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PREFACE
¢

'y

T is with relu®ance thit I dm again immers’d in thig

- watry Controver{y ; but whether I will os not, my prefent

Life, I {¢e, muft needs be militant. I may not indulge dn

inglorious Eafe, when hoftile Attacks are made upon thofe
Territories which I, 4s well as others, am indif-

v  penfably obliged to Zefend. Divine Trutu is a Depofitum too

precious to be furrender’d to any, evén tho’ it were to be miin- *

tain’d at the Expence of Life itlelf; uy the Truth, and fell it
mot, b the Order of our Sovereign. But the great Query will be,
What is Truta! Every contraditing Seét profefles to have
found it; and yet it is impoflible that it ﬁlould be oppafite to itlelf,
The Scriptures are generally allow’d to be one twué confiftent
Dire&tory/for our Fuith and Manners; yet contraditory Creeds
and Praftices are confident of their Patronage: Hence fome fit

down in aflothful Defpondence of éwer finding 7ruth with cer-

tainty ; becaufe it lies deep, they are difcouraged irom diggieg for
it, or rather, becaufe many who imagine they have found 1t on
the Surface, are manifeftly deceived ; thefe others are ready to
conclude, contrary to Common. Senfe, that it is to be found e

~—

avbere: Others, who are perverted by Error, having once male )

& confident Profeflion of it, the Pride of their Hearts makes them
ftand on theirGuard againﬁConoviéKan, affelting as it were, thch:dmh
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iv. Te PREFACE.

biiity 4 Urcharocablenefs of Cow. Methinks, it's a fad Bvidence,
that t1umce- {suays one morc than Conftience or  Judgment, when he
fhifts 1ne s ;'ren to efcape the Dint of the Argument ; and grows
pedvuh becaufe the Reafoning is amanfwerable: But it is not my
prefent Lufireis to enlarge upon thefe Topicks. I fhall only in
general oblerve, That avhorver avould find TvuThH, muff fearch
Sor it acieh Dillonce, Humility, and Love to it; nor ever give @
Degree of Aftent to any Propofition, beyond tae Evidence of it's
T'ruth, hatever is cont-adittory to itfelf, or oppofite to felf-
evident, and univerfal Principles, cannot be TrRue. A Text is
is doubtlefs perverted, when it is made to mean fomething con-
wary to many plain Seriptures,—7o the Analoiy of Faith,~To che
grammaticul Conflruliion of the Words themfelves,==To the commors
Aeceptation of tiem in Scripture—Or to Common Semfe. Butif I
give clear and plain Evidence of the Truth of any Doftrine, and
that Evidence inc level to the Capacities of thofe I {peak to, I
jultly require, :nd expe® their Affent to the Doétrine; and the
reafonlefs Refufal of .iffent I may jutly attribute to fome prepof-
terous Byafs: For human Souls are of the fame Species, and ano-
ther’s reafoning Powers are the fame Sort as mine. }

Now as to the prefent Controverfly, I canrot but prefumey
that I have made it evident, that Mr, Morgan has not re?:xted my
Charitable Plea fur the Speechlefs, which he undertook to do; let
Common Senfe be Judge between us, and I fieely venture the
Repurtation of my Undgerﬁanding upon the Iffue. But if an
Reader judge the Compofure not {fo elegant, or concifz as it
might be, I have nothing to fay againft him. And all I fhall fay
for myfelf, in this Cafe is, that I had not Time to make it fhorter,
or to contrive the moft advantagious Modes of exprefling . my
Sentiments ; my Employ otherwife is {fo abundant, that fometimes
I could write but a few Lines without Intcrruption; fometimes &

%Paragraph, fcldom two or threc Pages together ; and fometimes

sone at all for feveral Weeks: But I fliall rather let the nice
Reader pafs what (cnfure he thinks fit, than delay what may be
ferviceable to others. Before I conclude, it feems neceflary ta
make fome Remarks on Mr. M's Preface, in my ewn vindication.
I thought pruser to offer {fome Apology for my former Publication,
Iett T fhould be cenfur'd as a Reviver of buricd Controvefics.  Mr.
M. thinks, ¢ it’s hard to find in what Senfe the Controverfy about
* Baptifm might be faid to be buried.’ but I think it requires no pro-
foun 1 Penetration to know, thiat Controverfies are publickly and
wirtly agitated, and fometimes let alone; at lcaft, as to the Publick :
So much he putt allow himfelf to be imply’d in his denying, that the
Anabaprifis 3&: whedggre/jors in this prefent Debate ; for \f it was in
no Senfe laid afide, there’s no Reafun why he thould defend himfelf

againft the Charge w an Apgreflor; he puts me on the
Proof of faid Chay ¥efer him to fome of his own Com-
munion in Piiiadeltiia, W, %fevcml others, told me, that

Mr,
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The PREFACE. v.

Mr. M. had preach’d a Controverfial Sermion in Town, which
they fear'd would tend to break our Harmony. I am able to tell
him fomc of the Perfons by Name if he require it. I appeal
alfo to the Feople of Cap.-Muy, who I believe can teRify, that fome
Anabaptifi Minitters, with fome of their unlearn'd Candidates,
introduced the Controverfy rhere; which was not a little grievous
to me, inafmuch as it diverted the People’s Exercifes into another
Channel, who before were unanimoufly feeking the Sa/vatien of
their Souls,

Mz. M. is very pun&tilious in his Account of his Journey and
mine to Cape-May ; and having fhewn that he was there but two
Duys before me, and had enly preach’d on the Controverfy the
Day before I came, he thinks is fufficient to raze the Ground of
my ‘ emphatical Way of Speaking, (as be calls it) that he had
“ earneftly perfuaded the People to renounce their former Baptifm,
“ and be 4ipi :* But don’t any Perfon know, that it was poffible
for him to do what I faid in one Sermon, as truly as if he had
precach’d twenty Days on the Subject.

~ My propofing the publick Difputc he cenfures very hard, as
being unneceffary and arrogant, felfith and muaiterly, and an In-
fringement on other People’s Liberties; but that my Condu&
may appear to have been proper and neceflary, I am oblig’d to
obferve, that before I went to Cape-Mny, there had not been a
fettled Minifter of any Denomination among them for the Space
of Twelve Years; and but few Vifits from any, as [ remember
their Words: They will confefs, that the greater Part of them
were alienated from the very Form of Religion. It pleafed Gon
to blefs my poor Labours among them, to the awakening of a con-
fiderable Number out oi their Security ; and the Fruits of a real
Change are vifible in many of them to this Day, both 4rab:ptifis and
others. Hence I could not but look on them as my own People
in & very peculiar Manner; nor could I thitk Mr. M. or any
other Anabapti/?, could be fuppos’d to have fo fpecial a Concern
in them as myfelf. Let fober Chriftians judge, vhether heand his
Erethren, or I, were more mafterly and arrogant ; they in breakin
in upon my Labours, and boafting without theirLine, or I in defend-
fog them. Can any fay, that it became me to be carelefs about People
& dearly related to me, whether they they were mifled by Error,
and turn'd away from me? Surely no folid Man, wunlefs become
an. angry Opponent; will fay that I oeught to defert my Flock
aud fuffer them to be featterdd. It is alfo obfervable how rarcly
our Opponents vifited Cape-May, until the People were ftirred upta
folemn Coneern about the State of their Souls; then they thoughy
was a fit Seafon for them to put in for a Share; then their Mini-
fters, with their sslearn’d Candidates, repair thither from various
Parts: The Water was mov'd, and muddy, and before it would
Jestle was the pick of Time 0 fife for Profelyres to theig Party.
S The
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vi. The PREFACE

'The expofednefs of the Place gave them full Opportunity, Which
‘they improv’d in dynning Peoplc to be dips: Nor has this been
their Condult in one Place; or one Age only, I find it to be the
Complaint of eminent Divines in every Age fince Anabaptifm be-
gan, that by fuch Condu& they have marr'd the Progrefs of Re-
ligion, by turning the Exercifes of acwakened Souls into another
Channel ; and have obferved, that from among thofs, who were
brought under fpiritual Concern by the Labours of otber Minifters,
the Anabaptifts have ordinarily had their Harweff. '

But I proceed to obferve, That not only the Arabapiifts; but
many others of our Perfuafion, attended Mr. M8, Sermans at
Cc:fe-Ma_y, and tho’ fome were fettled in their Opinions on' both
Sides, yet others were in doubt. He addrefs’d himfelf to thofe
who were baptiz’d in Infancy, &nd (as I was credibly inform-.
ed by thofe that heard him) he perfuaded them, on pain of
Damnation, tc be dipt, or ufed Words equivalent to fuch a De-
nunciation. Now, will notReafon fay, that it was neceflary for me
to difpute the Cafe with him before the People? What better
Method could be devis’d for their prefent Satisfattion, than to let
them hear what might be faid on bath Sides of the Queftion ? He
detain’d a Number of them fromn hcaring me, and tho’ I had -rea-
joned the Matter with thofe who were prefent, 'yet fome might
imagine, if Mr. M. were here, perhaps he could anfwer thefe
Arguments, tho’ we cannot. Therefore, fince there was an Op-
portunity of giving them this Satisfaltion, I concluded, it was
proper to improve 1t; Mr. M. thinks otherwife, for no doubt, he
can motft eafily maintain his Caufe, when he has no Opponent.

- He obferves,  That divers Perfons have been convinc’d, that
‘ their Infant-fprinkling was wrong, whilft they heard their own
‘ Minifters defignedly Labour to efablifh it, and that he has been
¢ informed, our Debate at Cape-May had fome fuch bappy Effesz.””
Spolia ampla ! 1 alfo can teil Mr. M. that feveral Anabaptifis have
been convinc'd, that they werewrong in denying Infant-baptifm, by
hearing our Minifters labour defignedly to eftablith it, and others
who were doultful have been confirm’d: and I can aflure him,
from my own Knowledge, that our Debate at Cape-May had fome
fuch happy Effect; nor would 1 be afraid to compare Profelytes
with him on that Occafion, either as to Number ot Knowledge
and Piety.  So that what Advantage he has got by this Obferva-
gion, he may lay by as c/lewr Guin.

Hz fays, “ if our Wriiing on the Subjeft has the fame Effe&
 as our Preaching on it, they nced not be much concern'd:”
Butuif he be not very much copcern’d, what means his angry Man-
ner 6 Writing ? While examming his Piece, I have often with'd
I had an Opponent to deal with, who would reafin and not ra:‘}{ ;

whe



The PREFACE. vii,

who would fall foul of the Argument, not of the Perfon; if 1 have
any Difcernment, Mr, M, has been ftrangely rufi’d and difcom-
pos’d, fo as not to be able to conceal his Concern: Whereas one,
whe is confcious of his own Power, and the Safety of his Caufe,
can calmly fmile at the impotent Efforts of his Adverfaries, know-
ing that he can eafily deal with them.  But who ever yet faw the
Writings of an Anabaptiff, on the prefent Controver{y, without
the Embellithments of angry perfonal'Refleftions ¢ Or without a
frequent begging the Queition, and pofitive Affertions unfupported
by Argument? - - - - - 7

I pesirep that my Opponents would view my Arguments in
their proper Light, without perverfion, and not argue againit
fomething we never faid, inftead of anfwering us: Mr. M. appeals
to the following Pages of his Book, which is, doubtlefs, defign'd
as an Intimation, that he has atted fairly; and whether he has
done fo in Fa&, let the Reader judge, when he has read this Book ;
but I judge we have a Specimen-of his Candour in the Preface,
when he (%ys, ““ Now ’t1s upon the Shoulders of fuch pretended
¢ Reafons, that his Performance is fent abroad into the World.”
And all that he gives as my Reafons, are only bis preaching and
perfuading the People at Cape-May to be dipt, and my oppofing
bim. But do I fay nothing elfe to juftify my Publication? Let
the Reader fee the Preface to Charitable Plea, pag. 5. and he
will find thefe Words, ¢ but finding after a long Time, that it was
¢ ftill expetted from me, I refum’d my former Purpofe and oegan
¢ to write” And again in pag. 6. ¢ but being very lately inform’a
¢ by divers Perfons worthy of Credit, that my Opponents con-
¢ firu¢ted my Silence ipto an Inability to defend the Caufe I ur
* dertook, and {o us’d it as a Medium to confirm their own Ar-
¢ gument, I conftraincd myfelf to finith it, and fend it abroad, 1¢”
¢ the TrurtH fhould be run down thro’ my negle&t.” Such w=
the Reafon of publithing my Piece; and the expofed Condition o.
‘the People at Cape-May, is given as the Reafon of my refolving w
write : Thefe 'Things were as plain in my Preface as the reft; ang
how Mr. M. can excufe him{;;lf, and reconcile his Words with
Truth, he bett knows; for me, I know not what could tempt
him to fpeak fo, unlels he thought the Shoulders of pretended Rea-
JSons, were fuch elegant, witty, and fatyrical Phrazes, that it was
pity to {upprefs them. |

Bur tho’ Experience has taught me to have little hope, that my
Opponent will view my Arguments in their own Light, any more now
than before ; yet feeing he has entered the Lifts as a Difputant, I have
Right to demand that he would a& according to the univerfally ac-
knowledged Laws of Difputation, 7. .. That he would either give
ap his' Czufe, or folidly refute the Arguments offer’d againft it,

that he would anfwer the Arguments be pafi'd over, or clfe nét
| ta
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vii,  The PREFACE.

tract the Title of his Book, and no longer call it 2 Refutation of
mine ; that he would vindicate his Arguments and Interpretations
from the glaring 4//urdiiies 1 have charged upon them, or no
longer urge the Belief of them on othets; that he would either
yield to plain Demonfiration, or quit his Claim to Honefly and
Cemmon Senfe; and that he thould fprak to 14, Purpsfe, or not
pretend to difpute at all. One of thefe he and his Brethren will
do, if they a& as Chriftions, as Lovers of Trueh, or as bomourable
and fair Igifputants. But if they do neither, but on the contrary
beg the Quefiion, thift the Stats of i, evade our Argumer:s, negg-
lect the Strongth of them, and carry tiie Point by Clamour, per-
fonal Reflettions, and magifierial Affertions; I then boefeech Chri-
Sians, both Anabuptifis and others, by all thar Love tuey profefs
to Gobp, and to his Holy Word, ihat they rejeé: fuch indefenfible
Principles with deteftation; and that they take not Macteis of
Importance to themfclves and their Toiterity upon 7rufl, from
sninfpired M:n, but fearch for Tru'tH, lie open to Conai-ion, and
lc;very one endeavour t0 Jze wjth bis owm Eyes, in Matters of Re-
gion,

———
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I)% WS the Picce undcr Confideration is de-

, £30, fign'd to be a Refutation of my Charita-

. @!ﬁ g)g& ble Plea for the Speechlefs; fo the Point
. : .

rincipally to be examined is, Whether it

@E@%i’g@éﬁ E, really refuted. 'The Nature of this

4 Re-fearch requires, thatI fet before tiie
_ @Q@m 9(::; 9 Reader what s offered on both Sides; and

~ 4 Ny letmy Remarks on both compared toge-
@2 8 ther, be receiv’d according to their

X' Eviderce,
@ w;_-») ‘My fitft general Affertion was, that

the Infants -of fuch as are Members of the wifible Church bave a
Rngt to the Ordinance of Baptifm. Thns 1 propos'd to prove
by making appear, -

I THAT the Infant-Secd of Churc‘1 Mer.bers avere once by
divine Appointaent, taken into Covenant <with ibeir Parents, had
the them Seal of it apply’d to them, and ;o were Members of the
rwﬁ'&lc Church.

THAT ¢bis Jgpomtmmt avas newver repealed.

III THAT GOD kas renew'd and confirm’d the afosefaid Ap-
fommmt under the New-Teftament-Difpenfation.

IV. THAI Infants are capable Subjedts .y‘ Baptifm.

V. THAT Bapti/m fucceeds ix the room. of ercu:g‘fw

Bxrore I entered upon the Proof »f my firft Affe ] pre-

. s
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ing to Gop's Purpofe of Eic&ion, in which Keipedt only they wi
obtain Eternal Life are in the Covenant,

2. THERE 1s a Being in Covensnt in the Sight of the vifil!
Church ; in which Refpe&, all thofe who are dodicated to ¢
and Members of the Church, are in the Covenanr.

Acain, I premis’d, that there is a twofold way of fealing ti
Covenant, and of being fealed, wix. Iuternal by the Holy Spiri
and External by the Sacraments. I alfo prov’d that tae Sacr
ments are External Seals of the Covenant; which lat Mr, ..
lets pafs without any other Cenfure, fave only, that ¢ we a
““ fond of calling them Seals.” True; and Mr. Morgan fhou
be fond of the fame Thing, or elfe be able to 1efute what is a
vanced to prove it right.

MRr. Adiorgan be{gins his Refutation by quotirg a great m.-
Scriptures, where fuch as were taught, and profefled their Fau|
are faid to have been baptiz’d; and all this in order 1o pros
““ That profefling Believers arc the only proper 5vbjects of B.-
*“ tifm" I grant fuch Belicvers are proper Subjels of this C:
dinance, and the Texts he quotes will prove it; but th~ exciuf
Particle oNLY 1s not fourd among them all. They who profef.
their Faith, and confefs’d their Sins were baptiz'd, but Lhow will
follow therefore none elfe were baptiz’d? Nay, Mr. 44, de,
fo much as attempt to prove, that this Confequerce i icgitima
tho’ it is the very Hinge on which the whole Centroverfy tun
‘I'bus he at once takes for granted the Queftion in Delhate, and wo
ders how there can be ary Controverfy about it. 1 may woud
too how Perfons, who exercifc Reafon, -an be fo (onfident o
Cernclufion, which is ccatain’d in ro premifes they have ¢
found: Let them try how this Mode ot Rcaforing will fui
other Cafes, for Inftance, Rom. x. 9. He thut coupeflith av
bis Mouth------ fall te fiwed, Therefore all dumb Peop!:
excluded from Salvation: #5th the Mouth Confeffion is maae .
Salv.:tizn: Thercfore uriy fuch as caa confefs with the Mc
arc capable of Sulvation; for Confefling and Belicving are b+
required, and onc as pofiiively as the other; thefe are evides:
fal'e Argumcents, but they are as good as Mr. Moargan’s.
avho profels their Feich are to e bapriz'd, thercfore only ¢
as d> fo arc to be baptiz’d ; yet the Scrirtiies no where fay, ©
only fuch and nonce uite are fiv sebjelts of ths Urdinance : But i -
afterwards have Ceoafion to fpeals more fu'ly to this Argume

T'ne rext Step Mr. A/ takes towards the defign’d Refut,
is, to cenfure our arguing from Ahcabar’s Covenant, as impc
nent ; auad that it *“urgues cicher Weaknels in Perfons to di*
“ ouih what belongs to o Cate in Hand, and what not, or «
e evidently befpeals real Want of Ari«:mcnt, to fupport w
“ is advanc’d.’ Aud again, ¢ The Dcbate 1s impertinently :
o elefsly carri'efi off to znother Subjcg‘l‘, iz, Abrabam’s C .
o e {.ﬂ: as if the reaiy Way to difcover who are the p
o PoF Slhic€is of Baprifin, was by looking fo far back as
* Abrabam, loag befoze the Osdinance itfell wae ina.itutcd..’;
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feems all the learned Divines, who have defended Ir.v{kzm-Baph;/m.'
are ridiculoufly Weak and Foolith, or elfe Deceitful und Pertina-
cious ; however, I thiuk it the fafelt Courfe to draw Inferences
from both Teflaments compar'd together; nor dave I venture to re-
je& a Text from the O/ Teflament as impertinent, to prove 8
Neav Tefament Dorine; for therein I fhould impioufly reflect
on Curist himfelf, ard his bleffed 4pofiles. The Connexion be-
tween the O/d and New Teflament cannot be broken, and to
take Scriptures out of their proper Connexion is the'everlafting Me-
thod of Arrorifts. Thereis doubtlefs, one confiltent Chain from the
Beginning of Genefis to the End of Revelation:; and the Whole
has one entire Scope and Drift.  One and the fame Covenant wag
adminifter’d under both Teflaments, and therefore is it impoflible
to explain the Scriptures aright, if they are conceiv'd to g: two
Covenants different in Su'/?-nce. Tho’ thefe Topicks might be
largely improven, yet it is fufficient to our prefent Purpofe to ob-
ferve ; That Abraham is ehe Father of New-Telament Believers,
Rom. v, 16, that is to fay, he is the Prefident of their Privileges
as well as thePattern of their Faith: Gal. iii. 9. They which be
of Faith, are blcffed with faithful Abraham. ver. 14. The Blef-
fing of Abraham comes on the Gentiles thro' Curist. If then
he is the Prefident of our Priviledges, and we are bleffed with
him ; how fhall we better know our Priviledges and Bleflings than
by looking to his? ver. 29. And if ¢ are CHRIST's toen are
ye Abraham's Seed, and Heirs according to the Promife. If then we
are Heirs of his Covenant, how fhall we know our In'icritance but
by examining his Charter? Can the Heir know his Patrimony,
and not know what his Father poffefled ? ‘Thus while Mr. M. cor-
reéts our Divines, he unawarcs goes abowt to corre® the Apofples.
If we ave herein impertinent, fo is in{pired Pax/; but we aic jn
no Doubt, whether we fhall follow [?aul or Mr. M. Since Pdul
refers us to Abrabam's Covenant, we will arzue from it, and un-
lefs the Priviledges granted to him be revoked, we will hold fatt
the Eternal “Prm.yg, and not fear.

But he thinks, our having Recourfe to {aid Covenant implies,
“ That CmrisT, together twith the Inftitution of Baprifm, has
* not given us full and fufficient Information who are the Subjeéts
“ of it.”” We fay he has fully informed us, but where? .Is it
not in the Scriptures ? Or is the O/d Teflament no longer Scripture ?
Was it written only for the Feavs, and not for our Learning, Rom.
xv. 4.7 But I will afterwards prove, That our Principle is con:
firm'd by the Neaw-Teflament as well as the O/d.

“ Is st not, fays be, a plain and evident Truth, that the Right
“ ard Title of any to Baptifm, is of no older Date than the
* Inftitution of the Ordinance itfelf?’’ _An/aw. Be it fo; but what
does this ar%;uing reprove? We do not fay any had a Right 1o be
baptiz'd before Byny':n was inflituted; but when it was inftitated
we fuy Belicver's Infants had a Right to it; which we prove from

‘ Grant Goo has'made of tlﬁeir Church-Memberfiip, &, %‘
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this natively leads us to Abrabam’s Covenant, which being yet ia
Force, we can from thence bring f{ufficient Arguments for ouy
Purpofe, as hereafter fhall appear,

IN the next Place, Mr, M. is puzzled to know what Ufe I will
make of my Difti&ion of a twofold Being in the Covenant,
vig. favingly, and in the Sight of the wifible Church; and fays
¢ the Diftinftion is ufelefs in the prefent Controver(y.”” 1 plain{
enough thew'd, that I had great Ufe for it, and alfo what it’sUfe
was, and I fhall have frequent Occafion to obferve, that Mr. M.
ought to have underftood it, or elfe nat have pretended to anfwer my
Arguments ; nay, I confefs I cannot but think he could have un-
derftood it, if he had pleafed, and his Caufe had .admitted. I
cannot think him quite tree from a Sufpicion, that my Diftintions
were defigned ‘‘ to prevent, if possiBLE, the Perverfion of my
“ Meaning, as well as to obviate many of his Objeions,” for
which he would have found no Place, had he pleafed to un-
derftand me: Can I tell him more plainly than I cEd before, that
““ when I fpeak of Church-Members and their Seed, as being all
““ in covenant, and all fea/ed, I was to be underftood, of their
“ being in cowenant in the Sight of the wifible Church, and exter-
““ nally [calcd?" Is this {o hard to be underftood ? But he cannot
“ fec what Advantage I propofe by it, feeing I have not given
¢ fome Inftances of the );wﬁlz's baptizing the Infants of Belie-
““ vers, on this of their being vifibly in the Covenant of Grace.”
En animum &S menterz! 1 was for fhewing my Meaning in fome
Phrafes which I had frequent Occafion to ufe, iut inftead of that,
I muft, it feems, give Inftances of the Apofile’s baptizing Infants,
Had I done fo, common Senfe would have accufed me of Imper-
tinence; yet it would have been Mr. M's Advice, and truly he
@lts agreeable to it himfelf; for when I obferve, that Believers and
their Seed are in covenant, ‘¢ in the fame Manner as all Jfrae/,
¢ oid and young, were init, Deut, xxix. 10, i1, €5°¢.” He fets
himfelf to argue againft Infant-Bapti/m, and tells us, that the
little Ones, mentioned in Dext. xxix. 10. ‘‘ were not in the Cowe-
mant by Birth-right,”" I would then gladly learn how they were
in it, if not by Birthright, was it by their own explicite Confent ?
Would Mr, M. rather feign fpeaking Infants, than admit the Pof-
fibility of their being incovenanted with their Parents ?

In like Manner he deals with my other Diftinétion, between
the internal and extermal Sealing of the Covenant. He knows
not * what I feek to do withit,”” I told him, when I fpoke of
Church-Members and their Seed, as being all fealed, 1 did not mean
the intermal but extermal Seal, and fhew'd him the Diftinétion
ferved to obviate an ignorant Objettion, and had he °P§;’£°d judici-
nufly, Ifee not what he had to oppofe here, unlefs he had ventur'd
to deny the Juftnefs of the Diftinétion ; but far from that, he denies
and oppofes b:ﬁmt-Ba‘pn‘/m, and yet fuppofes that he {peaks
mightily to the Purpofe. But however hard it be to know the
Ufe of my Diftintions, it's not fo hard to fee, that Mr. %
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would gladly have them out of his Way, bty feveral ineffectual
Efforts he makes to deftroy their Ufe, but in vain: T lay them in

his Way again; and again defire him to take Notice.oi them.
In the next Place, Mr. M. trys to barricade my way by denying
Scripture-Confequences to be the Word of Gobo ; and I may fay,
in his own Words, * He's forced to take this Courfe by pinching
“ Neceflity.” But left any fhould think I carry my Accufation
too high, I fhall produce fome places out of many, where I think,
he can be underftood no other way, but either to Quibble, or
{fpeak evident Untruth, or deny Scripture-Confequences. To this
Purpofe in pag. 14, he fays, ‘ Mr. Finley has not produced any
“ Place of Scripture to prove, that the Infants of Church-Mem-
“ bers are vifibly in the Covenant of Grace.” I brought Scrip-
ture to prove that they were «fbly in Covenant, and I brought
Scripture to prove rhat Covenant to be the Covenant of Grace;.
but all is nothing, unlefs I had happened to ufe the. 2 very Words,
and fo he quibbles, or elfe he means, that I have not produced a
"Text, which in fo many Words fays, 1HE InNFANTS or CHURCH-
MemBERs ARE visiBLY IN THE CovENANT oF GRrace, and
fo he denies Neceflary Confequences : And if he means neither
of thefe, his Words are plainly falfe. Again, pag. 15, fays he,
¢ I dcmand the Place of Scrjpture, which authorizeth him to bap-
¢ tize Believer's Infants ; and if he can’t produce any divine War-
¢ rant, as I know he hath not, he i1s defired to obferve, that his
‘ Confequence upon Confequence is no divine Authority.” Here
his Wor&s are: plain againft Confequences ; he can allow them me-
thinks, no other Senfe, but that I have not produced a Scrip-
ture, which exprefsly fays, Bap11zE BELIEVER’S INFANTS. For
if he meant not this, he fpeaks falfely ; feeing he knows I have
Kroduccd a divine Warrant by fuch neceflary Confequence, as he
as not been able, with any Plaufibility to refute. Again, pag.
16, he fays, Infant Baptifin * is without any divine Comman,
¢ or apoftolical Example at all, there's no mention of it in Holy.
¢ Writ; ’tis no where Recorded in Scripture; ’tis not urg’d on
Parents throughout the whole Word of Gobp, to bring their-
Infants to Baptifm; there is no Blefling promifed if they do;
there is no Threatning againft them if they do rot;’ that is,
there are no Texts which juft exprefs the Matter in thefe Words,
And that this is his Meaning, appears more. fully from pag. 2o,
where he fays, ¢ 'tis after a Manner coofeffed by Mr. F. that
* Gopo has given no Command to baptize them,’ 7. e. Infants,
Now it never was confefled by me, that Gop has not cormmanded
Infant-Baptifm, by neceflary Confequence ;. and if Iown'd it was
not faid in {o many Letters and Syllables, BapTize INraNTS,
Mr. M. looks on this to be a Confeflion that there is no Command
at all ; which Elainly fays, that he looks upon a Command by Con-
fequence, to be no Command. Again, pag. 30. * Let Mr. F.
. * anfwer us, did he ever read of Infant’s Riyht to any Ordinance
¢ in the Church, fince the Neaw-Coveyant t00£ Place?” He mufk
| mean,
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mean, do I read in fo many Words, Infunts have Right to Ordi-
Aances in the Church ; for otherwife he knows I read it, by una-
voidable Cenfequence. Page 35, ¢ We read not of any Infants
“ in the primtive Churches planted by the Ap:f4s,' i e. We
read not in exprefs Words, that they avere Church-Alembers ; but
étherwife we do. In pag. 5o, he calls Confequences HUMAN,
no doubt to diftinguith nece{fary Confequences from the Word
itlelf. Page 54, ¢ Seeing the Apoftle (in Rem. xi. 16.) don't af-
“ fert the Federal Holinc/i of Believer’s Infants,—We juflly re.
¢ je.t our Opponent’s Confequences on this Head as being forced."
Now tho’ the Apoftle don’t ufe thefe very Words, he ufes Words
as expreflive, wiz. If the Root be Holy, fo are the Bronches; and
Mr. M. don’t reje&t the Confequerce becaufe it is forc'd, but be-
caufe it is a Confequence; for ’tis fo far from being forced, that
no other Dottrine can be contain’d in the Word: ; nay, it can
hardly be call'd a Confequence from them, but the very Words
themfelves ftript of Metaphors : But in pag. 64, he tells us plain-
ly, that ¢ the true Reafon why the Bapsiffs don’t baptize tiieir
¢ Infants, is for want of a posiTivE Precept, or Scripture Ex-
¢ ample.” And pag. 65, he thinks it hardly credible, thatI can
be fatisfy’d without fuch exprefs Command, (¢, Agreeable
hereto, pag. gz fays he ¢ Don’t Mr, F. well know, that he
‘ can’t find any Inititution for Infant-Baptifm, as there was for
¢ Infant-Circumcision.” Once more, pag. 41. he fays, ¢ They
¢ may flill expe&t to find us rejefting their fineft Gloffes, and
¢ firongeft Corfiquences, as frivolous, without any coarvincing
¢ Force or Weight, in the prefent Argument .’ 1 need not infiit
fu ther in proving that the Faé&, that he denies neceflary Conic-
quences from Scripture to be the Word of Gop. But it is need-
full to offer fome Arguments againft the Principle itfelf; which [
cannot but look on to be very coirupt, and of dangerous tendency.
It has been, and fill is, the known Refuge of Sefarians, and
Errorifis, yca, hence Errors ordinarily rife, by catching at fome
Words of Scripture without the Senfe, and it’s too plain that all
contradiling Sets plead Scripture as patronizing their various
inconfitent Dotages. Now if we rejeét neceflary Confequences
we fhall be greatly pincht to refute many Herefies ; for Inftance,
how fhould we refute the Doltrine of Tranfubflantiativz, which
piczds the exprefs Words of Scripture, THis 1s MY Bopy? by
neccfiary Confequence, and comparing Scripture with iticlf, we
can prove the T'ext contains not that Doétrine ; but not otherwife.
2. How few Truths and Duties could we prove againit Op-
nents, if Confequences are deny'd? 'T'ake fgr Example, that
omen ought to partake of the Lord’s Supper, ’tis believed to
be a Duty, yet there # no exprefs mention of it in Scripture;
it's no where faid, that Women did communicate, i1 fo many
Words; ¢ it’s not urg’d on them as a Duty in ail the Word of
“ Gop; there’s no Blefling’ promis’d if they do, there’s no
¢ Threatning againft them if they do not,”  If there be :m‘);1 ?f
cfe
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thefe, let us fee them in the Neaw-Teflament, I know it can be
clearly proven to be right, but only by necefldty Confequence ;
nor is it near fo eafy to prove the Change of the: Sabbath from
the Seventh to the Firt Day, by Confequences, as to prove In-
Sfant-Baptifm to be right.

It is the Command of CurisT, in Fob. v. 39. that we
Search the Ycriptrics, but if we are not to régard neceflary Con-,
{fequences, it is quite needlels to fearch; for all Things lie on the
Surface. o

4. On this Plan, 'tis an Impertinence for Minifters to pre‘t'end to
explain Scripture, for the Doftrines drawn from it By neceffary
Confcquence are not to be efteemed as the Mind of Gon. On
this Plan Mr. M. cainot be thought certainly to believe his own
Doétrine, of which he is fo exceffively confident in Words, wiz.
that profcffing Beliewers are the only proper Subjelds of Baptifm ;
for that Propofition is not exprefs'd in all the Bidle; and for the
Exclufion, it's not fo much as imply’d.

§. Ok this Plan, we muft fay Gop will not fland to all the
neceflary Confequerces of his Word: Yea, we dare truft to none
of them, if even the ftrongeft Confequenceq are no divine Au-
thority, and if the neceflary Confequence of any Text can pof-
{ibly be falfe, the Text itfelf is falfe; for it is a fclf-cvisgnt
Maxim, that nothing but Truth can natively aid regularly follaw
from ‘T'ruth: And if Falfhood natively follow from any Principle,
that Principle is thereby proven falfe; hat fince every Word of
Gobp muft be acknowledged perfeét T'ruth, all native and regular
Confequences from it muft neceffarily be True alfo, snd fo may be
ﬁrml;%cpendcd on as the very Mind and Will of Gon, who could
not but know every poflible Confequence of what he has revealed.
Mr. M. is obliged, either to refute thefe Arguments with others
that may be urg'd, or no longer {ay, that we have no divine
Warrant for our Prattice, if we have it by neceflary Confequence.
Perhaps Mr. 1. will alledgc fome Place where he feems to allow
of neceflary Confequences, if we had them ; but I would anfwer,
if a great Majority of Votes carry a Point, then he certainly al-
lows them not to'be Scripture Authority ; if he once feems not
to deny them, he ten times feems as plainly to deny them; and
as his Words which I have quoted, fgirly ear the Conftru&tion I
put on them, and that Conftru&ion agrecable to his exprefs De-
claration in private Converfe with me, I am fatisfied I wrong
him rot.

We are now come to my firit Affertion, wix. That the Infant-
§¢¢ed of Church-Members avere once, by divine Appointnent, taken
fnto Covemant avith their Parents, had the then Seai of it ap-
ply'd to them, and fo awere Members of the wifible Church.

Hzrs, if ever, Mr. M. fhews his Ability in Tergiverfation ;

_ for while he makes a fhew of anfwering my Arguments, he only
4 mifes Duft, und hides himfclt among s heap of ’I‘hingsf quite
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foreign to the Point; and don't fo much as offer a dire&® Con-
tradi¢ticn to my Aflertion ; as will appear immediately.

Tug firk Thing he complains of, is, that we give a various
Idea to the Covenant here, from what we ordinarily profefs, in
faying thc Covenant of Grace was made with Abrabam and his
Seed : This, he thinks, is to teach ¢ that every Believer is not in the
¢ Covenant of Grace.” And pag. 19, fays, * according to me,
¢ fome gracious Perfons are left out of the Covenant, and fome
* carnal ones taken in:’ DBut how does this ftrange Confequence
follow ? 'Tis thus, ¢ The Covenant made with Abrabam did not
‘ ‘comprehend every Believer in it, which lived even in the Davs
¢ of Abrabam, as is moft evident, fays be, from Scripture. Shem,
¢ Melchizedek, and Lot, were true Believers, yet never admitted
¢ into dbrabam’s Covenant by Circumcifion’ And, pag. 19. fays,
¢ It would have been Prefumption in Los, and an Aét of Will-
¢ Worfhip for him, to be Circumcifed, becaufe Gop had not
¢ commarded him." And hence he learns, ¢ That it was not a
¢ Being in Covenant that gave any one a Title to Ordinances,-
¢ but the exprefs Order, and pofitive Command of Gob; and
‘ fo tho’ Infants were in the Covenant, yet that don’t entitle
¢ them to Baptifm.” Here are a parcel of Inftruétions, ~nd Ob-
fervations, that feem to make for Mr. 4/’s Caufe, but we muft
have a new Bible to warrant our receiving them ; that Lo was
not Circumcifed is not evident, but that it would have been Will-
Worthip and Prefumption in him: is far lefs evident ; may we not here
argue a Fortiore; if righteous Lot, Abrabam’s Kinfman would
have greatly finn’d in being Circumcited, much more Pagan Pro-
felytes would have finned. And fo it was unlawful to aﬁmit any
of other Nations, in.o Abrabam’s Covenant by Circumcifion: But
was it fo? Nothing lefs. An Edomite or /Egyptian might be ad-
mitted into the Comgregation, Deut. xxiii. 8. but Lot muft be
forever excluded! What is clear and evident to Mr.. M. is to
me mcredible! And, I prefume, every one who vill look to
Dent. xxiii. cannot but own, that it was at leaft, lawful for Loz
to become a Profelyte. Circumcifion was a Seal of the Righte-
oufnefs of Faith, but Los had Faith, therefore it was lawful for
him to have the Seal of it: Thefe are fome of my Evidences
againt Mr. A7 buat where are his? He fays, ¢ Gop had not
* commanded him,” to be Circumcifed, but how is this evident?
‘We don't read that he was commanded by Name ; neither is Mr.
M. commanded by Name to be a Chriftian in all the Bibl, is
it therefore Will-Worfhip and Prefumption in him to be one?

Bur fuppofe what Mr. 4. fays were trve, how will the Argue
ment ftand ? Not Circumcifed, therefore not in Abrabam’s Cove-
pant * jaft as if Circumcifion was the Cevenant, and the Covenant
nothi g but Circumcifion : Whereas we are in Jbrabam’s Covenant
as is manifelt from Gal. iii. ¢Sc. and fhall be further proven, yet
wz are vot Circumcifed. Mbrabem was in the Covenant of Gnﬁ'.
£o was Lo, &c. <

No#"
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Now fince Mr. s Foundation is raz'd, the Superftru&ture
cannot {tand ; he has no Argument now left to prove, ¢ That
* being in covenant gives no Title to Ordinances;” nor had he
any Proof of it before, yet he was certain of it, and feveral
‘Times mentions it as an evident T'ruth., Well, and will he affert,
that fealing Ordinances are adminiftered out of the Covenant ?
He fays, ¢ By the pofitive Command of Gobp,’ but £ill 'ris urg'd,
has Gop commanded Sealing Ordirances to be adminifter’d out of
the Covenant? Does Mr, .1/, baptize without a1y Refpett to it ?
Or, wili he affert, That Baptifm 1s commanded to be difpens’d on
no fpirittal Account at all? 1f he own it is on a fpiritual Account,
then I would know, whether fpiritual Favours come to us other-
wife than by way of Coveuant? If he fay they dn, I demand full
Proof, which I know he cannot give; if he fay they come only
by way ¢f Covenant, the Point is gain'd; and thence it will fol-
low, that being in Covenant gives a Right to fealing Ordinancesy
and nothiag befides can give 1t; and fo Mr. .. muft again unfay
what he :aid in pag. 2> wiz. * That our Practice is unwar-
““ rantable, even when examined on the Grounds whercby we
““ would fain confirm it:" Becaufe his only Reafon for thinkin
fo is, ¢ that being in Covenant gives no Rigit to Ordinances,’ an%
his only Proof of thisis, that Lot had no Rizht to Circomeifi-ng
than which no Pofitions can be more unfcriptural.  But what tho®
Lot had neither been indbrabam’s Covenant, nor yet had Right to
Circumcifion ? it would not hurt our Caufe, who talie fbrabam
for the Prefident of our Priviledges, and not L-#; fo that his Ar-
gument woald have been equally good had he fdid, Cin/l. ntine was
not circumcifed, therefore Belicver’s Infants may not be bapiiz'd.

