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V O L. V.
perfons. time and place confider’d , ’tis 
plain that our Saviours Commilfion of dif- 

all Nationŝ  &c. in general Terms, 
was more full, proper and pertinent, than 
if lie had particulariz’d Womvn and
chtldren , for bctli he and liis Difciples 
very well knew who were the Subjects of 
Baptifm, Therefore a General Cufcom 
and a General Commiftion were moft Ana­
logous, and becoming the Authority and 
Wifdom of our Saviour 

Again, this Cuftom of Baptizing Infants 
being then in ufe : The Queftion ought not 
to be, Where do you find that Children are 
commanded to be Baptizjd̂  but thus, Where 
do you find that Children are forbidden to be 
Papti£d! Or thus, Where do you find in 
Scripture that Children who were once in the 
Covenant are caft out ofita^ainP The like- 
lieft place to look for fuch a change is at 
the Converfion of the three thoufand Jews, 
who were Circumcis'd, and their Children, 
and confequently in the firft Covenant sis it 
not realbnable to believe that they had that 
tendernefs for their Children as to defire 
■they might have their Children feal’d with 
etn in the fecond Covenant as well as the 
firit, Specially when they were told the prô  
mife WM to *em and to their Children ? If they 
had been deny'd we fhou’d have bad fome 
Informations of it, by Command, Exam­
ples, &c. or by their repining at a State 
which left their Childr î worfe than be­
fore, but there’s not one footftep that (hews 
the leaft intrenchment of Infants Brivi- 
ledges, or that the Second Adam had left 
’em more unhappy than he found 'em.

Now finding no prohibition in the Apo- 
fcles practice or writings, W'e'll examine the 
cuftom of the firft Ages of Chrifcianity, 
ivhere fo often as there is occafion to fpeak 
of infant Baptifm we find it mention'd as 
an Ortliodox and Apoftolick practice- St. 
oa/tf»«,as vve Iiave fomewhcre elfe obferv’d, 
and have no anfw’er, was the Difciplec  ̂
tc. Folicarpj who was the Difciple of St. 
John, and who convers’d often with fuch 
as convers’d mth the laft furvivingApofdes, 
if not with the Apoftles rhemfelves,- he 
niakes frequent mention of ic in his wri- 
lings, particularly in Ep,ad Rom.L 5. and 
lu lib Horn. S. and lib. 2. Cap. 39. |). 137. 
which fufficiencly ihews chat by the word 
ît Nations, our Saviour, his Apoftles, and 

the Primitive Fathers, did intend and mean 
Women and Children. It WOU d be tOO 

tedious to reckon upon the Authorities of 
'Eertullian , Cyprian, Chryfoftom , Ambrofe, 
Jernm, Auguftine. &c. We (liall O nly men­
tion one Authority which will convince any 
unprejudic'd perfon. ’Tis chat of the Pref-
hyter Fidus Annoz^ ,̂

 ̂This F'ldui Iiad fome fcruples about the 
time of Baptizing Infants, whether he 
ftiou’d defer it till the eighth day, or not, 
''•nich began to fpread, and caus’d a Con- 
Vocatiop of Bifhops call’d the African Synod, 
amongft w horn the Quelcion was frarted ^
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there was threefcore aRdfixBiftiops prefent, 
and ’tis impollible fo many cou’d be deceiv’d 
in Cuftoms, tho' fix thoufand might be de­
ceiv'd in Opinions. They decreed unani- 
monfly that Children Baptiz’d
ugon the third, fourth, &c. days as well as 
the eighth. The Synodical Decree is foo 
long, or we would tranfcribe ic Verbatim, 
but ’tis to be feen at length in the 59th E- 
piftle of St. Cyprian, or in the Inquiry into 
the Conftitution, & C - of the Primitive Church, 
or in an AbftraCt of that book in our Toung 
Students Library. Here’s Authority enough, 
and fuch Perfons as are fo wilfully blind 
and prejudic’d as not to own ic, are pafc dif- 
pute, and ought nq longer to be treated 
with as reafonable Creatures.

