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“If twere fo, then all that were

Jiiml). 20,

1 Nor can if, faith he, be proved, that ever the Spirit of God is tielby 2@/ Promife, to
* apply himfelf to the Soul in agracious Operation, when Water is appli

to the Bodly:.

baptized were regenerated, then all that were baptized

“fliould be faved,or elfe the Doiffrine of Perfeverance falls to the ground. Some indeed,

‘ ?té he, fay, that Regeneration is conferred in Baptifm upon the Eic(H, and exerts its felf
* afte

nards in Converfion.  But how fo adHve a Principle as a Spiritual Life lhould lie

* deadand afleep fo many years,

j4rn,6. IftheChurch of fays,that
Faith andRepencance are required ofall that
ought to be baptized, and in fo faying fpeak
trdy, and yet Infants can't perform thofe
things™ thenlnfantS ought not to be baptized,
But the Church of England fays, that taith
adRepentance are required of all fuch,e”c.
ad fpeak truly, andyet Infants cannot per-
fomthefe things. Ergo, Infantsought not
tobe baptized.

objeki. If it be objedfed, That they affirm
they do perform It by their Sureties:

ainfw. 1f Suretiihip for Children in Bap-
tifmis not required of God, and the Sure-
tiesdo not, cannot perform thofe things for
the' hild; then Suretiihip is not of God,and
fofignihes nothing, but iIs an unlawful and
finfulUndertaking.  ButSuretidiipinChil-
aaiS Baptifmis not required of God, and
trf‘%do not, cannot pertormwhat they pro-

Ergo.

Do they,or can they caufe the Child tofor-
[aks the Devil and all his Works, the Pomps and
Vanities of this wicked World, and aU the ffinful
Lufisof the f Ina word i Can they
meke the Child or children to repent and
truly believe in Jefus Chrilf? for thefe are
thechingsthey promife for themand intheir
Name. Alas, theywant Power to do it for
themfelves, and how then fliould they do it
forothersi* Refldes, we fee they nevermind
nor regard rheir Covenant in the Cafe: and
will not God one Day fay, Who hes re-
quired thefe things at your Hands?

Is not eafily conceived.  On Regen. p. 75.

Anfw. 6. only a vtry unhandfom-t

alfo an inadvertent charge yon mak” upon
the Church of Pingland, to [erve your own
turns, before ye have examined her p7indplesy
or truly weighed your own \ pray in what Edi-
tion was it that youfaw the word all, all per®
fans to be baptized ? But fuppofe by an Errour
all (hourdbeppt in it, fm fare it’'s no where
added, that faith and Repentance are required
before-hand, O/all perfons', they mean no
more than thus ¢ VIZ. of all that are atlually
capable, when adult, or of baptized Children
Niter they come to be grown up.

a’s for Suretipnp, it has probably been al-
ways the Cufom from the fipQjilcs days, who
no doubt had it from the Jews, long before our
Saviour s time, who when they profelyted any
Heathen families into their Religion, they
baptis'd *em, and all that were capable anfwer-
edfor themjekes, and thofe rhat were not had
Sponfors, orfuch asanfwtredfor’'em. bfe find
this praElke no where condemn’d by any of the
Prophets, our Saviour himfelf, nor any of his
J"pojiles, who coud not be ignorant thereof., and
then we need not be afraid of the Cenfure of the
Anabaptifis, Thefirfi time that we find this
Cuftom quarrelCd with, was two hundredyears
after our Saviour, the Primitive Church us'd
it thenj fir it is impojfible tq Cenfure a Cufiom
that had no being5it was Tertullian, his
words are thefe, (Jaid enimneceffe eft Spon-
fores etiam periculo ingeri, &c ? What ne-
cefllty is there that Sponfors fhould expofe
themfelves to danger, who through ceath
may fail, & c / Some perhaps who have notfeen

this Controvcrfic, may doubt of this Cufiom amongfi the Jews, fuch we refer to ourfecond Paper,
where wc bring fome Authritiesfrom the Jews themfelves, tho'ifs unguePHonable amongib all
the AmientWriter.", andis in part (if we neededit) confefl by our Antagonifis themfelves in
giving an JnBance (Arg. 7.) of a Difpute about the Legality of it betwixt two Rabbies, which

(hews its being a praEtice, aswe inferfd before.