However, from this Noton, that ¢ maiv Belicvers were not
in Abrabam’s Covenant,” he proceeds to argue, and imagi~es he
has retorted upon me the Abfurdities I fhew'd were coniequent
upon the Affertion of fome An-b.prifls, viz. That the Iraelites
were under 2 purc Covenant of Grace, and ik rigow: of u Crue-
nant of Works at once. He'afks, * What became of thefe godly
* Men who were not in Abrabam’s Covenani? Did they go to
¢ Hell? No: Were they fav'd ? ¥es: By the Covenant of Works ?
¢ No: How, by the pure Covenant of Grace made with #hr.0/oim 2
* No; for they were not in it.” But who iold him fo? Were
there any godly Men out of the Covenant of Grace # Were any
juftified in & Way different from Ahrubm? N>: The third and
fourth Chapters to the Romans will f2p the Foundation of Mr. M's
Fabrick : 'I'herefore he cannot turn, what he calls miy owvir and
Mr. Flavel's Key upon me; of which I fhall treat in it’s proper
Place. |

THaT we retain not the fame Idea of the Covenant here, is
Mr. Morgan’s own Fiction; but it’s true enough, that he will
not underftard the Ufe of my Diftinttion of a rwofo// way of
being in the Covenant, for he fays, pag. 24. that ¢ none of the
- ¢4 Seed of Abrabam were intereited in Vi Covenant, but by Rege-

C ¢ seration:
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¢ weration.' Tho' they werz not favingly interefted in it other-
wife, yet in the Sight of the vilible Church they wera.

NexT, in order to prove, that the Infant-Seed of Church-
Members were not taken into covenant with their Parents, he ob-
ferves, that their being civcumcif-d will not prove, that thy «re
tn be boptizia, becaafe Gop ha: not commanded the latter, tho'
he has the former; and he fays, ¢ I make light of Gep's pofitive
¢ Command:,” when I1ay *‘ we have as goud Ground to {;aptize
% Infants as Abrch.m had to circumcile theii, for we lLave the
¢ {ame Covenant,”” If then we have the fame Covernant, have we
not the fame Grounds? Let Common Senfe witnefs, whether this
be a makirg Light of Gop’s pofitive Orders. But he's © even
¢ {furpriz’d at our Talk,” ard afks ¢ Is the exprefs Order of Gop
¢ notiirg in thefe Gentlemen's Eiteem? s this their Treatment
‘ of Goon's pofitive Commands, that they have s good Grounds
¢ to proceed avitheut thew, as firalam and others avith them ¥
And at length he foars into Bomba?, ¢ for Shame, let perpetual
¢ Darknefs fuily thefe preiumptuous Lires of infatuated Zeal.”
Here ove might afk him, s the Covenant of Gop nothing in Mr.
A« Eeem? Or are his Commards to be confidered as having no
Re'ation to his Covernnt? Can we have his Covenant, and not
hisCommaud ? And are Commards given, as well as Ordinances ad-
minifter'd out of the Covenant? Don'’t Mr. A1, know, that we are fo
far from difregardirg Gou's Command, that on the contrary we in-
fift it warrants cer Praltice ?——Dut the Reader will, perhaps, afk,
‘What has Mr. ... yet faid to fhew, that Belizver's infants were
not orce incovenanted with thewr Parents? The Anfwer cannot
but be Notkirg at z/l. But ftill he is faying fomething to us,
for in pag. 21. he begins a2 Comparifon between our Account of
the Coverant of Grace, and that m the Z'hole Duty of Man,
which he obferves was condemned by the Rev. Meflrs. Whiteficid
and Bl:i, and thus it rine; I faid the Covenant of Grace was
made with Jércham, and his Seed; and it feems I can mean no
otner ‘Thing, but that 4ératim was a Covenant-Head, and Re-

refentative , in the fame Ivianver as Jesuvs Curist: Whereas

vad he exercis’d a little Candour, he would not once have infinu-
ated {uch a thing, much lefs pefitively afferted it, becaufe he may
well know we hold no fuch Principle ; and had he exercis'd com-
ron Senfe, he would have known tnat this Affair has no Relation
to the prefent Argument; but we muft let him take his own Way.
I alfo faid, ¢ 'T'hat Abrabum’s Pofterity enjoy'd the fame Privi-
* ledges, Liberties, and Immunities in the Church as himfelf, un-
¢ til by their Degeneracy fome of them were broken off:’ ‘T'hefe
Word: ke brinys f om the 4£5th Page of my Book, where they
refer direcily to Church-m mborfbip, as is clear in the Words
themielves: But Mr. Af multr % from their Connexion
and Scnfe, and make them N+ denfe, leaft he fhould not find a
Parallel to the reft of the Parzgraph irom the #bole Duty of Man;
aad fo he will force them 19 mean, That I make Weotks the lffon--
tions
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dition of th: Covenant of Grace ; for I nuft intend a legral Cove-
nant, that I may ¢ well agree with tue legal Author’s Notion
‘ 0.’ fome Duties to be performed by ui, that is, when I {peak
of the Covenant of Grace, I mult be underitood to mcan the
Covenant of Works; or when I {peak of Perfons being depriv'd
of Church-Priviledges for their Wickedrofr, 1 muft mean, that
they are broken off from Election, &c. If he don’t mean thus
to accufc me contrary to my Words, then muft I accufe him of
Antinomianifm ; for fince he oppofes Duties to be performed by
us, if he does not oppofe their being Conditions of Life, he
means, that they are not o be perforined at al'; bat the laft he
profeiies not, therctore it is molt probable ke intends the former,
and fo accufes me falfely. ¢ Until by their Degeneracy fome of
* them be broken off," 7. e. fays he, ¢ For not doing their Duty
¢ oa their Part, they forfeited their Right in the Covenant, and
¢ were excluded from the Number of the covenaited People.’
I arfwer, Yes, fo it was, if he take being in the Covenanr, or
breaking off in my Senfe; but tho’ his Words are capable of ex-
prefling my Senfe, he intends another Thinz, «ix. [hat I mean
they were elefted, and favingly in the Covenaar, yet forfeited
their Election, and were deprived of the faving gicilings of the
Covenant, afier they had an Interelt in them: And agrecable to
this his Perverfion, he a.icrts, we are all chaig-ible wich having
‘* unfound and very corrupt Notions of the Covenant of Grace ;
¢ and confufed Notions, tending to lead People avay from the
¢ fundamental Truth.” What an Hardhip 15 it to deal with fuch
an uncandid, unfair Opponent ? Has he not he:e azain forgot my
Diftin&tion of a twofold Way of bcingin the Covenant? Ought he
not to have known, that I defign’d, by faid Diftin‘tion, to prevent
fuch Perverfions of my Words, if it were pofiible? I wih I had
no ground to fufpeét, that the Perverfions willtul; for don’t I
fay, pag. 47 ¢ None can be broken off from trae inherent Holi-
¢ nefs, nor fram Eleion, nor from the invifible Church ——The
" Breaking off was vifible, fo muft the Ingrafturc be; the Break-
¢ ing off was from the vifible Church, therefore into it was the
¢ Grafting-in;* and all this under the fame Head of Argument,
with the Woards he fo violently tortures. But let tiie Reader again
obferve how little is yet faid to prove, thar Infants were not once
incovenanted with theif Parents; which is the Point now under
Debate, and is in Danger of being forgotten, unlefs I mention it
fometimes,

In pag 23. Mr. M. begins again to ftate, what he fuppofes we
mean by the Covenant of Grace being made with Abrubem and
his Seed. I need not remark his learned Diftin&ion, that the
Covenant was made with him either #ypica’ly, or cétuully, tho' it
is capable of fome Criticifms: He reduces the Matier, on the
whole, to this, that we mean, ¢ I'he Covenant of Gruce was ac-
¢ tually, truly and propetly made with A#4:-bam, on Behalf of
* himielf, and both his natural and fpirituai Sced.” 'The Words,
. C2 Oy




ow Beuarr oF HimsLr ano Se. . ‘om the in-
genious  Lialogue, entitled, Liviwe Rigr. , Iefunt-B.ptifm 3
whoadby I am fausfied, the Author meant no more than 1 do,
when ) fay, The Covenaut avas made cuirh Abraham and his Seed
ard I j .dge I mean no more than Goo himfelf does, when he fays,
Iacii palio wv Cornant btaween Me and [hee, and 1hy
Secd « fror “hie.  Nor is it unufual Language in Scripture, to fay,
Gop made a Covenant with Abrcbhun and Ifiel. However
Mr. M. will have our Meaning to be, that .94 ahzm wa. 3 Covenant-
Head in e tame Manrer as Curisa is, which Frinciple he is
1. Surpris’d a*; 2. Gives it bad Names; 3. Fatlers it on us;
and, 4. Reatons laborioufly apaintt it.  Yet who can think him
fo ignorant, as not 1o know, tnat this is not the Matter in Dif-
pute between us i But if Mr. M. cannot Rcfute our trie Mean-
g, he will fad out tomicthing elfe, which he can refute, that
he may fhew he 15 not put to Silence.  'Tis now Time to
mind hiw of his own Obfervation in pag. 12, &¢. ¢ That Con-
‘ troveines are always augmented, when Things quite Foreign are
¢ fufled in, and infifted on, as tho' they were the very Points
deba'ed ; and fuch a Prac.ice argues ciugr Weaknef, in Peifons
to diftinguith wha: belongs to a Cafe #2¢ Hand, and what not,
or elie evidently betpeaks real Want of Argument to fu
what is advanc’d ' And let e add, fuch a Practice ferves to
raife Duft, and blind the Minds of unwarry Readers, who fome-
times cannot {ce thro' even thin Sophitry. Now Mr. M. has
fhufPed in, and infifted on this Argument, whether Adrabum be
Reprefentative in the L ovenant of (rac, as tho' it were the very
Subflance of the Debate: And in pag. 24, cails » the Foune-
dation of our whole Struéture; whercas 1t does not {0 much ag
entcr into the Difpute about Brptiiin ar all; and may he not with
equal Reafon, in the func Manrer conftruct and oppofe Gin. xvii.
v. &r. feeing I have faid only the fame Things? He fignifies
that * Aésaubam’s carnal Seed, who livid and dv'd in a State of
* Nature, were at the molt, only impriviiedged to partake of the
¢ Ordirances appointed of Goo, durirg thatdark, typical Difpen-
¢ fation, which is very difierent from ther being in the Covenant
¢ of Grace,' Anf. “l'is different from their being n it favingly :
But is it different from being in it in the Sight ot the vifible
Church ? This is what Mr. A/, thould have afhnin’d, it he deﬁga'd
to contradict me Here again he may fve 1 had ute for my Dif-
tintion of a twofold Way of being in the Covenant.  He fays,
¢ If this be all :hat is intepded by their being vifible in the Cove-
¢ nant, it wiil do us no ¢ reat Service, becacte that Adminiftration
¢ is abolited.” .#n/. Wedo not plead for the Continuance of
the fame Adminiftration, but of the fame Covenant; and the
Queftion is not, whetier thofe typical Ordinances are abolifh'd ?
But whether the Covenant is abolith’d too? Hence Mr Af's.
Cbhfervanen does our Caufe no difiervice; and ftill he is far from
proving, {bat Biliever'slifants aere not once in Covenant, &¢. But m
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pag. 28. he feems to look towards the Point, where he * profefies
“tir a jult Debt he owes to the Publick, to obferve, that the
‘ Texts I cited don't prove what they were braught for:®
What where they brought for? Way it not to prove, That the
Infants of Church-Mimbers avere omce incovenumted woith their
Parents, &c.? And don't they prove this? Ne: How does that
appear ? Becaufe ¢ they don't affert, nor imply, that the natural
Ofispring of Believers, as fuch, are in the pure Covenant of
Grace.' Behold the Tergiverfation! What Referves are here?
He feems plainly to mean, by being in the Covenant, their ha-
ving the {ﬁvin' Bleflings of it; and by nntural, he means the
Gracelefs and Unregenerate, as appears by the Oppofition in the
next Sentence, ¢ Did we ever, fuys hr, deny the Otfspring of Be-
lievers, who are chofen and called of Gobp, ----Juitified by
CuRrisT,-- partakers of the Holy Ghofl, &c. to be in Covenant,
as well as their Believing Parents:' And pag. 26. he atks ¢ Do
theic Places prove, that the Sced of Believers were any otherwiie
in the Cove: ant of Grace formerly, but by the efpecial Operation
of the Spirit of Gop upon their Hearts ' So then he means, the
Texts I cited don't prove, that the gracelefs Offspring of Belicvers
are gracious, and favingly in the Covenant; but was this the 1 hing
I propofed to prove by them? No; my Affertion, and his Re-
futation will ftand thus: A/%errion: Believers Infants were once,
by Divine Appointment, taken into Coverant with their Parents,
and fo were Mer:hers of the vifible Church. Refutation: 'The
e\r{acdcfs Oftapring of Believers are not gracious; which is all his

ords will amo:.nt to; as has been thewn. 'hus has he refuted
me, without fo much as diretly contraditing my Words,

Acaiv, he cannoi find that any fuch 1hing as Infants are in-
tended in all the cited T'exts. The LORD had a Dilight in thy
Fathers to love them, and bz chogfe their Seed after them; not
their Infant-Seed, accarding to Mr 7. but grown Perfons who
are eietually called, Gen. xvii. 7. lac.ll be a GOD to thee, and to
thy Seed after thee, but not thy Infant-Seed; they are excludad : And
fo even Abrabum was not to underftand that his Infants were £--
draliy Holy, or to be dedicated to Gov by Circumcifion, if we
believe Mr. M's Glofs, for he can't find that Infants are meant but
only in Dcut. xxix. 10. And he before told us, that thefe were not in
. by siethright. Perhaps he will try to bring himfelf off, by swning
that the fpiritual Seed are bleffed ; but the Queftion is, whether
all *he Seed of Believers were vifibly in the Covenant; and it
will not anfwer this to fay, the fpiritual Seed only have the fa-
ving SBletings. Hence my firtt Pofition is yet evidently true, that
The Infunt-Sced of Churci-Members awere oncey by divine Apfaint-
ment, takem into covenant avith their Parents, &c. And ] can
freely leave it to the Determination of Common Senfe, whether
Mr. M. }as really argued direitly againft it, arong all the Heap
of Wovds Li» has written with that Pretence. |
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Tut Rubbih fhaken off my firt Affertion, we are now te
fee the Fate of the fecond Propos'd, wix.

Warrner GOD b.s ever r;pealcd the aforcfaid Appointment,
er, in other Words, avhether be bas repecled Abraham's Con enant P
Mr. M. thinks ¢ all that is neceflary for him here to affirm, is,
¢ that the Fewi/h (Economy is at an End; that the legal Aduni-
¢ niftration is abolithed,” Is this all? Then he has nothi g to
afirm againft me; for I have never argu'd for the Continuance
of the fewih (Economy. Whatever Execution his Arguments
may do among the 7Jeaws, thcy will not, at this Rate, prove the
Repeal of .dbrabam’s Covenant. But he comes a little f rther in
Terms, when he fays, ¢ Or that the Appointment of Goc, for
¢ Infants go partake of any Ordinance is repealed, or rather ful-
¢ filled.' ' "What is the Meaning of fu/f/i.d ¢ 1 fuppofe he here-
by fignifies, that Infant’s Church-men.berfhip was a Type; but
feei _ the Notion is new, he fhould have fhewn usthe Anti-
Type, for I hope he will not fay, it was a T'ype ot Nothing 3
and if he can fhew us nothing of which it wasa 'I'ype, his ine
finvating that it was cne, is being wiie above what is written,
But its plan he is oblig d to prove, that Aér.hum’s Covenant is
tepealed. Well, his Arg.ment proceeds thus, ¢ That Irfants
¢ are not now the Subjells of K. piifr, as the Feavih Infants
s were of Circumiifien, is clear a:d manifeft, for Jobn, the kore-
¥ yunner of CurisT, conftan:ly required F.ith, Repentenmc:, and
¢ Conf ffien of Sins in order to Bapti/m, for which hc quotes Mark
*i. 4. A& xix. 4. Mare.-iii. 7, 8, 9. Hence, juys ke, it
¢ plainly appears, Yobn the Baptift adminifter’d this Ordinance to
‘ none gut thofe who profefs'd their Faith, and made Confefiion of
¢ their Sins." An/. It is taken tor granted by all, that Fobw re-
quired thefe from grown Perfons ; and {o Mr. Mirgan's Argument
will ftand thus, in Mood and Figure ; he who conftantly requires
Krofcmon of Faith, &c. from grown Perfons, in or to baptiim,

'ptizes no grown Perfon without fuch Profcflion: But Fobn con-
Rantly required profeflion of Faith, &7c. from grown Perfons in
order to Baptiim, therefore 7.4n baptized no Ferfons at all with-
out Profeffon, &c. Isit not lerc plain to the firft Obfervation,
That the ('.bmlargaa comtains more thun the Premili:? In the Pre-
mifes, it muft be no groavn Perfons 5 in the Canclufion wo Perfons
at all. Nor can Mr, 3. ar any other make a better of it.
The fame Way of arguing will prove, that I baptize none but
adult Profeffors; for I conftantly require Profeflion, 9. from
grown Perfons, in order to Baptilm, therefore I baptize none
without it. He adds, ¢ How groundlefs is the Plea from Birth-
¢ Priviledges, to prove any one’s Title to Baptiim? For if the
* natural Sced of Alrabam were not entitled to BaPtifm by it,
¢ bow much le(s are the Offspring of believing Gentsles * Jr}r,/'.
] never faid that grown FPerfons, as thefe were to whom ohn
fpoke, are entitled to Ordinances by Birth-Priviledge, and I fhail
&: it before Lim again., Cbharitabdle Plen, pa3. 13. * Perto::
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who have had a vifible Right to Ordinances, may afterwards
cut thewfelves off - by their Depeneracy, fo the Pharifes, to
whom ihe Bapriff {puaks, in their Intancy had a vifible Righs
to the Ordinance of Circumcifion; bat afterwards rendered
themielives unworthy of Eap:ifn by their own Wickediiefs ; and
they beiag then grown Perfons, it was needlefs to plead their
Birth Priviledges, which they had forfeited, ———w=But furely
the rejeciing of yrown wicked Perfons 1s no Argument to prove,
that the Infan:-Sezd of religious Perfons fhall be rejeCted too,
yea, the Coufequeunce is quice ridiculous.’ '
Mr. M. infits, * It foon did Laptize Reliever’s Infants, let
¢ our Opponents fhew us the Scriptares which fay hedid’ An/.
Our preteac Bufiness is to ftaid on the Defenfive: Mr Af’s. Bu-
firefs is, to fhew that the aforefaid Appointment is repealed, and
if he caanot fhew this, our Argument is good, that it is yet in
Force, and if in Force, there’s no Room to doubt but Jobs
baptiz’d Believer’s Infants. Now it fully anfwers our prefent
Concern to fhew, that Fokn's Words don’t prove a Repeal.
* There’s no ground, fays he, to believe he did baptize them.’
An/. I have thewn, there is no ground to believe he did not; and
this is enough at prefent, until I come to advance pofitive Proof, _
* Unlefs, /fays he, oar Opponents will fay, they have as good
¢ ground to believe what is moz written, as what /s written.'
Anf. We do not iay fo; but Mr, A/ fays he believes Febn bap-
tiz’d mose but profefling Believers; yet it is not written, that he
baptiv'd none ﬁut fuch. Again, ¢ If Fobn baptiz'd Infants, why
‘- not on the fame Day with their Parents, or foon afier?’ onfav,
"The Scriptures don’t fay that he did not do fo. Again, ‘ Did he
* ever urge Parcnts to bring their Children to be baptiz'd ?’ A»f;
‘The Scriptures don’t fa; that he did not. Reader, are thefe per-
tinent Topicks to prove a Repeal of Abrabzm’s Covenant? Bidt
his Dilemma is the laft Effoit on this Head, let us confider it:
¢ It was the Will of Gop, that Fobn fiould baptize Believer’s In«
® fanes, or it was not: If it was, then was hea vile Tranfgreffor
* of the divine Appointment : But this he was never charged with,
® therefore it was not the Will of Gop for him to baptize Be-
* liever's Infants." This Argument makes 2 Rumbling liEc Bara-
Jiptew 3 however he leaves us to determine at our Leifure, how fas
this repeals the aforefaid Appointment: Yes; if Jobs did not
tranfgrefs the divine Appointment, then Abrabam’s Covenant i3
sepealed : Can it be, that he expefted a ferious Anfwer to this
Argument? Is it any thing more than a barefac’d begging the
Quettion in Debate ? And it looks the more ridiculous, that it is
done with Formality of a Logical Argument: If it was the Will
of Gop that Tobs fhould baptize Believer's Infants, how does it
follow that he was a vile Tranfgreffor ? Was it becaufe he did
not baptize them? But where does that appear? So far from ap- |
pearing, that Mr. 4, has not faid a Word to difprove my- Argu- |
ments agaic” their Senfe of the Text, fave only that he re b:n
| : obn's
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Yokn's requiring the Fruit of Repentance, {fc. to which I have
anfwered already. 1 fhall therefgre lay in his Way anain, what
he pafs'd over, in Charitable Plea, pag. 1>, &c. ' iither the
Infants of Believers are intended in thefe Scriptures, or they are
‘ not ; if they are intended, the Words will not only piove, that
¢ they are cut off from Church-Priviledges, but that they will all
certainly be damn'd, who die in Infancy; for Infants ca.inot,
as the Anmabaptifis fay, bring forth fuch Fruits: If then they be
the T'rees, at the Root of which the Axe is laid, the Text 3‘1{1?.13
us, they will be caft into the Fire, which in ver. 12. 13 a'l'd
unguenchable Firey and that is no lefs than A/, Now I nuft
charitably believe, uniil the Contrary be told me, that ng reli-
gious Annabaptift in the World would venture to aflert; that all
¢ avho dic in In{amy are certainly damn’d; yet they muft either
¢ hnid this, or elfe own, that Infants are not intended in the be-
¢ fore quoted Words; and if they are not intended, to what
¢ Purpofe do they bring the Text, fince it will make nothing
¢ for them, nor againft us, unlefs it fpeak of Infants?' Now
who would have expefted, that Mr. M. would have leapt over
fuch a Precipice as this ? and not rather, that it would fhock his
Perfuafion of a Glofs that carries it's Votary Headlong? But in
the Face of Demonftration to the contrary, -he aflerts his Tenet
is invincible, and calls the above Argument MicuTy by way of
Ridicule, and contents himfelf with atking, awby John required the
aforcf.id Fruits: Thus he refutes me, an§ who can help it?

I alfo argued againft their Senfe of the Place, from the Scope
and Defign of it, the Perfons to whom the Baprif addrefs’d him-
felf, and the Time when they were grown Perfons, and Degene-
rate; and it was at the firft Infticution of the Ordinance; which
Arguments I omit tranfcribing for Brevity’s Sake; only obferve,
Mr M. has not made the leaft Pretence to anfwer them; yet he
will call his Book a Refutation of mine.

In pag 29, he comes to prove a Repeal of Abrakam’s Cove-
pant from Heb viii. 7, 8. &c. For if the fiof Covenant bad been
Saultlefs, them fbould no Place bave been fought for the fecond.
For finding fault ewith them, he [aith--s--- I will make a new
Covenant, &c. Not according to the Covenant avhich 1 made awith
their Fatbers, in the Day when I took them by the Hand to lead
them out of the Lond ¢f Egypt, {&fc. Upon this I obferved, that
the Place don’t prove a Repeal of 4brabam's Covenant: For the
Covenant that was confirm'd before of GOD in CHRIST, the Law,
awhich avas Four Hundred and Thirty Years after, cannot difa-
sul, Gal. iii. 17. This, I hope, will be allow'd fufficient Proof,
that the #bo/ifbing of the ceremonial Worthip, is no Repealing
of Abrabam’s Covenant, nor of Infant’'s C urch-.Membérﬂaip,
which was appointed long before, and confequently nothing in
Heh. viil. can be improven againft our Argument. And how Mr,
M. could fatisfy himfelf without anfwering this, I know not;
for of itfelf it is fufficient, tho’ all I afterwards faid had been.to
‘ne Purpofe, | Bve
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_ Bur tho' I might have flopt here, and my Cuufe been quite
Tate, yet for the fake of Truth, and that I might vindicate fuch
a precidus Portion of Sctipture from their falfe Glofs, I thew'd
that the Covenant made with Abrabam is the very fame with this
In Heb. vili. Neither has Mr. M. fo much as attempted to over-
throw my Proof of this; yet further, I infallibly prov'd from
Lev, xxvi, 40, 41, &9c. and Dewr. xxx. 6, 11, 12, 13, 14
compxr'd with Heb. viii. Rom. x.8. that Mo/es and Jfrael in the Wil-
dernefs, were under the very fame Covenant alfo, as may be feen
&t large in Charitable Plea, pag. 14, 15, 16, nor has Mr. M.
attempeed to anfwer this. HHence my Argument cannot but ape-
pear Juft, * That feeing the Covenant, which they fay is repealed,

is infallibly proven to be the fame Covenant {poken og here,
* it will follow, that if Bither Abraham’s or ifrael’s Covenant
' be repealed, fois the Covenant in Heb, viii.’ for can it be res -
pealed, and not repealed at the fame Time? Whatever be meant in
Heb. viii. it cannot medn f{ubftantially to repeal itfelf: Mr. M.
retends not to reinove thefe Things out of his Way, yet will
old his Argument from the Place, and faulter thro’ what cannot,
methinks, but be reckon’d an Abfurdity.

Haviné thus finith'd my Argument, I next propos'd to re-
move a Difficulty that might arife, from the {feeming Inconfitency
of Ifrael's Covenant being the fame with this in Heb. viii. when
yet the former is called O/4; found fault with, and andthér made,
not according toit. Upon this I cbferv'd, from the Ufuage of
Scripture, that ¢ by the Neww Covemant we are to underftand a
* new Admiiiftraon of the Covenant, which obtains under the
¥ New-Tefament 3 and it is at this Mr. M firft catches, pafling
wholly by all the Reft, He introduces his Obfervations with great
Pomp, as ufual, telling * That I have left them triumphing, and
augmented the Caufe of their Triumph; he intimates the forci-
blenefs of his Words, fays I have miit my Point; argued againft
what they deny not; hive help’d to faften them in their Belief;
and to compleat my Confufion, have run myfelf into inextricable
Difficulties, and render’d all my Reafons from the Place inconclus
five:' Well, here are Words of Triamph, but what's the Caufe?
* Can he, fiy; Mr. M. imagine; that Abrabam and lfrael in the
¢ Wildernefs were under this new Covenant, as he himfelf under-
¢ flands it? Does he not know that the New-Covenant thus under-
* flood, taok Place long after their Day * And why thould he go
’ to impofe on his unwary Readers, by pretending to pruve, taat
* Abrabam, Mofes; and Ifracl were under thid New Covenant,
* which cannat be;, according tc his own Rule of Interpreiation?’
I humbly conceive Mr. M. himfelf is one of my unwary Readees:
The Qafe flanda thus, I prov'd that the Covenant which A4rabm
and [frael were under, was the fame with this New Covenant i
Heb. viii. I faid it is cali'd Neav, becaufe of the New Adndmis
Rreation : Hereby it fcems, I luvvrctended to prove tha: Abras

ham and Ifracl wese under then -Teffament Adaunisration ; 8.
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very great Elunder indeed ! But is the Cafe fo? I faid they were
utiuer the fame fubfiantial Covenant, did I therefore fay they
were under the fame Adminiftration? No: But what Service can
it do'Mr. J1's Caufe, fuppofe I had been miftaken in my Solution
of the Difficulty ? Suppofe Neaw Cowenant don’t fignify a ncw
Adminifiration, what is the Confequence? Why, onfy that thers
muf* be fome othe. Way found to reconcile the feetaing Contra-
diction; for if the Covenant be the fame, it is not alfo repealed.
Now if he could not ¢: erthrow my Proof of it’s being the fame, he is
as much oblig’d, as I am, to account for it’s being called New ; and
unlefs he take my Way, he ought to thew a better, but he docs
neither. On the other hand, what if I am not miftaken? I am
{'ure he has not offerec to prove that I am; has he fhewn that
fuch a Signification of Covenant, is contrary to the Ufuage of -
Scripture? I alledged, ¢ 'en. xvii. 10, 11. where Circumcifion,
which was the Sign of the Covenant, is itfelf called the Covenant,
Has he fhewn that it’s not a Parallel? Or has he thewn that my
Interpretation is not according to the Apoftle’s Scope, which I
alledg'd ? Nore of thefe Things: Now I appeal to all the intelli-

ent World, whether he has got any other Caufe of Triumph
fcrc, than what may arife from an ignoble Perverfion of one of
my Sentences ? Which in Connexion runs thus, ¢ even fo bere, by
the New Covenant we muft underftand a new Adminiftration of
the Covenant, which obtains under the New-T¢ffament. That
this is the truc Meaning of the Apollle, appears from the gene-
ral Scope of the Place, which is to fhew, that the Mofaic Cere-
monies are abolifh’d, by which the Covenant was admiriftered,
but not that the Covenant itfelf is abolifh’d ; his Proof he brings
from For. xxxi. where fuch a Change of Adminiftration is pro-
phefv'd of. Now our Opponents muft either give up their Ex-
pofition, and agree to this Solution, or elfe affert that the Word
of Gop contradiéis itfelf, There i1s no middle Way left, fince
I have proven the Covenants to he the fame.” Mr. M. profeiles
a great Regard to the Scripture, and a Love to Truth; but where
docs cither of them appear, when he would rather leave the Scrip-
ture in a Contradi€ion to itfelf, than to his Opinion ?

He need fear no Oppofition from me in calling the old Cove-
nant an old Admiriftration, which is abolifh’d; for fo fay I too:
Bat I cannot take his Inftru&tion, that ¢ it wzs my Bufinefs on
¢ tu1s Heap, if 1 had done any Thing to my Purpofe, to thew
¢ that Infants are the Subjelts of Baptiim under the New Cove-
¢ nant, thus underftood.” I doubt if I thould do fo, wife People
would fay I had a Mind to mimick Mr. M. 7. . to be commonly

roving foracthing differeas from the Point in Hand ; they would
ge apt to think, by reading my Affcrtions, that it was my Bufinefs
on this Head to prove, that Aérakam’s Covenant is not repealed.;
bat if Mr. 2. can perfuade the People, that I avawe the Peint
where it fhould be fandled, this will infinuate a Prejudice againt

the Caufe I maintain, W
e
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. AWe come next to confider, Rom. ix. 6, 7, 8, They are mot aji
Ifrael, awbich are of Ifracl. Neither becaufe they are the Seed of
Abraham, gre they all Children ; but in Haac fball thy Seced be called,
That is, they awbich are the Childrem of the Fleft, thefe are mot
the Children of GOD ; but the Children of the Promife are counted
for the Seed.” Hereon I obferv’d, that ¢ the Apoftle does hers
¢ diftinguith thofe who were meerly Abrabam’s natural Sced, and
¢ only unler the outward Difpenfution, from thofe who were
* ¢'efted, and had the inward Bleflings of the Covenant, but does
 not fay, that thofe who were only his natural Seed, were not
¢ urder the outward Adminiitration of the Covenant: Nay, the.
¢ Contrary is plain from ver. 4, §. for to them belong’d the Cove-
¢ nants, the giving of the Law, and Service of Govn. So then,.
¢ the Sum of the Place is, that tho’ the Promife was made to
¢ Abratam and his Sced in geneval; yet in the Admiriftration of
¢ general Promifes, there is a fucret Diftinétion made, according
¢ to Gon’s Purpofe of Ele&tion. And hence the Promife takes
¢ hold of fome, and not of others; and thefe only are to be ac.
¢ counted the fpirityal Seed, and Children of the Promife, wha
‘ have the real Bleflings of the Covenant in their Hearts, and.
* not othess who have not, tho' they be under the outward Difa
¢ penfation, and have a vifible Right. to the Promife, for fuch
¢ are not Ifvacl, tho’ they be of Ifrael: This is the plain Scope of
¢ the Place; and the Apottle’s Conclufion is, therefore the Word of
¢ GOD bhas had it's g ffeld, and his Promife is unalterably true,
‘ tho' he rejeét fome who were under the outward Adminiftration ;
¢ for the Words are an Anfwer to an Objeétion propofed in ver 6.
¢ firft Claufe.” This Expofition 'Mr. A1, offers not in the leaft to
overthrow ; tho’ his Caufe greatly required him to do fo, had it
been praéticable ; for if this be the Scope and Meaning, and this the
Apoftle’s Conclufion, it will follow unavoidably that it does not
ook towards a Repeal of Aérabam's Covenant. What for an
Argument is it; that becaufe fome who were under the external
Difpenfation of the Covenant were camal, therefore Abrabam’s
Covenant is repealed? Therefore Infant’s Church-membe. hip is
at an End? What the Apoftle fays here, was applicable to the
O/d Teflament Church, in any Period of it, as well 25to the
Neaws and could as well have provena Repealf of the afore- '
faid Appointment in the Days of David or Mefes, as at this Day,
unlefs the Words could bear fome contrary Expofition to what [
have obferved. A ~
© Mg. M. proceeds thus, ¢ 'Tis evident from thefe Words, that
¢ nons, wgeéhcr Feaws or Gentiles, are counted for the fpiritual ;
¢ Seed, but true Believers only. Now methinks all will grant, |
¢ thas the Infants of believing Gentiles are not Abrabam’s fiethy
¢-eed; and Mr. F. in his Diftin®ions does not undertake to
¢ thew, that they are his fpiritual Sced; then it follows, thas
¢ the Infants of believing Gentiles are not the Seed of Abrabam in
"¢ any Refpe& at all.' A famous Confequence! This Mode of
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arguing will prove many Things as well as this. I have not un-
deriaken in my Diflinctions, to prove that we are juftified by
Faith, therefore we are not; nor have I undertaken to refute the
Docétrine of Tranfubjiantiaticn, in thele Diftin&ions, then it follows
that it is true. I have not undertaken this, does it then follow,
that I have not thewn what I did undertake? I undertook to
fthew, that this Place does not prove a Repeal of the aforefaid
Appointment : This I have done by fhewing the Scope of the
Place; but inftead of this, I muft thew that the Infant; of be-
lieving Gentiles are Abrabam’s fpiritual Sced: But it is much to
be doubted, when I come indeed to fhew this, Mr, 4s. will find
fault, or get the better of me, becaufe I did not fhew fomething
elfe; for he has hitherto eafily gain’d his Point, by difputing
againit what is not the Cafe in hand. Anather of his Conclufions is,
“ that the Infants of Genrtile Belicvers cannot be baptiz'd by Virtue
* of any Promife given to the Seed of Abrabam, for they are not
¢ includ);d in it." Now this Conclufion is not diawp from the
"Text, but only from my not undertaking in my Diftinétions what
was not the prefent Bufinefs ; but I will be even with Mr. 4. by
arguing thus, he has not undcrtaken from this Plage to fhew,
that dipping is the only Mode of Baptifin, therefore it is not.

I queried, ¢ whether a vifible credible Profeflion was the Grourd
¢ on which they formerly judg’d of the Right of Abrabam’s Seed 1o
¢ the initiating Yeal of the Covenant.” He anfwers they circumcifed
them according to order on the cighth Day ; ¢ but did not cigcum-
¢ cife them as the fpiritual Seed.” I grant they did not circum-
cife them from an Opinion that each Individual was infallibly.
gracious ; but they were certain that all the Seed were under a
general indefinite Promife, which gave them ground to judge cha-
i ably cf each Particular. And if they did not circumcife them
as the fpiritual Sced, I would Jearn on what Account? Was it on
any fpiritual Account at ail 2 f: doubt, the Anfwer will be
agreeable to his Maxim, that being m the Covenant gives no.
Right to Ordinances : Of which betore, he fays, ¢ The Method
¢ we are now to follow, is to baptize Perfons en profeffion of
¢ their Faith’ But will this Scripture prove, thgt aS vifible cre-,
dibie Profeflors are the fpiritual Seed, and none but fuch ? If ik
prove not this, I afk again, how they can at all improve it to.
their Purpofe? For the Place refers to fuch as are the fpiritual
Sced in the firiéteft Senfe, diftinguithes thofe who are Jfrae/,
from thofe who are of Jirael, i. e. thofe who are eletted, from,
vifible Church-Members ; and does not fo much as hins at the
Grounds on which Ordinances are adminiftercd. If we may ad-
p i itter Ordinances to none, but fuch as are fpiritual in the Senfe,
of this Text, we may adminifter them to none but fuch asare
ele@ed, and infallibly gracious: and this will reg:nirc X judg:-
ment not only of Chbarity, but Infailibility, to detexmine who
may be admitted to Ordinances, and wko not. To fay, that
csedible Profetfon gives Ground to judge charzably, and warrants
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@ to adminifter Ordinances, is to fay nothing to the prefent Pur.
pofe, unlefs it appear'd from this Text, that we are to exclude all
others from our Charity, and from Hopes of Salvation, befides
Profeflors, and afcertain Salvation to each of themn; as we muft
do, if they, and only they, be the fpiritual Seed here fpoken of 3
But on the contrary, is it not plain, Sxat we have Ground of Cha-
rity for fuch as are under general indefinite Promifes of Grace and
Salvation? And is it pot as plain, that fuch Promifes are given to
the Seed of Believers? Hence if the Scriptures own fuch Infants,
as well as a&ual Prefeflors, fo fhould we too. Hcrcuxon Mr.
M. thinks me ¢ very unhappy, not fix'd in my own Judgement,
¢ but forced to put on varicus Forms and Shapes, for, jbfy: be,
# it he has good Ground to judge charitably that Believers Infants
¢ are the fpiritual Seed, his Diftintion of a twofold Way of be-
¢ ing in the Covenant of Grace is quite ufelefs; for if they are
‘ the fpiritual S~ed they are favin 1)* in the Covenant, and fa
¢ will ail be faved.’ I faid, the in%efmite Promifes to Believer‘s
Infants gives ground to judge charitably of them; therefore I
faid they will all infallibly be faved! Well, Mr. M, thinks a cre-
dible Profeffion gives ground ta judge charitably of the Adult,
that they are the fpiritual Seed, therefare all credible Profeflors
are favingly in the Covenant of Grace, and fo will all infallibly be
faved : He is got into the fame Box with re now; and whatever
Way he can help himfelf, the fame will do for me; ard perha
my Diftin®ion of a #bfold Way of being in Covenant may

of fome Uit to him. Butis it not ftrange, that he thould pres
tend to refute the Ufe of faid Diftinétion, by an Inftance which
confirms the Neceflity, and fhews the Ufe of it? I think herein
he ha?pened to be fomewhat unhappy himfelf ; and how uncandid,
to pafs from a Judgement of Charity, to that of Infallibilipy!
How inconfiderate, to talk as if there was no Ufe for the Dif-
tintion of a twofpld being in the Covenant! For if he reje@
faid Diftin®ion, he muft fay, all vifible Profeflors are in it fa.
vingly, which I am perfuaded he will not do.

