 7 ;
xc. 6; cxviii. 10, 11, 12, and in other places. “e: is
another word sometimes used for the same action: but,
besides its being equally various in its acceptation, as a
verb, it is the name of an ant, or of some little insect,
that is very sagacious and provident; and is supposed
to cut or nibble grains of corn to fit them for being
stowed up in the earth.—On these two Hebrew roots the
learned Gussetius has the following remark : “ Though
they do not occur in the conjugation Kal, except in the
sacramental or typical signification of circumcising; yet
this is not to be considered as their primary sense, but
only as a species of their general signification of cutting ;
which, therefore, is their proper meaning. The genuine,
general signification is to be fetched from Psalm xc. 6,
and cxviil. 10.”*—%y is used for the foreskin, but its
general and leading idea is, as Dr. Taylor informs us,
superfluous incumbrance ; and Mr. Julius Bate says its
primary meaning is, the top, or protuberance. Mr. Bate
farther observes, “% we render, to gircumcise; but there
is no circum in the Hebrew. It is to cut off the top, or
protuberance ; for so Yy, which was cut off, signifies.”f—
“ The words "w Mul, and "= Namal,” says Quenstedius,
“do not necessarily signify such an amputation of the
foreskin that no part of it remains; and therefore it may
be true circumcision if the extremity of it be cut off.—
The scripture says, ¢ Ye shall circumcise the flesh of
your foreskin.” Had the whole preeputium been strictly
to be understood, it would have been said, either, a// the

* Comment. Ebraice, sub Rad. 9.
+ See Dr. Taylor’s Heb. Concord. Rad. 1165, 1414, Mr. Bate’s
Critica Heb. p. 315,453,454 Alberti Port, Ling. Sanct. sub Rad.%w.
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Sesh of your foreskin; or, the flesh of your whole fore-
skin.”*

Now had there been any controversy among the
Jews, in the latter times of their civil state, about the
manner of performing circumcision, they might, on the
principles of our opposers, have reasoned thus:  The
forementioned words of our law are equivocal, open, ge-
neral terms ; by which nothing is determined, but that a
superfluous incumbrance (the top, or protuberance, of
something pertaining to the subject) should be, in some
Jorm or other, cut, or cut off. We may therefore cut,
or pare, the nails of our fingers, or of our toes, instead
of circumcising the foreskin. For the cutting required,
is merely the ceremonial part of a positive institute ; and
therefore only a circumstance, like that of number, of
time, of gesture, or of place, in various other affairs. If
a sharp instrument be but applied to any part of our
bodies, so as to make an incision,* or an amputation of
something belonging to our own persons, it is perfectly
equivalent, equally valid, with cutting off the preputium.—
Besides, the latter is harsh, severe, and indecent, especi-
ally with regard to adult persons: it shocks our feelings,
and exposes us to a thousand reproaches amongst our
Gentile neighbours. We have indeed our doubts, whe-
ther it was originally practised in that rigid sense for
which some of our brethren plead. But were it incon-
testably proved, that our father Abraham actually cir-
cumcised his foreskin, and that his immediate descend-
ants followed his example, there are, we conceive suffi-
cient reasons for our adopting a different method. The

1 Antiq. Bib. Ecclesiast. pars. i. c. iii. p. 270. Witteberg. 1699.
See Ainsworth’s Latin Dict, under the words Circumcido, and Cir-
cumecisus, for the various acceptations of those Latin terms.

+ The learned Vander Waeyen informs us, that circumcision, as
performed by the Arabians and some others, is only an incision
made in the preputium, which afterwards is entirely healed. Varia
Sacra, p. 332, 333.
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faith and obedience of the renowned Abraham, we all
know, were tried in a singular manner on various occa-
sions; and, perhaps, the blessed God might give him
some intimation of his will respecting the rite in question,
which, not being intended for general obligation, was
not recorded by the inspired writer. But it is the lan-
guage of God as penned by Moses, that is the rule of
our conduct ; and it is plain that the words are of an
equivocal, open, general meaning, and far from being
confined to the circumcising of the praputium. It
should be carefully remembered also, that our great pro-
genitor and his immediate offspring, lived in times when
civilization, and a sense of delicacy were far from having
arrived at their present stage of refinement: nor had
our venerable fathers much intercourse with the na-
tions around them. Now it is evident, that what was
considered as decent, or not much disgustful, in a rude
uncultivated age, may become, in a course of time,
quite the reverse. This we apprehend is a fact in the
ease before us. So that were we to insist on performing
the ceremony in that sanguinary and painful manner,
for which some few contend, it would be an insuperable
bar to the polished Greeks and Romans around us be-
coming proselytes to our divine religion, and an occasion
perhaps of their final ruin. But who can imagine that
the God of Israel would be pleased with such scrupulo-
sity, as tended to continue the Heathens in their ido-
latry ? a scrupulosity too, about that which is no where
precisely and incontrovertibly required. We remember
with pleasure, nor can we forget that condescending de-
claration of God, recorded by one of our minor pro-
phets: ‘I desired mercy and not sacrifice; .and the
knowledge of God, more than burnt offerings.” To en-
force the rite in a manner so disgusting to the delicacy
and ease of our polite neighbours, who may be at any
time inclined to forsake their old supegrstitions, and to
shelter themselves under the wings of the Schechina,
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would be like putting new wine into old bottles, and
greatly retard the progress of our holy religion.” Thus,
on the principles of our brethren, and in their language,
mutatis mutandis, might the Jews have reasoned away a
divine command.