But as to what follows about fromijingfir the Infant, is meantno more than their utmoft en~
<leavourfor the Cliild to dofo andfo, and that’s the utmoPt any one van promife for himfelf when

dult, or baptized at the years of diferetion.

Argu. 7. If therebe no Precedent inthe
"ripture, (s there is no Precept) chat any
infant wes baptized, then Infants ought not
to e baptiz But there is no Precedent
thet any Infant was baptized in theScriptare.

Pfgo.

If there is any Precedent or Example in
Scripture that any Infant wes ized, let
them iliew us where we may find it.

" Erafmus filth, *Tis l0where cxpreffed in
jthe éﬁpftolical Writings, that they I-
2sd Children.  vnion of the Cl*urch, on
Pom. 6

~ calvin faith, * It is no where exprefled by
e Evanggelifts, that any one Infant was
g%%tlizid the Apoftles. 1njiit. [C

Anf 7- This is one gfthemofi extravagant
Vofitions we ever met with, and condemns not
only all Chriftian churches, but the Anabaptifts
own praElice. What thinkyotfofyour Wives com-
municating ? (hewme one female Precedent W
all the Scripture, or a literal proof of All the
Articles of your Faith: We grant moft of’em
to be exprefs, but notall; | believe the holy
Catholick Church, the Communion of
Saints,How willyou come offiin fichcafes
without the help of neceffiary confequencey, as

the few Authorities you mention, there’s none
that fay that Infant-Baptifm knot to be found
in the Scripture by neceffiary confeepuence, c/t
only that tioe exprefs Terms are not to be found,
Jo that they are cited to no purpofe at}all»

Ludoviem



LudovicHs Fives faith, © None of oldwere wont to be baptized but In grown Age, ad

“ who delired and underftood what it wes.

Fide Ludov.®
The Magdebnrgenfes (zy ‘ That conceming the baptizirg
* Gentiles, we have fufficient proof from jiEls 2,8, ro, 16

the Adult, both Jews ad
hapters 5 but as to the bep-

*tizing ofinfantSjthey can meet with no example in Scripture. Magdeb- Cent. Lz.p.~g.
Dr. Taylor faith, ‘ It is againft the perpetual Analogy of Chrift's Dodlrine to beptize

" Infants: For befides that Chrift never gave any Precept ro

“nor his Apoftles ( that appears ) di
“or his ftles faid concerning it, n
“ whichi are notcapable, viz. Fait

~rg.s' 1f whatfoever which is neceflary
toFalthandPradllcelsIeftlntheHonScrllp-
ture,that beingacompleat and perfedt Rule,
and vetlnfant-Bapcifm isnot contained or to
be found therein, then Infant-Baptifm is not
ofGod. Butwhateveris neceflary to Faith

and Pradttice, is contained in the Holy Scriptures, &c.

found therein 5 Ergo,
That the Scripture is a perfedt Rule,
thers and Modern Divines.

baptize them nor ever im:

baptize any of them: All tliac either e
uiresfuch previous Di

and iepentance-  Lib. Froph.p.ig-

licions ofBaptifm, of

Anfw. 8. AH the Authorities yon bringm
needlefsy for we fay the fame-, VIZ. That the
Scripture is afull and perfeSi Rule for all mat-
tersofFaithy either in exprefswordsy vrinne-
cefary confegnenceSy amongfi which we Jff
quickly prove Infant-Baptifm to be one.

But Infant-Baptifm is not to ke

we have the Confent of all the Antient Fa-

Athanafius faith, * The Holy Scriptures being Infpirations of God, are fufficient todl
* Inftrudtions of Truth. Athan. againf the Gentiles.