In pag. 33. he comes to treat of Gal. tii 16. Now to Abra-
ham aend bis Seed were the Promifes made: He [aith mot, and te
Seeds, as of many, but as of omes and to thy Seed, avhich is
Curisr. On which I obferv'd, ¢ either this Promife is made to
‘ Carist perfonally, or as Head of the vifible Church: If it
‘ was made vo CurisT perfonzal, then it will prove, that no Be-
liever is counted for the Seed but CurrsT alone; and fo Salva-
tion is pramis’d to nore but himfelf ; and then it will not only ex-
clude the Infants of Balicvers from the Promife, but Believers
themfelves ; not the Seed of Abrabam only, but Abrabam him-
felf; and wili exclude them rut only from Ordimances bat from
Heaves : For if it be made only to CerasT perfonal, 'ts plain, it
can ertend to none other: But what vaft Abhfurdities are thefe?
* Therefore it muft have been made to CurisT myftical, or as
* Head of ihe vifible Church, and then it will extend to all

¢ Believess
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¢ Believers in hir.' Mr. M. fays, ¢ the very mentioning of this
* Argument is enough to refute it." May I not then expe&t he
will clearly expofe it? But far from that, he only mentions the
Text, and does not make one Attempt to free his Glofs from the
fhocking Abfurdities I charged upon it. He boldly fays, ¢ 'tis
* evident the Promifes were made primarily to CurisT perfonal :°
And he has Texts enough a: Hand to prove it; as Co/. i. 18,
In all Things be muf bave the Pre-cmincmce. Now the Reafon
is given in the firk Part of the Verfe, viz. He is the Heaa of the
Body, the Church: And can a Perfon, exercifing Comumon Senfe,
ymagine tha: this Text proves, the Promifes werc made to CHrisT
perfonally, as diftinguithed from his being Head of the Church ?
Again, Jai, xlii. 6. He is gizven {ar a Covenant of the Pecple
and can this mean lefs than that he is Head of the Church? A-
gain, 2 Cor. 1. 20. For all the Promifes of GOD in him are
yra, and ix bim Amen: And is not this becaufe he is Head of the
Body, and Saviour of his Church? Again, Fpb. i. 22. Ana gave
bim to be Head over all Things to the Church: i. e. his Empire
1 univerfal, that he may order all Things for the Bencfit of his
Church: And is it not a ftrange Doétrine from hence, that the
Promifes were made to Curist perfonal, primarily, ard not as
Head of the Church? He alfo fave, ¢ This is according to the very
* Tenor of the Apoftle’s Realoning, Gal. iii. 22. But the Scrip-
¢ tures bave concluded all snder Sin, tbat;‘h Promife by Faith
¢ of FJESUS CHRIST mizkt be given them that belicve.”
This Text proves, that believing in Curist is the Way in
which Salvation i&s promis’d, and to be obiain’d; but how it
proves that the Promifes were primarily made to Curist perfo-
nal, and not as Head of the Church, I own my deep and total
. Jgnorance: Yet I cannot but blefs my felf froni fuch a Principle
as maft be maintain’d by fuch lamentable Shifts. He has indced

roven his Point, if mentioning Scriptures will do it; but me-
thinks & rational Man would blufh to {peak ac a Venture in a Cafo
of Importance; or thew himfelf canfident of a Principle thac
bas no Plaufibility; and [ lcave it to the Judicious, whether Mr.
M. might not as well have caft Lots what to fay, as have quoted
the aforciaid Texts to prove his Principle. But what could he do,
for the Principle itfelf is Heterodox, and cannot be proven? Nor
do I know that any of Mankind cver attempted to prove, or
affert it before. 1 certainly expected he weuld have been more
fender of Truth.

HowevEr, if he cannot get an Argument for his own Caufe
from this Text, he will try to prevent me of one alfo: He prc-
cceds firit to call it #:/d, and then drefles it thus, ¢ Belicver's
¢ Infants are Church-Members, thercfore the Promife extends 0
¢ them alflo." But my Argument was thus, ¢ The Promife muft
* have been made to CurisT as Head of the vifible Church,
¢ and :hen it will extend to all Rehevers in i.im, and alfo to their

¢ Sceds for they were never call out of the Church, for ?ugl;t‘
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¢ that yetappears.' And fince it once extended to them, unlefait
can be proven to have been revok'd, it extends nuwv as far as ever it
did, which mcthinks, Error itfelf would bluth to deny. But inftead
of proving that the Promife is revok'd, he goes on :hus, ¢ Let him
* {pesk out, will Church-Memberthip entitle any to the Promife of
* Juflification, of the Holy Ghefl, of Adeption $--Lia the Promiles of
* thefe Bleflings extend to Believers, and their Seed, as fuch? Let
* Mr. Finicy thew where Gop has promifed thefe fpirituat Bleflings
* fhould be'entail’d on any flethly Line.' Aa/. Ihave thewn al-
ready, that the Promifes are to Believers and their Seed ; and fo
plain is it, that he may run who reads it: And what is eafier than
to fhew, that Gop has entail'd thefe {piritual Bleflings on Beilevers
and their Seed in a Line? See Exod. xx. 6. He will foeav Mrrcy
to a Thoufand Generarions of them that love bimj and is not a
Thoufand Generations a long Line? Nor will Mr. 4. I hope,
venture to fay, that the feconé. Commandment is rcpealed : Again,
Yai. Ixi. 21, GOD awill give bis Spirit to bis Peaple, and their Sced,
and Seed's Seed, from benceforth and forewver: And is not forever a
long Line? Let Mr, At fpeak, and fay, is it not very long?
Yea, is not Seed, and Seed's Sced, a Line fufficient to juftify the
Affertion? It will not do to anfwer thefe Texts, by Surprizes,
Marvcls, and wondering at my Ignorance: Nor by faying the
Contrary is evident: Nor by quoting Fobn i. 13. without thewing
how the Text refutes the Doctrine : It is a ftrange Method for a
Chriftian to go about as tho’ he would refute one Text by ano-
“ ther: According to Mr, M’s. Glofs, there’s a real Contradiction
between Jobni. 13. and the Scriptures I now quoted: Accord-
ing to our Glofs there is not a feeming One: Jobn i. 13. aflerts,
that Believers avere born of GOD; the Texts I quoted fignify,
that GOD awill give Regenerating Grace to Believer's Seed ; and
where’s the Oppofition i Where 1s the Difficulty ? But to prevent
Miftakes, obferve, that I do not conceive the Scriptures to intend,
that all the Seed of all Believers will be converted ; for they are
wot &Ml lrael, that are of Ifrael; but that Gop gathers his
feople from among their Seed; and Elefion runs in a Line as
ong as he will: And hence it is, that we ought to hope equally
charitably of Believer’s Infants, as of altual Profeflors,

I obferv’d that Infants avere mewer caft out of the Church, {or
ougbt that yet appearsy Me. M. replies, ¢ It don’t appear they
‘ were caft out of the New-Tefflament Church, for it don’t appear
‘ they were ever in it.” He don't deny they were Members of
the Frawish Church: Now if it was the Church of Gop, and the
fame in Subftance with the Chriflian Church, it will follow, that
Church-Memberthip was of as great Importance in the former
as it is in the latter; and alfo that the Materials of the Church
are flill the fame: Hence, if Infants were once Materials of it,
they are fo flill; the Argument is clear, if the Principies are
granted from which it is drawn. But I am not certain, that Mr,
#f believes the Feawiff Curch to have been the fame in Sub&an‘c:
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with the Chriflian ; nay, he does not clearly free himfelf from o
Sufpicion, that he looks on it hardly to have been the Church
of Gon : What lefs can be gathered from his denying that the
Covenant of Grace was adminifter'd by Circumcifion, cr the Alos
Siac Ceremonies? From his fignifving that the very Charter or
Patent of the Fewi Church was difanull'd, and not only the Seal}
As in pag. 75, from his denying that the Sealing Ordinances of
Difpexfa:xom depend on the fame Inflitution ? With what Slight
does he ofien mention the former Difpenfation, and diminith 1t's
Worth abfclutely, and not only comparatively? We often hear
of that dari legal, t);ﬁiml Adminiftration ; that the Feaws were
faid to be masried to the Lorn, and to be in Covenant only on
Account of that dark Difpenfation, and their being the Subje&ts
of Ordinances: He rejeéts Old-Teflament Proofs refpefting thd
Chriflian Church, pag. 35, and denies that the Materials of the
Church under both Difpenfations were the fame : Again, pag. 52,
he intimates, that the Yews were not to ftand by Faith under the
former Difpenfatior, but only by fzdere/ Holinefs; this will
make an effential Difference between the Church then and now;
and pag. 54, ¢ Nothing but Faith in the Mejiab gave the Feaus
* a fanding in the New-Tefament Church ' which feems plainly
to imply, &at fomcthing clfe gave them a Standing in the O....
Pag. 40, he fays, ¢ Wz f{ee where Infant’'s Church-Memberthip,
*® (fuch as it was) ended in the 7eavifh national Church.’ Ssch as
it was, feems to fay, it was hardly worth the Name of Church-
Memberthip.

Tuxsr, methinks, are fhocking Confiderations, in Oppofition
to which, obferve, 1. If the %muvish and Chriffian Church be dif-
ferent in Subftance, they had cne Way to Heaven, and we another
quite different: But this is falfe, for we are faved by the Grace
of the Lovd 3ESUS CHRIST, even as they, AQs xv. 11. 2. If
the Church urder both Difpenfations be not in Subftance the fame,
it will follow, that Abrabam could not be the Father both of the
Circumcifod and Uncircumcifed Believers; but this he was, as
Rom. iv. 11, 12, prove. 3. It would follow, that the Feaws
did not eat the fame fpiritual Meat; nor drink the fame {piritual
Drink as the Chriflians do; but this they did, 1 Gor. x. 3, 4.
4. It would follow, that the $ews could not be Examples and
Patterns of Faith to Chriffians, contrary to Heb. xi.throughout. 5. It
would follow, that the Jews and Chrifiians are not made one Church,
nor the middle Wall of Partition broken down for that Purpofe; but
this is falfe, Epb. ii. 11----15. Nay, 6. then the Chrifiian Church
is not built on the Foundation of the Prophets, but only the A-

Jes, contrary to Epb. ii 20. and laftly, it would follow, that
f:u a falfe and deceiving Method of proceeding; to exprefs what

rtains to the Neaw-Teflament Church and Worfhip, by the fame
w/urda which were ufed to exprefs what pertain’d to the Church
and Worfhip of the O/d Teflament, but this is frequently done
in the Reavslations and elfewhere, What fhall we now thintl; ?‘S
, 0
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thofe who require exprefs Words of Scripture, and deny Confed
uences, and yet exprefsly withftand plain Scriptures? Can wae.
*hink Mr. M. will ftill affert, the Inftitution of the Fewwsis Church
is effentially different from the Chriftian ?# He fometimes has fig-
nified that the Memberfhip of Infants was typical, and often Ranis
i among other Mo/aic Ceremonies, which are abolith’d; if it was
a Type, what is the Anti-type! If a Ceremony, then the Mate~
rials of the Church were a Ceremony ; for Infants were Materials
of it: And hence unavoidably follows, that the Church itfelf was
a Ceremony: WillMr. M. fay it was? [ muft charitably hope he
will not. If, then, Infant’s Church-Memberfhip was no Part of the
tremonial Law, it is not repeal’d ; if no Type, it is not fulfilled.
If they were Materials of the Church of Gob, and his Church
the fame in Subftance thro’ all Ages, then the Materials are the
fame; for the Materials of the Church are eflential to it, and fo
Infants will be Church-Members until the Church be repealed. X
might add many Arguments ont this Head, which, for fake of
ﬂrec:idty, I now omit: And I cannot but prefume the Cafe ic plain
ready. |
In );aég; 3. Mr. M. demands Scripture-Authority for ufing
thefe Words, wiz. THeE PaLeE oF The Cuuren. He fuppofes
this Word has fome great latent Influence on the Dorine of In-
fant-Baptifm ; nor need we think to hide from him the Force we
defign to give it; Nay, he has by his Penetration, found it out
already ; and obferves, ® that hereby we colvar our Fancy for
¢ balf-wvay Members; i. e. fuys be, Members mot fully in their
¢ Church; nor yet in the wide World, but wikhin the Pale of
¢ their vifible Church, probably in their Church-yard ;----fome-
¢ where in the Middle between their Church and the World.” Ob-
ferve, he calls it Our' Church, no doubt for Ditinction’s fake:
Now if the Queftion were put, #hat is it to be an Infant-Mem-
ber 7 The Anfwer is, To be awithin the Pale of .gur Church.
, What is it to be avithin the Pale of the Church? Anf. It is
2o be in the Church-yard. Q. What is it to be in the Church-yard ?
An{, It is to be fomewbhere in the Middle betavecn the Church and
the World. Is not this a pretty Fancy ? Yes, and alfo a colour’d
’-‘ancy, and an hatch’d Fancy ; ¢ It has been hatch’d long fince
the Apoftle’s Days;’ and fome dangerous Herefy be fure, lurks
in it. For ¢ It is good to pave the Way to fome unknown
¢ middle Region for them in the other World too, if they die in
¢ fuch Circumflances:’ I dare fay he means Purgatw;v, or Lim-
Sus Infamtum, and the Way to it is pav’d with pretty colour'd
Fancigs. Well, feeing thefe Things arz fo; and feeing I ¢ never
¢ read of fuch Members, cither under the Legal, or Gofpel-Ad-
¢ miniftration; upon the Whole, this Text, (Gal iii. 16.) is fo
¢ far from concluding for them, that it is a Wonder how Mr,
¢ F, could have the Confidence to fay it does.” Thus has Mr.
M. corre&ted my Confidence, thewn his Wit, and Power of Cri-
ticifm, and Dexterity in Argunxnenution, all at once: The fame
To.
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Topick he improves in pag. 64. truly, he feems fo much afraid of
Infant-Baptifm coming in at the Back-Door every where, that he
carindt get Time to reafon, he is fo often obliged to deny it: He
guards well againft it where it is not ;: doutlefs he defigns to ftop
it where it comes: But if he is afraid of the Power of the Pavk,
I affure him ] had no Defign againft him by that Word : I have
no Need of it, however much his Caufe needed the Remarks on
it. I would not have mentloned fuch ridiculous Stuff, but thae
Mr. M. lays great Strefs on the Obfervation ; and to have neg-
leted it, would have Pivm him Caufe of Triumph: And if ne.
ceflary to mention it, I humbly prefume, that judicious Readers
will own, there is more Propriety in treating it with Ridicule,
than with ferious Argumeat ; and if any where I treat him in fuch
Manner, I am lad to it from the Confideration of it's Propricty,
and not from a Humour of Satyrizing,

Hz goes on to repedt my Argument further, ¢ Abrabam’s Blefs-
¢ ing was not only to himfelf perfonally, but alfo to his S¢ed ; and
¢ this very Blefling is come on the Gentiles thro' Curist; there-
¢ fore it muft come on their Seed too.” To this he anfwers, tha¢
¢ Abrabam’s Blefing was Fuftification, the Gift of the Holy Ghoft,
¢ and fuchBleflings as belong only tothe piritwal §¢ed y and are the
¢ carnal Seed of believing Gentiles, as fuch, Paitakers of thefe
¢ {piritual Bleflings ?* 4n/. The Scripture fays, Abrsham’s Blff”‘
is come on the Gentiles thro' CARIST, and I faid {o too: Now
fince his Blefling extended to his Seed, I rightly inferr'd it muft
come on the Sad of Genmtile-Believers, elfe it is not Abrabam's
Blefling either n the Form or Fatnefs of it: Mr. M. afks, if
thefe {piritual Eleflings come on the carsa/ Seed of believing Gen-
tifes ? He appetrs to ufe carnal for gracelefs, and {o his Q@crg is
this, Are the gracelefs Seed of believing Gentiles, as fach, Par-
takers of faving Grace? Or, are gracele/s People gracious? This
he can readil §eny, and refute, and then accufe us of applying
to the fe/p8ecd what belongs to the fpiritual : But feeing Abra-
bam's Blefling was to his own Seed, as the Scripture afferts, can't
Mr. M. as well urge thus, What? Are the gracelefs Seed of Abra-
bam, as fuch, Partakers of thefe {pititual Bleflings? If not, ¢ How
¢ can any fay, that Abrabam’s Blefling is come on his ewn See*
¢ when the Affertion is entirely falfe?” At this Rate he will pro
as much againtt the Scripture as againft us, ,

Bur in pag. 36, &Fc. he can tell us of feveral Bleflings of -
Abraham which he' fuppofes come not on the Gentiles ; as, that he
Sbould be a Father of many Nations; bad the Land of Canaan

romis’d to bis Seed 5 and that CHRIST fooild deftend from him.
iﬁ'. M. «tks if eich of thefe Bleflings be come on every believing
Gentile ? And if not, then doés not Arabam’s Blefiig come on
them curtail'd ? An/. Ms. M. will siot fay, that evély godly Per-
fon of Abrabam’s Seed, had the Promife of bcih'g Father of man

Nations; every one of théem had not the Promife of the whole
Land of Canaan; nor could euch of them be the Pxog;n}i{tor of
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CHRIST: Will he therefore conclude, againft Scripture, that firas’
bam’s Blefling came not an his own Seed? Let him try if he can '
avoid this Conclufion from the fame Topicks hy which he would
rove, that Abrabam’s Blefling is not come on the Seed of Gentile-
elievers : Muft we not then conclude, that #brabam’s Bleffing here
is meant of fich as can come confiftently on any particular Per-
on of his Sced ; and fo on each of his fpiritual Seed, the be-
ieving Gewtiles ?  Thus it happens, that Mr. M's Arguments ge-"
nerally prove either too little, or too much; and it appears he
can get no Shift to {poil me of an Argument from Gal. iii. for
fiill he ¢an't prevent, but this Blefling will come on Gentile Be~
lievers, and on their Seed indefinitely.

Aca1y, ‘ays he, * Was it not Abrabam’s Blefling to have the
¢ Seal of the Covenant adminiftered to all the Males born in his
¢ 'Houfe, or hought with Money? And is this Blefling come on
¢ the Gentiles » Anf. Yes, doubtlefs it is: Butfays he, ¢ if it is
‘ why don't cur Opponents baptize thofe born in their Houfe, an&_‘
¢ Slaves bought with their Money »* An/. Slaves bought with:
Money, if come to Age, and inftru&ted, thould be baptiz’d at
their Defire; and for thofg born in their Houfe, I judge they
have equal Riélht with thofe born in Aérabam’s Houfe; but to
artue againft the Principre, becaufe fome don’t prallice accord-
irxly, is’s Way that will prove all practical Religion to be falfe 3
for many Prefe/fors don't pradtice accordinF to theirPrinciple : How-
ever, i is well thit Mr. M. owns the afotefaid Scaling of Abra-
bam's Mal:z Children te have been a Blefling, and we own-it is
not rebeglcd; for we believe Gob iz not lefs prone to blefs than
he ever was. | -

But be {ays, ‘ If thefe Things were temparal, and peculiar to
¢ Abrabam’s Seed, fo fay we of Infant’s Right to any Ordinance,
‘ anl Abrabam’s Blefling com:s to us uncurtail’d without the No-
¢ tica of Infan’s Church-memberthip.® Why then, it feems
Church-memberiip is no Bleffiag now, tho’ it was in fhrabam’s
Days: Was it a temporal Thing ? Or was it a Blefling to be in
the Feawifsh Church; and is it a Blefling to be out of the Chriffians
hen ha are the Pzgas Nations. The Infants of Belicvers
e once dlofk with Church-memberfhip; but now they are
et wich Excommunicagion: What Paradoxes are thefe? And
urch-memberfhip is levell'd with temporal Things!| No wonder

he calls it infipid. Now feeing the ‘Blefling wﬁ.ich is come on
the Gentiles, is Fufification, and the faving Benefits of the Newv-Co-
wenant, Mr. M. ¢ cannot but ﬁrmly conclude, the aforefaid Ap-
* pointment is at an End:" So s Argument will fand thus;
meau’s‘*meﬁng is come on the Gentiles, but his E.efling was
?J/{ﬁtatim, and other faving Benefits ; therefore the Appointment

Infant’s incovenanting with their Parents is at an End}., Is thera
any need of Art to expofe the Folly of this Reafoning to a ra-
tiohal Man ! Is this Conclufion contain'd in the Premifes ? Or has
he any Medium at all to proviit? No, not the Likenefs of l:}ne.
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Now by fuch Arguments he has fo pav'd the Way, that ¢ it is
¢ not necefiary for him to dwell long on what I call the Anabapeifi’s
¢ Devices;’ but he mentions one, «iz. ¢ that Abrabam’s Covenant
¢ was mixt,” I proved that it was not mix'd in Subftance ; which
Mr. M. paffes over, and tells us ¢ ’tis mix'd in refpe& of tempo-
¢ ral and eternal Things® I fhew'd that we are now under 2
Covenant of fuch Mixturs ; which he does not deny : But he afks,
¢ Who ever came up to my Notion of Mixture in Abrabam’s Co-
¢ venant, wiz. that his Pofterity enjoy’d the fame Privileges, Liber-
¢ ties and Immunities in the Church, as himfelf did, until by their
¢ Degeneracy fome of them were broken off.” He has not fpent
a Sentence in fhewing the Mixture of this; and I confefs I can
fee none in it. I can retra&t none of the Words until I fee their
Abfurdity : And the Truth is, I do not fee that they fuit his Ob-
fervation any better than if he had wrote by Chance.

Anotner Device I mentioned, was their joining Abrakam's
Covenani with the Law given ..t Sinas, which they fay was a
rigorous Covenant of Works, ::d confequently is abolithed.
Hereon I refer to my former Proofs from Lewst. xxvi. Dext.
xxx. compared with Heé. viii, which thew that the Sinai Covenant
was really a Covenant of Grace, and the fame in Subftance with
that in Hcb. viii. but thefe Proofs and my Diftinttions he pafles
over both there and here; and barely tells us, that ¢ all muft
¢ grant the Covenant made with the Jfraelites at their Return out
* of Egypt is abolifh’d; and fo leaves me to debate the Matter
¢ with the Apoftle in Heb. viit’ And I leave him to anfwer my
Arguments, which he has not attempted to do: And as he has
not offered to anfwer my Proofs that the Sinai Difpenfation was a
Covenant of Grace; neither has he made any Trial to free his
Arguvment from the Abfurdities ] charged on it; therefore I muft
{et them before him again. ¢ If the Jfraelites were under a Cove-
 nant of / orks, and if the Law was given from §imai with that
¢ Defign, then I afk, were any of the Jfraelites under that Dif-
¢ penfation faved ? They cannot but anfwer Yes: And were they
¢ faved by Grace, orby Works ? By Grace, no doubt: But is not
¢ this a Contradi®ion, Sawved by Grac:., snder the vigour of a
¢ Covenant ¢f Works?' Mr M. ought to remove this Difficuly

or quit his Principle. e

IN pag. 38. he does not, in fo many Words affert, thatt

Ifraclices were under a Covenant of H#orks, and a Covenant oft

Grace at the fame Time; but he feems 1o fay that we are now
under both thefe Covenants, which is fill wore fhocking, if
poflible: For he's ¢ furpriz'd that his Opponents can’t {ee, that
¢ the Law, as a rigorous Covenant of Works, is fubfervient to
¢ the Gofpel.’ Is not this as much as to fay, the Covenant of
Morks is {ubfervient to the Covenant of Grace? And fo if we
are under one, we muft be under both at once: But is not this
4 Depth unfathomable ? The Covenants of Works and Grace are
ducedy oppofite, yet the one is fubleivient to the other ! T:htt
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the Law is fubfervient to the Gofpel is true; but that it is fog
confider'd as a Covenant of Warks, is too wonderful for Morals
to conceive: For if we are under bath Covenants, 1 may well
uree with Mr. Flavel, ¢ We can neither be juftified nor condemn’d
¢ in this Lifes nor in'the World to come can we either go to
¢ Heaven or Hell; and yet we muft be fully jutified, and fully
¢ condemncd at the fame Time; becaufe under the Lenity of &
:-Covenant of Grace, and the Rigour of a Covenant of Works at

once.’ |

I alfo reafoned againft fuch a Notion from Gal. iii. 19,
¢ the Law was added, but not fet in Oppofition to_the Promife ;
¢ And it was ordained by Angels in the Hands of a Mediator ; but
¢ there is no Mediator in the avenant of Works, ver. 21. I the
¢ Law againft the Prom{c of GOD? GOD forbid: But had
¢ the Law been given to be a Covenant of Works, it would have
¢ been diredly. againft the Promife; ver. 24, The Law awas our
¢ School-mafier to bring us to CHRIST : But had it been a Covee

¢ nant of Works, it could not have led ta CurisT, but from him 3
s for then Righteoufncfs would have been by the Law, ver. 21.
« and not by Curist. Thefe plain Arguments Mr. M. could
overlook, and yet fay he refutes me: But what are his Arguments ?
Why, he is furpriz'd that we can't fee, that the Covenant of’
Works is {ubfervient to the Gofpel. Now who ever came up to
Mr. M's Notion of Mixture in th: Covenant?

He don't in exprefs Terms fay, as Mr. Cary, that the godly
Fews were under a Covenant of Grace, and the reft under a Co-
Yenant of Works; but he fays what feems to imply fo much, for.
when I argue from Paul’s circumcifing Timothy, that Circumcifion
in it's own Naturs, did not bind to the Zawas a Covenant o
Works, he calls the Argument impertinent, intolerably atfurd, and
ridiculous : But why all this? I‘f: fays becaufe Circumcifion way
then abrogated ; does not this imply, that before it was abrogated
it bound Perfons to the Law as a Covenant of Works? And in
pag, 40. he fays, ¢ No more is to be underftood by the whole
¢ Nation of the Fews, and their Seed’s being in Covenant (true
¢ Believers cx_c?ted) than that they were c§y the Subjects of

s, ¢ Ordinances under the former Adminiftration.”  Now if Circums

cifion bound to the Law as a Covenaat of }7orks all thofe who
. were the Subjeéts of it, true Beliew.rs excepted, then were the
Godly under one Covenant, and the Ungodly under another : For
the Refutation of this Principle, in it’s various Forms, I refer the
Reader to Charitable Pica, pag. 20, 27 I argued that the Sinas
Difpenfation was not given as a Covcnant of Works, thus, ¢ ei-
¢ ther the carnal Fews miftook the Defign of Gop in giving the
¢ Law, or they did not ; if they did miftake it, then he did not give
¢ it to be a Covenant of Works; for this they thought it to be
* when they fought Fufification by it, e Mr. b 1ays ¢ The
¢ Argument feems to turn out thus, bat ther did miftake it, there-
: fore it was given to be a Covenant of Grace, and, then the Fews

¢ were in the Right to feek Jupification by it.’ I thiak thefCafa
cems
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feems to turn out thus, That Mr. M. is not fufficiently Apprehen-
five of the Force of an Argument, to undertake the Refuration
of my Book; for contrary to' him my Argument will turn out nq
other Way but thus, wiz, They who fought Juftification by the
Law, thought it was defign’d for a Covenant of Works: But
they who fought Juftification by it miftaok it's Defign, therefors
it was not givento be a Covenant of Wor'ts,

Bur after fo much has been faid by Mr. 44, concerning Abra-
bam's Covenant, might it net be expeéted, that we are informed
what to think of it? What kind of Covenant was it? He won’t
allow it to have been the Covenant of Grace ; for good Men, &¢ fays,
were faved out of it : He don't fay it was the Covenant of Works,
nor a meéer temporal Covenant; had he faid either of the latter,
he was pincht with Arguments; and if the former, he gave up
his Ciul,: : Hence he concluded it {eems, that it was fafeft to give
it no Name at all, but only Abrakanr’s Covemant; and ftudioufly
to avoid giving us any Definition of it. He once and again owns
that the Covenant of* Grace was revealed to Abrahgm and David,
&c. but ftill denies that it was adminifter'd by the Ordinances they
were under: The carnal Feaws were only the Subjeéts of Ordi-

nances, he often tells us, and I want to know what are carnal

Cbriftians more? If nothing more, then I would know whether
he thinks the Ordinances they now attend, arc the Adminiftration
of the fame namelefs Covenant the 7eavs were under, or a name-,
Jefs Covenant of another Sort? And if he cannot give it a Nume,
let &' v give ita Defimition, and tell us what it is, withoat (hift<
ing and quibbling. I heartily with he wou!d deal honeffly and
ogenly ; but in utmoft calmnefs I think, he fculks, and hides
himfelf among an Heap of ambiguous Phrazes, and Terms which,
in "his Connexfon, feem to mean either Noshing or Nor-femfs, or.
Meterodoxy. What can he mean by denyin~ Abrabam’s Covenant.
to be the Covenant of Grace; and yet alw.ys owning the Cove-
nant of Grace was xeveaied to him? I fee ot what elfe he can
intend, but that the Covenant of Grace w.: fecretly infpired to,
himfeif, but not divulg'd nor difpens’d Ly Circumcifion, and the
othet Ordinances he was under; if he m: n this, why don’t he
freely declare it, and jufiify it? What can he mean by faying,
¢ That no more is meant by the whole Nation of the. Fraw:s and
¢ their Seed’s being in Covenant, true Believers excepted, but
¢ that they were only the Subjeéts of Ordinances under the former
¢ Adminiftration?’ But may we enquire what that Adminiftration
did adminifter ? Was it an Adminiftration of the Covenant ? If fo,
. of what Covepant? Was it the Covengnt of Grace? No:
This he depies: Was it the Covenant of Works 7 This he fome-
times would feem to infinuate, yet never ventures plainly to affert
§t. Was it a meer temporal Covenant ?. This hs has not afferted :
If he fay any of the latter, he's oblig’d to anfwer mi Arguments.
And now what does the Matter amount to more than this, the
Yo and their Seed were in covenant on accouat of theg“gg;xexg
)
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Bubje&ts of Ordinances that adminifter’d nothing? Or fome une
known Thing? And fo were in a Covenant which had no Name
nor Meaning ; which cannot be explain’d or defin’d.

Bur fhould [ take Notice of all the vagrant Words and Sene
tences in his Book, I might write a Volume in expofing them;
it may fuffice to give now and then a Specimen of them.

In })ag. 39, Mr. M. fays, I ¢ fwell and vapour exceedingly,
becaule I challenge them to prove a Repeal of Gobo’s gracious
Grant; and demand the Text of Scripture that fays, Gop awill
‘mot now fland to the Charter given to Abraham and bis Poflerity.}
He wrangles about the State of the Queftion, and tells us, ¢ Itis
* not whether Gopo will be the Gop of Abrabam and his fpirie
* tual Seed ; but whether the carnal Secd of Abrabam are vifibly
' in the Covenant, or Infant’s Church-memberfhip at an End?"
‘The Queftion was propofed without any Ambiguity, wiz. whether
Abrabam's Covenant be repealed? To this he hrft oppofes a Child
§n Religion: Secondl;, attacks it himfelf: He has often referred us
to Fer. xxxi. 3z. and Heb. viii. already, but he has them here
again ; and lays *hae Emphafis of his prefent Argument on this,
that they break the Covenant, thereforeit is repealed ; 1 regarded
them not, faith the LORD, he hath made the Firt O/, there-
fore 4brabam’s Charter is broken by his Pofterity, ¢ and thrown
¢ by as old Parchment out of Date,’ I confefs a Child in Reli-
ﬁion may reafon as well, and explain Scripture as well as Mr, 44

oes here, I heard him ule the fame Argument at Cape-May;
from the breaking of the Covenang by Abrabam’s Pofterity, to
prove the Repeal of it by Gop himfelf; but as I immgined it was
an inadvertent Sentence, I did not remark on it beforé, not being
willing to make 2 Man an Offender for a Word; but now
it is his triumphant Argument, and we muft confider it; and it is
an Argument that will prove more than Mr. M. him{df will allow
of. ﬁére I muft prefume until the Contrary b told me, that he
will readily own the Covenant of Crcce is adminifter’d by the
Sacraments of the New-Teflament ; and :onfequently that his Peo-
ple are under an Adminiftration of {r.i Covenant. I muft allo
prefume, that he only baptizes Perfqgs upon their profefling Faith
in CurisT, and cngagini to ferve him: And do they not then

rofefledly enter into the Lorp’s Covenant ? And fure he will not
ay, that none of them have ever afted contrary to their folema
Engagements : If then, they have counteralted their Vows, they
have broken the Covenant, in the fame Senfe as the Jfraclites did of
6ld : Is therefore, the Covenant they asc now under abelish'd, and
thrown by as a piece of old Parchment out of Date } And muft ano-
ther be made effentially different from it, which no fallen Mortal can
violate ? If the People’s breaking Covenant was a good Topicik
whereby to prave a Repeal foumerly, it muft be fo fill : Thus we
fee his Argument proves quite too much, or elie nothing.

Hs ¢ cannot fee how a Coyenant is everlafting, tha: does not
¢ everlattingly fecure all thofs in it from falling away.’ 1 fuppo{:
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De means, all who are in it favingly ; and fo he forgets my Dif-
tin&tion of a twofold Being in Covenant. Are not many carnal
Profeflors vifibly in Covenant now ? Shall we therefore fay, thé
Covenant is not everiafting, unlefs they all be faved who are under
the Difpenfation of it? Shall we fay the Word of Gobp is not
true, unlefs they be a/ Ifrael; avi are of lrael? Mr. M. muft
either fay this, or new-mould his Argument. |
He is apprehenfive; that Fer. xxxi. and Heb. viii. will be faid
to mean only the two diftin& Adminiftrations, =this I faid,
snd prov’d, and muft refer him to my Arguinents in Char. Plea,
Eg. 14---17. which he has not offer’d to refute ; but only afks
t{tg. 40. ¢ W2s the Lorp married to the Frws, or called
¢ their Hafband only on account of the former Adminiftration ' In
order to anfwer, I muft afk again, Of what was it the Admini-
firation? Of the Covenant? what Covenant? The Anfwers to
thefe are all Blanks in Mr. A°s Book ; fo that we can learn no-
thing from him, but that the Lorp was married to the Fewws on
Account of the Adminiftration of Nothing; or fomethin'g un-
known, which to us is all one. I fay, the Lorp was {zid to
be married to the Fervs becaufe they were his covenanted People,
and he their Gop, and the Covenant was difpenied to them by
the former Adminiftration. ;
Mz, M. often requires us to give exprefs Proof, in fo many
Words, That Infasts are Members in the New-Teflament Church:
We require an expre/s R;)?tal z their Church-member/tip: Let us
fec once for all which of us have beit Reafon for our Orege&ive
Peémands. Methirtks it is 2 Self-evident Truth, that an Ordinance
once enjoined by 2 t Authority; muft needs be in Force
until it be nﬁedby fame Authority : Hence; if Gop or-
dained, that Believer’s Infants fhould be Members of his Church,
muft be Members in it fill, onlefs caft out by himfelf,
in, it is evident, that an Ordinance is not repealed, by mot
ing exprefily, it is confirm'd: Snrpol'c, for Illuftration of
one would tranfgrefs fome of the Laws made m King
Reign, and would plead, that the Laws he broke are
and leid by as old Parchment out of Date, and there-
ooght not to be punith'd for Fa&s done comtrary to
it would of Courfe be demanded how he proves the Re-
rers, becaufe they are not exprefsly confirm'd by

in thi Reign: Would not every one
? Even fo, tho' there were no new ex-
s Church-Memberthip under the Neaw-
efloemn’d as Members fill, unlefs a Re-
. How utterly unable Mr. M.
prove s Repeal of Mivaban’s Covenant we have fosn ; yot this

or elfe remounce his favourite Principles.

my Third Affertion, vin. Tbet GOD bes
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thews the Falfity of Mr, 41's Aflertion, that T bring mo Seripturs
0 prove the Ripht of Infuais 1a Baptifia: O that they are wifi-
bly in the Couvenant of Craze, '

‘Tn evince the Cenfirmation of faid Appointment, 1 firlt res
ferred to feveral Scriptures whereby I prov'd, shas Abraham’s
Covomant svas o pure Covenawi of C3race; a3 Lewit xxvi. Deut:
xXX. Rom.iv. 11, und x. 8. Gal. i, 14, tH, 59, 21. and Held.
vili. to which I added Ga/ 8§, where the Apoftle afferts the
Goipel was preacli’d to Abrabem, faying, In thee joall all Na<
tions of vhe FEarth be blefid: And fince the Gofpel was preach’d
t0 hini, hc was certainly under the Covenant of Grace, and
confequentlv his Covenant is confirm’d: In Anfwer to this, Mr.
M. fays, this grand Miftake runs thro’ my Performance, wiz.
¢ that the Covenant of {irace was made with Man;' I think he
muft fay {o too, or eifle turn .futinomian, and deny the Neceflity
of Faith 1o intereft vs aétually in the Coverant: For if Gop
requires our Confenr to his ‘Ivims, and conirms the Covenant
to us on Conditicn of bebieving, this is a making the Covenant
with Man : But it's likely he mcans, that I lock on the Covenant
to be made with Man a2 the Surety, nd Repreientative of it3
that muft be a Judgement more piercing than I can conccivey
that can find fuch an Aflertion in my Words, Abrabam's Coves
nant wa: a pure Covenant of Grace; that 's, dbrabam vas the
publick Head and Surety of the Covenant of Grace: Won’t
common 3enfe tell any one, that thefe are different Affertions?
But Mr. M. muft =y fomething,

Niyxr he fays, Gu/. iii. 8. ¢ is remote from my Bufinefsy
¢ and only ferves to make the poor unthinking Populace imagine
* my Performanc: is well prov'd.” The Text proves, that dbrabam

under the Covenant of Grace, and confequently his Covenant
is not repvaled in Subftarce, but confirm'd to the fame Subjeéts
as formerly; i not this my prefent Bufinefs to prove? And
what a Judgement is it, that pronounces this remote from my
Bufinefs ?

I mi1cuT here advance many fcriptural Arguments to prove,
that the Covenant made with iérabam was the pure Covenant of
Grace, and fo neceflarily confirm’d ; but what need is there, feeing
what I have advarced are yct unanfwer’d, and ever will: I in-
ferred, feeing Beliewer's Infanis avere omce im it, they are in it
fill: Mr. M. fays, ¢ this don't follow, bécaufe it is confets'd,
‘ that thof¢ who were in covenant may be broken off.’ /4n/.
But is it confefled, that the Infants of Church-members may be
broken off, and yet the. Parents continue in memberfhip? Unlefs
he had got this Confeflion, he is but where he was; and this he
has not got from me. Such a mean Evafion is as goodas &
Confeffion, that he cannot anfiver my Argumert.

He owns Abrabam’s Blefling is come on Gentile-Believers, but
denies .hat any shing ¢ of Intant’s Church-memberfhip is meant
* by the Apoldle.’ Lot him th;g anfwer my Argumsat for the
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contrnry, Char, Plea, pag. 33, 34. ¢ The Blefling of Abrabam
¢ comes on the Gentiles thro' Crwist, and they are Heirs of the
© Promife made to him, Gn/ ii. 2. But they are not Heirs of
“ his Promife, if their Infant-Sced be rejeéted. What an abfurd
* Expofition would it be of Gal. iii. 14¢ The Blefling of Abra-
¢ bam is come on believing Gentiles: Abravam’s Blefling was to
* himfelf and his Secd ; but itis only come on believing Gen-
 tiles, but not on their Sced. Now, what {hall the Conclufion
‘ be? Why it can be only this; therefore fbraham’s Blefling is
‘ not ccme on the Gentiles, but only a Part of . Has Mr,
M. made the leaft Actempt to free i.is Glofs from this Abfur-
dity? No: He only wonc;crs it us, that ¢ we would prove In-
¢ fant’s Church-memberfhip from this Place, where the Apoitle
* {peaks defignedly of the fpiritual Seed:’ sAnd 1 wonder too,
by what Rule we are to judge that this or thic particular In-
fant is not the fpiritual Seed, fecing the Pronnfe is indefinite, were
Abrabam’s Seed excluded from the Church, becaufe it could uot
be infallibly known which wus the fpiritual Seed ? No: He atks,
* with what Face 1 can conclude, that the Gentiles are not Heirs
¢ of the Promife, if their Infant-Seed be rcjected?’ I anfwer,
becaufe the Promie refpected Abrakam's Seed, aa well as him-
fclf, and hence the Gentiles are not Heirs of it, if it refpe&
only themielves, but not their Seed: This I can fpeak with a
ﬁood Face, bccaufe it has not been refuted by Mr. M1’ and I can
ardly {ay, he has fo much as offered the Face of an Argument
againft it, only bald Affertions; and notonly bald but wicked,
as that ¢ their Infant's Church-memberfhip was an infipid thing.’
If fo, I atk, what Evil caa there be in Excommunication? Why
fhould one care for being deprived of an infipid Thing? What
Advantage then has the Jcw? Or whas Profit is there of Cis-
cumcifion ? Little every Way: 1t is no more to be reiifh’c. than
the White of an Egg. 'T'hus our Opponents call for exprefs
Scripture, and boldly contradi€t it when brought.