Now having prov’d that the firft Ages 
practis’d Infant Baptifm, we fliall examine 
>vho was the firft Oppofer, and we find 
him to be one Auxemius an Arrian, who 
lived 380 years after our Saviour. See our 
fecond Paper, and after him feveral more 
in Germany, &c. Now if there was any 
more need of Arguments, we wou'd ask 
the Anabaptifts this C^eftion only, That 
fince (as we have Jhewn, and can further if 
there was occafion ) that Infant Baptifm is fre­
quently mentioned by the Primitive Fathers fof 
above one hundred years together before ever a- 
nyone Perfon opposed it, it is not a more antient 
( and confequently true ) DoLirine than that of 
the Anabaptifts? Thus much for the Fa­
thers.

But for the fake of fuch ungrounded Per­
fons as may have been mifled by the plaufi- 
ble pretences of the Anabaptifts, we fhall 
fliew the Inconclufivenefe of their Do­
ctrines, as w'ell as we have, for the ufe of 
all, declar’d Infant Baptifm to be Original­
ly of Divine Infticutioii, and therefore to 
be practis'd.

And now to the great Queftion of Abra­
hams Seed, the molt rational of Anabaptifts 
believe that if Children cou’d be prov’d to 
be in the Covenant, they are fit Subjects for 
Baptifm, and ’tis alfo St. Peters teafon, 
A 5Is 2. In order to prove this we’ll recur 
as far as Adam, where we may fafely aftert, 
That i/Adam had not find his Children had 
been holy fromtheWo>nb, by Original Juftice% 
Hence we may infer from the Anabaptifts 
own Principles, chat Believers Children are 
in the lame condition, ( we mention not 
this as the Church of England's Belief) for 
they have no ACtual Sin, and as for (Origi­
nal Sin, the Second Adam has taken it a- 
w’ay. Ergo, nothing hinders but that they 
are holy, and as fuch in the Covenant, and 
by confequence Candidates for Baptifm.

But to advance a Conclufion, whofe Pre- 
mifes are Confonant to all true Churches 
ofChrift; Firft then, every one agrees that 
Children were in the Covenant- It fol­
lows then that Children are Jhll in the Cove­
nant, or elfe they are excluded j but they n-vre 
never excluded, therefore, & C - We advanc’d 
this Argument before, which itands, and

always
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always will {land in force, till the Anabap- 
tifts ibevv where 5 Mr. Collws wou’d fain 
ilrain the words of John the Bapiijî  But 
Kovf> the &c. to enervate this pofition, 
out ’tis (b weak that we leave hiinfelf to 
judge of it, if he willconfider the Context, 
where nothing is mention’d or delign’d of 
Children, nor can it be thence deduc’cfby 
any probable Confequence ■, befides, St, 
Johns Baptifm was diltindt from that our 
Saviour Inftituted-, and his words v̂ -ere di- 
redted to fuch as came out of JerufaUm, 
deity &c. but not to Children who cou’d 
neither walk nor underhand him if brought 
thither 5 the defign of St. John here is 
largely difcoui*s*d upon by almoft every An­
notator 5 ifyou’l pleafe to confult ’em all 
you‘l find'no Expolition of any one of the 
Fathers or Modern Divines that ever gave 
your fenfc of the place.

Again, we are not to judge by the Heart 
as God does 5 but according to appearance, 
all chat we can determine is about vifibility, 
Circumcifion was called the Seal of the Rigb. 
teoufnefs of faithy therefore all that were 
'Circumcifed had this Seal vifibly, tho in 
Gods repute wgre «orIfraei(W mre of 
Ifrael; That Vilibility is all we can judge of 
is plain from St. Baptifm who Bap­
tiz’d all that came unto him out of Judea, 

'Jerufalem, 8cc tho” tis not tp bequeftion’d 
but fome might probably be Hypocrites. 
Thus St. Teter when the three Thoufand 
were Converted and Baptiz’d, ’twas in fo 
fhort a time that he cou’d have no demon- 
flration of their fincerity, but Baptiz’d ’em 
as they appear d to be Converts. Thus in the 
cafe of Infants whofe Parents are Believers, 
their Cliildren are Vifible Members in the 
Covenant ( for fo they are accounted,
2.3s».) till by ill Lives they appear other- 
wifel

Befides, the Jews with their Priviledges 
were not Extirpated wl^lly, there were 
but fome Branches broken off, and the 
Gentiles being ingrafted into the common 
Bock partaked of their Priviledges, but this

of ffaacy &c. all which is liuuc î inerent 
from your Conltrudfion of the place, and 
makes good our preceding Argun ems!