Again: Were our opposers to apply their principles
and reasonings concerning the word daptism to one of
those Greek verbs that were used by our Lord in the
institution of his last supper, many of them would be
presented with a new discovery, both of the nature and
the design of the ordinance; for, when contemplating
its administration, they would soon behold, with Roman
Catholics and some others, the officiating minister wear-
ing the character of a priest, and offering a sacrifice to
God. The original word, to which I advert, is the verb
moery ; which signifies to do, as plainly as Barrifew signi-
fies to dip. Tloew, however, in different connections,
admits a great number of acceptations ; no fewer, even
in the New Testament, according to Mr. Parkhurst, than
twenty-siz : and among others, like facere, to which it
answers, it undoubtedly signifies, in some passages of
the Greek classics and of the Septuagint version, to offer,
or present an oblation to God. On this remote sense of
the term, the propriety of talking about a priest at the
‘Lord’s table; about his offering the bread and wine;
about an altar, and a sacrifice, chiefly depends : just as
the practice of pouring or sprinkling, instead of immer-
sion, depends on a supposed secondary sense of the word
Bamriew.  But let us hear Dr. Brett on the subject.

“ There is yet,” says he, “a more evident proof to
be found in the scripture, even in the very words of the
institution, to prove that we are required to offer the
bread and wine to God, when we celebrate the holy
eucharist, ¢ This po in remembrance of me.” Dr. Hickes,
in his Christian Priesthood, p. 48, &c., proves, by a
great many instances, that the word wuew, to do, also
signifies o offer, and is very frequently used both by
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profane authors, and by the Greek translators of the Old
Testament in that sense; and so also is the Latin word
Jfacere. 1 will transcribe a few of those instances, and
those who desire more may consult Dr. Hickes’s book.
Herodotus, lib. i. cap. cxxxii. says: ¢ Without one of
the Magi it is not lawful for them, woeicfau, to offer a
sacrifice.” And in the Septuagint translation of the Old
Testament, which all the learned know is followed by
the writers of the New Testament, even where they cite
the words and speeches of our Saviour, it is so used ; as
Exod. xxix. 36, ¢ Thou shalt offer, momoess, a bullock
verse 38, ¢ This is that which, zomees, thou shalt offer
upon the altar:’ verse 39, ‘ The one lamb, woyoes, thou
shalt offer in the morning, and the other lamb, zomces,
thou shal offer in the evening.” So likewise Exod. x. 25.
In all which places the word, which is translated offer,
and which in this last text is translated sacrifice, and
which in these and many other places will bear no other
sense, is the very word which in the institution of the
eucharist is translated po. And even our English trans-
lators have sometimes used the word po in this sacrifi-
cial sense ; as particularly Lev. iv. 20. Here our English
translation is, ¢ And he shall do with the bullock, as he
did with the bullock for a sin offering, so shall he do
with this” Here indeed they have put in the word
with, without any authority : the Greek is, ke shall Do
the bullock, as he 1D the bullock, so shall he po this:
where po plainly signifies offer....That the words of
the institution, Tovro wueite, do this, are to be understood
in this sacrificial sense, is manifest from the command
concerning the cup, which is, ¢ This po ye, as oft as you
drink it, in remembrance of me.” For except we under-
stand the words in such a sense, they will be a plain
tautology. But translate it, as I have showed the words
will very probably bear, Offer this: make an oblation
or libation of this, as oft as ye drink it in remembrance
of ME, and the sense is very good. ... A priest therefore
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is necessary and essential to the due administration of
this sacrament.”®—On this reasoning Dr. Doddridge
remarks : “ Because the word zuew signifies, in some
few instances, to sacrifice, Dr. Brett would render it,
[Tovro masese] sacrifice this; whence he infers, that the
eucharist is a sacrifice.”f But though Dr. Doddridge
very justly considers the argument of Dr. Brett as
quite inconclusive, I may be permitted to observe ; that
he has proved the sacrificial sense of the term zoew, in
certain connections, by far better evidence than I have
ever yet seen produced by our opposers, in favour of
that secondary sense of the word PBazrifew, on which
their constant practice proceeds. The reasoning of Dr.
Brett may therefore teach them the necessity of abiding
by the natural and obvious meaning of the term in dis-
pute; for it is impossible, I think, to confute him on
any other ground.