‘U'ie next Scripture I advanced to prove the Affertion was
Atts ii. 39, Tbe Premife is to you, awd to your Ghildrem; and
10 ali that are affar off, evin as mamy as the LORD wur GOD
Pall call. Wherein 1 obferv'd, that the Scope of the Place is
to cncourage the ¥eaws to embrace Chriftianity ; therefore they
are told of blefled Priviiedges, ta which they fhall be entitled
upon their Compliance, wix. Remifion of Sins; the Gift of
the Holy Ghoit; and thesr Cbildres fball be as aforetime, Jer,
xxx. zo. for the Promife is as extenfive as ever: Here Parents
and Children are joined in the fame Promife and Covenant? if
the Parents repent they fhall be baptized; and fince their Chil-
dren are in thc fame Promife, they fhall be baptized too; as
they had the former initiating Seal of the Covenant, wiz. Cir-
cumcifion; o fhall they' have the latter, viz. Baptifm: Curist’s

ycomirg has not diminith’d their Priviledges,uor narrow'd the
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Door of the Caurch, &c. Mr. M. fays,-according to my Ex-
pofition the Words muft be paraphras’d thus, ¢ the Promite of
 Remiffion of Sins, of the Gift of the Holy Ghoff, and Salva-
‘ tion, is to you Parents on your Repentance, and compliance .
with the prefent Call, and in fo doing, your Children are en-
titled al{p-to Baptifm, &’c.,' Perhaps his &c contains the reft,
which ‘was ot fit to be exprefs’d. riere he fuppofes that
* I curtail this Promife, and make it lefs to the Children than
“* to, the Parents ; for all, fays be, that is pleaded for the poor
¢ Children is, that they were to be baptiz’d;” On which he atks,
‘ Does the Apoftle make any fuch Difference’ Ar/. No: Nei-
their do I; and had it fuited Mr. M. he might have feen, that
I look'd on Parents and Children to be joined in the fame
Covenant and Promife: And can it be thought candid to fay that
I make the fame Promife not to be the fame to Parents an-!
Children ? He objetts, ¢ if. the Children arc interefted in this
‘ Promife by virtue of their Parent’s Faith, &fc. then they have
‘ remiflion of Sins, the Holy Ghoft, and Salvation, on Account
¢ of their Parent’s Faith, {fc. Which is not true:® A4»/. What
we fay, is plain enough, wiz. that Gop has engaged himfelf by
Promife to Believers and their Seed. Hence the Parent’s Faith
is the Condition of the Children’s Right to the Promife; for tbe
Sced of the Righteous fhall be blefed.  'This was good Divinity in
Abrabam’s Day, and the Text under Confderation prives, that
it was as good in the Apofle’s Day, and why don’t Mr, M.
argue ggainft Abrabam’s Covenant in the fame Manner? If
Aorabam’s Sced had an Intereft in the Promife fgiven to him, then
they had Gap to be their Gop by virtue of Abrabam’s Faith,
which is not true; if we believe Mr. #. rather than the Scrip-
tures. We do not fay, there is no mor¢ neceflary to-obtain Sal-
tion, but only to be born of believing Parents; for the Blood of
CurisT, and Sanylification of the g irit muft intervene: But
we fay GOD has declared it to be his Pleafure, to give dalvation,
with all it's Pre-requifites, to Believer's Seed; and who fhall
"dare ‘to charge Eternal dom with Foolithnefs and impro-
- priety ? Or fay to abfolute Sovereignty, What docft thou?
 Ma. M. urges thus, * If Church-memberthip belong to their
¢ Children at prefent, and thefe fpiritual Bleffings not to be con-
« ferged on them till afterwards, it would be contrary to my
¢ Regfoning, that the Promife is exprefs'd in the Prejent Tenfe.'
“But why fo? Is it not on Account of their vifible Right in the
Promife, that they have Right to Church-memberfhip?  And fo
_ their prefent Right to the ong, proves their prefent Right to the
other ; but I fuppoie he means, if they have Right to the Promife,
they muft at the fame Time have the atual Efficacy of :t: But
" if. he has learn'd to diftinguith between jus ad rem, & jus in
. #e, it will be clear énough’ that'they may have a prefent Right,
_ yet not the prefent Efficacy : Nurle will fay, that an Heir in Mi-
__pority is not entitled at pre%nt to an Eftate, becaufe Le has
| p |
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pot the altual Pofleflion of it: We juftly fay, that all the Seed
of Belicvers have a vifible Right to the Promife, tho' many of
them may never have the faving Bleflings: The Covenant of
Goo gives them a Right; and fecing fome are fanétified from
the Womb, we may not judge of any particular Infant, that it
has not already the Bleflings fo far as confifts with it’s prefent
State : But it 1s enqugh to juftify my reafoning, that the Promife
is exprefs’d in the Prefent Tenfe, to have obferv’d, that Children
have a prefent vifible Rightin itas well as the Parents; and as
the Parents were baptiz’d becaufe the Promife belong'd te them,
fo alfo the Children.

~ His next Argument may be gather'd thus, ¢ The Gofpel
an’t preaca’d to Infants, nor require§ Repentance of them as a
Duty ; but Repentance is required in order to Baptifm; and if
tiiey cannot repent, they can’t be baptiz’d, unlefs we read the
Saiiptures backward, be baptiz’d and repent.’ A/ This Af-
gument is to be fpoken to afterwards in courfe: I fhall only
cbicrve here, that it would have done equal”Execution amon
Atruban’s Infants, who were as incapable to believe and repent
a. curs; yct they received the Seal of the Righteoufnefs of Faith,
Ve are not to read the Scripture backward, for we grant that
al:'t Perfons muft repent before Baptifm: Nor fhall we read
¢ .ary 1o Scripture, and fay, the Promife is not to the Children
Gi b oas believe and are baptized, when it plainly is: Muit
every ‘1 hing that is required of grown Perfons, be required of
Iefoain? 'then they muft ftarve or work, for be awbe @will met
Weit, nither. frould he Eat, 2 Thei, bi. 10. '

[ .urrosk he thinks it much to his Purpofe to obferve,
tint ¢ 1 i certain a Promife can never make it a Duty which is
¢ pot commanded ;' and finds fault with us ¢ that we 1o not
* not diltiuguifh between Promif:s and Commands.” T ed I
think it's as good to lump Things, as to diftinguih wiuout a
Diderence: For can it be imagin'd, that Gop makes Promifes
for Joing what he has not commanded? ‘This Mr, M. muft
aifert, or elie leave off {uch Diftinguithing.

My reafonings 27ainft confining the Promife here to miracu-
lous Gifts Mr M. allows of; but he’s not fo well agreed, that
this Prowmife is like dbrabam’s. I defir’d them to be fet together,
that their Agrecment may be feen’s the Promife is to you und 1o yous
Chilaren, 1 avill bé a God to thee, and to thy Seed after thes.
Compare herewith the Scriptures I quoted to prove my firlt
afficrtion. "1s jut Old Teflument Language, which the Feavs,
who were uied with it, could underfand no otherways than we
do. Dir. 47, cannot bchold this Agreement : ¢ Unlefs, 1. All
¢ Aloahom's flethly Seed were partakers of Remiffion of Sins,
« and the Gift ui che '!olK Ghoft : Or, 2. Unlefs the Promife
“ Lieve is not the fame to the Children, as to the Parents” Vell
if thefe things were ic, he could own the Agreement cen
Airieham’s Covenant, and this Promife; but the Reafon why, is
a3
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as firange to me, as if he would fay, he could helieye it 4wounld:
always be Day, if the Sun did not fhine; for how could he fee
the Agreement, if the Promife be not the fame to Parents and
Children ? is it becaufe’ #brabam’s Promife was not the fame to
himfelf, and Seed? is it pofiible to contrive any thing more Ridi-
culous ? for what can be plainer than that Abrgham and his Seed
had one and the fame Promife and Covenant ? or, he could fee the
Agreement, ¢ if all Abrabam’s fleihly Seed were truly Gracious?®
Is this becaufe Abrabam’s Promife was not to his Sced, unlefs
they were all Gracious ? if the Promife takes hold of fome, is it
not ftill true, tho’ 3ll have not the Efficacy of it? but if it could
not be to Abraham’s Seed, unlefs they were all truly Gracious,
then it will follow, that the Word of Gop has taken none effeét,
unlefs they be all Jfae/ that are of Ifrael ; then it will follow,
that the Seed of the Righteous an't Blefled, unlefs all of them
be fo; and many more exprefs Contradiitions to Scripture we
will have, at this rate; if Mr. M. will thew, that Abrabam’s
Covenant was not the fame to Himfelf and Seed; or that it
was notto his Seed, unlefs they were all Gracious ; then I will own
it was not like this Promife ; and fo will be contrary to my Op-
ponent. But he has made no Attempt to fhew, that this Promife
ys.not O/d Teflament Language ; nor yet, how the Fews could un-
derftand it otherwife than we do.

Mgr. M. quits the Old refuge of the Adrabaptiffs, that the laft
Claufe of the verfe is a Limitation of the former: And fays I'm
'ifﬁnom\t of their Main firength when I fay it confifts herein : And
hus he argues, ¢ if thefe Children were in Covenant by virtue
¢ of this Pro:mife, fo alfo were the unconverted Gemtiles ; for the
¢ Promife runs cxaltly the {ame to them in the Prefent Tenfe,
¢ as to the Children, wiz. 1. The Promife is to you. 2. Isto
¢ your Children. 3. Is to them affar off. But if the unconve
¢ Qentiles were not, neither were Infants,’ He may with e
Power of Logick, fay, if the unconverted Gentiles had no right
in this Promifc, ncither had the Parents : For, according to bim,
the Promife runs exaétly the fame in the ‘Prefent Tenfe to the
Gentilcs, as to tiie Parents. Thus he has fouhd out a way to
prove, that the Fromife was at prefent, either to all, or to nene
at all. And if this be no abfurdity, I know not when we fhail
find one. Yet he muft either affert this, or clfe own that the
Promife does not run exa@ly in the Prefent Tenfe to thefe Gen-
¢fles, which he is unwiiling to do ; but let him take his Choice,
and Anfwer for it. Hence appears, with how little Reafon he
thinks it, ¢ Odd, I fhould éretcud to underftand Grammar, and
* yet be guiliy of fuch a Grammatical Biunder as to fay, the
¢ Apoftle {peaking to the Fews, fpeaks in ‘the Prefent Penfe;
# but fpeaking of the Gemtiies ufes the Future Tenfe. For, fays
¢ he, the Apotitle don’t fay, it thall be to the Gentiles, any more
¢ than it fhall be ro the Childres. And if I change the Verb un-
¢ derflood in the iaft Claufe, he afks why he may not d? ‘it
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* in the firft; and fo read, the Promifs fhali be to your Childrun
¢ But to fet Mr. F. right, he informs him, that it is not ile
¢ Promife which is exprefs’d in the Future, but only the Work
‘* of Gop in Calling the Gentifes,’ For ought he has faid to
fhame me, | may yet make an Humble claim to the undcr-
flanding of Grammar. It is not the Promife, he fays, but the
Work of Gop, which is exprefs'd in the Future: But will he
fay that the Promife is to thofe who are not Converted ? this he
Profefles every where to deny. Is it not then a plain Contra-
diction, to {ay, the Promife is at prefent to thofe who arc not
Called, and yet it is only to Called ones? Now let him try
whether he can avoid, either to fay, the Jaft Claufe of the verie
Limits the former; or elfe to own, that my Conflruction is juit
and Grammatical; or laitly fay, that the unconvepted Gontides
had & Right in the Promife. |
AvxoTher principal Attempt is to fhew, that by Chiidren
here, is not meant Infants, but grown Perfons. And unfairly
infinuates, that I reftrit the Word tecknoss to mean only an in-
fant; whereas 1 mention’d the Word only to ihew that it cin
fignify an Infant; and that the contrary cannot be corcluded
from it’s meaning. He fays, ¢ thefe who are here call'd Cli/-
* drem, are call'd Soxs and Daughters in ver.17. Who were
¢ grown to fuch Maturity as to receive the Holy Giioit
* By the hearing of Faith” But who told lLim that the
fams are fpoken in both Places? Can he or any rationally
conclude, . "o ! orndeed and Thyenrs UL T were fuch,
as are pecviiar’ o w gwfi’d from Falus, o, bLeing call’d
Children? We aie i. ¢ of the contrary, that fome of them,
at leaft, were Parents themfelves. Grant that the Holy Ghoit
came on thofc who were grown Fesfons; does that, in the
leat, oppofe our arguing, that the (Cbiidren of the fame Perfcus
were in the Covenant too? Surcly no. If the Promife was to
the Children of the Multitude to whom Perer {poke, can we think
the Children of thofe mention'd in ver. 17 arc excluded ¢ Have
they not an equal Priviledge with the reft? Grant that hear-
ing the Word 1s the ftated Order of Gop, whereby grown
Perfons receive the Holy Ghoft ; yer this oppofes not our fay-
ing, that the Promife is to the Children of thofe who receive
the Holy Ghoft by hearng the Woxd. Well, fince thefe Ob-
je&tions do not overthrow our Affertion ; I fhall proceed to prove,
and hope ta do it ununiwerably, that Infants are meant in this Text.
1. Ir grown Perfons, capable of hearing the Word, be meant,
why does the Apoftle change the Perfons? They were grown
Perfons he fpoke to; that is granted; but who are the Portons
he fpoke of ¢ He calls thera Children : If they were grown
-,,paﬁfe of hearing, why dogs he not fpeak to them? Why 1ot
1y, the Promife 35 to you Parcats. and you Children : and ‘o
ake them a different Divificn by themfelves? Having faic,
¢ Promife is % you; why fuould he fay, and your Coilirer,
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wnlefs he meant their Infants? But feeing the Apoftle joins
them with their Parents in the Promufe, as it does not fuit the
Cafc of grown Perfons, fo it certainly proves their Infant Seed
to be here intended, The Feaws and their Seed, make one Part,
the Gontiles ancthier.  ¥ews and Gemidles comprehend all forts of
Mankind ; and are Chi/irn a ditin& World by themfelves? No,
Jna Werd, he who denies Iufants to be here meant, does, in effeé,
fay, that the Apottle’s Word. are contrary to the univerfal forms,
oi {pealiing among Men, and {o are unintelligible.
2. ¢ Tue Apottle’s defign in tbe Words, was to encourage
the ¥rws to embrace Chriflianity. Now what for Encourage-
ment was it, to tell them, that their Childrem, who bad fo
long enjoy'd the Priviledge of Church-memberfhip, were Un-
charch’d under the Gofpel Difpenfation, and caft cut of the
Covenant until Adult age? Could any thing be more Dif-
courageing to afietionate Parents, and efpecially to Fenos,
who were fo fond of their Church-yriviledges ? And can we,
unagine, that a Perfon who had the Regular exercifc of Reafon,
much lefs one infjir'd, would propofe that for an Encourage-
ment ?  Which was both in itlelf, and in their efteem, a great
Difcouragement ? It can never be; therefore their Infant Seed
are lere intended’, Thefe Things Mr. M. did not pretend o
Anfwer, yet nis Book muft be call'd a refutation of mine.
4. 4'H1s Promife is the fame in Subltance with Abrabam’s.
Covenant, But his Covenant comprehended his Infant Sced ;
thetefore the Infants of Belicvers are intended iu this Promife.
The major Propofition is alicady juflify'd againit Mr. M's, ex-
ceptions ; the Minor is urdeniable ; therefore the Argument flands
good. [ might add ni ¢ Argaments here, but what nced ig
thire, while thefe are unan{wer'd, and I believe ever will.
Mr. M, fays we ¢ have no room to Cavil, that they utterly
¢ caft away Infants. — Becaufe, fays he, we an’t Speaking of
“ what Gop does with Infants, but of his Order in the Gofpel
¢ with the Adult.” A»/. Is it rot fpeaking of what Gop does
with iInfants, to fay that he cats them al out of the Covenant
and Promife ? If this gives no room to accufe them of cafting
away Infants, it will be impoilible to find what w'll. Pray, what
Lope is there for thofe for whom there is no Promife ¢ What
Ground is there to pray for a dying Infane? May we pray without
& Promife ? Is there any Grounl to hope well of thofe for
whom we have no Ground to pray ? It the Awabaptifis A&t
according to their Principle, they never plead with Gop for the
Salvation of a dying Child; for they nave nothing to plead up-
upon, if Goo has given them no Promifc. But thanks to Goo,
we have Encouragement from this .‘T'ext, unlefs Mr. 4fs, laft
affort overthrow it. He argues from the Context 43. 42. verfes,
Then they that gladly received the Word awere Raptized, $¢. * Here,
‘ fays he, is no mention of any Baptix'd, but thofe who received

&g Golpel gladly, Not a Word of any Infans Baptiz'd’ H_erc(;n
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he breaks out {nté a Catara@ of Pity for us, that we ' maintain
‘ a PraClice for which there is no Command, Hint, Inftance, or
¢ Example, inthe Word of Gop." But we want his Arguments
to convince us, and not his Pity without them. We would have
the Matter proven, not taken for Granted, Hand over Head. I
would afk were thcg not Baptiz'd who hdd an Intereft in the
Promife ! Yes doubtlefs; for the Promife is mention'd as the
Ground of their Encourdgement to be Baptiz’d. Now I have
Prover that the Infants nad a right to the Promife ; thence it
follows thcy had a fight to Baptifm; as well as their Parents,
I think this Hint not very Obfcure. 'Tis true Mr. M. can
eafily call it a forry fhift | Bat let him try the Succefs of proviag
it fo; which he has not try’d as yet; at lealt he has net let us
know it.———He nced not prove to us, that they who gladly re-
ceived the Gofpel were Baptiz’d; but that no Infants were Bap-
¢iz’d tho’ they were in the fame Covenant. Aind fo he muft
either overthrow my Proofs, that Infants were in the fame Pro-
mife with their Parents; Or fhew, that being in the Promife and
Coverant gives no Title tn Ordinances. This %atter he muft prove
by bettcr Arguments, than telling us that Lor would have finn'd
in being Circumcis’d. For where he got that Revelation I know
not; but I judge it needs the Confirmation of new Miracles.
Thus have I confider’d Mr. Ar’s. exceptions againft my expofi-
tion of this Place; and am fo confirm’d, that I can ftill ¢ asfoon
¢ turn Sceptick,— as conclude that this Text can admit a contragy
¢ meaning to what I have aflign’d.” And this one Scripture, weré
there no more, is enough for our Purpofe. I grantto Mr. M. that
firong Confidence will not prove my Glofs to be True: Bat
Arguments, which my Opponents cannot Anfwer, give Ground
for Confidence, that my Caufe is good, Upon the whole I may
be quite ealy about the Abfurdities .ic pretends - charge upon my
Expofition; for they are entirely Evaded. And whether ¢ all
our Arguments from this Text be overthrown.” Let the Reader
judge.

. Igwsx'r advanc'd that clear and unanfwerable Place in Rom.
xi. 16, 17. For i the Firfi-fruit be Holy, the Lump is alfo
Holy: And if the Roct be Holy, fo arc the Branches. And if
Jows of the Branches avere broken off; and thow bring a wiid
Qliwve-tres, were grafted in among them ; and wizh them partakef
of the Root and Fatnefs of the Olive-tree. 1 obferv’d that the
Apcftle ¢ ufes this as au Argument to prove, that the Feaws fhall
* be again bro’t into the Church with the fullnefs of the Gen-
¢ tiles. For why? The Root and firt-truits were Holy, and fo are
¢ theBranches and Lump, as the Dedication of the Firft-fruits con-
¢ fecrated the whole Lump; even fo, the Chi/dres of the Holy
¢ are ¥oly.” Mr. M. after fomeof his ufual Compliments, ob-
ferves, that the Words are Metaphorical ; and ¢ no Metaphor is
* to be ftrain’d to prove Infants right to Baptifm, appears at firff

¢ bght very weak,’ v/, 1 hopeit wilt be allow'dy that jome
e ~ Doétrine
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Dodtine is defign'd to be illuftrated by théfe Words; and I be~
lievée it will be difficult to make the Similitude pertinent to any

othtt But the Dorine we maintain. And it {fecms my Opponent .
is fenfibly perplex'd by this Plice, when ail hi- Force confifts.
in begging the Queftion, wiz. That this Do&rine is not reveal'd

elfe-where in Scngmré. And fhould I giant Rim this, it will not

hurt our Caufe, if I make it inamfeft, that it is reveal'd here.

1. I omserv’D, that © Reré is afferted thé faaeral Holinefs of
¢ Relievers Children. 1f the Root be Holy fo are the Branches.
¢ The Anabaptifis are puzzeled about this Holinefs; and fome
¢ tannot, others, perhaps, will not underftand it, but afk us if
¢ the Parent can convey fa.vi:§ Grace to the Child.’ Mr. M
affares me ¢ he is not puzzeled to underftand what faderal Holi=,
¢ nmefiis’ Yet he was the Man who gave occafion to'my Words 3
when at, Cape-May, he induftrioufly prov’d that a good Man -
mx;lght have a wicked Child ; and feem'd to think he had refu-
ted our Dolrine of the faderal Holincfi of Believers Infants.
And if he thén could underftand it, he gives me Rodom for no
other Conélufion, but that he would not. But this h¢ dlfo now
denies, and will own nd other obftinacy, only ¢ that the
will not®take our affértions for Proof, without Scripture-Tetti-
mony.” If this be all, I muft reckon their obftinacy very laud-
ablé. Butis it this plous firmnefs that obliges him to pafs over
the firongeft of his Opponents Arguments, without an Attempt
to Anfwer them? Isit a devotednefs to Scrifmre that makes
him elude the plaineft Argumeénts from it? 18 it an im
{earch after Truth, that urges himn to fhift the Queftion and fo
often pervert the State of it? No. :

I am next to confidet his Grounds for that vaft confiden
he profefles, that faderal Holinefs is not intended in this Place,
nor in all the Neaw-Teffament. * Every believing Parent isnota
¢ Root to his Family as Abrabam was to his. The Frws re call'd
¢ but Branches, and th: Gentiies fure cannot be call’d the Root.
« Nor does the Apoftle affert, that their off-fpring are faderally
¢ Holy? Anf. If this Argunient proveany thing pertaining to the
prefent Point, it will prove too too wach. For if none but the
£: Root could convey faderal Helinc/s, none of the Fewifs Na-
tion could be federally Holy, but only Juac. If Abrabam, lfaacy
and Facob be ‘reckon’d the Root, then only the “welve Parriarcos
were faderolly Holy . But this cannot be held ; therefore it muft
follow, that every Generation of Abrabam’s pofterity convey'd
this Friviledge to theif next Defcendants. Dawid; Solomon, He-
zekias, E9c wereno more the Root than New-Teflament Belizvers,
yet convey'd the farie Priviledges to their Off- pring which their
Anceftors convey'd to them. It is eafy to conceive, that as
the Root has Branches, o there are Bratiches of Bianches ; and
every Branch has fome Twigs, or Buds § 2ad 'tho’ all of them
derive juice from the firt Root, yet every Branch is the next
jmmediate Root to the Twigs upon it. And fo they who are

' (& Branches
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Branches in reference to their Parents, are Roots in refpe&t of
their Children. Now fince the Seed of Abrabam, in fucceflive Ge-
nerations, convey’d this Priviledge to their Children, if Believing
Gentiles are his Seed, they convey the fame to theirs; but they
are his Sced, and fo are Braaches, and partake of the Fatnefs of
the Olive-tree with him : For it will not be deny’d, that ingrafted
Branches receive as much from the Root as the natural Branches
do. Hence it will follow, in fpite of Error itfelf, that if tle
Jewi/t Infants Were farderally Holy, fo are the Infan:g of Believing
Gentiles : For the Covenant is the fame; and Abrabam is the
fath;r of Chriftians as well as Feevs. Agrocable bereto I ob-
erv'a,

'2. That ¢ the Text afferts believing Gentiles were made par-
¢ takers of the fame Priviledges that 4érabam and his Seed par-
“ took of. Thou being & wild Olive-tree, acert grafted in ammg
® them, and with them partakeft of the Root and Fainefs ;/ the
* Olive-tree, Some of the Fews were b.oken off by unbelief, and
¢ in their ftead the Believing Gentilcs were grafted in. Some of
¢ the Feavs embrac’d the Gofpel, and fo kept their place in the
¢ Church, and the Believing Genrile: were grafted in among them.
‘ Here this one Thing is plain beyond Difpute, iz, Thatthe
¢ fame Priviledges from which the unbelieving 7sws were broken
‘ off, the fame were the believing Gentiles grafted into: In fhert,
¢ the Grafting in, is juft anfwerable to the Breaking off. Now
¢ none could be broken off from true inherent Holmefs, nor fromr
¢ Eleftion, nor from the invifible Church;------The Breaking off
‘ was vifible, {o muft the Ingraftur. be; the Brecking off was
¢ from the vifible Church, therefore into it was the Grafting in 3
¢ the Breaking off reach’d Parents and Children, and fo muft the
© Grafting in." If Mr. M's Anfwer to thefe Arguments b= net
very ftrong, it is not for want of frequent Repetitions, as follows,
pag. 50, 53. ¢ The Gentiles were not ingrafted into the Fewid
¢ Church as it ftcod under the Law ; and the Text don't aflert,

¢ that the Jrwih Church-State continued under sthe Gofpel-Dif-
v genfation, and Baptifm did not initiate Perfons into the G,
“ but into the Gofpel-Church: What runs in Bis Mind is the .-
* i/b national Church; but the Gentiles were not grafted into that.’
Béhold the Grounds of that Confidence which he can hardly find:
Words big enough to exprefs! Are not thefe like the Words of
one who would fay fomething, but knows not whit? We wilk
readily grant him, That Cbriffians are not grafted into the Fewis
Church, as it ftood urder the Law; and what then ? Will it fol-
low, that the Grafting in of the Geariles, is not anfwerable to the
Breaking off of the ﬁcw? Or, that Abrabam is 1> Prefident off
our Priviledges, but we muft feeck for another F.ther? Will it
- llow, that the Gestiles were not grafted in among the believEnF
Fewwss nor partook of the Fatnefs that Abraban’s tized partooi
of i Alas' To what will not Errer drive it’s Profely: s i How fad

and grievous is it, that Men will indft for Word of Scxipt:e‘,
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and deny the Rrongeft Confequences, nnd yet refitt plain Scriptued
when it oppales thiir Notion? I humbly conceive, Mr, M, gives
freth Grounds to fiiscf, that he does not believe the Fewid
Church was the fame i Yubftance with the Chriflian: For how
elf: ;1 he imagine, that hiv Obflervations are fo much as like an
Anfwe: to my Argumenta? Aud in this view alfo he contradiéts
the Text now debafect, whic's proves the far~enefs of the Church
uvnder both Tefamentsy «f which I havé {powen already.

But tho' the Gewtiles we.v o ifted in among the Feaws, it will
80t 4.7 X e, becaufe Mr. M, fwys, ¢ I have not prover, that the
¢ Feuif Infants were sdmaited nto the Nrav-TeAament Church.'
It is hard to give Light to th.f¢ who thut thi" wyes; I offered
flain Evidence for this, in pag. 47. ¢ The Breaking off reach’d

Parents and Children, and i.: muft the Grafting in, the believing
‘ 9wy were not voken off, and confequently were continued in
‘ the Pofleflion ot - eir former Yriviledyes, which extended alfo
¢ to their Children: T he belivviug Gentides portake of the Fatnefs
¢ of the fame Olive-Trve, and cot iequently their Children are not
¢ excluded, é9¢.' 'Thef(: ure cle.x Arguments, founded on this
evident Truth, That tbe vrafting ‘n anfwers 16 the Breaking off
hut furely it did not fuic Mr, M. to fee them. And feeing he has not
‘such'd my main Strength, how reafonlefs are his confident
Affertions, that Infant's Church-meiuberthip is an ¢ Aflertion withe
* +:t Proof; not worth any one's Notice or Regard.’

‘“nsT he may entirely Kanii‘s. ‘wderal Holine/s from the Newe
Tevwent Church, or for .ther Eids known to himfelf, he ob-
ietves, :hnt ¢ The Yenvs flood not vy fiederal Ho'inefs, as under
¢ the Law, vut by Faith in Carist.” Thefe Words exprefs, and
weoly the foliowing Affertions, 1ft, 'That the Yeavs under the
Law, ftood by faxaeral Holinefi, 2d, That they kept their Stand.
ing: in the Church (fuch as it was) without Faith in the Me/5ab,
'l‘iuefc Things make the Yowif and Chriffian Chuiches eflentiaily
diferent; but that is not all, they are direftly contraditory w»
the Scriptures of both Teftaments, Exaf. xii. t5. The Max avbe
eats leavened Bread, jrom the Firft till toe 8eventh Day, ball
be cit off from lrael, tho' be awas foedemlly Holy, Cap. xxii,
20. He that Sacrificeth snto any God, [av: umto the LORD only,
Jball bo wtterly defirejed; yet Re wes foederally Holy: See alfo
Excd. xxiii. 20, 21, But inftead of three, X iaight quote three
Hundred Texts, to prove that the Jaur ftood 1.0 more by fieds-
val Holinefi, and without Faith in the Mefiub, than Cirifiany

0,

In the next Place, ho feems defirous to diminith the Efteem of
exteroal Ordinances; and queries, ¢ what Fatnefs is there in ex-
v tenal Priviledges fimply confider'd?’ Aw/, Their Hearts have
Reafon to meditate Terror, who never find their Souls- (Ild ith
Marrow and Fatnefi, while they wait upon Gon in the Wiy of
hit Ordinances, Shall we fay, Dawid over did the Matter in fo
sapnely defiring the Priviledges C:’f Goo’s Houis, in P/, lx:i:iv.
. J 2 iﬁv
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Ixliii. wxvii. and other Places? Or fhall we fay, that Obediencs
to Goo's Ovderis * A MiguTy Nomrainagi Gobp forbid!

Mer. M. can fee no Good in bapuring Infants, and thinks to
puzzle me by sfking ¢ What Fatnels is there in Baptifm for In-
L&ma ' snf. As much as there was in Circumcifion $or the ‘feauvisb
Tnfunts ; and the Apoitle tells us that was much every Way: And
tho' they know it not, while Infants, it is enough that they fhall
know it aficrwards: ‘T'heie was much Grace in Curise's wath-
ing Peter’s Yeet, tho' he knew not what it meant at the Time,
and mult content himfelt 0 dnoav it hercafter, ?a/.m xiiie 7, Jsit
not good for Infants to belong to Go.yt  And to be claimed by
him, as in Fzek, xvi, 210 Is v 'ian guoci fov virem, that they are
prevented with Promifes of M. ~v, "evea Lo are they know how
to be thankful, or what to be t .anhful for? 1s it not good, to hav=
fuch powerful Motives, and peroliar Uiryagewrents, to forfake Sin?
Tbe Lorp bud a Delight ia pur Fachir., -.nd be chofe (You)
thoir Sced---Therefore circameife the Forc-fin of your learts, Deut,
x. 15, 16. Is it not good for them, to hyve the Watch, and Care
of the Church, to which they have no Right, if they are without ?
Is it not good that Gonb fhould manifeft the Riches of his Grace,
and get Glory to his Name? And will it not llir up pious Souls
to blefs him, when they confider, that they <uere coff upon him
from the Womb ; and be awas thir GOD from their Muther's Belly ?
Pi. xxii 10. And is it not as Marrow and Fatneis to pious Parents
to have fome comfortable Flope of their Children's Salvation ?
This they cannot have, if their Children be out of the Covenant,
and no Promife for them ; but fuch Promifcs rejoice their Hearts,
and make them wonder at the Riches of Grace to themfelves, and
Seed : Thus Abrabam, having heard the Covenant to him, and his
Seed after him, fill dewn ugon Fis Face, and proitrate, adored
Gobp: Yea, how often do we hear the Sairts praife Gop for his
Mercy to their Pofterity 2 And how often do Children encourage
their Faith in Pruyer from Gobo’s Covenant with their Fathers
As Exod. xxxii. 13. Deut. ixe 27. Pfa. Ixxxix. 49. "1 may
juft add, that the Parents are under more {wcet and peculiar En-

agements to bring up their Children for Gop, becaufe they be.
ﬁmg to him. I might fay much more, but thefe Confiderations
may fuflico to fhew, that there is much Profie, every Way, of
Infant-Baptifin, as well as of lufant-Circumcifion.

Arrer Mr. M has finifed his Aufwer to me, he begins to
tell us the Apoflle’s Scope, and fuys, ¢ It is to fhew the fpecial
¢« Benefits Beliewers, Feave, and Gemtiles do enjoy under the Gof-
¢ pel:' Whereas 'tis plain, that his Scope is, to fhew the after-
aalling of the Jeavs, and prevent the Geariles from infulting, and
fecurity. Another of Mr. 4's Conclufions, is, ¢ That the Neav-
¢ Tefament Church is made up of profefling Believers only :* This
m‘er call’d his General Conclufion, which he colleéts on every
Occafion, and on no Occafion at all; and 'tis a very ftrange one
from & Text that proves the famencls 9!" the Church under both

Teftanients,
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'Teftaments; and confequently, that the one was no more made up
of profefling Believers only, than the other,

8 third Scripture I advanced is 1 Cor. vii. 14, For the an-
belioving HuPand is fanified by the Wife; and the wnbelieving
Wife is [anftified by the Hufand ; ?I/e were your Children unclean,
st now they are Holy. Here I'obferved, ¢ That Unclean is the
® ufual Scripture Charatter of thofe, who live without the Pale
* of the vifible Church; which is plain from A& x. 14, 13.
* and many other Places, efpecially in' the O/d-Tef#:ment; and
¢ they who are Church-Members are called Holy.' or Btevity’s
fake I omitted a more particular Difcufion of the Terms before ;
bat it feems reedful tc be more full ; ! therefore add, that the
Word Holy, in Scripture, alway: denotes the Separation of a Per-
fou, orTﬁing, to Gop. Hence js the well known Maxim, Omme
SanBum, ¢ff Do Sanéium: Whatever is Haly, is Holy to Gob.
Now Perfons or Things are holy, or feperated to Gop, either
immediately or fecondarily : Believers znd their Seed are immedi~
stely feparated to him. And when fomething is feparated for a
Perfon's Ufe, who is himfelf {feparatzd to Gop, and will ufe it
for him, and fanQify the Fruit of it to him; fuch a Thing is
feptmc& to Gobo in a fecondary Way. So our Meat, and Drink,
. and common Lnjoyments are fantity'd to us, becaufe we are to
ufe them all ta the Glory of Gon: And in this Senfe, the unbe-
lieving Hufband or Wife, is fantified to the Believer, who is
holy ta Go::, and wi'l ufe the cther for his Glory : So the Tem-

with its Utenfils, was holy becaufe ufed in his Service. Now

nce Moly and Sansiified are conftantly taken in this Senfe in
Scripture, we rightly demand fome very convincing Reafon, why
they fhould here be undericod otherwife: But as no folid
Reafon can be given for this, we righ:ly argue ;----fince Holy
always means a deparation to Gop, and Believer’s Infants are
holy, they are therefore to be efteemed as Members of his Church,
for' out of it nothing is holy. And hew can we think, that
Gop has given up his Right in his People’s Offcpring ? He ufed
formerly to call them bis Children, Ezek. xvi. 2¥. And is he lefs
merciful and kind than he was? Or lefs fovereign? No, no.

Mnr. M. without denying, much lefs refuting, my Explication
of the Words, proceeds to oppofe my Argument from them, &}
tells us what was probably the rife of the Corinthian's Scruple,
wix. ¢ From the Confideration of Gon's former Appointment
¢ among the Fews, they thought themfelves polluted by dwelling
¢ with Infidc/s ; and fo their Queftion was *“ Whether their Mar-
“ riage was not diffolv’d upon one’s embracing Chrifianity, and
* {o thetr Cohabitation unlawful ; and their Children
“ fince their diverfity in Religion, Baltards.” The Unbeliever. is
fanftified by the Believer, i. ¢. fays ¥e, ¢ made lawful, the Mar-
* riage is not difanull'd, your Cf:ildren holy, i. ¢. born in law-
¢ ful Wedlock, or Legitimate.” Here obferve,  that Mr. M.
grants their Marriage was lawful, -while both were [sfide/s, gnd‘ if

. ' 9,



( 46 )

fo, how can it hy proper]v faid, that onv of them belngr & Believes
makes it lawful ¢ Jor if vagivinge is lawful, between Unbelievers;
and if fanctified fignifles to mai.c lawful, it will certainly follow,
that the unbelieving Wite is fanQtified by the unbelieving Hulband,
as well as by the lieving ; which is directly oppoiite to the
Apottle’s Scope in this Place: Ard rot only fo, but oppofite
to the Ufuage of Scripture; for nothing is ever faid in Scrip-
ture to be fanified to, or by, an Unbeliever; but on the contrary, -
it is faid, 7o the defiled and unbelicwing is notbing pure, Tit. i,
35. therefore we may not fay 3 Wife or Hulland is fan&ified tq
them., It muft be own'd, that Eating, Drinking, Marriage, &',
are lawful to Infidels, but how unliﬁc a Divine, or a Chriflian
would he {peak, who would fay thefe arc fanétified to them? To
fanctity in Scriptures, always means fomething more and greater
than to make lawful ; for it is plain, that a Thing muit be lawful
before it can be fanétified: It would not coniift with the divine
Perfetions to fanctify any unlawful, or finful Enjoyment ; if, then,
x muft be lawful before it be fanétified, to fanétify cannot mean
only to make lawful. I might add more, but there is no Neceflity
till thefe are anfwered. ”

M=r. M. has not pretended to refute any thing I faid againft their
Conftruétion, fave only, that it follows, if their Senfe of the Text
be admitted, ¢ that ‘he Children of all unbelievers are Baftards,’
He anfwers by owning, ¢ That Marriage is lawful, and honourable
in them, but fays, the Cafes zre not parallel, becaufe the Queftion
war, whether it as lawful for a Believer and Unbeliever to
awell together as haufband and Wife’ A4z/. Itis plain, that the
Apofle puts the Advantage on the Believer's Side; for what
makes the Children holy is, that the Unbeliever is fan&ified by
the Believer. Now, ify one Party being a Believer is what makes
the Children l:gitimate, it will unavoidably follow, that if both
parties are Unbelievers, their Children are Baftards; for only the
Believer makes the Co-habitation lawful, and the Children holy ;
Methinks, fuch aifurd Confequences thould perfuade Mr. M. taq
icje@ his favourite Glofs and Principle.

