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Believers have a Right to it. Sure, if it was an Ordinance ofChrift, his Word would foon 
end this Ccntroverlie.

Jr g . 10 If theChildren of believing Gen- Anfw. lo. The Children o f Believers are the
tiles, as fuch, are not the natural nor fpiritu- SpiritaaL Seed o f Abraham, till hy ^Qnal f... 
al Seed of they can have no Right unrepented of  ̂ they are othermfe^ as we have
ro Bapeifm, orChurch-Member/hip, by vir- in part fjewnin the preceding ^nfwer to the 
tue of any Covenant-tranlaiiion God made fourth ^rgument^ and fhall farther demonjirate 
withdhraham. But theChildren of believing when we come by and by to treat o f 
Gciitiles, as fucb, are not the natural and Holinefs, that great Point about which mofi 
fpiritual Seed of j Trp̂ o. o f this Contejb depends,

Arg. 11. Ifno Man can prove from Scrip- Anf 11. We^U prove the fame fpiritaal Bene-
ture, that any fpiritual Benefit redounds to fits belong to baptize d  Infants^ i f  either they die 
Infants in their Baptifm, tis no Ordinance fuch^or afterwards live well j as ye can prove he- 
of Chriff- BtJt no Man can prove from l^ngsto adultbaptiz^dBelievers'yandtheirmifery 
Scripture,that any ipiricual Benefit redounds is bat the fame i f  they donfy with that o f adult 
to Infants in their Baptifm; Ergo. baptized perfons that apofiatiz>e from the Faith.

Arg. 1 2- T hat cannot be an Ordinance of Anfvv. 1 2. A s we faid  before  ̂ weUprove 
Chnff, for which there is neither Command by and by that Infants are included in the 
nor Example in al) God‘s Word, nor pro- Commiffion ; and i f  fo  ̂ this Argument falls 
mife to fucii Who do it,nor Tlireatnings to with the firfi.
fuch who neglect it. But there is no Command or Example in all the Word of God 
for the baptizing of little Babes, nor Promifemade to fuch who are baptized, nor Threat- 
nings to fuch who are not; Ergo.

I hat the Child lies under a Promife who is baptized, or the Child under any Threat- 
ning or Danger tliat is not baptized, let them prove it. fince it is denied.
, ^ rg .l^ . If no Parents, at any time or Anfw. Pray Sirnotfo peremptory; your 

times, have been by God the Father, JelilS Argument is certainly anfwerable, unlefs you 
Chriff, orhis Apoffles, either commended will defiroy Laying on of Hands, one of the 
for baptizing oftheir Children, or reproved Principles o f Chriflian Religion; for by 
for negledting to baptize them; theninfant- your unanfnerablewa^ of arguing^that and In- 
Paptifm is no Ordinance of God- Bueno fa m  Baptifm mufi run one fate.^ox)tw dstvQ v  
Parents at any time or times have been by commended or reproved in Scripture for 
God commended for baptizing of their being or not being the SubjeCl: of Having 
Children, & c. ErgOy Infant Baptifm is no on of Î anDg; Ergo. 'Tis no Principle of 
Ordinance of God. _ Chriflian Religion; but this by the b.yjhews

This Argument will ffand unanfwerable, how (Irong and conclufive your Arguments are. 
unlefs any fhew ivho they were that were ever commended for baptizing their Children, 
or reproved for negleciing it, or unlefs they can fhew a parallel cafe.