Farther: To show the impropriety of our brethren’s
conduct when reasoning on the word bzfore us, we will
suppose our Lord to have used the term vnrw, which, in
its primary acceptation, signifies a partial application of
water to a person, by washing his hands. Now had this
been our Legislator’s commanding term, its native and
most common signification would undoubtedly have been
pleaded against an immersion of the whole body. But, on
the principle of interpretation adopted by our opposers, the
argument might easily have been evaded. For we might
have replied, Nuzro is an equivocal, open, general term.
It signifies not only to wash the hands, but also the feet
and the face. Nay, it is manifestly used to express an
entire plunging. For thus it is written : Every vessel of
wood shall be RINSED, wignaeras, in water, (Lev. xv. 12.)
Agreeably to which, Mr. Parkhurst says, it signifies,
(in John ix. 7, 11, 15,) to wash the whole body; and
so Schwarzius understands it. So equivocal is the

# True Scrip. Account of the Eucharist, p. 81, 82, 83, 131.
4+ Note on 1 Cor. xi. 24.
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term, and of such various application, that the Sep-
tuagint uses it, as Mintert observes, to express the idea
of raining down, or of sending a shower, (Job. xx. 23.)
—Again: We will suppose our Lord to have expressed
his law in Latin, and that he used the word perfundo,
instead of the Greek Bazrrifw. We will farther suppose,
that the primary meaning of the Latin verb is pleaded
against us. In this case we might have replied, It not
only signifies to sprinkle and to pour, but also to bathe :
in proof of which, we appeal to Ainsworth, and to the
authorities produced by him.*

We will indulge imagination and suppose, on the
contrary, that our Lord had caused his law of baptism
to be written in modern English; and that, instead of
the word Banmifw, we had found the term bathe or dip;
even this would have been liable to similar objections.
Our opposers might still have recurred to their old
exception : It is an equivocal, open, general term; and
signifies to sprinkle, to wet, or bedew, as well as to plunge.
In confirmation of which they might have said: “As
to the word bathe, it is frequently used by our correctest
writers and speakers, in such connections where plunging
cannot' possibly be intended. Nothing, for instance, is
more common among us than to say, Such an one’s
cheeks are bathed in tears; when we only mean, that the
tears trickle plentifully down his cheeks: by which the
idea of sprinkling is conveyed, rather than that of plung-
ing. To bathe, signifies also to supple or soften by the
outward application of warm liquors, as Dr. Johnson
informs us: for which he produces the authority of Mr.
Dryden, who says, I’/l bathe your wounds in tears for
my offence.  Still the word bathe is rather in favour of
sprinkling than of immersion.”—As to the term dip, they
might have said: “ It is plain the word is often used
where a total immersion cannot be designed. So we
read that Jonathan ¢ put forth the end of the rod which

* To which may be added, Virg. Georg.1. 194. Fn. VIII, 589.
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was in his hand, and p1PPED it, ¢Badev avro, in a honey-
comb.”* Agdin, * Send Lazarus that he may p1®, Bady,
the tip of his finger in water.’f It is also common for
us to speak of dipping a pen in the ink. Sometimes also
the word is used allusively, in a sense equally foreign
from the idea of an entire immersion. For example,
thus: I have just dipped into the works of such an
author. Now this, far from signifying that I feel my
mind, as it were, immersed in the author’s writings, only
means, as Johnson tells us, that I have entered slightly
into them. Nay, sometimes, when the term dip is used
with reference to a liquid, it means no more than to
moisten, to wet, as the same celebrated author informs
us; who confirms that sense of the word, by appealing

to the following lines of our famous English classic,
Milton:

¢ And tho’ not mortal, yet a cold shudd’ring dew
Dips me all o’er, as when the wrath of Jove
Speaks thunder.’