No doubt he will urge, that I ftated the Queftion the fame
Way myfelf; but I muft tell him he has perverted my Senfe, in
queting only one Branch of the Paragraph: My Words are thefe,
¢ It would follow (if our Opponent’s Glofs be true) that the
¢ Apoftle miftook the Queftion, which was not, whether the Chil-
* dren of a Believer and Unbeliever, lawfully married, were
Y Baftards; but whether the Believer might lawfully dwell with
¢ the Unbeliever, as Hufband and Wife.' The Words fhew, that
] did not underftand lzavfa/ in Oppofition to Fornicatiom, but to
Jrreligion and Impicty ; i. e. they did not queftion whether their
living together was Formication, but whether it was Wicked and
Frreligions ; and tho' Fornication be Wickednefs, yet all Wicked-
nefs 18 not Fornication: They might doubt, whether continuance

in fuch unequal Yoke was for the Glory of Gobo, but cou‘id rll)Ot
' oubt,
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doubt, wiether they were really yoked. If they queftioned, whe-
ther their living in a Matried State was Fornication, and the

Children begotten in that State Baftards; then I will affert they

were mad, and had not the Exercife of Reafc~: but if they knew

that their Children were not Baftards, they muft alfo have known,
thet thejr Co-habitation was not Adultery ; tho® they might doubs
whether it might be fan&tiaed. If a fober Chrijtian married a
Pagan, I might fay he finn'd in fo doing, but not that he is
gullty of Fornication: In fhort if our Opponent’s Glofs be true,
the Apoftle don't refolve their Scruple, they queried whether their
continued Cohabitation was finful, he anfwers, it is not Fornica-

tion ; but they might urge, tho' it be not Fornication, may it not
be irreligious and difpleafing to Gop ? May it not provoke him to .
with-hold his Blefling from us? And fhall not our Children be
reckoned unclean, and excluded from the Church? Can we ex-

pet the Priviledges of thofe who are married to Believers? Mr.,

M's. Glofs affords no Anfwer to thefe Queries, but the Apoftie’s

Words anfwer them €ully., Hence he may fee, that his Reafon-

ings from my fuppofed Conceflion are all cut off, wiz. ¢ Seeing .
“ 1t was lawtul for fuch to dwell together as Hufband and Wife,

¢ what can follow, butihat the Children are legitimate? And if
¢ unlawful, what could fcllow, but that their Children are

‘ Baftards?* /. If their Cohabitation was rat only lawful, bue
fanctified, then it will follow, that their Children were not only
legitimate, but hely, in the Scripture Senfe of the Word: But if
it was nly unlawful, as being irreligious, and not as fornicatory,

then it will follow, not that their Children were Baftards, bug

that they were not holy.

MRr. M. queries ‘“ Why I fay the Word here, is the fame the
Apoftles ufe in their Epiftles to the Churches, feeing thofe -
Epiltle: were not fent to Infants.” s/, The Churches ars called
Boly, and Infants are called holy, therefore Infants are Church«
Members: but with him thisis * vain and abfurd; for, fays ke,
are Infints faid to be called of Gon? Is their Faith, Love, Pa-
tience, \Tope, and Gofpel-Obedience manifeft and commended **
Asf. No; nor were the Infants in dbrabam’s Family faid to be -
juftiied by Works, nor to command their Houtholds afeer them
to ferve the Lorp, therefore they were not holy to Goo, nor
Members of his Church; this Argument is as good as Mr. M's,
Does he not prove, by the above Queries, how we]l he under~
ftands what {cderal Holinefi is? It muft either be that he cannot,
or will not know it.

But he can, and will, give us hard Names, and fay, * Tis
mpertinent to atk, why the Apoftle may not be faid to write to -
thofe in Rome, &c. who were not Baftards, as to underftand holy .
to be legitimate in this Place: The Cafes he thinks are different,
and tho’ he underftands holy to be legitimate here, it will not -
follow, that he muft fo underftand it every where.” Aa/. This
Wocd Holy s ufed foveral hundred Times ip Scripture, in ous o
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8¢nft, dnd no where befides is ufed to ., ify legitimate ; therefore
Mr. M. thould give very welighty Reafons why it mug be taken o
her=; but this he has not dofe, nor yet refuted my Arguments
againft his Senfe of it : His V/ords on another Occafion, may here
be retorted; with fuitable Variation, wiz. to give this Word a
Signification here, differeat from what it has any where elfe in
Scripture, is very weak, or worfe : For me, I chufe to tuke the
Word in the Holy Spirit’s Sehfe, notin Mr. Morgan's. Accord-
ing to him, we may call the Generality of the Pagans an holy
People ; for it may be prefumed che gredter Part of them are be-
gotten in lawful Wedlock ; yet to fpea%: fo is contrary to the whole
Scripture: Nay, fuch a Senf¢ cannot obtain among Mankind ; if
among any, it would be zmong the Anabaprifis ; but fhould Mr.
M. wriiea Letter to a Congregation of them; and tell them, they
were generally holy ; would they at all imagine, that he only told
them they were not Baftards # I believé not ; if he think oth-rwife,
let him make the Experiment: Upon the wholz, we may fee that
Anabaptifm evidently depends upon the Perverfion of Scripture,
and Contradi&ion to common Senfe. After all, they will profefs
to ftand to plain Scripture Tetimony, and affert that we agvancc

ne Scripture to prove our Principle, ard who can hinder them?
Tus laft Scripture I advanced is Mark x. 13, 14. And they
birought young Children to bim, that he fhould touch them, and bis
Difcipies rebuked thofe that brought them: But avhen JEsus faaw
Wby be twas much difpleafed, and faid unto thim, fuffer little
Children to come unto me, and forbid them mot, for of fuch is
the Kingdom of Heaven. And, ver. 16. He took them up in his
Arms, put his Hands upon them, and bieffed them: Whereon I
obferved, ¢ That thefe Children were Infants :—'That their Parents
¢ were believers in ChrisT; for who but Believers would have
* expefted a Blefling from him ?* None of thefe Mr. M. denies.
I next obferved, that ¢ the Lifciples had wrong Notions of Chil-
¢ dren’s Priviledges, while they forbid them to be brought to
* Curast.” Coming this Length he ftops, and, after fome ot his
ufual Affertions, fays, that ¢ I obferve feveral Particulars from
* this Place, but feem to be at a great Lofs on which of them to
¢ fix.' Well, be that as it will, I now fix on this, that Mr. J.
is at a great Lofs what to fay ; otherwife he had not faid this. I
fhall tel% him what I fixed on, and becaufe I cannot do it plainer
than befare, I will give him the fame Words, Char. Plea, pag
§2, §3. ¢ Suffer littlc Chiidren 10 come unto me and forbid them
* »ot ; and the Reafon he gives is fuch as will hold good at this
¢ Day as well as that, in refpe®t of all Children of Chriffian Pa-
¢ rents as well as thofe; for of fuch is the Kingdom of Heaven:
¢ Now whether we underftand by the Kingdom of Heaven, the
¢/Kingdom of Grace, or the Kingdom of Glory, it makes all one
¢ ‘to our prefent Purpofe; for vifibly to belong to the Kingdom
¢ of Glory, is nothing more than to be a viﬁtﬁe Member of the
¢ Kingdom of Grace: So then ouwr Loxp’s own ,Wo‘rd‘zi1 1=dlo'
. WtW,
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¢ thew, that he would have Believer's Infants to be received a9,
* Members of the vifible Church.” Are not thefe Words plain
enough ? But there is little Hope that Mr. M. will {ee them now,
better than before. He is ftill looking for my Grounds and Rea-
fons where they are not; and wifely overlooks, or miflakes them
where they are: He has not thought it prudent to attempt an Ane
{wer to the above quoted Words, the’ they contain my only Ar-
fument from the Text; yet afferts, that he has refuted me: Bug

need not wonder at that, after {fo long Acquaimtance with the
Author, |

He fays, ¢ one while I tell them, the Difciples forbad the
¢ Children to be brought to CurisT, as the Anabuptijis now do, .
‘“ intimating, fays be, that thefe Children were brought to Cyrist
“ with a Defign to have them baptiz’d.”” Well, Mr. 4. one.
while fays I intimate this ; but another while he feems cenfcious
that I do not; when in pag. §9. he fays, ¢ No fuch Thing is
¢ mentioned in the Text, nor urg'd from it by our Opponent.”
If not urg’d by me, how do I intimate it? I hope he will not
deny that here he got into an Inconfiftency himfelf; and
perhaps thro’ a ftudioufnefs to find me in one; however he pro-
ceed: thus, ¢ But a little while after he fays, the Anabaptifis can-
‘ not prove, that thefe Children were not baptiz’d by Fobs the
‘ Bapuft before ; and if they were, then fure they were not bro's
‘ to CurisT with any view to have them baptiz'd, unlefs the
¢ Parents----would have them twice baptized.” Thus having put a
Glofs on my Words, contrary to the Words themfelves; and
becaufe he and I are not agreed, it muft follow, that 1 am nos
agreed with myfelf; butit’s one of Mr M's. Confequences: Yet
upor fuch a Foundation he builds his Argument, carrics his Poing
clearly, concludes confidently, and wonders at my ftupidity.

Nor does be acquit hunfelf better in faying, ¢ If the Difcie
¢ ples forbad them to come to CarisT for impofition of Handsy
¢ the Baptifis can’t at all be charged with forbidding Infants to
¢ come to CurisT, fince we don't plead, that they have Righg
¢ to that Ordinance:’ A trifling Evafiou! For I have no more

argued, that the Difsiples forbad them to come fos impofition of |

Hands, than that they forbid them to come for Baptifia: Bur the
Arabaptifis muft be told, that they are chargeable with forbidding
Children to be brought to ChrisT, when they forbid them to be
admitted into the Chuarch, and caft them out as uaclean. Now
tho’ Mr. M. might certainly have feen that this was the V iew in which
I charged them with a fimilar Crime to that of the Difciples, yet lig
chofe to miftake me, and devife feveral other fictitious Claiyos,
that he might mose ecafily elude the real one, and hide it from
the Reader. | |

W iTn the fame Truth he fays I argue thus, ¢ Curis laid his

¢ Hands on thefe Children as baptized Perfons ; therefore Infants -

¢ are to be baptiz’d.’ This Condu@®t may fuit Mr. 3's Caufs,
ot I heastily blel myfelf from ‘{uch & Caufe, @ ot euly diives

ws §
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one in Defence of it, to the manifold Perverfion of Scripture,
but alfo to the thamelefs Falfifying of his Op‘ponent’s Arguments,
and endeavouring to impofe on common Senfe. I deny there is

fuch Argument as the abovefaid, in all my Book; and Mr.
M. is obliged to fhew it, or elfe lie under the Scandal of bafe
Conduét, to fay no worfe. I faid, that Curist’s laying his
Hands on thefe Children made it feem the more probable that they
were baptiz’d betore by Fobn; but nothing farther from me
than to foot my Argument for Infant-Baptiim hereon. I faid
the Anabaptifts could not prove the contrary, Njr. M. obferves,
that ¢ they are flill fet on to prove a Neurative.'! But fure, once
is not Rtill: Had I affirm’d that Fobn did baptize thefe Children,
I would have been obliged to prove it; but T only mentioned it
a8 a Probability. Well, Mr. M. undertakes for the Negative ;
nor ‘need we doubt but it is clear and evideat to him; yer, I
think, on verv flender Grounds, as might eafily be thewn, were
it worth whiie v difpute this Point with him: For fince he got
upon proving Negatives, he fhould have proven as many as would
have ferved his turn; and fo fhewn that the Difciple’s Conduct
was not criminal ; but if even he could prove the Negative, it would
not in the lealt hurt my Caufe, for I {aid enough to anfwer their
Query, when | obferved, tha. CurisT baptiz'd none of any Age,
and only added the other ex abumdanti: I laid not the Strefs of
my Argument upon it, only propos'd it as probable; but he, with-
eut Truth, fays I affirm it, and argue from it; and fo his Con-
fidence is ftrengthened.

Hz need not urge Bifhop Taplor’s Judgement, for I am taughe
mot to call any Man, Mafler, if the Cafe depends on Argument,
but if it depended on Authorities, Mr. M. may know, I
eould eafily overmatch in them : And in Oppofition to the Bifhop,
Jfay itis a good Argument, CHrist blefled them, therefore
there is Hope of their Salvation; he blefled them, becaufe the
Kingdom of Heaven belongs to' them ; therefore they are Mem-
Bers of the vifible Church, |

His Reafonings about impofition of Hands I fhall not trouble
myfelf with at prefent, as being impertinent to our Bufinefs ;
otherwife it were ealy to fhew their Vanity: In particular, what
can be more unfcriptusal than his Obfervation, ¢ That the Scrip-
¢ ture Account of impofition of Hands don’t well fuit with laying
“ on of Hands on Officers in the Church?’ Let fober Chriftians
judge, whether fuch Pofitions are moze to be lamented, coatemn’d,
or foberly reafon’'d againtt.

He gives up the Point that has been fo long maintain’d by
the Anabaptifs, viz, ¢ That thefe Children ware only propes'd as
- ¢ Emblems of Humility, {f¢.’ and is fo far from owning, that
they hold it, as to charge the Imputation of it on thzm, as &
" Fiction either of Mr. Sydenham’s,. Flavel's or my felf: Suzely, when
M. M. can put on Face enough tn call this our Fi&ion, he don’t
defign to be fetter'd with Sbame or Medefy i foc the \Wosld know:



B has been their great Argument from the Place againft us, and
when that is given up, they havenone at all.

But if P2 don't hold with this Glofs, he fayr, fome learned
,.Pc“?nj: do; and quotes she Affembly’s #anotations, which fay,
¢ Of fuch is the Ki of Heaven, ¢. 4. you have no Rea-
* {on to blame them for bri Children te me, for th mxlﬂ
¢ fuch as Bave Right to the ing;lom of Heaven, as well as thofe
¢ of riper Years ; and unlefs ye be like them, ye fhall never come
¢ there.,” And does this prove, that they held thefe Children vrere
only propos'd as Emblems of Humility? I thirk not : But why fhould
Mr. M. bring Authorities for & Point which he does not maintain,
unlefs he was defirous it fhould be thought true? .

In . 62, he obferves, ¢ That Crrist did not fay, fuffer
¢ the Children of believing Parents to come, but only the little
¢ Children ;’ but muft we not unavoidnbly underfiand, that only the
Children of fuch are intended? He anfwers, ¢ Mr. F. can never
¢ fhew that Curist the Saviour alls with that Partiality, and nar-
¢ rownefs of Spirit, as he iy pleaied to write; ever to admit the
¢ Infants of Church-Members, and reje& thofe of Non-Members.*
And in pag. 69: he ]futs the Irfants of Pagans and Bélievers on 2
Parr, and in other Places he fpeaks to the fame Prrpofe. And is
it neceflary to prove to Mz, M. that the Promifes are all to Bé-
Yievers and their Seed ? Is he a Teacher in the Chriftian Church,
and has yet to learn, that there are no Promifes in the Bib/e to
Infidels, and their Seed, while fuch? Methinks, even an 4nabdap-
tif# will own the Affertions, if he will not facrifice R fon to
Paffion and Party : He is not fit to be difputed with as a Chriftian,
who will deny that the Promifes of Salvation are reftrited to the
Church. Is it not the Bedy Curist is the Saviour of, Epb. v.
23.? And his People wwbam B¢ faves from their Sins, Matt. i.
21? To whom does he give eternal Life, but to bis Sheep, Joh
x. 282 Is it not the Church be purchas’d awith bis oavn Bloed,
Alts xx. 282 Is it not the Church be aafbes, fanfifies, and will
prefent awithout Spot or Wrinkle, Eph. v. 26, 27! I might quote
an hundred Texts more to the fame Purpofe were it neceflary s
Nor need I again repeat che many Scriptures I quoted to prove,
that the Seed of Believers are ftill joined in the fane Promife
- with their Parents, when they are mentioned at all : But I know
of no fuch Promifes to Unbelievers and their Seed, while fuch ;
nor to any who are out of the Church. Mr. M. may call it
Partiality, and narrownefs of Spirit; (I tremble o fay it) for
the fame Reafon he may call it Partiality----if Christ the Sa.
viour does not fave all Mankind, or, gives not his Gofpel to
all the World. It was then, Partiality, and narrownefs of Spirit
to make Jfrael his peculiar People, while he pafs’d by many Na-
tions greater than they. Alas! What horrendous Precipices are
in the Ways of Error! And what a lamentable Caufe is it that
requires fuch Defences! What fhocking and defparate Things o
‘gill fome Perfons fay in defeﬁce of a Party-Principle |
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Ix the next Place he urges that ¢ Curist gave no Orders to
¢ baptize thefe Children; nor inform'd us that they were the
¢ Subjefts of any Gofpel-Ordinance.” An/. He gave Orders to
treat them as Members of His Church; for of juch is the King-
dom of Heaven. And if Church-Members be the Subjeéts of
Ordinances, he has given us Information that thz were Subjeéts ;
he laid bis Hands on them and blcffed them: And if he admi-
nifter’d fuch Ordinances to them, fhall we fay that is no Infor-
mation? Is Mr. M. fo devoted to Words of Scrip’ure, as not to
take the A&tions of Curist for Proof without them ?
" Hg next quotes a Paragraph from the Apology of New-Brusf-
aick Prefbytery againft making new religious Laws,----juft as if
that were the Difpute between us, whether it be right to make
new Laws in the Church: In the mean Time, does he not know,
that we, at leaft, pretend to warrant our Praétice from Curist’s
own Laws already made¢? How ridiculous is it, thus to beg the
Queftion, and triumph? Any Man of Senfe would be athamed
to do {0 : He 1s fo big with Confidence, asto tell us very often,
that CurisT has given us no Law for Infant-Baptifm; yet he
has not offer'd one Reafon againft the Argument I fix'd on from
this Text : Yea, fo far from 1t, that he pretended not to know
what I fixed on; and have we not by thi; Time a fufficient Spe-
cimen of his Confidence, what fort it is? It feems defign'd 10
fupply the Want of Argument ; for he is moft pofitive aufually,
wgen he has leatt to fay by way of Reafoning.,. He can now
“tell us, our Arguments againft him, ¢ difappear like 2 Bubble on
¢ the Waters or fmoke in the Air.' Yes, doubtlefs, when no
Argument is offered agairft them!

‘uat follows is a %‘enfure on my Memory, in faying ¢ Bap-
¢ tifm is an initiatirg Ordinance, whereby Perfons are received
¢ into the Church.”  And again ¢ that Church-Members ough:
¢ to be baptz'd:’ But where my Inconfitency herein is, I know
not. [ afirm them both together; Believer's Infares, or adult
Profeflors, are virtually Church-Members before Laptifm, as a
King is a Kiny, when proclaimed, before his Coronatinn;  vet his
Coronation is juftly counted a folcmn Inauguration to ius Kingdom,
and aétual Invefture with Dominion.  Mr. Af. defires me to prove,
¢ That Ferfons are vifible Members before they are baptiz’d :”
And in pag. ;7. he fays it was Curist’s Prattice, ¢ to make
* Difciples firft, before they were baptiz’'d, Fobn iv. 1.” And if
Difciples, thcy were Church-Mcembers, at lealt virtually. I hope
he will take thic for Proot.

M-r. M. is aftonith’d that I fhould fay, an unbyafs’d and judi-
eious Mind may find f{ufficient Satisfattion in the Scriptures I
quoted, tho’ thc Name of Baptifin is not in them, and it feems
" incredible, that I can with for no clearer Evidence to convince
me; but to a judiccous Mind it will be eafy to conceive, that
J can find Satistaétion where one of Mr. #'s. Principles canyot ;
dor 1 ke the Senfe and Meanwg of Scriptuse to be Gov's Word,

and
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and not the Letters and Syllables without the Confequence, and
Refult of them, in their Connexion. . |
* It is fomewhat ftrange that Mr. M. fhould intimate, ¢ That
we carry on the Bufinefs by mafterly Affertions; that we furprize
and perplex poor People, without giving them an&cl«r Grounds
t0 quiet their Confcience: We only fturin them with great fwelling
Words of Vanity ; terrify, and fetter them by human Inventions,
fupported by artful Infinuations, - deteftable Mecthods; the very
cthods the Papifi; have ufed to keep the Igrorant in their In-
tereft : This Romi Artillery is by us marfhall'd againft an Or-
dinance of Jasus CurisT.” Thefe paflionate Invectives aré Mr,
Ms frongelt Arguments againft the foremention:d ingenjous Dia-
logue: And are they not a powerful Refutation; and give mi%h
folid Ground to quiet a doubting Confcience? Or rather, are not fuc
prooflefs Affertions and falfeDefamations, more like Rome's Artill
than what he can fhew in us? The Author of the Dialogue argu
that ¢ He who rejects his Infant-Baptifm as nullity, rejeéts al
¢ the Ordinances he has been priviledged with ; cafts Contempt
on the Head of the Church, as having for {o long a Time de.
ferted ali the Churches on Earth; and left them without a Mi
niftry, without QOrdinances, and without the appointed Means o
Salvation; for fa the Cafe muft be, if Infant-Baptifm is nc
right,’ &f¢, This Mr. M. fays, Is Rome's Artillery, and tells u-.
the ice of the Church is not to be reafon'd from, ¢ when th
* Man of Sin was cither afcendin%t'o, or fitting in the Temple
‘ of Gop:’ But what then? The Man of Sin is now fitting in the
‘Temple of Gop, and will it follow, that Gop has no true Church
in the World ? Or, will it follow from the Man of Sin's afcend-
ing, (¢, that Crrist deferted his Church for many hundred
Yeurs? It cannot be. A little after Mr. M. challenges any to
prove, ¢ That rejeéting Infant-Bl‘pdfm Is attended with all thef
+¢ frightful Confequences.’ FrlgO‘t ul Confequences! Did he no
tell us they were Rome's Agtillery; and thall a Proteffant b
frightened by that? Let it not be faid. However, if he wan'
Proof, that the aforefaid Confequences follow, after reading th
Dialogue, I judge him incapable of eceiving axy ; for it 1s ev’
*dent they do follow, and muft wc have ‘Light to fee the Sun
But fuppofe it were not evident, yetfince they ate charged upon h:
 Principle, it was his Bufinefs to clear it of them, whi::i he has ne
done: In fhort, his Reafonings afa.inﬁ the Dialogue need no Satys
- to expofe them: Reafoning did I fay ? They are only hard Word:
' My fourth Aflertion was, Tbat Infants are capable Subjests o,
Beptifmy which I endeavoured to prove, by fhewing that the:
- are capable of the Things fignified by it; thefe are ¢ the folem'
™ Dedication of the baptized Perfons ts Goo, and their Obliga
¢ tion to live t¢ him: Alfo the Blood of CuirisT, and Influencc
- ¢ of ‘the Holy-'m and confi uentlLthe Covenant of Grar
- ¢ lelf.": Two Particulars Mr. M. controverts; 1. Ths
“«Baptifm fignifies the Dedication of Perions to Gop. - On this I
obieves, ¢ That Perfons can dedicate aone ta the Lorp by 3
e
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¢ tifm but themfelves; Baptifim is a Gofpel-Duty, and require
! Faith in the Subject; Infants cannot aét Faith, therefore they
¢ cannot be dedicated to Gobp by Baptifm." That Perfons can
dedicate none but themfelves to Gob, is contrary both to Scrip.
ture and Reafon: But it is not my prelent Bufinefs to infift on
SMs: That Baptifm requires kaith in A& in every Subje&, is a
berging the Queftion in difpute ; and if Infants cannot act Faith,
it wili ot follow, that their Parents cannot dedicate them to Gon
in Faith, Circumcifion required Faith in the Subjett as much ag
Baptifm ; for it was g Scal of the Righteoufnefs of Faith, yet
Infants were dedicated to Gop by Circumcifion. But tho' I
thould grant Mr. 4. all he here ofters, there is not a fingle Word
to prove, that Baptifm dont fignify the Dedicgtion of the baptized
Perfon to Gob: Yet he fays we differ about this, and offers the
above Reafons againft it, but how wifely, may be judged.

2d. Hs denicy, that the Blood of Curist is fignified by Bap-
tifm, and gives us » large Quotation from Mr. Hitchinfon, and
he from Mr. Mede, .n order to difprove it. The learn'd Author
argues, that ,* The Scripture no where affigns that Signification
to Baptifm ; nor the a.itient Fathers of the Church; and that the
Influences of the Spin: anly are fignified by it.” But with all due
deference to Mr. Med., *he antient Fathers, and Lutherian Divines,
Y affirm the Do&trine to e feriptural, which I prove by the fol-
!owlnﬁ Arguments, 1ft. hemiffion of Sins is fignified by Baptifm,
Afts U, 38. Be baptixed for the Remiffion of Sins: But Remiflion
of Sins is peculiarly by the Blood of CurisT; therefore his Blood
§s fignified by Baptifm. 2d. Paptifm fignifies the Covcnant of
‘Grace ; but the Blood of Crrist is the peculiar Blefling of thas
Covenant, therefore his Blood is fignified by Baptifm. 3d. It fig-
nifies Union to Carist, and Communion in the Benefits of his
Sufferings and Death, Rom, vi. 3, 4. and Gal. 1ii. 27. 45 many
‘{ you s bawe been baptined into CHRIST, kawe f“t on CHRIST,

¢. Therefore the Blood of Curisv is fignited by Bapti{m.
4. There is the fame Reafor, that the Blood of Curist fhould
be figuified by it, as that the Influences of the Spirit thould; for
are we faid to be purified, wathed, and cleanfed, by the Spirit’s
Influence, and are not the fame Things attributed to the Blood of
‘Cunrsy, in Heb, ix 14 And 1 Cor, vi. 11. {Fe.

Tuar Baptifm fignifies the Spirit’s Influence, Mr. M. allows,
"bug?s, ¢ Infants were mot intended to be the Subje@s of this
*¢ Ordinance.” Whether they were intended, is not the prefent
Sabject ; but whether they are capable? ’T'is his Bufinefs here to
$hew their Incapacity, J he would difpute againft me; but far.
from that, he offers not ome Argument agam%t what I maintain,
yet pretends to be refuting -me. ~ Suppofe what he has faid were

wue, wix. that the Blood of Christ is not fignified by Baptifm ;
that Perfons ¢an dedicate none to Gop but felves; and that

aats wure ot intended 00 be the Subj th'catdim;’&
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Yet it will not follow, that they arc incapable of it; whick wes
the Point to be proven, '

Bur, perhaps, he lays greateft Strefs on his firft Obfervation, wiz.
“ 'That a Capacity to receive an Ordinance daes not entitle to it, for
otherwife, aﬁ the Children of Pagans and wicked People, would
have equal Right to it with the Chiidren of Believers’* And
having apply’d my Arguments to the Infants of Pagass, he ¢ cally
‘ upon me hereby to make appear, that one Infant 1s more capable
¢ of being juftified and fantified than another ;’ To this he requires
a dire¢t Anfwer, and * won’t be put off with fhifting, the Queftion,*
Truly, he now feems refolved to pinch me home : Well, 1 anfwer
directly, That one Infant is not NATURALLY mor= capable of thofe
Things than another ; and what would he have more? ¢ That no
¢ Argument can be form’d from the Capacity of fome Infants, more
than qthers, to prove their Right to Baptifm :' I grant him this
too very frecly ; yet I have given up nothing I faid: But how
¢an this be? For he fays, ¢ my Argument is taken from the Ca-
Facity of Children,’ to prove their Right to Baptifm. A/ 'Tis
a Miftake, but whether an heedlefs, or willful one, he beft knows.
The latter I would not infinuate, had I not fo plainly fhewn the
Scope of the Argument in Char. Plea, pag. §7. ¢ But however
“ clearly the Poipt be proven, our Cpponents are bent upom
¢ it, not to fuffer little Children to be brought to Curist,
¢ but to forbid them: And among other Confiderations whereby
¢ they feek to juftify themfeives, this is none of the leaft, wiz,
¢ That Infants are not capable of this Ordinance, and confequentiy
¢ the Defign of it is not anfwered by making them the SubjeQe
¢ of it: Now to obviate fuch Objections, lg propofed to prove,
¢ Fourthly, That Infants are capable Subjefts oBaptifm.” Is it
not here e¢vident, that I intendccf:o obviate Objeltions from their
Incapacity ; and not to prove their Title from their Capacity ?
But tho’ my Arguments are untouch’d, Mr. M. is triumphant, snd
exceeding confident, ¢ That after all I have faid, to gaptize In-
¢ fants, 1s only fetting a Seal to a Blank:" And who can hinder
him to fay fo? !

It is eafy to manifeft the Inconclufivencfs of his Reafonings
sgainft the Dialogue in this Place; but fince that will be fubftans
tially done, when I juftify my lait . flestion, that Baptife
fccceds in the Room of Circumcifion, 1 need not enter upon is

ere. ,
~ In ‘pag. 76. he infifts, that notwithflanding all I have faid to
fhew the Difparity, ¢ If Infants are capable, and ought to be admit-
“"ted to Baptifim, they ought alfo to bé admitted to theLord’s Supper.”
4nf. I have proven that they o;?hx to be admitted to Baptifra, and
ehat they are capable of it; if Mr. #4.can prove by as goed Argus
gsents, that they ase capable and ought to be admitted to.the
8xpper, I will allow it; but If this cannot be done, I may cone
fiftently admit them to the one, and not the other; and if it had
Puea duly potic’d, I fhew'd before, that thers is nof the famw
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Rexfon for both Sacraments. ¢ The one is an initiating, the other'
‘ a confirming Seal of the Covenant ; and fo Baptifm is properly
‘ adminifter’d to Infants, and the Sacramens Ff the Supper
‘ to Proficients.” 'The firft is inftituted for all Difciples, as {foon
as they are Difcigles: The Scripture fays, Difeiple all Nations,
baptizing them; but does not fay, Difciple, and give them the
Lords Supper : The firft is fuch as Infants are naturally c?}‘aable' of,
for they can be wafh’d as well as grown Perfons: .'The other
they are natunally incapable of, «ix. Lating Bread; and
Drinking Wine. In the firft, the Perfons are paflive Recipients, in.
the other, Agents————Now fince Infants have need of wathing,
and can be wafth'd; and can be paflive, and cin be entered into
Curist’s School, and can be engaged in Giop's Covenant as
well as in a Leafe, or Bond, among ilcn: And feeing they na-
turally cannot be ative in Euting Bread, Drinking Wine, coms
memorating CHRIST's Death, cxamining themfelues, and difcerning
the Lord's Body, 1t will unavoidably follow, that as there
is not the fame Reafon for both, fo ¢ the fame Method I ufe
¢ to prove Infant’s Right to Baptifm, another cannot ufe to prove
¢ their Right to the Swpper,’ as Mr. 4. inconfiderately enough
afferts. He alfo fays, that the fame Arguments which refute their
Right to the Supper, will refute their Right to Baptifm ; For, ¢ are
s izy incapable of the one? So are they of the other.” When he
thus aflerts the Incapacity of Infants in the Face of unanfwerable
Arguments, what judicious Perfon can be influenced: thereby? If
evident Prout will not determine his Judgement, nor reftrain his
immoderate, and abufive Confidence, what Need is there for Ar«
ument at all ? . If bold Affertions, in heaps upon heaps, are to
ctermine the Ifie, I can aflert too; and leave the Proof to the
Poficripe.
Hx again fays, That Infants are excluded from Baptifm by thé
ualifications of Faith and Repentance, which are required in
order thereto; and he fuppofes my Obfervation, ¢ That Selfe
* Examination is required in order to partake of the Supper, but
* not fo to receive Baptifm,' makes Faith and Repentance to cone
it without Self-Examination. I grant this would follow, if he
could, or had proven, that Baptifm is reftricted to thofetpnly whe
aually believe and repent, as the Supger is to thofe only who
can examine themfelves; but this he has not done, therefore he
only begs the Quettion. .
. My comparing the Church to & School, and faying, that ¢ In-
¢ fants age capable of being entered in order to learn,” does not,
 he fays, ¢ reach the Poift;' unlefs I could thew, that Cunvie
teaches none out of the Church’, /n/. Suppefe he does; it.will
ot follow, that Infants are incapable of bem%fentered in order to
feern. °'Tis pity Mr. M. had not made his Obfervation reach the
Point 3 but ¢ his Way .is clear to affirm, that none but Proficients
* are to be entered into the Church; and thst all the Membery
f ia the apoflalick Chuwcher. werw taught befgse they 'w:'x:t:(l‘:“
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¢ mitted." A/ If Difciples are Church-members, and if infants
were accounted Difciples in the Apoftle's Days, it will follow tz.at
they were, and ftili ought to be, Church-members; buau Infaits
were accounted Difcipla by the Apoftles, and therefore ought to
be admitted inte Chris1's School; the Minor is proven fiom .
Afs xv. 10. Hhy tempe ye GOD to put a Yoks on the Neens of
the Difiiples: ‘This Yoke was Circumcifion. Now who weie to be
circuincifed? No doubt, Infants were defign’d; for the ‘/ad, 1205
would have People circumcifed after the Manner of Mo/is; but
his Manner was to circumcife Infants of Church-members, as weil
as Aduit Perfons; who became Profelytes after they were grown
up; thercfore Infants were fome of thofe Difciples on whom ti..
Yoke was to be puty and parallel hereto is Lew. xxv. 41, 4°
where Gop calls the Children of his PcoPIe, bis Serevants, a: 1
quite ealy to manifelt, were ic neceflary. Now if Gop calls tuem
his Servants, who yet do him no Service, by a Parity of Reaion,
we may call thote Difciples who are not taught ; for we may {pcak
a: Goo teaches us, and as he fpeaks in the Affair: And hence
appears how little to the Purpofe Mr. M. in pag. 57, &c. en-
?m‘rcs for the Fruits and Excercifes of grown Difciples in Infaits,
or he fhould have obfecved, That Curist’s Diiciples are ¢ not
¢ all in the fame CIafs ; fome are learning the moft fublime Things,
* and others are lower: Some are only beginning to learn, and
¢ others but enter’d in order to learn,’ | ‘ _
. In pag. 78, Mr. M. falls foul of the aforefaid ingenious Dia.
logue, for faying, that ¢ fome Infants are Belicvers in Curist.’
Whereon he queries, * What I make my Diftinéiions for, of &
¢ twofold Being in the Covenant?’ For if Infants are Believers,
gcy are favingly in the Covenant, and, will all be fave: A/
¢ treats the D.alogue juft as he does my Piece, 7. ¢. reg .ds rot
the Scope of the Argument, But to the Point; Infant <an be
fanctify’d in the Womb ; and of fuch is the Kingdom of keaven j
therefore they are capable of the Habits of Faith; and this is
what we hold: And if we would be puzled to inform Mr. M,
what particular Infants are Believers, and on that Account to be
received ; he would be as much puzled to inform us, what parti-
cular ones believe not, and are on that Account td be rejeéted.
But he might know, that our baptizing Infants does not depend
qn our knowing any particular Infant to bew Believer; as I have
fufficiently told him already, And when he argues dgainft our
baptizing them on account of our knowing their Faith, he argues
againt what we fay not, inftead of anfwering our’ Arguments,
But on Suppofition that the Author of the Dialogue meant as
Mr. M. {ays, how does it follow, that I am inconfiltent in my
Diftin&ion of & twofold Being in the Covepant? Muft I needs be
inconfiftent with myfelf, becaufe I am fo with another Man? I
may, by the fame Logick, prove Mr. M. to6 be inconfiftent witlt
himfelf, for he is inconfiftent with Mr, Tomés, and Cary, and
deher Anabaptiff Writers iti féveral Things ; dod thius I fotrm the
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Argnment. Our Opponents lay the Strefs of the Argument on
the Repeal of Abrabam’s Covenant, and yet they fay, it is im-.
pertinent to argue from it, {5c. .

A¥TER Our ﬁuthor has quoted a Number of Texts from Mr.
Rees, to prove that Women fhould partake of the Supper, he
?romifes, that ¢ if the annonvmous Author produce but one

quarter Part o much Scriptwe for Infant-Baptifm, he will be
¢ of his Opinion." But he doe: not promife this, if that Author
produce four Times as much for Infant-Baptifm, as may eafily be
done: But ftill, the Quotations don’t prove in exprefs Terms, that
Women are to communicate, (which was the I'hing demanded)
but only by Confequence.

Wk are, at length, come to my fifth Affertion, wix. That
Baptifin fucceeds in the Room of Circumcifton. Here I founded
my Arguments on Co/. ii. 11, 12. In whom alfo ye are circum-
cijed with the Circumcifion made avithout Hand:, in putting o
the Body of the Sins of the Flefi:y by the Circumcifion of CHRIST,
burica avith him in Baptifm, &c. I obferv’d hereon, that ¢ the
Apoftle afferts our Compleatnefs in CurisT without Circum-
cifion, or any Afofuic Ceremonics ) for that Baptifm is of the fame
Ule, and fubftantially fignifies the fame 'T'hings that Circumcifion
formerly did ; both are initiating Otdinances; both point to the
Blood of Curist, tho’ in a diferent Way; beth fignify our na-
tural Corruption, and the Neceflity of Regeneration; and both
are Signs and Seals of the Covenant of Grace." None of thefe
Things Mr. M. has denyed, yet he denies two Things, 1. That
Baptiim comr=s in the Room of Circumcifion. 2. 1t it does, yet
he fays that will not prove, that Infants are to be baptiz’d. I
prefume it will be reckon’d a Difficulty te: difpute with one, who
can allow, that Circumcifion and Baptifm agree in tire aforefaid
Particulars, and yet denies that the latter {ucceeds the former:
‘However my Argument from their Agreement, he pafles over, and
orly fixes »m my faying, ¢ that the Apoftle’s Defign is to (hew,
‘ that Bapt.fm anfwers to Circumcifion and fuccceds it, or elfe
‘ his Argunient does not refute the Fudaizing Teachers.' To
this he replies, ¢ If the Cafe was fo, the Apoftle could not refute
¢ the Fudaizing Teachers, unlefs he fhew'd that fome Ordinance
¢ fucceeded ea:n of the other Mo/aic Ceremonies, to which they
¢ were as much attach’d as to Circumcifion; for Inftance, the Sa-
¢ crifices;, Offevings, €&5¢c.” Anf Itis remakable, that while Mr.,
M, is frongly infinuating, that the Apoftle fhew'd no Ordinances
we have aniwering to the other Mg/zic Rites, he fhould yet tell us,
¢ the Apoitle open'd unto them that CurisT the Subftance being
¢ come, there was no more any Ufe for thofe Ceremonies, {7c.’
Anrd js not this as much as to fay, we have fomething an{wering
to thefe Ceremonies? When the Apoftle fthew'd w: have the
Antitype, did he fhew us nothing that was come in ‘i:¢ Room of
the Type ' Have we not Curist, and New-Teffumem Worthip,
anfwgriug; to the Types, and T'emple Services, which were thy
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the Paterns of heavenly Things? Now fince the Apoftle opened
up thefe Things in G/, ii. 14, 16, zo0, 21. and in the Epiftle ta
the Hebreavs at large, why fhould Mr. M. fay, the falfe Teachers
could argue, that they had no Ordinances anfwering to the Sacri-
fices, &Fc. once in ufe? Again; they urg'd (ircumcifion a8
obliging to kcep the whole Law; and confequently, to fhew
that it was abolith’d, would, in their Account, prove the Aboli-
tion of the whole.