Chryfoftom faith, * All things be plain and clear in the Scripture; and whatfoeverare
‘ needful, are manifeft there.  Chryffi. on 2 Thef and 2 Tim. 2

Baftl faith, ‘ That itwould be an Argument of Infidelity, and a moft certain fign of
‘Pride, ifany Man fhould reject any thing written, and Ihould introduce things nt

“written. Bafd In his Sermon de Fide.

Augufiine (zith, * In the Scriptures are found all things

which contain Faith> nannerof

“Living, Hope,L 0 v e, Let us, faith he, feek no farther than what is written of God ar

Saviour, left a Man would know more than the Scriptures witnefs.

Epilfles to Fortunat.
Theophylalh faith, ‘ It is
the Authority of the Holy Scripture.
Jfychiui faith, * Let us

o will have any

in his

ofaDiabolical Spirit, to think any thing Divine, without
Lib. 2. Pafchal,
thing obferved of God, fearch no more but

* that which the Gofpel doth give unto us. Lib. 5.c. 16 ONLevit.

BeUarmin faith, * That though the Arguments of tlie
* Command or Example, have a great Ufe
* ufe chet Rite everywhere, having no Command or Examp
ce againft Cacholicks, wI” conclude the AV tolical Tradition is of o
with us than the Scripture, ¢c. This of Baptizing of Infants is an Apo-
Bellarm. 1N his Book de Bapt. 1. 1. e. &

“ yet is it of noforce
* lefs Authority
‘ ftolical Tradition,

ifts, from the defedl
againft the Lutherans, forafmuch as
le, theirsis to be rejedled]

Mr. Ball faith, * We muft for every Ordinance look to the Infticution,and never ftretch
“ it wider, nor draw it narroner thanthe Lord hath made it, for heis the Inftitutorof

* the Sacraments according

to his own pleafure 5 and 'tis our part to learn of him, bothto

“ whom, how, and for what End the Sacraments are to be adminiftred. Ball, in his Anfwcr

to the NeWW'ENgland Elders, p, gS, 39.

And as co the minor, "tis acknowledged by our Adverfaries, itis not to be foundin
the Letter of the Scripture- Andas to the Confequences drawn therefrom, we hae

proved, they are not reau*al from the Premifes

though we admit of Corf

and Inferences, if genuine, yet not in the cafe of an Inftitucion refpeding a pradical Q-

dinance that is of ineer poficive Right.

Arg.g. |f Infant-Baptifm wasan Inftitu
tionof Chrift, the Peao-Baptifts could not
beat a lofs about the Grounds of the Right
Infants have to Baptifm; But the Pedo-
Baptifts are at agreat Lofs, and differ ex-
ceNingly about the Grounds of the Right
Infants have to Baptifm i Ergo, 'dsno In-
ftitution of Chrift..

As couchi
Scripture doth fthew, aswell t

Anfw. 9. 1isa falfe Suppofition 5 have not
ChrijHans differ’d extreamly about the Nature
of Juftifying Faith / yet he’s no Chrifiian
that denies fuch a Faith. There*s no needthe
Scripture fitoud'particularly mention the Ends
ofFedo-Baptilm, fmee there is but one Baptifm
for alh,tho* more SubjeLls of that one Baptifm,

the Major, | argue thus*, Tiiat which is an Inftitucion of Chrift, the Holy
End and Ground of the Ordinance, as the Sujedland

Manner of it.  But the Scripture fpeaks nothing of the End or Ground of Pedo-Bapcifni»

or for what reafon they ought to be

baptized ; Ergo, 'tis no lofticucion of Chrift.

Tlie minor is Undeniable  Some affirm, aswe have lbewed, p. 15. it wes to take anay

Original Sin- Some fay itis their Right by the Covenant, they being
vtrs. Others fay, Infants have Faith of their on'n, and therefore

the Seed ofBelie-
ve a Right. Others fas»

They have aRight by the Faith of their Sureties. Some ground their Right from an

Apoftolical Tradition i othersupon

the Authority.of Scripture,

Sore lay. Ail Children

of profefled Cliriftiasas ought to be baptized; others fay. None but the ChildreBe?iwelrJg