( 2. ;  If only a Legitimation ofMarriage 
was defign’d the Clfriftian wou'd be fancti- 
fied in the Infidel as well as ihe Inlidel in 
the Chrillian, but the Infidel is mentioned 
to be meerly pafTivc, to be Janiiified aiid not 

fanSiifie,
3. It wou’d faBen an impertinence on 

the ApoBle who foofren mentions the term 
Infidel.

4. By unclean is not meaDr.Buf arcs, but 
fuch as wantfoederal Holinels arc called «*• 
cleany Ifa. $ t . 1, 2. & e  conlfd, luch as 
foederal Holinefs are clean. .

■ 5. Children of Infidels born in Marri­
age are Matrimonially holy. and tll€n C hil- 
dren of a Married Believer and an Infidel 
are not Icfs, fo that it twou’d have been 
abfurd,_ in your fence, for the Apoflle to 
ha.’e laid clfe were your Children unclean, but 
now they are holy.

6 . If Legitimation was only meant, the 
Apoftle was miftaken in tiie Queftion, 
W'hich was not whether living together 
were not adulterous, for that no body be­
lieves tliat has his Sences, but whether a 
Chrifrian might with afafe Cvnjaence have 
fuch a familiarity rritiji^an Infidel, &C. which 
feem'd inconlilcenc with the Precep.s of 
Chriftianity ; as, Have no Fdlowjhip with Vn- 
be ievers. The Anf iSy that if they were 
Married ( as ’ewas common m tlie Early

of Childrens Incovenanting was amoneft 
■ -Privil ' '  • ■ ‘ ‘other Priviledges of the Jews, therefore, 

ê c. Rom. ii.iG
Again, from the fame major the Argu­

ment in the preceding paragraph is made 
good; tho’ there is one grand Cavil againft 
ir, and that is concerning foederal Holinefs, 
which we fhall now examine from this 
Text, elfe were your Children uncleany but now 
they are holy.

The AnabaptiBs fay, The Apofil e means 
only a Matrimonial Holinefs which is Legitima- 
tiony that the In f  del is fanSHfed by the Chri- 
jHan by Marriagty and that the Copulation is 
not AdulterouSy becaufe the Children are not
Saftardsy but Legitimate. That Matrimonial 
Holinefs or Legitimation is not meant, is 
plain, 1 1-) By the ApoBles defign, 
w hich w'as to (hew how the Bleifing of 
ChriB was to come upon the Gentiles, that 
Ctiriflian Gentiles w-ere to be grafted in for 
the Jews broken off. That ChriBians were 
Children of the Promife after the manner

times of the Gofpel,chat one wasconverted 
to Chriftianity before the otlier) in fuch 
cafe the Chriftians Faith ihou’d lie elficad- 
ous to the Ciiildren, and make ’em partici­
pate of the believers’ qualities,not the unk̂  
lievers, which very well agrees with the 
fifth of tlie where we find ihefree
Gifty Righteoufnefs o f the Second Ad3.my &c. 
to avail over and exceed tlie unrighteoufrefs 
of th efrH  Ad^m. To which vve add, that 
the Seed is diBinguilh’d according to the 
Qualification of the Parent, viliting the 
Iniquity of the Parents upon the Children 
to the Wxn ant! Jfoiirtlj Generation of 
them that hate w, and Biewing Mercy unto 
'̂ Î IjouCanDS ( that is Thoufands of Genera­
tions ) in them that love me, gI c We 
fhall mention but one other place which a- 
lone is fufficient to convince any rational 
Perfon that the Seed of believers and unbe­
lievers are contfa-difcinguiditj Gali.iS- 

arc3tto« by Jliaturc, and not ssimurs 
of tbe (Gentiles 5 iee the occafion of this 
faying. All which Arguments added toge­
ther Ihew* that there is a foederal Holinefs 
of the Children of thofe that arc in the 
Covenant, &  vice verfa.

From whence \̂ e argue.
If foederal Holinefs iuppofesa right in the 

Covenant, anu tliis right in the Covenant 
intitles its Candidates to Baptifm, tiien the 
Children of believers are to be Baptiz’d. ^

Bu t loeaeral Holinefs fuppofes a right in 
tile Covenant, and this right in the Cove­
nant intitles its Candidates to Baptifm, ct‘ 
gOy The Children of Believers are to be

Baptiz’d:
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