His next Argument is equally, if not more, trifling; and when
put into form,’ will ftand thus, wiz. If Baptiim had come in the
toom of Circamcifion, Pau/ and Barnabas would have thereby
refuted the Judaizing Teachers at dntioch: But Paul and Barna-
bas ¢ did not once think of fuch a ready and powerful Way of
¢ refuting them ;° Therefore Baptifin don’t come jn the Room of
¢ Circumcifion. Anf. The Scripture tells us that Pzx/and Bar~
nabas had much difputing with {aid Teachers, but dogs not tell
us what any ore of their Arguments was ; but Mr. M. can affure
us what they were not, if we believe him: He fpeaks as if he
knew, not only all they faid, but all they thought. ¢ They didn’t
‘* once think of this Way." And exa@ly parallel hereto is his
next Argument, wiz. that the Synod at Fersyfalem ¢ never once
“ thought of fuch a ready Way to refute the Fudsizing Teachers.”
We rcad in 425 xv. 7. ‘That they had muckh Difputing: And we
pave fome General Conclufions they came to, but not their par-
ticular Arguments in the Difpute ; nor is it ufual in authoritative
Decrees to infert Argumcnts. I might alfo fhew, were it ne-
ceffary, that the peculiar Point they determined, was not {o much
the Abolition of Circumcifion, as that the Gentiles were not to be
troubled with it, ver. 17. for to the Fenbs it was yet indulg'd,
After all, Mr. M. afferts, ¢ they made no mention of this in t%euf
¢ Debates in the Council.” He is juft as pofitive of what is not
knowable, as of what is, The Point is clear and evident to him
whether it be written or not: And how firmly he ftands to the
Scriptures let others judge. ¢ There's no colour of Reafon to
¢ fupport, that Paul here afferts Baptifm to come in the Room of
¢ Circumcifion, when he himfelf was prefent in the Cauncil where
* no fuch Thing was concluded.’ So then the Argument will ftand
thus, vig. The Council did not conclude that %agtifm came in
the room of Circumcifion; Pax/ was in the Council, therefore it
it is unreafonable to imaginé, that Pau/ aflerts that Matter here.
Or take it thus, it is not aflerted in 455 xv. therefore it is abfurd
‘to fuppofe, that it’s afferted in Co/. ii. a famous Argument!
Hereby one may prove any Thing, ¢. g. Juftification by Faith is
not aflerted in Gen. i. 1, therefore there is no colour of Reafon
to fapport, that it is afferted in Rem. 4 Chap. See how conftant-
ly thg run into Abfurdities ' who reafon againft the Truth. Well,
g;lr . {enies that Baptifni or any equivalent Ordinance, fucceeds
iin the room ¥ Circumcifion, his Grounds for which we have
feen; let gs row fuppofe Lin engag'd in the Difpute With the
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zmlm'zm: ‘He fays Circumcifion is abolith'l; they query, if fo,
ave we any Ordinance of Initiation? If he suiwers ro, they
have Ground left them on which to urge the Neceflity of Circum-
cifion, for Gop has feén it meet to appoiic an Osdinance for that
En., and there is ‘the {fame Reafon for it now as formerly : If he
anfivers Yes, their Argument for Circumcifion from it's being an
iritiating Otdinance 1s anfwer’d ; but then 'he gives up the Point,
that Japtifm comes inthe room of Circumcifion. Jor if Lircumcifion
was an initfating Ordinance, and Baptifm an initiating Ordinance ;
the former abolifh'd, the latter inftitured, and continued ; we muft
fay the latter fucceeds the former, or clie that an initiating Ordi-
rance is not an initiating Ordinance; for whatever diference there
is between Baptifm and Circumclfion, they are allow'd to agree in
this, that both are Ordinances of Initiation. I might alio fhew,
that the Judaizers could muke their Argument flrong for the Con-
tinuance of Circumcifion, from it's being a *cal of Gobp's Cove-
nant, if no other external deal be apFoiutcd inftead of it; but for
fake of Brevity I pufs it, and fhall preceed to prove from the
Scripture now uuder Debate, that Baptifm is alfvited to come in
the room of Circuincifion. o ‘

‘Tre Connexion of the Words is thus, Ye are circumcifed avith
the Circumcifion made avithout Hands, in putting off ‘the Bedy ¢f
the 8ins of the Plefb, by the Circumeifion of CHRINT----being bu-
ried with him in Baptifm; for Syhtagl'mfu, a Participle of the
firlt Aorift,' refers directly to the¢ fame Perfons who are 1aid to be
circuincifed ; ‘and fo the Words will run thus, being buried with
Curist in Baptifm, ye are thercin circumcifed with the Circum-
cifion of Curist. If this Connexion cannot be broken, then
the Apoftle aflerts, that they were in effet circumcifed becaufe
baptized : As if he had faid, ¢ ye need not be wnxio:s about.
¢ Circameifion, fince ye not only have the inward Efficacy of it,
¢ wut alfo another Ordinance, wixz. Baptifm, which is of the fame
¢ "Jfe, and fignifies the fame Things as Circumcifion’ ‘The Apo-
f.c here aflerts the Identity of Circumcifion and Baptifm, or ¢lfe
it is unintelligible’ to tell tKe fame Per{ons, that they are circum-
cired, being butied with Curist in Baptifm : On this Reafoning
I laid tHe main Sttefs of the Argument, but Mr. 4/ pais'd’it over,
snd feems to' have thought my chief Atgument was taken from
the Refutation of the falle Teachers, whereas that was only addi-
¢ional ; yet of fufficient Force, as we have feen. -

He fays, by the Cirenmicifion of Curis, ¢ the Apoftle means
¢ the Renovation of the Soul, by the Spirit’s Opération mortify-
¢ ing Sin, &fc. and not Baptifm." An/ The Apollle mentions
Circumcifion without Hands, and the éircumciﬁon of CHRIRT
alfo; and fays that being buried in Baptifin, they are circumcifed
with the Circumcifioni of ChrisT ; it is further plain, that the
Sign is ‘here put for the Thinilﬁgniﬁ d; but he fays, this will do
me no Service, nor him any Hurt: ée it fo: But will it not fhew
that my Expofition is not chargeable with the Abfurdities’ he
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mentions, wiz. ¢ That Baptifm is abfolutely neceffary in order to
Salvation, and takes away Sin?’ And was it Wifdom to caft thefe

cfle@tions on nie, when they muit fall upon his own Scheme,
unlefs he own, that the Thing fignified is here exprefled by the
Sign ? .
~ In ppg 87. ke obferves, ¢ That Infants are no ways capable of
‘ Bapti{m as thcy were of Circumcifion, becaufe that left a Sign
* in the Flef, gut Paptifm does not.’" This Argument Secimus
urg’d long ago; but can a Man who exercifes Reafor,, be per-
fuaded,” that Infants are more capable to be cut with a Knife,
than wafh'd with Water? Or may he not rather be perfuaded,
that the Caufe is defperate which muft be fupported by fuch la.
mentable Shifts¢ Mr. M. may fhew feveral circumftantial Diffe-
yences betwecn Baptifm and Circumcifion ; and fo he may between
the Paffover and the Supper; but how unreafonable would it be to
argue, thergfore that the Supper does not fucceed in the rcom of
the Paflover? And in the prefent Cafe, all the Differences he caa
mufter up, only amount to this, wiz. Bapti{m is not Circumcifion,
nor is Cygcumcifion Baptifm

Bur if* proving Baptifm to come in the room of Circumcifion
does not prove Infant-Baptiim, all our Arguments are loft on this
Head hitherto. I judge it is a clear Argument, lnfants were
circumcifed ; Baptiim™ comes in the room of Circumcifion, there-
fore Infants are to be baptized Mr. 4. fays, ¢ this Confequence
“ is to be rejefted, becaufe it is not confirmed with thus faith the
¢ Lord. But if it be a jult Confequence from his Word, he furely
fays it, as ] have before proven; arnd Mr. A1, fhould have fhewn
rhat the Confzquence is not juft, or yield the Argument, and
own that ‘Truth can overcome him: He ofien puts us in Mind,
that ¢ twp diftiné Ordinances in two diftin®t Adminiftrations, can-
‘ not be {uppofed to dcpead on the fame Inflitution,” His Wor
are equivacal : 1f he mean diftin& as to th¢ Mode of Admini-
ftration, Ris Argument is plainly falfe; for the Mode may be
dittin€t, and yet the Reafon and Nature of the Ordinance be fub-
ftantially the fame: If he mean diftin& in their Nature, Ulie and
End, he is obbged ta anfwer my Arguments proving their Same-
nefs in thefe l%cfpc&s, which he has npt done. Baptifm is not
more holy than Circumcifion was, if can feal no greater Blefling
than Circumcifion did, wiw. the Righteoufnefs of Faith; it can
fignify no greater inward Holinefs, but it is for the fame Ufe, and
of the fame Significancy,— therefore it depends on the fame Infti-
tution, and is to be adminifter'd to the fame Subje&s in kind, that
Circumcifion was adminifter’d to. o

M-r. M, obferves from Mr. Hatchinfon, ¢ That the Countermand
¢ to circumcife Infants is a confequential Countermand to baptize
¢ them.” But this he lays no Weight on, but as ¢ an Argument
‘ ad bominem.' 1 confefs he has other fort of Logick than I, whe
“can foe this to be gn Aigurient ad' bominem, unlcls he ‘could alfo
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prove, that we own'd Infant’s Church-memberfhip to be abolith’'q
with Circumcifion; but this we never did.

Havinc finith'd the Arguments I propos'd, I mention'd the
yrincipal Cljeflions of our Opporents, in order to folve
t.em, ar~. ¢ That we always find Faith and Repentance
¢ required n ordcer to Daptifm; and thofe who were admit-
¢ ted to the Ordinance weredbliged to profefs the fame, and con-
* fefs their Sins, &c. Char. Plre:, pag. C4.° Mr. M. has more than
once urg'd my Repetition -of this Objeéticn, as a Conceffion in
their far our ; and who knows but in his next Anfiver he will prove,
thath’ | }xqvc yiclded the Caufe, from iy repeating his Affcrtions
tn thts !

In anfwer to their Argument, that profeflon of Faith and Re.
peniance, is always required in order to Baptifm, I obferv'd,

t. ¢ Tnar our Opponents muft own, thefe Scriptures which
¢ they fo much urge, are addrefs’d only to grown Perfons, and
“* not to Infants.” This Mr. A. owns; and ¢ wonders what it i,
" that bhinds thefe Men’s Eves, to think Infan:-Paptifm richr,
# when themfelves cannot find any fuch Baptifm in the Word of
* Gop. Ardi’s a Cercmony confefs’d by ourfelves to have no
* Foundation -~ . ¢ Word of Gon.” And this is follow’d with re-
‘doutled Afler. that Irfants are excluded ; which is repeated
‘even to nacfcoulnefs. The Obfervation I premis’d in order ta
form an Argument; but Mr. M. feems to miftake it for a full Ar-
"gument by ittelf. I obferv’d,

2. ¢ TuaT faid Scriptures were addrefs'd to fuch grown Per-
* fons a; were not Chriftians before, but either Fews or Pacars.
It would be much to our Opponent’s Purpofe, if they could find
fuch Addrefles to the grown Children of baptized Chri‘tians ;
However Mr. M is quite at a Lofs to imagine what I would gain
by this Ob{crvation; whereas had he look'd before him he mignt
readily have known. But know or not, he has fomething to iay
to it, and that is, that Abrcham’s Covenant was not a2 pure Co-
“venant of Grace, as we plead ; for why ? the wicked Scribes and
Pbharifees were in it, who were not in the Covenant of Grace:
¢ And truly he don’t underftand fuch a being in the Covenart of
¢ Grace; and to affert fuch Notions ouly ferves ta faften People
“ in deftruétive Delufions. Is not all this the Confequence of his
not underftanding, what Ufe I could make of my Diftin&tion of a
twofold being in the Covenant? And what is it to the prefent
‘Parpofe ; unlefs he was defirous to make the Reader forget the
‘Argument > [ cannot but with I had an Opponent, if I muft have
‘one, who has a fmall Meafure of Candour and Judgment.
I obferv'd, ,
~ 3. ¢ Tua7t there is a wide Differcnce between gathering and
® farming 2 Church from among thofe who are ignorant of Chri-
® filayy ', and a Church already gather’d form’d; forin
¢ pgfeiyting Foews or Pagan:, they muft of neceffity be taught
¢ gflore they can either profefs Faith, or be admitted to P! iy 3
. n'
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¢ hut it will net follov-. that none can be admitted o ...- ""nin
* & Church alrcady conftituted.' Mr, 44 afferi, thay .
fants can no mwie be baptized than JFews or Pagons, be-
caufe they are as ignorant of Chriftianity: But he mighe
have known, we baptize Infants on account of their vifible
Intereft in the Coverant, 2:d not on account of thicir Know-,
ledge: What he fays of Church-Members is only a begging
the Queflion; he thould prove that Infants are excluded, by ex-
prefs Scripture, or neceflary Confcc}ucnce. The Fewip Church,
was ¢ a fele® Number of circumcifed Believers, incorporated to-
¢ gether, profefling Subjection to CurisT, and Union to him by
¢ gis Spirit, walking togcther by mutual confent, {&c’ as much as
the Chrifian Church is—=of baptized Believers: But what is ajl,
this to the foregoing Obfervation? Will it prove, rhat none un-
taught can be admitted to Baptifm in a Church already confd-
tuted ; becaufe Pagans muft be taught before they be bapiized?
Wothing lefs; but we muft take things as we find them.
F ¢hferved, .

4. ¢ Tuar there is 2 Difference between the firft Inftitution of ,
* an Otdinance, and the continued Adminiftration of it aftcrwards.
* For Parents, or grown Perfons, mult firlt be the Subjeés of »'
* new Inflicution, and not Infants; but it will not follow, becauf®
¢ Porents muft firt be the Subjects, therefore Children muft no¢
! afterwards be admitted at all; yea, fuch a Confequence is quite
¢ ridicnlous.” Now, tho' thefe Words are g}ain enough, yet Mr.
M. wanaly averies, ¢ What is ridiculous? To follow the firft In-:
¢ fitution of an Ordinance, orleave that, and follow Men's Admie
¢ niftration o it afterwards, different from the firft Inttitution ?*
Aw/. 1 juft now told kim, ’'tis a ridiculous Confequence, i,
Parents muft firt be Subje&ts, therefore their Children are exclu-
ded; for if this wvere a juit Argument, it would have excluded:
Abrabam's Childrer, becaufe he wae circumciz’'d when old. To:
this he anfwers, that 'tis impertinent, becaufe Circiimcifion of Ine-
fants was commanded , but, fays he, ¢ don't Mr, P. well know,:
"that he can't £nd any Inftitution for Infant-Baptifm.' A/ I
¢ .~ well know this, and the contrary too; but what is this to*
the  sument? Mr. M. ihould have known, that I am not lnok-*
ity ove an Inftitution of Infant-Baptifm here; that I'have-thewn:
already ; and I am now endravouring to fhew, that his Arguments
& nok overthwow it:  Be it fuppos'd, that I could find no fuch,
Inftitasion ; What then? Wiltit follow that this is a goed Argu--
ment, @iz Parents muft irt be initiated ; therefore their (Sﬁ“ilc
dren sve cxcinded ? No: For if it conclude at all, it muft conclade
univerfyisy, aund fo would exclude Abrabam’s Infants: Bat howt
hud is it to deal with an Opporest, who is for any Thing bt
zzhgr %:s‘ineﬁ in E.Ehx(x;lb!r : . :

foregoin ervations were yreparatory to my follawMm

A Wgvl;.g ‘ That no other wav of Atheﬁ szas proper,
v wiwthier Infansc wery included or not; for why? Infancy w
| | o ¢ incapable
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. incapable of te.cmn%-, and incapable of being firft entered inte
. the Church ; and if fo, the Addg:ﬁ muft of neceflity have been
) :de to grown Perfons ; and could any other kind of Addrefs

-

propes to them? The Parents muft firlt belicve, and be ini-

: tiated, otherwife cheir Children had no Right to Church-mem-
; berthip. And face thg Parents Xxemfelvu were to be enter'd,
. it was neceflary they thould firit be taught, and fpoken to in
* the Strain of the aforefeid Scriptures, which require Profeffion
? of Faith before Baptifm., Now it is a plain way of Reafoning,
*that which would be the .noft dpr‘oper Addre=fs, even tho' In-
;.ﬁntp were defiga’d to be included, cannot poflibly prove them
. to be excluded: But to require Profefiion of Faith from the Pa-
? rents in order to Bn?tifm; was the moft proper, even tho' their -
¢ Infants were defign'd to be included ; and therefore to require
* Profeflion of Faith fron: Parents in order tb Baptifm, does not
¢ prove their Children to be excluded.’ Mr. 4. fays, 1. * This
b 'is o mere Gingle of Words.”” 2. * "Tig a bold Reflexion
¢ caft on the Wifdom of Cusis~, as if he could not direét his
% Minifters to ufe a more proper Addrefs; if it was his Will In-
% faney fhould be baptized.”” Pray Reader, obferve, I was roving
t§e A&dreﬁ to be moft proper, even tho' Infants were efign’
. %0 beincluded; and is it a bold Reflexion on thé Property o%' it,
ta fay, it is moft proper? Do I cenfurc thé Wifdom of it, when
I fay it is moft wife? O ftrange! May I not now boldly fay, that
my Argument is unan{werable, when nothing can be offered a-
inft it but Nch-fenfe and Contradiction { But, perhaps, he may
&“:k his next Effort more fuccefsful, wiz.  That the Argument
% turns out in his Favour, unlefs I could make appear, that ano-,
“ ther kind of Addrefs could have more properly been ufed, if
* Infants were defign’d to be excluded from Baptifm.” How he
fhifts and fkulks away, to efcape the Dint of this Argument!
Muft I again tell him, that it is all my Caufe requires to prove,
that the Addrefs was moft proper, tho' Infants were defign'd ¢
beincluded ? This I have urg'd fo far, thit Mt. M. flics away from
it, and cannot look it ﬁm} tin the Face. Let him prove that a
mers proper Addrefs could have been ufed, if. Infanty were de-
fign'd to be excluded, if he thinks it will make for his Caufe g
for me, I have nothing to do with it; only I can tell him it will
o him ro Service. What he fays on Mare. xxviii 19. where
‘eaching is fet before Baptizing, is only a begging the Queftion
$u debate, but that is his ufual way of proving it: I could argue
for Infant-Baptifm from the fame Text, but he has not anfwer'd,
what is offered from it, in the Dialogue which he pretends to re-
fuce. But tno’ I have proven, that faid Text, even in our Op-
nent’s View: of it, does not exclude Infants, yet Mr. M. pal-
sately exclaims; calls for my Authority to pervert the Com-
wifion; for my Seripture and Reafon for fo doing, &fc. And [
may demand iy what Authority ! By what Scripture and Reafon.
be tziwmphs, whes he cannot anfwer my Argumgati Asy ofle P:;?
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Pofitively affert a Thing, but it is the Property of a manly and
fair Difputant, to prove what he fays.

He argues, that fecing thefe dcriptures, of which we now
{peak, are addrefs’d to grown Perfons, Infants are excluded. Had
he anfwer’d my Argumént for the contrary, he might fay this
with a bettét Grace. After all, this Argument dof his is but the
old Fallacyy a 40 I/etum{um quid ad dictum ‘/z'mplfcinr. For fo
he may prove, that Infants muft ftarve, becaufe they cannot work,
from 1 Thef. iii. 10. and that Infants and dumb People fhall be
damned, becaufe they cannot confefs avith the Mouth, from Rom.
X. 9. and many other fuch Pofitions. It is alfo obfervable, that
he has not offer’d to refute my arguing, that I can preach all the
fame Doctrines the Apoftles preach’d when gathering Churches,
perfetly confiftent with my Principle of Infant-Baptiim : There-
fore, upon the whole, there is nothing to forbid my former Con-
clufion, that *“ my Opponents can get no Argument from all thefe
“ Texts on which they make a plaufible Flour.fh before the com-
** mon People. '

In Char. Pleay pag. 70. in anfwer to one of their Objettions, I
obferv'd, ¢ That every Cidkcumftance in CurisT's Baptifm was
‘“ not defign'd for our Imitation ; elfe we rhuft be baptized in our
¢t thirtieth Year ; which rone contend for, nor practife :* Hence
Mr. M. obferves, that * this Gentleman is very fond of ftarting
¢ Obje&tions, that he may enjoy the Pleafure of anfwering them:
¢ Since none contend for, or pra&tife it, his oppofing it looks as
¢ if he wanted fomething to do ; he might be fure to come off
‘ with a ViQory, when he anfwers an Objetion which no body
““ makes but himfelf.”” However much my Opponent may grati+
fy his caufelefs Paffion in this Remark, he does little Honour to
his Underftanding, when he cannot diftinguifh between an Ob-
je&tion, and a Medium to prove an Argument; but his Maxim
feems to be, throw a grea: deal of Dirt, and fome of it «will

ick. '
4 “ I avoided quoting the Teftimonies of the gprimitive Fathers;
‘‘ on purpofe to ftop their groundlefs Clamour, that we derive In-
‘¢ fant-Baptifm from Tradition; whereas we derive it from Scrip-
¢ ture.”” On this Mr. M. fays, 1. “ By avoiding one Extream
¢ we fall into another ;" But for what Reafon he makes this fenfe-
lefs Remark, I fee not, unlefs to fhew us that he has read this
Latin Verfe which he quotes, Incidiz in feyllam cupiens witare
chiribdim, or to fill up his Page. 2. He demands ¢ What aré
the Places of Scripture we derive Infant-Baptifm from ’ And
muft I, in anfwer to this write all my Book over again? Our un-
happinefs in dealing with him is, that we cannot have all our Ar.
guments every where. But tho' I did not think it warrantable to

eild Matters of Faith on the primitive Father’s Teflimony ; yet
I judg'd that modeft Perfons would seceive the T'eftimony of credi-
ble Men touching Matters of Fa&; and I quoted /remews, who
feys; the Church learn'd from K&e Apottles to bagtize Childr&m
. r.

b
%

o~ .-



( v )

M. M ?oes on to reafon, or talk, againft receivihy Traditiy.is
dpoftolical, jult as if I liad liid the Strefs of the Argument un

em, He fays, * tho' the Churches immediately after the Apo-
* fties had baptized Infants, it would be no Ground for us to do
‘ fo, unlefs it had been revesled in the facred Pages :" So fay I
too; but does he not know that we profefs to find it reveal'd
there?  And is not the Confent of the Faithful in all Ages a good
refumptive Proof, that we underftand the Scriptures right ¢ 1f the
Church, immediately after the Apoftles, baptized Infant:, ¥ think -
1t amounts to Proof, that they learn'd it from the Apoftles. A
feneral DefeQion never came to pafs at once; they could not be
‘urgoo’d to have all forgot the spoftolick Praftice; nor to have
&1l knowringly confpired againft it. Can Mr. M. believe, that the
Church ex;ir'd for more than a Thoufand Years, until Muntzery
and Fohn f Leyden, the Taylor, received it? This would be con-
trary to the Promifes; CurisT awill be awith his People alavays
Mate. xxviii. 30. Hence in fome Cafes the Cufiom of the Church
will afford an Argument, 1 Cor.xi. 16. If the Senfe of the
Faithful and Wife fhould have no influence at all, why does Mr.
‘M. quote Pool, Credoc; Keach; &:c.

Bur he feems to deny the Teltimony I produc’d from Irencus,
and charges me vitha bafe abufing of him, unlefs I cite the
Place in his Works, which are reputed genuine; and he brings a
Citation himfelf, with a marginal Note, which he got fomewhere,
but neither the Text nor Margin is jut my Quotation; yet the
fame Place is plain to fhew, that Infants were then baptized ;
the whole is thus, Omnes emim wenit per fometipfum falvare; om-
wes inguam gui Per eum remafcuntur in dexm, infantes, £ paranivs;
& pueros, & juwenes, 8 femiores, idve per omnem wenit atatem, &
infantibus infans fallus fanflificans infantes, &c. i €. CHRIsT
. ¢came to fave all by himielf; all, I mean, who by him are rege-
fersted unto Gop; Infants and little Ones, and Boys, the
Young, and the Aged; therefore he went thro' every Age;
and to the Inﬁmt‘ he became an Infant, that he might {snlufy
wltlm. apeed‘ P the learned, that the primi

ow 'tis an cint among the the primitive
Fathers, by Regeneration, ufuallygmem Baptifm ; exprefiing the
8ign by the Thing fignified ; and when Jreacus fays, Infants are
tegenerated, it is s much, in his Seufe, as to fay they are bap-
tized ; and it's plain he look’d on Infants as fanitified, and con-
fequently Church-members ; for I hope Mr. #. will not fay that
Jremens too means legitimate. The Words I quoted from frewews
before, may be found in Epift. ad Rom. Lib. 5. Pro boc & oc-
elefia ab c%lx’: traditionem [ufcepit etiam is bzoi/mn
dare: i e, Church receiv'd a Tralition from the Apoftles;
to baptize alfo little Children, By Tradition the Antients meant
tife Word of Goo itfelf; {o the Apoltle calls it in 3 Th¢/. liht‘;
sad iii. 6. Again, the fame frewess, In his 14 Homily on Lade,
fays, - Parvali Jettinansar in remifiomm pristorsm, i e. lo u:
o ney



( 67 )

Ones are baptiz'd for the Remiffion of' Sins. It is alfs eafy to
fhew that Tertwllium held Infant-Baptifm; for he tuliy afferty
the Salvation of Infints, and yet affirms there is no Salvation
without Baptifm. St. duguffine is fully or our Side, particularly
Serm. to. de verbis Apoft., Nemo igitur wobis [ufurvet doilvinas
alienas, &c, i e, let none therefore buzz other Doctrine in your
Ears; this the Church has alws ys had, has always held, fpeaking
of Infant-Bap:ifm ; and a little after fays, * ® If when Infants are
‘“ brought to CurisT, they are faid to have no original Sin; wh
‘“ isit not faid in the Church to thofe who bring them, take thefo
“ mnocent Ones hence; the Whole need not a Phyficiar, but
“ the Sick ; CurisT came not to call the Righteous Lut Sinners,
“ But this never was faid, nor ever will he faid** Now could
St. Aagu{i:’m, the moft learn'd of the Fathers, be ignorant of
Church Hiftory little more than three Centuries from his own Day ?
Would not the Prlagians, who deny'd Original Sin, have refuted
him, if they could; feeing he fo often bafiled them with the Ar.
gument from Infant-Baptifm ? But tho' Pelagius was a learn’d
Adverfary, and Fis Caufe required him to deny it, yet was forc’d
to own, that tie Apoftles, and the whole Church fill baptized
Infants: And Auzufline {ays, of one¢, in Epift. 89. tq Hilary,
Coaltus ¢ff conpt.vi propter bapiizandos parwulos, i.e. He way
forc'd to confefs it becaufe of the Baptifm of Children,
* Mnr. M. fays Tertullian oppos’d our Doftrine, and quotes a
Paflage from him, tranflated by Mr. Wa/l!, where he reafans for
the Delay of Baptifm very weakly, wiz * The Sureties may be
endanger'd by rheir own Death, or the Child’s wicked Difpofition ;
their guiltlcg Age need not make fuch hafte to the Forgivenefs of
Sin, and Men a& more warily in wordly Afairs.”” Here it is tg
be obferv’d, that Tertullian denies not the Lawfulnefs of Infant.
Baf»tifm, tho' he pleads for the Delay of it. Moreover, he feems
only to fpeak agamft the Cuftom, which many, at that Time, had
got into, of baptizing the Children of Heathens ; elfe what Dan.
ger was there by the Sureties Death, if their Chriftian Parents
were fiill alive? Laftly, it appears Infant-Baptifm was then prac-
tis’d ; for what was not, could not b oppofed. Tersuliian flou-
sith'd in the fecond Century, and dy’d 63 Years old, in the Year
302; and fince Infant-Baptifm was then praifed, it could not
gegh’x et the Council of Cartbage, which. was more than Fifty
' Years after, vin. 254. And if Dr. Gale fays it did, he fays it only
to ferve & Tumn; for the Occafion of that Council was not to
determine whether Infant-Baptifm was right, but whether it fhould
be sdminifier’d only on the eiﬁhth Day, as Circumcifion was ; as
. 2 appears

* S{ quando portanvar intantes, dicuntur omnino aulium propaginie
habere peccatum, & venlunt ad dhr“tum; cur non els dicieur in ecc

qui eos apportant, suferte hine innocentes i'os: non eft opus fanis
medicus 5 fed m h:bemibunt non venle Chriftus vocare jultos, fed
pessatoley, nun-quam dictum eft, fed necaliquando dicetus,
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®ppears from the Synedical [ :tters thus direfted, 4d fdum de i.-
Santibus baptizandis, &c t * Cyprian and tae reft his Collegues
** in Council met, in numb:~ 66, falute Brother Fidus. But
as to the Cafe of Infants. who onght not, you fay, to be offer’'d
to Baptifn\ on the Second or third Day after they are born;
and confidering the antient Law of Circumcifion, you think 2
Child thould not be baptiz'd bcefore the eighih Day after his
Birth, 1t appears quite otherwife to our whole Council § for it

*¢ is in this Cafe, as you fuppofe it to be in the Book of Numlers,
“ And the Man a b0 is unclean until Even, be Soall te pwify’d
on the third Day, but if be be not urify’d,-~--that Scul fhall
be cut off from Ifracl-- -becaufe the \Vater of Separation was
not {prinkled upon him. &'c.” I would iranfcribe it all; but
Cyprian’s own Letter to Fidus, is more full, and argumentative.
Having obferv'd that the Grace given to the baptized is not leis
or greater, according to their different Age; for that the Holy
Spirit is not given in proportion to their Size. but according to
the Bounty aud Kindrefs of Gop, who, as * he occepts no Perfon,
accepts no Age; that therefore every one (whatever his Age be)
is to be admitted to the Grace of Curist; and that {piritual
Circumcifion does not fupercede the Neceflity of carnal Circum-
fiﬁon: He then reafons thus, @iz, 1 ¢ But if any thing can de-
# barr Perfons from the Attainment of this Grace, the more ag-
“ gravated
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% Cyprianus & cseteri college quiin concilio affucrant, oumero 66,
Fido frati falutem. , . » -
-+--Quantum vero ad caufam infantiumy pertiner, qu& dixifti intra
fecundum vel tertium diem, quo oati fing, conititutos baptizare non
oportere, & confiderandum effe legem ciscumcilionis antiquz, ut sntra
oftavum diem eum qui nacus elt ba{)ti‘undum non patares, longe aliud
in concilio noltro omnibus vifum ctt. In hoc enim quod tu putabas cfle
jitem in numeris; et homo qui fueiit immundus ufque ad velperam,
hic purificabitur die tertio, fi autem non fucrit pusificatus---cxteiminae
bitur anima ilia de Ifracl, quoniam aqua aiperionis, noa eft {uper cum
dparfa. pide Cypriani opera, Epifi. 76, pag. 153, 154. ' "
. ® Nani ut deus perfonam non aceipit, lic ncc ztatém. .
1 Czterum i homines impedire aliquid ad confecutionem gratiz
poflet, magis adulto:, & proveflos, & majores natu, poflent impedira
peccata graviora : porro autem fi ctiam graviffimis delifloribus, & in
fleum muleum ante peccantibus, cum pottea crediderint, remiffa pecca-
sorum datur, & 3 baptifmo atque a gratia nemo prohibetur ; quanto
magls prohiberi non debit infans, qui recens natus nil peccavit, nifi quod
fecundum adam carnalicer natus contagium mortis antiquae prima aativie
tate contraxit ¥ Qui ad 1emiffiam peccatorum atcipiendum hoc ipfo fae
*filiuz accedir, quod illi remittuntur aon propria, fed aliena peccata, &
-~ 18 ¢irco, frater chariffime, Lizc fuit ia concilio noftra fententia, a bape
tifmo atque a gratia dei, qui omnibus m#ericors, & benignus, & pivs
eft, nemincm per nos debe: i prohiberi. (Qrod cum circa univerfus obe
Jervandum fit atque retinendum; magis circa infantes ipfos, & 1ecens

atos obfervandum putamus, - C/priani opers. pag, &6 cam natis
Rigadil. Kdir. Paris, WU S P 9 d .
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“ ~ravated Sins of the Adult, and Aged might debarr them ra.
“ Lier But further, if remiffion of Sins is granted even to the
moit grievous Sinners, upon their believing; and if none is
ex.iuded from Baptifm and Grace, much lefs is an Infant to be
excluded, who being newly born, is guilty of no Sin, only
being a Defcendant from .4fzm after the Flefh, has tontratted
the deadly Infection in his firft Nativity ; but may the mora
readily cbtain remiffion of Sin, for this Reafon, that not his
own per(onal Sins, but another’s, are to be forgiven him.
And therefore, very dear Broither, this was our Judgement in
#¢ the Counci!. that we .hould exciude none from Baptifm and the
¢ Grace of (rop, who is merciful, and kind, and loving Jo all,
« And that as we are to obferve and retain this Judﬁemcnt in
# refpect of all, we think it is more efpecially to be o ferv’d in
- % refpect of Intants, even thofe who are newly horn.*

WE fce then, the lawfulnefs of Infant-Baptifm was nqt, at that
Time, fo much as difputed; tor Fidus his Scruple feems to have
been occafion’d, as Rigaltivs obferves, by the firong Averfion he
had to kifs a new born Infant, as was then cuftomary ater Bap+
tifm : And this appears to be intimated in the Council’s Letter to
him, when they fay, Nam etfi infans a partu nowus eff, non ita
e} tamer, ut quifguam illum in gratia danda amchorrere
debedof u are. %Iow tho’ Six Hundred might he miftaken in
Matters of Judgement, yct, methinks, Sixty-fix principal Fathers
could not be miiftaken about the Pra&ice of the Church an Hun-

dred Years before them, or an Hundred and Fifty, which will
' reach tq the immediate Succeffors of the Apoftles, Would we
not look on the Scholar to be utterly ignorant of our own Hifto-
ty, who knows not whether Infant-Baptifm was gencrally prattis'd

in’ Britain 150, Or 200 Years ago.

' Awso Origen, long before this Council, in 14 Hom. on Lu#e,
fays, ** Little Children are baptized for the remiffion of Sins 3
“’C{ what Sins? Or when committed ? Or what Reafon can be
¢ given for their Bapti{m, but that which we were fpeaking of,
¢ @,%. That none is clean from Filthinefs, even tho' he was but
- one Day old? And becaufe by the Sacrameat of Baptiim
« the natural Pollution is remov’d, therefore are Children bap.
¢ tiz’d.,”” The fame Orr’gen, in Commen, in Mart. xviii, 10,
Tqm. 13. pag. 331. queries whether ‘‘ the Angels begin their
¢ Guardianfhip over thefe little Ones at their Birth, or Bapti{m."*
I might add Teft'monies from Fufin Martyr, and others, but

what 15 faid is enough to fa;isfy any, that Iﬂfant-Bapﬁfm Was
practis'd from the Apoitle’s Time to the Afiican Synod. .
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® Parvyli baptizantur in remiffionem peccatorum: quorum peceato.
rom? Vel quo tempore peccaverunt 2 Aut quomodo potett ulla lpvacrd
ratio in parvulis fubliftere, nifi juxra illum fenfum de quo paulo antg
diximus nulius mundus a forde, nec fiunius diei ghidem ucr?:vln ejus
. fuper terram? & quia per baptifmi facramcntym aativicatis fordes
geponumntur, properca baptizantur parvali. | X
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In Char. Plea, pag. 72. againlt our Opponent’s Calumny, that '

Infant-Baptifm is 8 Reli&t of Popery, 1 obficv'd,  ‘That the pri-
* mitive Fathers, who were before Popery inthe Pratice of it,
4 prove the contrary.” He anfwer thuy, * If he meuan before
“* Popery began to work, 'tis falfe; for it began in the Apoile’s
~* Time.,” ‘l'here is nothing fo remarkable Lcre, asthe Lefire
Mr. M. fhews of turning my Words, that he way fiud {omething
to fay. A very moderate Julgement mi ht difcern the Meaning of
this Word, brfore Papery: But he feems to war: a Commentary
onit.  And paralle] o this, he prefently after fays, ! If he nean
* when the Prifdyterian Se& begap, it was not till the rgth
¢ Century,” W ere it not an Impertinence 10 argue tms Point here,
Ecrhapsl might fhew the Falfity of this Aflertion as cafily as |
ave the other, wiz. ** That Infants began to be firft baptiz'd
¢ about the third Century™ But Mr. M. ‘could not but know,
““ that I had not left the Subjeét of Infant-Baptifin, to fpcak
g uboutPrr{ljterian Church Government.  Whin I demand ** an
¢ authentick Account of our Beginning,” he fays, he cannot

ive it, becaufe the Scripture don't thew when we began; but he
ays, “ The Holy Script ires abundantly fupply us, to thew when
{¢ they began.” ’{uﬁ as if we deriv'd their Original from Scrip-
ture as they profefs to dc¢ themielves. Had he forgot that we
deny they have either Scripture or Antiquity for thew Sufport ?
Or, could he be ignorant that the prefent Queftion is not about
what the Scriptwe fays on either Side? OSurely fuch egregious
Shuffling is no Honour tc his Caufe. Agreeable to the reit of
his Proceedure, he often appeals to me, without the fhew of an
Argument, that he is in the Right; as pag. 1o1. ¢ Can he deny
¢ us to be the proper Succeffors of the Apoftles, who hold the
“ fame Do&trines as they did, and praftife them? If he deny
¢ this, let him fhew wherein we deviate from them in the Cafe,”
One who knew not my Judgement in this Point, would be apt to
think, upon reading fuch Appeals, that I had not dar'd to deny
their Principle to be Scriptural.  But Mr. M. knew it, and need-
ed not fuppofe it as only poflible; and whether I have fhewn
their Deviacdons the Reader' will judge. I own the Dealing is
artful, but I would not venture to ufe it among Men of Learn.
ing, who deal pretty much in Intelligence.” To the fame Purpofe
he puts the Queition, whether I can believe what I profefs my-

felf, “ Can bhe imagine he afts according to the Practice of the

¢ Apoftles, in baptizing Infants 2 Yet he knew that I profefs'd
to believe it fo firmly, that I could not fo much as with for cleas-
er Evidence to conavinceme.”™ = o

I rurthEr reafon’d thus, * If they can fhew no Time fince
“ the Apoftle’s Days, wherein our Praltice of Infant-Baptifin be-
“ gan, it gives Ground to conclude, that it did not begin fince
“ 51&: Days, elfe let our OP onens give even probable Keafons
‘ how it could begi unnoticcﬂ and without any Noife or Buitle.”