Evident proofs, they might have added, that the words
dip and bathe, as well as Bamro and Bamrifw, are equi-
vocal, open, general terms ; which do not determine any
thing farther, than that water should be applied to the
subject in some form or other.”—On such principles,
and by such reasonings, the natural and primary mean-
ing of any word, in any law, or in any language, might
be quickly explained away. Were this principle of in-
terpretation universally admitted and applied, no law
upon earth could maintain its authority, or obtain its end.
The obligation of laws, and obedience to lawgivers,
would be little more than empty names. Nor could ‘any
doctrine, or any fact, contained in the Bible, stand its
ground against the operation of this principle. For by
rejecting the natural sense of inspired terms, whenever
we find it uncompliant with our inclination; and by
adopting a secondary, uncommor, or allusive acceptation

* 1 Sam. xiv. 27. Septuag. t+ Luke xvi. 24.
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of them, as often as we find occasion; it is an easy
thing for the most ungodly person to manufacture a
creed, as well as ritual, entirely to his own liking,
out of those materials which the scripture furnishes, let
the real meaning of prophets and apostles be what it
may. Yes, he must be a dull genius who cannot, by
proceeding on this principle, frame a theological system
to suit his own taste, in such a manner as to leave but
little room for the subjecting of his understanding, his
conscience, and his will to divine authority; or so as to
have but little occasion for the practice of that self-denial,
which is represented by our Lord as a distinguishing
mark of true godliness. For, grant but the liberty of
taking the principal words of a law, of a narrative, or of
a doctrine, in a secondary and remote sense, where me-
taphor and allusion are out of the question, and a per-
son of genius might safely engage to evade any law, to
subvert any doctrine, and essentially to misrepresent any
fact, contained in the Bible.—My acquaintance, indeed,
with languages, ancient or modern, is very contracted ;
but yet I may venture to conclude, on the ground of
analogy, that there are few terms in any language which
are not as liable to an improper, allusive, and secondary
acceptation, as the word baptism. Why, then, in the
name of common sense and of common impartiality—
why should that emphatical and enacting term Bartilw,
be singled out as remarkably equivocal? Why repre-
sented as obscure to such a degree, “that the most
eminent critics, commentators, and lexicographers are
divided in their verdict about”—what? Its primary
meaning? far from it. Here we think Mr. Williams is
under a gross mistake; for, on the authority of those
numerous testimonies which have been laid before the
reader, we may safely assert, that there is hardly any
verb in the Greek Testament, about the natural, obvious,
primary meaning of which, the most eminent authors
appear to be less divided. T do not, indeed, recollect so
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much as one learned writer, in the whole course of my
reading, who denies that the primary sense of the term
is to dip: and as to the different acceptations for which
our opposers plead, we may ask, with Mr. Locke,
“ What words are there not used with great latitude,
and with some deviation from their strict and proper
significations ?”*

The manner of using water, when baptism is admi-
nistered, is a mere circumstance, according to Mr. Hor-
sey; for he compares it with various particulars in the
administration of the holy supper, that are entirely cir-
cumstantial. This, if I mistake not, neither agrees with
his own principles; with the doctrine of positive insti-
tutes, as contained in scripture and acknowledged by
Protestants; nor with common sense.—Not with ks own
principles. For when he baptizes a child, in what does he
consider the act of baptizing to consist’ In taking the
infant in his arms? he never imagined it. In pro-
nouncing the solemn form of words? by no means; for
then he must consider himself as baptizing the subject
without any water at all. In putting his fingers into the
water? no such thing; for still no water is applied. In
verbal addresses to God for a blessing upon the child, or
in exhortations to the parents? far from it; because the
same consequence would follow. In what, then, but
the very act of sprinkling, or of pouring, in the name of
the Father, and so on? But how can that, in which
the very act of baptizing consists, be a mere circum-
stance of baptism? Let a man’s notions of baptism be
what they may, he always considers, and cannot but
consider, the act of applying water to a person, or of
plunging him into water, not as a circumstance of bap-
tism, but as baptism itself. If any of our Padobap-
tist brethren still hesitate, let them ask their own con-
sciences, whether they consider themselves as performing

* Essay on Human Understanding, b. ii. chap. xxxii. § 1.
y g P »
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a circumstance no way essential to baptism, when, “in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit,” they apply water to a child? The answer,
doubtless, will be in the negative. With equal reason,
therefore, might Mr. Horsey have told us, that eating
bread and drinking wine at the Lord’s table, are circum-
stances of receiving the sacred supper, or that walking
is a circumstance of local motion; as that plunging,
pouring, or sprinkling, is a circumstance of baptism:
for no minister of Christ can consider his performance
of sprinkling, of pouring, or of plunging, in the sub-
limest of all names, as any thing b<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>