Arg- 14. IfMen 'verenotcoprefume to Anfw. 14. Tou might have told every body 
alter any thing in the Worlhip of God under that the Conclufion o f your. Argument is, No- 
theLaw, neither to add thereto, or dimi- thing ought to be altered in God’s Wor- 
niih therefrom, and God is asfiridfand jea- fliip under the Gofpel. We cant well fee how 
loos of his Worlhip under the Gofpel; then Baptifm w properly, call'd a Worfhip o f God; 
nothing ought to be altered in God’s Wor* but fuppofe it was, for we need not catch at 
fl)ip under the Gotpe). But under the Law words  ̂ it woud follow that the Church has ever 
Men 'A ere not to prefume fo to do,and God alter'd it from what it was in the Apoflles days, 
is as ftriut and jealous under the Gofpel 5 as we ftall Jhew you prefemly ; in the mean 
Trgo. time remember that diminijhing has the fame

I he Major cannot be denied. Threatning as adding ; and i f  foy your own
1 he Minor is clear 5 See thou make all Argument concludes againfi your felves. 

things according to the Pattern Jhewed thee in
the Mount, Exod^ '^ . 40. and Levit. lo. I, 2. See how Nadab and Abihu fped, for pre­
fuming to vary from the Command of God, and Vz.z.ah, though but in fmall Circumltan- 
ces, as they may feem to us. How dare Men adventure, this being fo, to change Baptifm 
from Dipping into Sprinkling, and the SubjetSi, from an Adult Believer, to an ignorant
Babe ? Add thou not unto his Word, &C.

15. Whatfoever Pradtice opens a Anfw. ly. The'M\x\oY is afalfe Charge; 
Door to any humane Traditions and Innova- for we have already told you, 'tis included in 
Bons inGodsWorlhip,isa greatEviI,and to oar Saviour's Commi(fion, as we (hall evince 

avoided; Bucthe Practiceofinfanc-Bap- by and by. 
tifm opens a Door to any humane Tradfeions
2nd Innovations in God’s Worship, Ergo, to fprinkle or baptize Infants is a great Evil, 
2nd to be avoided.

The Major will not be denied.
The Minor is clear, becaufe there is no Scripture-ground for it, no Command nor 

example for fuch a Practice in God’s Word. And it without Scripture-Authority the 
Church hath Power to do one thing, Ihe may do another, and fo ad infinitum.

Arg. i6-
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j4rg. i6. Whatfoever Pra(5ilce refleds Anf i6 The obfcurityof the . 
upon the Honour, Wifdom and Care of Jnf/Wt-Baptifm does not at all refieil on the 
Jefus Chrift, or renders him lefs faithful Wifdom  ̂ Care or Faithfulnefs ofjefns Chrifi  ̂
-ban Mofes, and the New Teftament in one fmce his ^polUes to whom he deliver^ the 
if its great Ordinances, fnay, Sacraments,J Comtrijfion were jews •, and fince at the [am  
0 lie more obfeure in God’s Word, than time it was a continual fetled Custom amongPt 
iny Law or Precept under the Old Telia- the Jews^ to baptize whole Families H'o<. 
ment, cannot be of God. But thePradice men and children) of profelyting Heathens  ̂ fo 
of Infant-Baptifm refleds on the Honour, that it king the Cnftom to baptize a lf  there 
Care and Faithfuinefs of Jefus Chrilt, and was no need of any thing fart her than a general 
renders him lefs faithful than and a Commijfion. i f  there had been any occa/ion,oar
great Ordinance, (nay, Sacrament) of the Saviour woudhave excepted'emout ofhisCom- 
New Teftament, to lie more dark and ob- mi}fion\ hut we find nothing o f that in any of 
feure than any Precept under the OldTe- his, or his Jpoftles Writings', fo  that thetrue 
ftamentj Ergo, Infant-Baptifm cannot be and real (late of the Quefiion (l;oud be this; 
of God. Whether Children are by Jefus Chrift or

The Major cannot be denied- his Apoftles forbid to be baptiz’d-, or when
The Minor is eafily proved: For he is or where they are excepted out of the 

bold indeed who fhall affirm Infant-Baptifm Univerfal Pra6Hce, we appeal to the com- 
doth not lie obfeure in God’s Word One mon fenfe of all Mankind : I f  this is not the 
great Party W ho aflert it, fay, ’tis not to be moft natural and genuine Condufon that can 
found in the Scripture at all, but ’tis an un- be made, and i f  fo, whether the Commijfm is 
written ApoftoHcal Tradition : Others fay, at all darkly deliver’d, or more darkly for chtl- 
it lies not in the Letter of the Scripture,but dren than for Men or Women, for neither are 
may be proved by Confequences and yet particulariz'd,
fome great Aflerters ofit, as Dr-Hammond and others fay, Thofe Confequences rom- 
monly drawn from divers Texts for it, are without demonftration, and fo prove nothing. 
I am fure a Man may read the Scripture a hundred times -over, and never be thereby 
convinced 5 he ought to baptize his Children, tho’ it is powerful to convince Men of all
OTher Duties. , ,