He and Mr, Hurchinfon anfwer, that * We are not to rcceige an
. | rror,

\
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Error, becaufe we can't calculate the Minute when it was
broach'd,”” ./, We'll not bind him up to a Minute, nortoa
Year: Let him only fhew any Time fince the Apoftle’s Days when
it was not generally prafis'd. But it will not do to tell us, that
Mr. Baxter {ays, * It has no exprcfs Mention in the Records of
* the firt and pareft Centuries,” for this proves, that it was not,
in thofe Days, fo much as quefticned, but taken for granted.’
But we find it mention'd as foon as the lealt Hefitation was made
about it. Again, Mr. M. thinks me * very ignorant of the Man~",
ner how Errors enter into the Church; and refers me, for Tn<'
formation, to 2z Per. ii. 1. &c. and Matr. xiii 25. Thi Enemy’
Jow'd Tares awhile Men flopt, and °tib then Errors generally
begin, and Mcn a& privily under a Closk of feign’d Words.™
Surcly he and Mr. Hutchinfon, are {orely ftraitened for Argument ;-
when they fuppofe, not only a few Perfons, but the whole Church
to have been afleep; and that not in the worft, but pureft Times
not only for 4 few Days, but for hundred: of Yeslrs: It’s alfo add, -
that the whole Church flionid aét privily under a Cloak of feign’d
Words, What is general is not private too. ,

‘I alfo challeng’d my Oppoaents te fhew, from authentick Hifto--
ty, »ny one Sacicty, who deny’d the Lawfulnefs ~f Infant-Bap-
ufra, before thefe ft three Hundred Years: To this Mr. M.
anfwers nothing : But my Obfervation, ‘that their Opinion began
(4.e. to make a Figure) lefs than three Hundred Years ago,
he calls a fubtle Artifice, improper Method, and Falthood ; yet
offers no Argument to prove it falfe, only faying, their Opinion
“ js plainly and undeniably revealed in Scripture.”” His Pretences -
to Scripture have been already examined; and the prefent Enquiry
refpeéts the Antiquity of his Scheme; but he {eems to miitake it,
and o leaves us to conclude ftill, that he can give no Account of
any Agwabaptiff Society in the Church, until within thefe laft
three Hundred Years : I may alfo venture to defy them to fhew, that
any Perfon, or Perfons, deny’d Infant-Bapti{m fince the Apofile’s
Days, and were not condemned by the Church: And if the
Church always condemn'd fuch, it was always in the coutrary
Praétice. | |
- I ruxsuer defir'd them * to thew us how it confifts with Gop’s

* Promifes to his People, that the Generality of the moft eminent:
* Chriftians, the wifelt, moft learn’d, moft inquifitive, and moft:
. 4 holy Divines, thould be left to live and die out of the Charch,
* after all pofiible Dilligence to difcover taie Ttuth in this Point.”
Mr. M. fays, * this is 2 bundle of great Titleg to amufe the World
with ; :snd atks, whether they muit foilow thé Word of Gop, and'
the Apofiles of Curist, or thefe great Men? And, shether £
am:apgry with them for not taking what thefe c%tut Men fay upon
Trut 3" Here he talks as tho' I laid all the Strefs on human Autho-
rity ; whereas I argue from the Faithfulnefs of the divine Promifes,

the Ar&m is properly Scriptural: And among all' he has
s, there & not fo mach as a Pretence to rmoncilohiam&hm

L |
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with the Promifes ; nor has he made any Obfervation on the fore-
going Part of the fame Page, tho' the Uredit of his Caufe is much
obfcur’d by it. I would have had it confidercd,  Whether it
*“ has the Face of Probability, that Curist had no vifible Church
*“ on Earth for mote than a Thoufand Years; or that the greateft
¢ Number by far of ferious Chriftians are fill without the Pale of
“ the vifible to this Day: Both thefe thev mu# afferc for the
¢ Sake of .Confiftency; for they belicve Baptifin to be a Badge
* of Chriftranity; and that hone are baptiz'd but thofe of their
*“ Communion ; yet I cannot but belicve, that all the judicious
* and pious among them will readily own, there are more gra-
% cious People without their Church than wihm it, at leaft there
“ i; Reafon to hope fo; and how itrange would it be to fay.
¢ there are more faved out of the Church than in it."" But
further, if what Mr. M fays be true, wiz. that the Scriptures are fo
plain, clear, full; evident, and undeniable, in favour of his Princi-
ple; thatit is a Truth fhining with more than oriental Brightnefs,
or Meridian Brightnefs ; and that his Opponent’s Practice has no
Fourdation in Scripture, nothing like it, not a Hint nor Colour
of Evidence, infomuch that even a Child in Religion co:ld over-
throw their Arguments. Ifay, if the Cafe be fo, to oppofe Awna-
baptifiry can be reckon’d to proceed from nothing lefs than a judi-
cial Infatuation from Gobp, who, inftead of lcading his People into
Truth, has given them up to be blinded by the Gaod of this
World; and tho’ CuresT faid he would be with Ins Minifters in
the Adminiftration of Baptifm always to the End, yet it has been
almoft always quite otherwife ; and ftill is to this Day: Nay, the
Body of the Proteftant World are, in this Point, Mad-men, whe
cannot difcern Senfe from Non-fenfe, they are blind; for who that
has Eyes, and will open them, but can fee Mcridian Brightnefs ?
I would willingly hope, when Mr. A4. confiders thefe Thinge, he
will wifh his Phrafes had been morc modett. But he imagines
all * is eafily anfwer'd, by obfervirg, that particular Churches are
“ more or f;fs pure, as the Do&trine of the Gofpel is taught and
¢ embrac’d, and Ordinances adminifter’d more or lefs purely in
¢ them.” An/. Hereby he either gives up the Caufe, or fpeaks
Non-fenfe. If he medns that Pedsbaptifis are fome of thefe par-
ticular Churches, he therein owns their Baptifm to be valid ; fo: if
not baptiz’d, they are not Churches of Curist: Butif he mean
otherwife, he fays not a Word to the Cafe in Hand; for I have
roven, that it is the Confecluence of his Principle, that CnurisT,
for moit Part, has no vifible Church at all; and if not, we

cannot fee that his Promifes aretrue. Yes, fays Mr. M. ¢
are true, for * particular Churches are more or lefs pure, ¢,
Be it fo: Will it therefore follow, that it is confifient with the
Promifes of Curist to have had no vifible Church at all, for
more thin 8 Thoufand Years? This our Opponent muft afirm, or
elic own, ‘hat Pedebirptifts were the Church, and fo ruia all hie
s : This is a very hard Choice, but he is uma:h?

o .
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Ialfo appeal'd 1o my OKPonents. “ Whether the Body of emi-
™ nent Chrittians, and faithtul Minifters, with the wife Reformers
" and couragious 1&I:u'ty:'s-, be not on our Side of the Queftion.'
He anfwers, “ Truth is not to be decided by Votes."” ~Yet he
cannot aliow this Argument to us ncither, for * there have been and
are Thoufands of Chriftians who reject Infant-Baptifm." As/. How
many I know not; but I faid the Body of them are on our Sides
which he has not contradi@ted. I hope he won't fay his Thoufands
are the general Part,  He fhould have alfo confider’d, that to argue
from the divine Promifes is not deciding by Votes. But in Poing
of Martyrs, he will not only be .equal to, but far above us; for
he thinks he can thew feveral godly Men who f{uffered Death for
denying Infant-Buptifin; but we can fhew none .who fuffer'd
Deach for holding it.. 4x/. N-ither can I (hew any good Man
who fuffer'd Death for aflerti ¢ the Exiftence of Gor under &
Chriftian Magiitrate; but I can fhew feveral Men who profefs'd
Godlincfs, futfering for Here(y, Sedition; ¢&c. Itfhould be ob-
ferved, that itis not Death, but the Caufe of Death ghat makes a
Martyr. However, to thew us his Martyrs, he quotes feveral
Paflages from Mr. Rces, who appears as partial in fpeaking Truth
as hunfelf, when he fays, Infant-Baptifin ‘¢ is at be( fupported
* only by fome dark 'I'radition” e gives an Account from
Gerard Brandt, that .fnabaptiflical Reformation began in Sawits
werland, by Grebal and Mans, who fell out with Zavinglins about
faid Opinion; againt whom Deciees were made, and fome
put to Death, as is intimated by the Procurement of Zawingliuss
But let us bear what an undénbted Hiftorian tells us of this Affair,
I mean Mc/chior 4damus in the Life of Zwingling wiz, * Thus
‘“ in the piean Time, as the Devil always ufeth to fow his Tares,
“ the Hetefy of the Amidaptifls crept in, while Zavinglius was
* carrying on the Work of f:cformatxon : At firft they forbad the
‘“ Baptizing of Infants, and Re-baptiz'd themfelvesy alterwards
“ ‘they brought in a Puddle of all the Herefies that cver were:
“ At8rft Zavinglius dealt with them familiarly, becanfo the Aus
“ thors wete both his Friends, and learn’d, and Citizens, and his
“ Flock; till they began to do nothing but lie, and gather toge-~
“ ther Difciples, to feparate from the Church, and inftitute 2 new
 Church; then hé was conftrained to refift them with all his
* Might, and had publick Difputations with them, in wkich being
“ ¢onvi&t of Errors, they foam'd againft their Antagonifts, wita
‘“ Blafpbemies and Reproaches. At laft the Senate was fain to
¢ with them with Banithmants, Prifon, and Death: No1
“ HOW AS AGAINST AWABAPTISTS, but as againft Men Per-
*“ jur'p, Disosepisny, and 8epitious. The Heud of them
*‘ was Baltbafar Hubmet, who was an Apoftate ayain and again 3
* who being delivered by the Benefit of Zavinglius, yet loadod
“ Wi with fuch’ Lies and Reproaches, that he was fain to fatisfy .
" Brethren by an Apology.” wid. Clark's Life of Zwinglius,
axd "Mr. Buiws's Scripture- ro«f. pag. 149 -
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BULLINGER gives many Inftances of their Wickednefs, and
?lrticuhrly tells us, that “ at Waldbur, where Hxbmer was
{ Preacher, they banifh’d many of the Citizens who were good
4 Men and fincere, and drove them from their Pofleflions: At
“ St. Gall, one cut off his Brother's Head, as he faid, at ths
* Father's Command : They were often punifk'd for committing
¢ Lewdnefs under pretence of Spiritual Marriages :** T'o be fhort,
Bullinger chullenges any Man, * to thew hun one Arabaptift
“ who is not blemifth'd either with Lying or Treachery, Perjury,
" or Difobedience, or Sediion, or Idlenefs, Defertion of their
“ Wives, or Filthinefs,"

CALVIN, after mentioning their ftupendous Dotages, and
boatting that the Scripture is on their Side, fays, *“ We have becn
‘‘ endeavouring this long Time, by our daily Labours, to ceflore
‘ the holy Word of Gob; fot which Gaufe we bear the Oppofi-
“ tion of all the World: But how much have thefe Men (the
“ Amabaptifis) promoted it? Or what Help have they afforded
““ us ? Nay, they have ruther vehemently troubled, and hindered
‘““ us,” Such were Mr. Rees his godly Martyrs: Such * the
““ Traces of their Eood Spirits.”” And as to their divine Tranf.
ports before their Exits, we could thew much of it in the
Anabaptift Prophets, Mattheaws; Knipperdling, and others of the
Munflerian Mad-men: In Mrx. Coppe and Company in Ewglan?
who afferted the Lawfulnefs -of Fornication, prophane Sweasring,
arns! many other Abominations: A Woman perverted by him, be-
came » common Proftitute, and was Csrted thro' the Streets of
Lomaox for i, in which fhe gloried, as tho’' it had been her Ho-
nour. But I think Mr. M. would do beft not to mention his //na-
baptif Martyrs, nor en‘guﬁ:: in their Caufc #ny further, nor yet
defire a fuller Hiftory of them ; if he does, 1 can promife arn au-
thentick Account by the greateft of our Reformers from Popery,
whereby will appear, that the Jubaﬂi{: were indeed the worft
Dregs of the Reformation, the greateft Reproach of it, and [mpe-
diment to its Progrefs; and that not only in feme, but every Place,
where they got footing. And I think it’s far from being credita-
ble to them, that the greateft Reformers, the moft fearr'¢ and
holy Divines, were ftill the principal Hands that fupprefe') them,
¥ readily grant that bad Men may }rofds Truth, and that Truthy
is not to be judg'd of by the bad “ives of fome whe profefs it:
But as the prefent Argument is from the divine Faithfuluefs, the
above Obfervations are pertinent Mediums to fhew, that it
feems inconfiftent with the divine Fromifes to the Church, that
fuch Perfons thould be the only Church of Gad, ard all our
great and glorious Reformers Aliens from it. ‘That the Secret of
the Lord thould be with @ feandalous Rout, and be hidu:n from
the Holy and Upright, is too thocking tobe believed. Mr. M. fond}
calls them, * two or three fcandalous Men in Germany,” bat v
any believe, that forty or fifty Thoufend were only two or thre. ?
@redas Judesas, &é. But ) thought Jufjce obliged me n:‘o;:n.
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$ that many of the Awabaptifis are now of a better Charaltery
and that I regarded a Number of them as Perfons of Piety and
Worth, tho' miftakeh in the prefent Point.” Hereon Mr. M.
tries to fix on me the Charge of Diffimulation, * Unleis, jfays ke,
‘ there were greater Evidences of his Regard to us ir his Wri-
“ tings,” whereas thefe very Profeflions of Regard are evidently
in my Writings; but he judges they may be forc’d. Pray what
have I to hope, or what can I fear, from their Party, as to my-
felf ? It is not to be wondered at, that he is exceflively angry at
my Arguments, when he fo fourly refents my Refpects. I think
we need no further Proof of his Bitternefs. He has certainly
meafur'd my Temper by his own, and thitks, perhaps, thatevery
one is as iinpatient of gonnradi&io.n as the Anabaptifis.

I faid Infant-Baptifm was worthy to be contended for, he re-
marks, ¢ tis but thrce or four Years ago, that there was a migh-
“ ty Noife of Pe;fon’s being carnal, if they contended about thefe
' outward Things.” Anf. It was three or four Years before the
Date of his Book, when I contended with Mr. M. about thefe
'Things; and was ready to have done fo three or four Years
before that Time, had Occafion call'd. How oddly fome People
outrun themfelves thro’ a Dcfire of Contradiction! Alas, that there.
is fo much Carnality in contending about {piritual Things.

" MRr. M. fays, * He entirely preferves the Harmony and Con-
nexion between the O/d and New-Teflament ; in that he owns the
{ovenant of Grace to have been revealed to 4dam, and fo down
to .fbrabam, under the former dark, legal, typical Difpenfation,
till CuxrisT came in the Flefh, and fet up the New-Tefament
Church.” Either he means as we, that the Cov-raut of Grace
was difpens’d to Abrabam by Oid-Tefiament Ordipances; and fo
%iv'cs up his Caufe: Or elfe he means, that it was fecretly in-
pired to him, but not divulg’d, or difpens’d by the Ordinances
he was under; and fo he Ercaks the Harmony and Connexion
between the O/d and New-Teffament. For the fame Covenant
was not difpens’d under both, and {o the two Difpenfations are ef-
fentially difterent, and therefore cannot effentially harmonize. He
pleafes himfelf with the Fancy that I have got into a great In-
confitency, in ¢ firft expreﬁ{ng an Efteem of my Opponents,
" and being glad of their Agreement with me in the great Effentials
of Religion; and afterwards faying, they repeal a great Part of
the O/d Teffament, which Gop has not repeal’d; and fo duninith
from his Word.”” " Ax/. It is plain they repeal all the Promifes
made to Believer's Infants; while they cannot prove, that Gop

has repesled them. Now thefe, and the Grace difpens'd by the

Mofaic Rites, are a fa: Part of the Old Teflament. Yet fecing
the Effentials of R ] ptures,
which they hold, they may confitently be thought to maintain the
Kffentials of it, even tho' they i }'idtly diminith from Gob's
Word. Whoever miftakes thc Meaning of a Text, does implicit~

}y diminith from the Scripturs. LlBut would any fober Chriftian l&

gion are to be found. in. the other Scriptures,
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that every fuch Miftake is inconfiftent with holding the Fflentials
of Religion? Luther, thro' miftake, rejected the Epiille of ‘Fames,
muft I therefore fay, he agreed not with me in the great Effentials
of Religion ? Were not tief,c to be found in other Scriptures, as
well as 1n faid Epiftle ?

MRr. M. fays,  they confign Infants over to Satan no other-

ways than by faying, ‘they are all under Sin, by Nature Children
of Wrath, ignorant of God, deflitutd of original Righreoufnefs,
and corrupt; and that for me. to baptize fuch, is to have ander
my Hand-a vifible improper Subject of this Ordinance.” .4/l
1. This Argument, being taken from the Sinfulnefs of the Sub-
je&, will conclude much more ftrungly againft the Adult than a-
gainft Infants. Some Perfons come to Years, and profefing Faith,
are under Sin, by Nature Children of Wrath, ignorant of Gon,
deftitate of original Righteoufnefs, corrupt, yea feniual, deceitful,
Hypocrites, whited Sepulchres, and for Mr, 4. to ba‘rbtizc {uch,
35 to have under his Hand a vifible improper Subject of this Or-
dinance, 2. Mr M. and the Amabaptis's onfign Infants over to
Satan otherwife than by faying, they are originally finful, &' for
they deny them to have any vifible Right to Goo’s Covenant,
and fay, there is no Promife for them ; this is far more than faying
they are finfe!, (for I hope Mr. M. won't deny, that fome Sin-
ners have a vifible, Right in the Covenant, and viiibly belong to
Gop, uot to the Devil) for if Infants are all vifibly out -of the
€ovenant, they all vifibly belong to the Devil, snd are vifibly in
a State of Damnation ; for out of the Cevenaut there is no Sul-

vation. Mr. M. fays, * this is a new Edition of the old dtery,

. ¢° out of the Church is no Salvation.” /. Beitfo. And what
Bas ‘he to fay againft it? Only thatit is an old Story? Certainly
that hinders not but it may be true ; and that it is fo already pro-
ven from many Scriptures, wvhere the Promifes are reitrited to
the Church: But this he calls * & Limitation of the holy One of
 Ifrael ; tor hereby the Infants of Norn-members are out of the
* Covenant, and fo ¢annot be faved ;* thence ha proceeds, in'a
gancel of random ftrokes to reproach my Uncharitabjenefs.to the
nfants of Non-members, Wnd falfely fays, I aflert the Impoflibility

of théir-Sgivation, /. I have thewn  fron: Scripture, that Be-
liever’s Infants are in &he‘%asvgnam, and the Promifes are to them,
This gives me ground of Chariy concprning them, and if Mr. M.
can fhew me fuch Promifes made to -Infants of thofe, who arw
Aliens frori the Commbn-wealth of Jrac/, and Strangers "K””
ve

i

Covetants of Promife, 1 ‘Wil then think myfelf obliged to

equal Charity for them’ bht until ‘then, L siuft fufpenri:y_ :ﬁ

lief of their Salvation, and fay, if Gop faves them, he

us nothing of it; and what he has not (aid, -he don’c r

- and'what ie beyond or contrary thereto, let others boaft of:. .

®y Opponert can have as mush Charity without, a with m‘_ :

o b i e
. believe. I liope my Charity thall always be direfted by ptml’

i
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gnife; he mutt alfo have face enough to fay the Jew has no Ad-
vantage, nor is there any Profit of Circumcifion,

AcaIn, Mr, M, flies from his Ground, when he fays, ¢ the
 Anabaptifls only deny to adminifter Baptifm to Infants.”” Wore
that all, I would own their Error was much lefs : But don't Mr. M.
deny them to be in the Covenant ? Does he not aflert, there is no
Promife for them? And docs he not thereby exclude them from
all folid hope of Salvation‘ This is more and worfe, than oNsY.
denying them Baptifm.

I further obierv'd, - that our QOpponents ‘ lay dangerous
** Grounds to derogate from Ciris™ himfelf when he was an In-
“ fant ; for according to their Principles they muft Lave deny'd’
. ** him Church-memberfhip, until he was grown uE." Mr. M,
calls this * a palpable untruth, the Meridian of Falthood, an
heap of Calumny, a bafe and flanderous Affertion ; for that Bap-
tilm was not inftituted when CHrisT wa: born, an” they doun’t
deny, that #brabam’s Male Children had a Kight to Circumcifion,"
Anf. ‘This is nothing to the Point in Hand, the Grounds remain
yet as dangercous as ever. I fpoke not of their denying Baptifm
to CurisT, but Church-memberfhip ; and tho’ they would allow
him, while an Infint, to be in the Fewi/ Church; how infigni-
ficant is that, if the Yewis was not the fame jn Subftance witl
the Chrifiian Church? ‘Tho' they allow him Cireumcifion, as 8
Male Infant of Abrabam, that was. a comparative Trifle, fince:
they deny the Covenant of Grace to have been thereby admini-
fter'd. They deny, that Infants were ever in faid Covenant, or
that the Promifes of it belong to them, and how evidenily de
thefe Things derogate from Curisr when he was an Iniant?
Now let My, A4 free his Principle :tom this tremendous Confe-
quence, if he can, But I am apprehenfive his Attemp:s will only
entangle him the rhore, and fhew more fuily the defen.eleflncfs of -
his Caufe, Befides all the mentioned Evils, thsir Principle repre-
fents Goo to be more prone to Severity than Mercy, in that he
has deprived Infants of the merciful Gift of Church-memberfhip ;
an:l&g:ven them nothing in the room of it, Mr. M. owns it was
Blefung in Abrabam's Day, and yet infifts on the Repeal of it.
. How lhittle he honours Gop hereby, let fober and confcientious
Cliriftians judge. He alfo reprcfents the Adofaic Difpenfation to
have been exceedingly more full of the Difplays of Grace, than
that of the Neaw-Teflament, contrary to very many Scriptures:
"Yet he appeals 1o all Men whether it be, probable, that they fhould
- be driyen, in defence of their . Principle, to wreft-many precious
Scriptures, and put uncouth and unreafosable Gloies upon them,
as I faid ; feeing their Principle,he fays, ¢ is fupposted by all thofe
Places which ipeak of the Ordinance.” Well, I am one of thefs
ALb. %0 whom he appeals, and may procced to judge the Point,
Bat forafmuch as he defpifes my Judgement, I fiall produce Fads
which are flubborn Things, and will not bend; and becaufe it

wpuld be sedigup ang tirciomg to mengion all tho abfurd Poﬁti':n:a
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anti-fcriptural Tenet:, and uncoucth Gloffes, with all their thock-
ing Coniequeices, which his Book concains, I will only give a
few as a Spccimen. * Fie is driven, in defence of his Principle to
aflert, that the'Promifes were made primarily to CurisT perfonal-
ly, and not as Head of the Church; and ftrangely abufes a Numn-
ber of Texis to prove it: But he muft eithor have done fo, or
have given up the Argument. - By the fame Nec{lity he was forc’d
to aflert, that it is impertinent to argue from ./srakam’s Cove-
nant in this Contrqver{y ; while yet he is the Father of Chriftians
as well as Jews, That Lor would have been guilty of Will-wor-
fhip had he been Circumcis’d. ' ‘That being in the Covenant gives
no Title to Ordinances. That godly 'People were fuved out of
Abrabam's Covenant, directly oppofite to the Apoftle’s Affertions
in his Epiftles to the Romans,. Galatians, &c.--That a Promife can
never make that 2 Duty which is not commanded ; which implies,
that Gop can promife Favours to the doing of whart he has not
ordered to be done, ‘T'hat Infants are not intended in thofe Strip-
tures where Bleflings are promis'd to the Righteous and their Seed.
'That the Infants who were in Covenant, were - not im it by
Birthright, That the Ifraclite’s Breach of Covenant, proves the
Repeal of it by Ger himfelf. That: the ftrongeft Confequences
from Scripture aic no divine Authority; tho’ Cnnxsrlimfelf
prov'd the Refurreftion by a Confequence, Mats. xxii. 32. That
the Prcinife in A5 11 3g. runs exadtly in the Prefent Tenfe to
the unconverted Ientiles, as well as the Children and Parents.’
'That the Apoftle’s Scope in Rom. xi. 17. is to thew, that the
New-Teflament Church is made up of profefling Believers only ;
yet the Place proves the famenefs of the Church under both Dif-
penfations, as to Subftance. That it is Partiality and narrownefs
of Spirit, to receive the Infants of Church-Members, and reject-
thofe of Non-members. ‘That Haly in 1 Cor. vii. 14. fignifies
Legitimate, contrary to-the conftant Scripture-meaning of the
Word. Many more fuch Notions, and Glofles the Reader will
find in the precceding Pages, which, for brevity, I omit; and
many more I might have remark’d in his Book. Now I would
defire any Perfons, who yet retain fome tendeinefs of Confcience,
and whofe Judgement is not debauch'd with Error, to try whether:
they can freely infert the above Articles into their Creed ; for me,
I can calmly declare, I would chufe Death rather than fubfcribe:
them. But Mr. M. feems {o confident of their Truth, that he’
could even fwear they are fo in Faét. It feems hard for him to
find Words ftrong enough to exprefs his Affurance of their Verity,'
they are plain, evident, clear, certain, undeniable, fhine'with more:
tban meridian Brightnefs, with other fuch like medeft Phrazes.'
Nor does he only pervert Scripture, but alfo his Opponent’s Ar-:

ments, e. g. he reprefents me as holding, that Abrabam was
urely of the Covenant of Grace, in the fame Maaner as Canisr
is: ‘That I mean a legal Covenant when I fpeak gf the Covenant
of Grace, as the Aé&)or of the Whole Duty of Man, l‘!‘e ﬁys,_

r'
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“ Mr. Finly hath Confidence enough to make light of God's go*
‘ fitive Command as an indifferent Thing,”” And many fuch In-
ftances the Reader will find in the forcgoing Sheets. Thus he
frequently bears falfe Witnefs againft bis Neighbour, the Guilt of
which is really great. If he fhould try to clear himfelf of this
Crime by faying, he fpoke according to his Judgement, I muft
owr'it would put my Charity on the rack, to believe he did fo.
Would he have me to believe, that his Judgement and Confcience
led him to give us a falfe Quotation from Poo/e’s Annotations in
the 138th Page of his Book ? Of which we fhall treat in it's Place,
or would he perfwade me, that he could not underftand the N,-'
ture and Ufe of my Diftintion of a twofold Way of being in
the Covenant? If he had mifs'd the State of the Queition in
fome Places only, where the clofenefs of the Reafoning made it
hard to be apprehended, I would eafily be charitable in my
thoughts of him. But how any one can reconcile with Honefty, a
conftant Evafion of his Opponent’s Arguments, and overlooking
the ftrongeft of them, I am willing to learn: In the mean Time;
would not Charity it .if be offended, and weaken'd, to obferve
Mr. M. heaping up pofitive Affertions, and giving us abufive
Language, moft of all where he is molit fenfibly pinch’d with our
Arguinent, and forced to pafs over them in filence, or anfwer
with Non-fenfe? Should it not raife a jult Indignacion to read his
invidious Infinuations, indecent Reflexions, and the contemptuous
Epithets he give: his Opponents? For Inftance, pag. 34. « If
““ they do thus thro’ Ignorance, they are to be piticd and inftruét-
“ed; but if wilfully againf Light and Knowlegge, they are
‘* very unSt Men to handlc the Word of Gopn.”” And in pag. 39.
he fignifies; that any Child in Religion can overthrow the 3 -
ments of his Opponents. Pag. 79. he fays, * We wretchedly
abufe, if not willingly wreft, and are bent on it to abufe Scrip-
ture 4t our Fleafure ---Are guilty of horrid Impieties,.--And his
Oppenents, farfooth, woulg be deemed Men of Senfe and
Learning, ye: fpesk bulky heaps of perfe¢t Non-fenfe, pag.
82.” And in pzg. 88, &9r. * We are to be pitied and la-
mented over.---Are bent to follow the T'raditions of our Fathers,
in dire@® %poﬁtion to the Laws of Zyon’s King.---And, our
Doctrine faftens People in deftruétive Delufions.” Great Mode-
vation here, and Charity for the Proteftant Churches! Pag. 104.
‘““ A Prefbyterian, who s convinc’d by Scripture, that his Infant-
‘‘ {prinkling is wrong, but dares not forfake it, becaufe of the
“ Firebrands and Death caft in his Way.” Query, If he is con-
vinc'd, how is it that he parxs noT? Does not this fay, that he
is convinc’d, and yet not convinc'd at the fame Time? He is
afraid the. contrary is true. It would feem hereby, as tho' fome
think it better to fpeak Non-fenfe, than not befpatter their Oppos
nents. Again, the Jnahpt?i Principles about the Subjeéts and
flode of Baptifm, are “ fufficiently reveal'd; and plain to all
~ Who' woa’t fhut their Eyes againft cvident Truth.' Hcr;ce it
. cems,
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feems there is not 2 confciencious Man among theie Opponents ---
We all thut our Eyes againit evident ‘Truth, In pag. 98, he goes
out ot his Way, at leatt, out .f the Way of the Argument, for
the fake of faying the Prelhyterian Seét, ¢, He does the fame in
pag. 36. forne fake of an invidious Obfervation about bloody Fn-
gine, and rhe folemn l.eague and Covenant, Yet] am of the Mind,
there is more of a perfocuting Temper difcoverable in this Author's
Mode of Writing, than in many of thote whe entered into the
folemn League. A tconftant gloom feems to have cover'd his
S{)irit in this Controverfy; and fill'd his 'ages with flat Satyrs, and
clumfy Banters, e. g Mr. Finly alliaes us to fce with our owr
Eyes.---He has ordered us to examine his Arguments by Weigh -.-
Our poor Opponents.---Our pitiful Opponents.---Contemptible
Adverfary, and the like. His Principle admits of hardly any pro-
babilities : All is certainty ; yet without Evidenee : He is confident
without Argument, and convinc’d without Demonitration. He
deals much in Superlatives; his Aflurance not being content with
the pofitive Degree. He fometimes can anfwer an unanfwerable
Argument with a lofty Difdain, Surprizes, Marvels, or Pity on
his Opponent’s lgnorance, or wilfulnefs. Methinks 2 Gentleman
fhould regard Honour and Good Manners.---A Divine, Orthodoxy,
and a Scholar the juftnefs of his Argument.---A Difputant ufual-
ly Irofeﬁ'es Candour, in fairly reprefenting his Opponent’s Caufe.
And a Chriftian, fuitably imprefs’d with a Senle of Religion,
will guard againft Paifion as well as againit Error; becuufe he
knows the Wrath of Man works not ihe” Righteoufnefs of Gon.
‘T'ruth needs only the Defence of Argument, not «f our corrupt
and fenfelefs Paflions. Now whether V' . A/, has atted up to the
wforefaidd Charadters, or any one of taem, in his Book, 1 fhall
leave the Reader to judge, when he has perus'd this T'reatife,
For me, I can freely profefs, I do not remember ever to have
read, even among the Popith Difputants, any thing written with
more Confidence and lefs Argument, than VIr. M's Autipedoran-
tifm. No where elfe did 1 ever fce more egregious Tergiverfa-
tions, Evafions, Perverfions of the Argnment, and fhifting the
State of the Quelftion, infomuch that had one of amother Per-
{wafion donc it, it might have pafs’d for a Burlefque on Reafon-
ing, and a Satyr on the Anabapeift Printiples.

Ir any candid Reader think my Remarks too fevere, I would
pray him to confider whether the Matters remark’d upon can admic
of juft, and yet fofter Obfervations. Can we call Perverfions
and Non-fenfe by more proper Names, than Perverfions and Non-
fenfe? Or, can we reprefent religious Garbage ina juft Light,
and yet not make it appear offenfive and fhocking? Is it meet
and proper, that one abufe the Generation of Gop’s Children
with Impunity? Shall he openly fcatter injurious Reflections om
the Froteftant Churches, that he may draw Diiciples after him,
and not be reproved for fo doing? Yea, let it be confider’d, whee
waer it is not necefary, foverely wo cenfurc fuch Impofitions on the

ignoragt
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Ignorant, fuch FalGifications, and abufive Condud, in order to dif”
courage thew,  Nor can it juftly be retorted, that I give Railin%
for Railing, any more thau that I would be chargeable with finfu
Paflion, if [ fharply reproved another for that Crime. I per-
fwade myfclf, that if any judicious Reader will examine the
Book 1 am anfwering, with clofe Attention, he will juitity my
Remarks, and own that I have pafs’d over many perfonal Re-
fiexions on myfelf, and many grofs Infinuations on our Divines,
where I might have retorted with advantage; and might have
reprefeated my Opponent in a ridiculous Light, in many Places
were he endeavours fo to reprefent me: And I humbly prefumé
his angry Refcntments againlt me are unprovok’d; for in my
Charitable Plea 1 took Pains to diltinguith between an Adver-
fary to their Perfons, and an Adverfary in the Controverfy ; but
this was as little undbrtood, s my Diftin€lion of a twofold being
in Covenant: And if he will needs blend Charatters with the Con- -
troverfy, he can blame none but himfelf, if he feels the Smart
of juft Obfervations. 'To the Want of fuch a necefiary Diftinition
[ imputed it, that my Acquaintances among the Awabaptifis apa
pear’d fo thy and difpleas’d; after my firk Publication; for no
other Reafon but becaute I difpuced againft cheir Principles: This
I could not but efteem an Inftance of great Weaknefs, which
could do no Honour to themicives or Caufe.

N O W preceed to the Vindication of my fecond _eneral
Affertion, <iz, hat Bopiiin is rightly adminifier'd by fpriui-
ling or pouring i’ater on the Perfon boptiz'd. ‘

THis Icm}eavour’d to prove by fhewing. .

I. THat there is nething in ihe Worf of God contraditory
toit: Or, in other Words, that he dnabageifis Arguments againft
it, do nos overthrow ir.

II. TrAT the Scriptures afford cicarer Grounds to us, in fa-
vour of it, than to our Cpoonenis ggainft it.

III. Tuat this Maode we contead for, does fully anfwer the
Ends of Bapsim, and is moft {vitabie and figniacant.

IV. Tiar the Mode our Opponents contend for is loaded
with Inconveniencies, and chargeable with Abfurdities.

Berore Mr. AL cniers wpon tue Refuiation of thefe Affertions,
he obferves, that I *“ caunor bear o thiek their very fmall Com-
* munity to be in the Rizht.  And teus ug, ‘I hat finall Commu-
¢ nities have had the ‘['ruth, when the Muluiude ¢einbrac’d Error.”
Anf. My Words were thefe, ¢ According to thei none are bap-
“ tiz’d but they who arc plung'd, whereby they unchurch all the
¢ Proteflant World ; aid Cuwist has no vifibie Church on Earth,
¢ fave only their verv fmall Commuiity.”  Now it my Cppo-
nent had anfwered withour an Lvatioa, he would not on'v have
afferted, that ithey had the Trath, bhotthar Cunrer has no viele
Church on Faria, themfelves excejrdd. ot ** w0 a con-
b fiderare judicious Perfon thcre cpve. Crenter Probubili y ticy
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a’ s e Rty when they have been able to flem the firong
* Current of Reproaches, Scoffs, and other Slpices Men have
“ open’d againft them.” -4, Hereby it would{cem there are
very few confiderate judicious Perioms in the Pretrfiunt World ;
for to the Generality it appears, that the Aw.bu/tifis are in the
Wroz:F. By the fame Argument it mufl appear more probable to
a confidera'e Perfon, tha: the F.aws are in the Right; when fuch
imall Communities of them are able to fand it out againft all the
Divines in Britaiz. And the fame may be faid of imall Com-
munities of Papifis in this Country ; yet they pleafe not Goo, and
are contrary to all Men. 1 thiik it would more afe& a confi-
derate judicious Perfon, to obferve how able our Opponents,. &¢'-.
arc, to ftem the ftrong Current of Scriptural Arguments, than
how they are able to bafle Reproaches. Lut if Reproaches, and
Scoffs can afford an Argument either for us er our prefent Gp-
ponents ; for us rather: For wh. 1n more vehemenily Reproach
and Scoft the Proteflant Churches, nan the An-b.gtiys have done,
and-ftill do? And I am perfuaded Mr. M. caunot except Liumifelt
from the Number of fuch Scoffers.

He fays,  If it is by holding and pra®ifing Troth they uvn-
church the Proteftant World, ro Matter how foon it is unchurch'd,
bat if they are in an Error in this Point, they then cannot un-
church it To the firft T anfwer, whatever Princivle unchurches
the Prozcftant World carnot be true, accordirg tn the Promije of
Gop: For tag’ his Promife is not to be fo underilond as that he
v:ill prefesve his People from every Error; yet furziy it maft be
taken in fweh Latitude, as thence to conclude, tia: he wil| not
l:ave them in general ‘to fuch Errors as would exclude them from
Lis Preferce on Euarth: But fo they are, i€ they be excluded
fsom the Churca ; for Goup dwells in Zicr, P/ cxxxit. 13, 14,
¢&5'e. To the lecond I aniwer, It’s a poor Evali-n : tor tho'® they
cannot unciiurch the Proteitant World in faét, yet fince tiey do 1t
doftrinaily, thev thercin do it to thc utmoft of their rower;
which is all we fpcak of.

*+ Bur to rctura to the fieft Affertion : T obferv'd, thatall our Op-
poneats ufze agantt us, may be reduced to thefe three Heads, wr.
I'he Etyinology of he Word Baptizo : Scripture Examples: And
Scripture Allufions ] am firlt to confider whether they are fa-
vour'd by the Ftymoloay of the Word., ‘They fay it enly figni-
fics to dip or plunge, and thercfore to Laptize is to dip; and fi7-
1t e nodunge e Whereon Tobferved, *¢ It we can prove, tnat
*“ Baprizo doss at all fignify to pour or tprinkle, then it does
“ ot only and always tiguify Dipping; and confequently our
*¢ Opponcrts can get no certain and infallible Argument trom tne
** Meaiiny of the Word.™ Mr, M. antwers, ** ‘L'hat urlefs L
can prove, taat Raptizo alwavs fignifies to pour or fprint:le, they
* wiilia e ihe Foundation of my Argument too. For if Baph..o
““ doccaall nanity to a:p, he thinks I cin ger no cermain Arg.
“ peno fivw tue Meanag of we Wuid; aud {o at the trtt

* Vaiet
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* Onfet they are on a Parr with me in this Point ;>  A»/. Not (@
i, Unlefs | had atierad, tlhat bupufin is a Nullity it it be uo®
perforn’d by pouring or fprinkling : But as T aiierted not this, my
Argament required no more than only to prove, thar baptizo fi-
thies to pour or {prinkle; But Mr. M who afTerts plunging to
be etiential 10 the Ordinance, is ubliged to fhew, that Baptize only,
ard alaays figaifies to Pplung2,  ifence, mothinks, a very ihort
Coafideraiion might have fhiewn Lim, that be is notat uil on a
Parr with me.

He iays, = T have not thewn any Inftance from Lexico-Grrphers
¢ wherein the Word is render'd by pe.jipdo, «/perge, and there.
“ fore have fi'd in my Underuking." But did 1 not fhew
what I propoy'd, a.z. that Rapuze fignifies to wet, wah, er
cleanfe by wafi.ing? Avd certainly pouring is one Mode of Wafh-
ing. This he cails “ a forc'a Confequence:” But pretends not
10 thew where (e Force s.  The Argument will {fubmit to Try-
al 3 let us attend to it, If Baptizn fignify to wafh, as has been
vrov'd, and it Waihing can be perform d by pouring on of Water,
then baptizing can be petforin’d by vouring or fprinkling.  There
s oo imaginable way to prove this Con‘equence forc'd. but by

oving that pouring is no Mode of wafh'ng ; and that nothing can

wath'd by pourig Water on it And, methinks, whoever
wiil attenupt te prove this, will thereby preve, that he is not to
be rewfon’'d wirh, as evidendy guarding againtt Common Senfe :
And how defparate the Caufe is, which diives Mr. M. to calk
‘the above Confequence forc'd, may eafily be jud:'d.