Now can this be a Truth, fince Chrift who was more faithful than Mofes, and delivered 
every thing plainly from the Father? -/Wo/e; left nothing dark as to matter of Duty, tho’ 
the Precepts and external Rites of his Law were numerous, two or three hundred Pre­
cepts, yet none were at a lofs, or had need to fay. Is this a Truth or an Ordinance, or 
not ? • for he that runs may read it.

V 0

And ffiall one pofitive Precept given forth by Chrift, who appointed fo few in the New
,ffo 'Teftapient, be fo obfeure, as alfo the ground and end of it, that Men fliould be confound­

ed about the Proofs of it, together with the end and ground thereof? See Heb, 3. y, 6.

17. ThatCuftomorLaw which Mofes Anfw. 17. Suppofe we grant it, that this 
never delivered to the ]ews,nor is any where Cufom of the Jew s was not given by Mofes, 
written in theold Teftament, was no Truth nor was of any Divine In f i t  ution, but only an 
of God, nor of Divine Authority. But Vniverfal PraSHce crept in by degrees, yet our 
that Cuftom or Law to baptize Profelytes, Saviours not altering it ( i f  he did, fhew where) 
eitherMen, WomenorChildren,wasnever but confirming it by weffencingh intohisCom- 
given to the Jews by Mofes, nor is it any miffwn, does fufficiemly authorize and makp it 
where written in the Old Teftament  ̂Ergo, a Divine InjHtution— That Infiance o f Rabbi 
It was no Truth of God, nor of Divine Eliezer and Rabbi JofliuaV Difpute, i f  we 
Authority: And evident it is, as Sir Nor- had need ofit, confirms the Cufloms, for they 
ton Knatchbul fhews, ‘ That the Jewifi) Rab- cou'd not difpute about a thing that wasmot, 
*‘ bins differed among themfelves alfo about ‘tve have above remarked.
‘ it : For, faith he, R M  Eliezer exprefly
 ̂con tudih s Rabbi Jojhua, who was the firftiknowof whoaflerted this fort of Bap- 

‘ tifm among the Jews: For Eliezer, who was contemporary with Rabbi Jofijua, if he 
‘ did not live before him, aflerts, that a Profelyte drcumcifed and not baptized, was 
‘ a true Profelyte.

^rg,lS. If Baptifm is of mere pofitive Anfw. iS. This is the old Story in another 
Right, wholly depending on the will & So- drefs, andonewoudthinkaipiefim fo often 
vereign Pleafure of Jefus Chrift, the great beggd without obtaining, flioud be equally nau- 
Legifiator: And he hath not required or feousand ridiculous. We fay our Saviour aid 
commanded Infants to be baptized: then In- iafiitute Inf ant-Baptifm. See Anf 6̂. â s for 
fants ought not to be baptized : But Bap tifm Abraham’j Htirs, we fhaU fpeak̂  of it m us 
isof mere pofitive Right, wholly depending place. , , 1 ,1,
on the Will and Soveraign Pleafure of Jelus Chrift, the .great Legiflator, and he hath
not required or commanded Infants to be baptized j Ergo, Infants ought not to be 
» # 1

^This Argument tends to cut off all the pretended Proofs of Pedo-Baptifm, taken 
from the Covenant made with Mraham 5 and becaufe Children are faid to belong to the 
Kingdom of Heaven, it was not the Right of Abraham's Male Children to be circumciled, 
becaufe theyiwere begotten, and born of the Fruit of his Loins, till he receivea Cmn-
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