My 'Opponent brings in Docttor Gele teftifying,  That he
“ never once found Baptizo us'd to fignity any thing lefs than
*¢ dipping, udefs in fome Fcclefiaftical Writers of the latter cor-
“ rupt Times, who alter'd it’s Signifcation: Butthat prophane
* Authers, who lay under no fuch byafs, made no Alteration, buc
““ ufe it for Dipping.” An ingenious falve! I any Writers ufe
the Word for pouring---"tis anfwered by faying, they were byafs'd,
and corrupt. But i%eing Mr., Gale challenges any Man, 1 fhall
Eive an Inftance or two from prophane Authors, who were un-
byafs'd, and wrote before the latter corrupt Timss, to fhew that
dhis Werd was usd to fignify fomething lefs than dippisg or

lunging. Plutarch in Vita Thefei, recites a Verfe of tae Sybil-

ine Oracle, as follows, Afos baprizée dunii de toi ou themis éfli.
i e. Baptize or wath him as a Bortle, but do not overwhelm him.
Here "1z olain, that to Baptize was diftinguithed from to Plunge
or Overwoelin, Raxsi moft progcrly fignihes to dip or plunge ;
av ioight cafily Be manifefted by Initances unnumbered. And
foe Buptizee fignifies fomething different, we juftly infer, that to
baptine is not te plunge. Again, the fame Plutarch tells us of a
Riman General, who wrote an Infeription befare lie dicd, Bap-
#izas, h:wing baptized his Hand with Blood, @iz, which fprang
from hic Wound. Hence his Hand could only be ba; tized by
¥ bou s the Biood guthing out upon it, -
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HOMER in his Batracomycmacbia makes even Bapts to fignify
much le(s than plunging. "The Yrog Crambophogus, flying trom
his Enemies, flupp'd to the high Bank of the Lake, but not
reaching the Water, he fell upon the hard Shore, and kill'd him-
felf, whorcon the' Poet oblerves,amm='cbupteto d'dmati limnee por-
phureos~—== i, e, The Lake was ftained, or {prinkled with purple
Blood. B to iay the Lake was plung'd or dipp'd in Blood
fhocks all ' .ommon Senfe.  Nor can tucre be any Allufion here to
dipping things in Dye: For what parity is there between fuch
Dippiyg, and Blood running into a Lake? Now if Baproo the
Primitive is uled to fignify lefs than plunging, MmucH MoRE the
Derivative Boptiza.  The latter is manifettly us'd for fprinkling
in the feptuagint Verfion of Ecclefioflicus, chap. xxxiv. 2q. Bap-
tizomenos upo mecrou, kai palin aptomenos autcil, ti. aphélecfe tos
loutrou ‘antcii, the Linpuim here referred to, is deferibed at large
in Numb. xix. which was entirely by fprinkling: FKor tho’ we
read in ver. 19. of walhing Cloaths, and bathing in Water; yet
it’s plain, it was not the Perfon who was unclean by touching
the Dead, who was thus to wath and bathe, but the clean Perfon
who fprinkled the Vater on him ; who by -that very fprinkling
of the other had contracted Urcleannefs, as is plain from ver. 21.
as well as from ver. 7, 3, 10. from which wncleannets he muft be

urited fome other Way thai by another’s {prinkling him: For
i that Way the Uncleanne(s would have been propagated from
one to another to the lait Man that could be found, who muft
forever continue under the Poliution.  Fawius aud Tremcllius give
the Senfe of ver, 19. very well thus, Apergev inguarty” munfus
il imandum illum die tirtioy & div fiptimo . qumgue purgavert
cum dic [cptimo, lotis wcflimentis fuis, abluet ls fe ague, fie
meidus erit weperi. i. €. The clean Perfon fhall {pnnkie the un-
clean, on the third Day and feven:th Day: And when he thall
have purificd him, (/. ¢. the Unclean) having his own Cleathe
walh'd, he fhall wath himielf with Water, fo {hall he be clean
at Even. From thefe and many morz Inftances which may be
produc’d, it appears ftrange, that Dr. Gale never found Baptize
to fignify lefs than Dipping. Befides Arerius is an approved
Mafter of the Greck Tonguce, who renders it por felam quandem
porfufioners, a compleat {prinkling or paurin(i. Mr. Leigs in his
Critica facra, tells us, that tho' Baptize be taken for Bagpte, to di
or plunge, yet it (Baptizo) is taken more largely, for any king
of wafhing, rinfing, or cleanfing, even where there is no Dipping
at all “Again, he tells us, that * the Word (as Hefychins, Stew
1 phaunus, Smﬁula, and Budsus, the greaz Matters ufy the Gresk
 "T'ongne, make good by very many Inftauces out of the Claf-
“ fick Writers) importeth no more than Ablution or Waihir.i{”
Thus, the' *Squige Leigd gives us the different Crizicifing of dif-
ferent Authors, he thews himfelf plainly te be of onr Opinion,
And however learncd Meix may borrow Miftakes fometin:cs from
wie gnather, yes the foregoing Inflances, from Greck Au;hora,fn}f
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fuch plain Falts, as may fuffice to fettle our Judgement in the
refent Foint, wiz. that Baprizo does not natively and kfroperly
fignify only to dip or plunge; butignifies to pour, fprinkle, wath,
ud cleanfe: And confequently Mr. M. cannot pofibly acquit
himfelf of the Tatk which he is obliged to undertake, exz. * to
fhew that Buptize never figuifies any other Thing but ungini."
And whereas he argues from Mr. G://, and Mr. Rees, that, ¢ tho'
Baptizo fignifies iq wath, yet itis only by Confequence, and not
primarily.”” I call upon him to anfwer the sbove Quotations
from Homer, Plutarch, &c. which fully overthrow the Argument.
Asto Mr. Rees’s Obfervation that the Word *¢ fignifies to dip
¢ into any Matter abfolutely, without Regard to Water, or any
“ other Liquid." it falls before ike above Quotations; and not
only fo, but it makes more againft than for, his Caufe: For one
may dip his Foot in Mud, and yet not be overwhelmed, ecither
Foot or Body. Mr. Gill fays, * It's plain, the Lexico-graphers
¢ mcan fuch a Wathing as is by’ plungi%.” But whence is this
plain? Is it bzcaufe there is no other Way to wath, only by
fhmging? He replies, * had they meant wathing by pouring,
* they would bave rendered ‘it hy perﬁ:::lo afpergo, ta pour O
# i::ikle.” JB‘ut why fo? Isit-not l:al in, that f:x:is ablxo, com«
rehend perfunde afpergo; as the general compre every pare
zcular SI;)ecie, or gort’l. !’ouring8 and Sprinl‘:ling are p:gcﬁ"
Modas of Walhing ; therefore Wething comprehends Pouring an
Spriakling, and every other particular Mode whereby Things are
- wath'd. This Obfervation fhews the Propriety of rendering &ap.
tizo by Jawe rather than perfundo, even when wathing by pouring iy
intended ; and confequently Mr. Gi/is’s Argument is palpably weak.
- Ma. Rees’s Obfervations on the Dithonour done to Dr. Owes
by ais. Friends, in publithing his Remarks on Dipping, mighe
afford (rounds for pleafant Witicifms, to any Perfon, whofe In.
clination leads him that way. '1. The Doftor’s Friends made him
Jook Lttle by faid Publication. 2. His Remarks cannot be made
good. Or, 3. They are juft fuch Conceflions as the Anadaptifs
want. For he (Mr. Rees) never met with a Bapsis?, who under.
ftood any shing of the Matter, that ever denied 4ay#/zs to ﬁcnigy

walthing as well as dipping. « Behold { Do&or Qwen and his Friends

severely cenfur'd ; And yet the whole Matter granted and affirmed,
for which they are cenfured : And what is the Off-come? ““ It does
* sgnifir to wafh, but it is byConfequence.” Well, be that as it will,
it is us'd by Authors to fignify wagrin , and where is any Violence
offered by f::{ving, that baptizing is gwaﬂming? Or, wafhing can
be performed by pouring? But ‘¢ it never fignifies to wath, withe
¢ out regard to dipping——=and---the Dottor don’t affert, that
{ the Word natively fignifies-to pour or fprinkle.” Query, Docs
Mr. Rees, in thefe odd Obfervations, fppaﬁ like an honeft Man,
who underftands the Greek Tongue ? '

Mx. M. blames me for not telling the Places in Author's
Warks, from whence I take my Quotations, but I think myfelf
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ot faulty herein, feeing, I acopt their Words; and am will'ng
to be charged with all I Quote from Authors. Were tie pomt
to be determin’d by Authorities, to be fo punétial would be
neceflary ; but not as the Point is now flated. Yet fince he is
fo defirous of knowing the ylace, in Doétor Daven’s Works,
whence I take my Quorations, he may find them in Lis compleat
Colle&tion of Sermons. pag. 580, &c.

I fecondly prov'd our Seufe of the Word to be juft, from
the Ufe of it in the Neav-Teframent, here I alledg d bk =,
4. When they come Srom the Market, excopt t/n'y W g Il‘qv eat net,
In the Gre:k, except they be baptized. Now can we iragire
the 7eaws plung’d their whole Body in Water, every Tin:c they
came from Market, and every [ime they eat. No, for @, -
tells us they only w.'h'd their Hands.” To this Mr. A op-
pofes Peza, himlelf, Mr. Leigh, and Mr. G/l Mr. [: g/ gives
us the different Criticifms of Authors. The others 1lovk on to
be miftaken. Mr. Gi// reafons moft upon it; ard {o, 1o aviver
him s to anfwer all. He firft tries to reflrain thi- Fapuzing to
things that were brught in'the Market, as Eerby, &c. '{aut feeirg
he indifts not on this, neither will I : Otherwite the vanity of it
might eafily be expofed. But he favs, ¢ if the wathing of Pur-
*‘ {fons be defign'd it fcems moft likely, that wafliing the whose
¢ Body isintended, becaufe wathing the Hands is mentiored in the
“¢ preceeding verfe. And fo to underftand it, beiter expreffes the
#¢ affeCted San&irv of the more fuperttitious. Al the Jeevs wath'd
‘¢ their Hand< and Feet before eating : But thofe who yretended
““ to a greater degree of Holinsfs, waf'd their whole Podies, ef-
¢ pecially when they came from Market. Anrd of this toral
““ Ablution of the whole Body is Lusr 11, 38. to be undertood ™
I own thefe Gloiles are ingeuious ; but they nced a new Bible to
warrant them. For tho’ the Phrafes be chang’d, there’s no
change of Perfons. Our Lorp makes no fuch Diftinéhion
as Mr. Gi/l does. He don’t fav, fome wath their Hands,
and fome their whole Body : Nor does he fpeak of tie
more fuperftitions part, when he fays the Pharifees and all the
Fews, except they wath their Hands oft, eat not. And when they
<ome from the Market, except they wath they eat not. Can
any imagine, that the fame THEY are not {poken off in both
verfes. What Tuey ? The Pharifzes and all the Jewws. bBeldes,
the Queftic 1 was not about wafhing tie whole Body, but or’- the .
Hands, v. 2. Nay, we hear of no offence being taken, at any
Time, by any of them, becufe of not wathing the whole Body
tefore eating. - Awnd tho’ Mr. Gill is pofitive that Luke 11, 38.
‘S t0 be underflood of a total Ablution of the whole Body ; yet I
fik leis thew of reafon for this than for the former. The Pharifie

ndered, that he was not Baptized before Dinuer, But - uld there
be an Intelligent Pbarlr'/ee' in all Yudea. who would wonder that hie did
not plunge himfelf before Dinner ! Was a total Ablution, before eat»
fng, fo univerfally prattis’d, as to make the Negleét of it ftrange
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end nﬁoniﬁiing!’ If only the more fuperftitious part,: ds Mr. Gif

fays, did fo, they could not be ignorant, that the §ene_r:!l P;rt d::;f e
an Anadapsiff

otherwifs ; -and fo could not wonder at it. Coul
wonder to fee me baptize by pouring on of water, when the ge-
neral Part of Chriftians do the fame? But the Jews, it's faid,
did fo wath when they came from Market, An/ We hear not
of our Lorp's beirg at Market that Day. Nor does the Pharifes
wonder, that he was not Baptized after coming from Market ;
but bepore Dinner. Upon the whole, feeing I have proven the
appofite Glofles of the great Vien Mr. 4. Quotes to be falie;
I mat conclude my former Argument is juft, viz. * If the Fenus -
“ were Baptiz'd, when only their Hands were wah'd, then to
“ Baptize a part of the Body is true Scripture-Baptifm.” . -
I further obferv'd fromn Yobn xiii. §. 10. where we are told of
Crris1's wahing the Difciples Feet, that he * reckons wathing’
sae Fuet to be a wathing of the Perfon.  If T wafb thee not, thom
baft wo Part in mo——tle that is wafbed, weedeth not fawe only
0 awafp his Feet. g. d. in fuch wafhing as is only Symbolical, or
Myfical, and has a fpiritual meaning, it is enough to wafh a part of
tae Body, fince the'l'hing fignify'd 1s thereby as well reprefented as
by wathing the whole. Wieuce 1 argu’d, if in Myftical wathing
no more be necefiary, but only to wath a part of the Body, then
i is not pecefinry to apyly the myflical Water of Baptifin fave only
to a Part. Kut the Antecedent is true, as Jobs xiii lo. fully
£roves; and fo is the Confequent.” Mr, M. calls this inconclu-
ve, impertinent, trivial, weak and abfurd reafoning. 2. He af-
ferts, * that s:ouring Water on the Face of a Child, canmot Eo."
% perly be call'd wathing the Child or Perfon, at all.” (Which
according to his ufual Candor, he calls scaTTERING A FPRW
proPs.) His reafons are. 1. The Word Baptize is not ufed in
¥:bm xiii. 10.  An/. 1did not fay it was; but a myftical wathing
n there mention'd. 2. The Cafes have no relation to each other.”
Axf. It requires hardinefs to affert, that a myftical wathing has
no relation to a myftical wathing. 3. To anfwer the Text, * we
* fhould hase fonie total wathing of the whole Body to go before

“ Baptifm,” Au/. Were the Apoftles wafh'd wholly firft, and

then their Feet ? If not, Mr. M. puts a falfe glofs on the Text.

4. He fays Baptizo figuifies to dip or plunEe : Which is already
vefuted ; and is further to be confidered. Laftly, with feeming
Rancour, and plain Contempt, he fays * his poor Opponenti
“ have no rule to dire@ them, whether the Water is to be pour’d
“ on the face, back, hands, or feet."” But he's miftaken e’
we pour Water on the Face, becaufe it’s the principal Part of
Man's Body § and beft reprefents his whole Perfon. Therein thef

Soul fhines moft Eminently ; and the various workings of Mﬁl'g

{:’mom and-affeltlons appear with moft vifible Symtems in] ity
e can Jook on it, aud walk it, and nct be aham’'d. To wiel
add, that the word prefpen, which fignifies Face, fignifin allo
Peorfon, . o | N '
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! obferv’d, that  we have a more full Argument from A&
Vii. 4. And many ether things there be, aubich they have seciiad
to beld, us the awafbing, in the Greek Baptifms, qf pots and cups;
braxen weffels and tablesy, or beds. Here Bapufm is tranflated
wasuiNG : And every one knows, that Tables are not wafh'd by
dipping them under Water, but by applying Water to them, and
;ouring it on them. And for Beds they muft only have been
prinkled. Hence I argu’d; that feeing things are Baptiz’d by
pouring, or fprinkling Water on them, to Baptize does not only
fignify to plunge under Water, but is truly done by pouring——
according to the import of the Word.” Mr. M. anfwers, * it’s
% nothing to the purpofe, what the prefent Cuflom of wafhing
Beds and Tables is ; -and that I ought to have fhewn how the
Feavs wath’d them.” I humbly prefume this can be no difficulty
to any one, who is perfwaded that the Jcws were rational, ard
exercis’d common fenfe, as well as their Neighbours For who,
but diftra&ted Perfons, would ordinarily dip their Beds in Water ?
Or carry a Table when they would wath it, to.a river or pond ?
I fee not why Mr. M. may not as well require me to prove,
that the JFews walk'd on their Feet, and did not creep un all
Four. But he may juftly be requir'd to prove, that every Man
in Ferujalem had Water fufficient, wherein to plunge himfclf,
his Family, his Bed, his Tavles, and other Utenfils; every Day j
and this without ufing the fameWater twice. But if he cannot prové
it from Scripture, Reafon, or ancient Hiftory, he will prove from
Mr. Rees, that ¢ thofe fanciful People the Feaus; fuperftitioufly
“ abus’d Gobp’s own appointmcnt herein; for the Lorp had
¢ commanded in Lev. xi. 32. that' awbether it be a weflel of @ioed,
“ or raiment, or fhin, whatfoever weffel it by it muff be put inte
“ avater. And it covld not be put into Water without dipping—
“ Hence they ridiculoufly wath’d almoft every thing, and their
¢ Beds too.”” Mr. Rees wifely avoided to tell the Occafion of
this Precept, left it thould have {poil’d his Argument. Feor as he
has cited the Place, and reprefented it, there.appears no fuperftiti-
ous abufe of the Piccept atall; but om the contrary, he has
made it feem to require fuch an univerfal plunging’of Things.
‘The Command was, to put fuch veflels, or garments in water,
whereon the Dead carcafs of a weafel, moufe, tortois, ferret,
camelion, lizard, 'fnail, or mole did fall. But there's no mention
of Beds. This Law was fo plain and circumftantial that I fee
not how the rws fhould thence conclude, that they muft dip
their Beds tdo;, whether any fuch Carcafs fall on them or not:
But what cuts the Sinews of this labourous fhift, is, that our
d,orn gives a quite contrary’ ground of this Prattice. Fer he
 kribes 1t, not te their abufing the Precept in Lew. xi. 32. But
.Ahefk bolding the Traditions of the Elders. 7. ¢, Their unwritten

I, Traditions. Now Mr, Rees fhould have thewn, that
the Traditipns required plunging ; buc he hay not. It's plaig
‘enough, that he and Mr. M. are honcft and faithful to their
ewn Cavle, coms of puth what will, |
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Y obferv'd from Heb. ix. 10. That the Apoftle fpéesking of
the Levitical Worthip, favs, it confifted in meats, drinks, and di-
vers wathings : In Greek divers Baptiims. The Apoftle hire
*“ refers to all the ceremonial Purifications, without Limititic..,
And obferves, they were of divers kinds, as Wazer, Tlnoz, apd,
Oil : And diverfelv apply'd, wix. by bathing fprinkimg, pour-
ing, putting on with the finger. Yet Sprinklings were tiic moft
Solemn ; in allufion to which, the Blood of Curist is £a'l'd the
Blood of fprinkling, not of dipping. Andin ver. 19. He calls
- fome of thefe Baptifms, f] rinﬁfin s. Sprinkled therew:th the
Book and all the People. Hence I atgu'd, if many, or moft, of
thefe Baptifms were done by fprinkling, then fprinkling is trug
and proper Baptifm, according to the Signification of the Word.’

To this Mr. M. oppofes himfelf, Mr. Keach, and Mr. Gi//, He
denies, that the Apoftle referrs to all the cerimonial Purifications
in ver. 10. Becaufe in ver. 19. He ufes the Word errbantife,
{prinkled. Mr. Keach argues againg his Opponent, that Baptizo
fs wot us’d in Heb. ix. 19. But Rantizo. ** Speak, fays he,
*¢ and confefs your ignorance : Or elfe acknowlcdge your Sin, ifa
% going about to deweive the People, by making them believg
* that {prinkling is in the Greet baptizing.”” Not {o faft, Ica

neither acknowfedge Ignorance, por Deceit, in the Cafe. Bapti-

o is not us’d in ver. 19. And who fays it is? “ You muft needs
‘ know, fays he, thit the Greed Word in ver. 19g. is rastizing.”*
True, I know it; and all the better it is for my Purpofe. For
my Arcument has all it’s Force from the Change of the Phrafe.,
Had thf Apoftie us'd baptizo in ver. :9. I tould have had no bet-
ter Argument than this, wiz. fome of thefe Bapti{fm3 are Bapti{ms.
Bat his ufing ramsigo, affords me this clear Argument, wiz. iome
of thefe Bapufms are, Sprinklings. Certainly our Opponents are
fadly at a Lofs for Arguments, when they urge againft us wlhat
makes for our Caufe. .

BuT left I thould not be fully aniwered, Mr G://’s Teflimony
is fubjoin’d, 1. He denics, * that thefe ceremenisi Wathings ftood
in Sprinklings at all, either generally or particulatly 3 but afferts,
they weve perform’d always By bathing or dipping in Water."
Who can avoid Amazement in hearing fuch an hardy Aflertion
from cne, who profeffes to believe the Scriptures! I would de-
fire thg Reader to perufe the following Scriptures, which, for fake
of Brevity, I tranfcribe not, wiz. Exod. xxix. 20, 21. Numb. viii,

. and xix. 9----19. Lewi. xiv, 4---8. and xvi. 14. 15. And 4s

e that reads thefe T'exts, let him confider, to what defparate
Shifts Error will drive thofe who flre enfnared by it.

2. He fays, “ thefe Baptifms were call'd divers, mot becaufe
 they were performed different Ways, as fome by fprinkling,
¥ others by pouring; and others by plunging ; but becaufe of :{q ,
¥ different Perforis and Things, which were the Subje&s thereof.’
And is this he whom Mr. Xl calls the learned Mr. Gil/? 'Tis
true, this Glofs makes for his Purpofe, but is exprefaly contras
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Bitory €o the Apoftle. The Apottlg fays, the Wathings were di:
vers, No, fays Mr. Gi//, the Wafhings were the fame, and th®
Perfons only were divers: Thefe are the Men who call for ex-
grefs Scripture, and exprefsly withftand it, when advanc'd As
or the Teftimony ht quotes from Maimonides, it is already fub-
flantially confider’d. Nor need I obferve more upon it, but only
that Maimonides was not more leirn'd, nor more orthodox, than
Mofes. Upon the whole my Argument muft needs remain in full
Forcé, when nothing but fu¢h lamentable Stuff can be oppofed
to it. :

I next advanc'd three pirallel Texts, in each of which the
Word Baptize fignifies te fprinkle, not to dip, wiz. Matz. iii. 11.
Mark i. 8. Luke iii. 16, He sball baptize you with the Holy
Ghof, and avith Fire. Now the. Scriptures every where exprefs
Baptizing with the Holy Gheff, by fptinkling, or pouring forth
his Influencies on Perfons, .as A2sii 17. Foc/ ii 28. Mfai. xliv,
g. And Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26, {fc. but mro where is it exprefs'd
. by dipping or plunging. The Sum of what .Mr. 4. anfwers

bereto, is, 1. ‘“ That the Word is not us'd in thefe Texts properly,
but metaphorically ; and therefore it is unréafonable to infer it'
proper Senfe therefrom.” How a Perfon who underftands a Me-
taphor, can reafon thus, I know not. Every School-Boy, whe
has learn’d his Rhetorick, knows, that a Metaphor gives the
Name of one thing to another, becaufe of fome Refemblan¢e be-
tween them. A Metaphor, without a Refemblance, is an exprefs
Ceatradi@tion.  Seeing, then, ‘there is a Refemblance, we can dif-
¢over the proper Senfe of a Word, by it’s metaphorical Ufe, with
g:eat Certdinty. Mr. M. fays, ** according to this loofe and wiid
*“ Reafoning, the Word Baptize may fignify giving, or fending,
‘“ becaufe we read of giving and fending the Holy Gboff. An/.
It is @ more loofe and wild Way of talking to infinuate,
that the Influence’s of the Spirit are never exprefs’d pro-
ger!y, becaufc they are fometimes exprefs’d metaphorically.

ecaufe baptizing in the cited Teext is metaphorical, will it follow,
that giving and {ending are metaphorical too? No.

2. He fays, ‘ Baptizing with the Holy Ghoff has only a Re-
ference to the miraculous Gifts of the Apoftolick Times, and not
to the fanfifying Influence’s of the Spirit. Hence none are bap-
tized with the- Holy Ghoff fince miraculous Gifts havfu’d.
And this Bptizing, he fays, was fulfilled on the Day of Pewsecof,
&nd chat the Account the Scripture gives us of it, ddes not
obfcurely point out the Modle of baptizing by plunging; avher
-the Spirit like a rifoing mighty Wind, filed all the Houfe avhere
bhey avere fitting t And in ibe Appearance of cloven Tangues jit apor:

b of them: Aad they. wwere all filled with the Holy Ghofi.-3-
“©n this he fays, the Dfciples were overwhelmed aad eovered
- with the Hely Ghofi---And as it were, dipped or plunged in iifm.""

§till I confefs thefe 1aR Exprefliozs fhock se, however grateful

fhey e to Plungers; He might as well argue; that we see bsp;
‘ | - tize
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tized by the Air, becaufe it is about us, and above us. Bu:, not
to delay in remarking on all sxceptionable Things, if this very
baptizing on the Day of Peatecoft be exprefs'd by pouring, then is
Mr. M's Argument overthrown, and that it is-fo exprefs'd, appears
from ver. 17. I will pour out of my Spirit upow all Flefp.--And
ver. 18, I aill pour out in thofe Days of my Spirit. ver.-33. He
kath fbed forth, or (éxechée) bath poured forth, this avhich ye now
Jee and bear. =Mr. M. afferts, that the Promife of baptizing
with the Holy Ghoft, was fulfill'd on the Day of Pentecof. The
infpired Pen-man, three Times in the fame Chapter, exprefles this
baptizing by pouring ; therefore Baptifm is rightly performed by
pouring. And feeing Mr. M owns, that it is fpoken, *‘in referrence
“ to the then well known Mode of baptizing in Water.” It will
follow, that the then well known Mode and Practice of baptizing
' in Water, was by pouring it out on the baptized. And as he

profefles, ‘that “ if any one will enlighten him of an Error in
this Point, he will be obliged to him.” It -ay be hop'd he will
yield to plain Scripture. -

AnoTtnEer Place full to our Purpofe is 1 Cor. x. 2. The Ifraclites
wyere all baptizcd unto Mofes, in the Cloud, ana in the Sea. And
we are told how this Baptifm was performed in P/a. Ixviii, 7, 8, 9.
O GOUD----avhin thou didf march through the Wildirnefs----The
Earth fbook, the Hcavens dropped---Thox O GOD, didfi fend a
plenteous Rain.—~———Now, if baptizing here fignifies plunging,
we muft underftand, that the Jfraelites were lifted up, and doufed
down into the Cloud, and the Sea; which is direétly contrary to
Scripture  The Rain was pour'd upon them from the Cloud;
ard thereby they were baptized. '
" I came next to confider their Argument from Scripture-F.xamples,
and in anfwer to what they urge from Fobn's bapting‘ in Yordan g
and at Emom, becaufe there was much Water there, "I obferved,
*“ That if 7b» had preach'd in Fersfalem, and afterwards gone
qut to a River or Pool, to baptize his new Converts, there had
been fome colour of probability that he plunged them : But the
Cafe was otherwife : &c preach’d at Jordan, and took the neareft
Water he had.” Mr. 47, thinks the Texts are fo full in his Favour,
as to need no Explanatiop ; * confidering that Pedobaprifis grant,
“ that baptizo natively fignifies to dip, or plunge.” But he fhould
confider,. he deals with one who grants no fuch Thing; whn has
manifefted the contrary ; and is not willing jxrare in werba magifirs.
I judge the Miftake of fome great Men has proceeded from their
confounding bapro with daptizo; and not obferving how conftantl
the Holy Ghoff has diftinguithed them in the New-Teffament. If
the Terms were {ynonymous, they would both have been ufed
indifferently, to exprefs the Ordinance of Baptifm. But contrafy-
vife, baptize is always us’d- when mention is made of faid -
ance; and dapre not fo much as once. Hence it follows, if
30;“ natively fignifies to dip or plunge, Bdaprizo daes hot ﬁg:)fy
\hc fame; for I hope nope \I\:‘ill venture, to affirm, that the Holy
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8pirit ftudioufly, and conftantly, keeps up 2 Diftin&tion without 3
ifference. And if not, then to baptize is not to dip or plunge,
in ftrinefs of Speech.

BuT to return, Mr. M. afierts, that ¢ in this Affair I am juft
Yke the obftinate Fews, when they faid, If be be the King of Ifrael
det bim now come doavn from the Crofs, and ave avill belicve bim.”
Doubtlefs he defigns hereby to exprefs how plain the Cafc is, and
how great my Obftinacy. And might it not be expeéted, that he
would expofe me with ftrength of Argument, if the Cafe were fo:
But inftead ‘thereof, he affures us, * that it amounts to fatisfying
4¢ Evidence, that 7cl» immers'd the Feople, if we confider, that
“‘ he baptized in Jordar, and at Enom, becaule there was much
“¢ Water there, and that Curist being baptized came up out of
“¢ the Water”” O how fatisfying is this Evidence, when he has
no Argumen' at all againft what I offered, but fimply repeats the
refuted Objection! Has Mr. M. fhewn, that none could baptize
in Fordas without dipping under it’s Waters? Fobn baptiz'd in
Jordan ; therefore he baptiz’d by plunging. Famous Evidence
this! He baptized in Enor, becaufe there was much Water, there-
fore he baptized by plunging. ¢ The Argument would be felf-
¢ evident, if it could be proven, that none can baptize where
“¢ there is much Water, any other Way but by plunging. Bt
“¢ until this difficult Point be proven, their Argument will not con-
* clude.” Char. Plea. pag. o1. ' None of thefe Arguments
has Mr. M. refuted; yet he has fatisfying Evidence. But he fays,
“¢ the People went out to" 7obn from ‘yerufulem, not only to hear
“* him preach, but alfo with 1= Defign to b- baptized.”” But the
Quettion was, did Fo/» preach in Ferufulem, and afterwirds ga
out to a River to bartize his new Converts. To this Mr. M. can
anfwer with Admiration, ** Who can number the Obje&ions which
* Unbelicf  will invent "’ And this is all the Anfwer we are like
tog:t. Thus, “ he has review'd his'Argument, and finds it
< ftands unmoveable.” Yes, it is fixed in his Book ; and we
know Litra fcripta manet,” the Print ftands firm. His trifling
Remarks on my faying, that Jobn baptized in Yordan, becaufe it
contained real Water, 1 let pafs without further Cenfure.

I undertook to fhew *¢ fufficient Reafon, why %obn baptized
where there was much Water, without fuppofing him to do fo for
the fake of plunging ; wiz. The Maultitudes he baptized required
a .arge Quantity, tho he had ufed but a little to each Perfon::
‘There was need of much, that the People, and their Horfes might
drink ; and that he might give no Oftence to the Jews, by bap-
tizing in what they would account polluted Water. But it ap-

ars not. that the Wildernefs of 7sdea afforded Water fufficient

r'thefe Purpofcs; therefore it was needful to go where it was

plentiful : Nor is it at all probable, that ob» baptized by immer-
fion, confidering how immodeft it would have been for Males and
Females to {trip before fuch Crouds. Where had they Retirements

jp which to drefs, or undrefs? Or where could all get Change;
' ' 0
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¢f Raiment?" Mr. M. Qys, ¢ ''hat a Bafon full of Water, case
“ ried into a Meeting-2loufe, would goa grest ways.” A grest
way, befure, umong ‘! houfands | But would not the Jewws have ac-
soanted the Water polluted after ix was once ufed ¢ And how would
- tau Bafon full have fupplied Mai: and Horfe with Drink !} That
wucs Water was neceflary fo- tiis 1ag Purpofe, Mr, M. fays, ‘“ is
- Jucs a wild and extrav-gant Fancy, that it deferves not a {erious
* Aulwer"  Hence he will give [t no Anfwer at all, But can one
exercinng Reafon, think it wild and extravagant to fay, that many
thoufand People and Horfes need much Water i Would it be more
fober to fay, that a Bafon-full would go a great way among them ?
He urges, that * there is no intimation in the Text or Context of
1 fuch 8 Thing.”” But does not Common-Senfe intimate, that
- many People and Horfes will drink much Water? And are the
Scriptures written for fuch as have aat Common-Serfe? No,
¢certainly. S |
I am, it feems, * very inadvertent, to {ay no worle, to repre.
& Yent that the Multitudes were baptized of Fobn in Ewen, when
®. the Scripture is plain, that thiy were baptized in Fordan and
 when Yobn was at Enon, the C ouds then attended the Mini-
“ firy of CurisT.”” An/. My Obfervation refpelted Fordan, as
well as Enon. Nor is there any Inconfiftency in faying, that in
fuch a populous Country, there were fufficient Crouds to attend
the Miniftry both of CurisT and Fobs.
He fays, * If Fobn intended to cut off Occafion of Offence
“ from the Jeaws, he'muft not only ufe running Water, but alfo
* dip the Perfons in it, anfwerable ta the unclesn Perfon’s bathing
 himfelf, Numb. xix. 17, 18" But were the Fews no better
Reafoners? Becaufe a Perfon ceremonially unclean muft bathe
him{elf, will it follow, that Bapti{m muft be performed by dippiag?
Bat be that as it will, my Argument ftands gocd, that Jebw hid
need of much Water, feeing it was offerfivc to ufe the fams
Water twice: *¢ It is even aftonithing, fays ke, how weak and
“ impertitient our Opponent objeéts, that the \Vildernefs of Ju-
‘“ deq afforded not Water fufficient for faid Purpofes; feeing
‘ where Foun baptized there was erough to dip Ferfons all over,
The Meaning of imperRTINENT is furely hid, rither from Mr,
M. or from me: For this Argument has no imapinable fhew of
Oppofition to what I urg’d. If there wa: not fu&'cicnt Water in
the Wildernefs, it was neceflary that Yohs fhould g0 where there
was plenty, to accommodate Man snd Beaft, {f¢. Aher all, he fays,
“ my Objecftion from the Scarcity of Water is fully anfwer'd in
Dewt, viii. 4. The Lord thy Ged bringeth thee-=-into a Land o
Brooks of Water, of Fountaini, and of Depths.”* What, then, is
the Conclufion? Fobn left not the Wildernefs of Jwdew thrugh
fearcity of Water; nor to acesnmodsto the Peopie; for that ‘.
would ba wild and extravagant ; therefore he leff it for ro Reafon at
sll. It is alfo to he noted, that his Glofs on Dews, viii. 5. would
prove, were it true, chat even the Wilderncfs abounded will) W“\micb
‘ | wa
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which js contrary to Scripture,  But it feems too much his way ¢
aiiwer one Text with- another ; and fo leave them in a Contra-
dittion, rather than not have {omething to fay.

'To the reft he anfwers in the Lump, ¢ tKar the Fravs carnot
* be fuppos'd fcant of Ru.ment for fuch Purpotes; nor at a Lofs
“ How to preferve the Rules of Decency and Modefty ™ But may
it not be fuppos'd," that the Publicans and HHaslots, who did
not comply with the-Laws of purifying, were fcanty * And how
Males an! Females could ftrip, before a Multitude, ard yct be
s no lofs how to preferve the Rules of Decency and Modcity,
Mr. Al has not told, nor ¢an I divine. . B
* [ obferv'd, that the original Words in Tobn iii. 23. wiz. budata
polla, do not neceflarily fignify inuch, but many Waters. Mr.
M. demands ¢ Inftances where the original Words muft be fo
‘underftood.” I conclude firmly, that none who underftand Grerd,
will deny, that po//a fignifies many, and Audata, Waters, fo that
thereis no need to fearch for Inftances. And the Teftimony of,
credible Traveliers, who report that kwon is a Place of many
Springs, yet none of them deep erough to ‘Plungc in, is a goo'/
prefumptive Proof, that the Words muit be fo taken here; how+ .
ever they may be underftood in other Places. |
" Hx fays, “ 1f Refpett is Bad to fomething elfe, and not to
¢ the Mode of Baptifm, the Reafon given by the Holy Ghoff, why
‘“ Yobn baptiz'd ‘there, wiz. becaufe there was much Water,
“ would 'not be at all expreflive.”” What is already faid jhews
the contrary : Theye was good Reafon why 9obn fhould baptize
where there was much Water; becaufe where he baptiz'd, the
Crouds gathered and muft be fupplied as aforefaid.

The Anabaptifis argue from Mat. iii. 16. and A&r viii. 38. 30.
that Our Saviour, and the Eunuch were dipt, becaufe they are
faid to go down into the Water, and come up out of it. I ob.’
ferv'd, that *‘ the whole Force of their Argument here depends
* on the fmall Propofitions, into and out of; which, they fup-
“ wofe, prove them to have been dipp’d. But how forc’d is the
¢ Coafequence ? They went into, and out of, the Water; there~
“ fore they were plung'd under it, ' No doubt, becaufe mone can
“.go into the Water, unlefs they go under it; nor come out of it
‘ unlefs they have been at the Bottom.”, Mr. M. difclaims the
Atgument : And aks ¢ if I ever Read a Baptift author, that ar-
¢ gues aiter the Manner I talk 1*  An/. I either utterly Miftgke’
Mr. M. or he himfelf a'gues in the fame Manner,' °Tis true,’
he does not put his Argument into form, elfe it would be too
glaring : But his Medium and Conclufion are the fame. If not,
let his Words refute me. HHe reafons from the Eunuch's

» Which, he fays, ¢ fets the Magter in fo clear a Light,

“ that no Objection, of an ’vWeniiht,' can poflibly be made
“;zahl what - tiley profefs.”” And thus the Argument pro-
ceeds, ¢ they came to a certain Water; they both went down
“ into the Water; and that the Matter might be yet cleare;;i&;?‘
o ¢ ’
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* added, both Philip and the Eunuch; that he Baptiz'd (/. s,
“ dipp'd) him; thal they both came up out of the Water,”” And
does not this Argument plainly depend on, the Prepofitions
tnro and out of b Where eclie ‘lies ic's great Strength ! Put
it into form, and it will ftand thus, @z, ‘T'hey both went into,
and came out of, the Water; therzfore they were plung'd under
it. But he will not venture his Caufe on this Argument, and
therefore obferves, that ‘“ thefe Circumftances prove they were in
‘‘ the Water : And the Meaning of the Word proves, that they
““ were dipp’'d."” And does this uaanfwerable Argument, from the
Eunuch's Baptifm, turn out fo ¢} He can, it fegms, prove no mors
from the Circumftances of it, but only that they were in the Wa- .
ter. But this proves not, that they were plung'd, which is the
Point in Debate. To help the Caule he flies back to the mean-
ing of the Word Baptize. He might jult as well have told us,
that the Eunuch's Baptifm will prove nothing for their Purpofe
but the whole of their Strength depends on this, that Baptizo figni-
fies to pluage, and nothing elfe. The Matter is thus. Thefe
boafted Circumftances will do mothing of themfelves, but prove
they were in the Water. Itis already fhewn, that Baptizo will
not make for them. So that if there be not fomething in his, e,
they have nathing left. )
. I obferv'd, that their Argument depended on this Maxim,” that

& Perfon could not go into, and out of the Water, unlefs they
were plunged under it. Mr. M. after fome of his Compliments,
owns ““ that they may go into it an hundred Times, and not be
L plung’d}.} But fays this is very different from the Cafe, when the
¢ Adminiftrator, and Perfon to be Baptiz'd, do both go down inte
% the Water, the one to Baptize, and the other to be Baptiz'd.
. ¢ Here the one goes into the Water to be Baptiz'd, and comes
~ ‘“ up a Baptized Perfon,” If I underftood him, we learg this
Point, wiz. that going into the Water does not fignify to go under
it, in General; but only when a Perfon is to be Baptiz'd. And
thus it is a full and accomplith’d begging of the Queftion in Debate :
An Argument of which they need not be atham’d.

I obferv’d, that they who go down to the Sea in Ships P/ cvii,
23. are not fuppos'd to go under Water. Mr. M. bids me “ afk.
‘" Sea-men then, if they do not go under Water when the Storm
“ Wind arifeth, £9¢.”” If I fhould atk, I would doubtlefs be told,
ghat it does not always blow Tempeftioufly at Sea. And his Reply,
being only calculated for a Storin, will be of ne Service to his
Caufe in a Calm. | ,
. I obferv’d, ¢ that if ous of the Water, be the fame as from under
it, we can then prove, that Pbilip was plung'd as well as the Eue
puch; the fame Phraze being us’d of both.” Here Mr."Rem is
Quoted as a fufficient Anfwer to this, and what I Quoted frem
Dolor Ridgely. He fays “ none fuppofe Philip and the Eumuch
¢ were all under Water, with their whole Bodies ; but that they
“ both &ood in the Water, and Pbilip put the Eunuch ud:t it,

[ 7
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¥ and then they both walk'd out of it. And when & Perfon hat
“ been rais'd, and plac’d upon his Legs after Baptifin; he may
“ make ufe of his underftanding in going out of it.” Hcre is gg-an-
ted all we want. If none fuppofe £4//ip and the Eunuch were both
wholly under Water, then ought none to fuppofe, that into and
but bf the Water, implies plunging. If the Pluates will not
prove that Philip wis plung'd, ncither will they prove, that the

unich was. He calls Doftor Ridfze/v’s an odd Notion, but has
hot refuted it; nor fo much as direitly oppos'd it.  For be it fo,
that th: A& they fpeak of, is being rais’d or rifing; yet what
the Door fpeaks of, is coming up out of the Water He is not
criticifing en Refirgimur, but on our of. So that his Argument is
good enough for ought that is faid againft ::.

I obferv'd, that * Ferom and Eufebius, who lived not three.
¢ Hundred Years from that Time, aflett, the Place was only a
* Spring of Water, where the Eunuch was Baptiz’d ; And the
. ¢ Diminutive expreflion, a certain Water, feems to intimate {o
% much.” This Mr. M. has thought fit to pafs over. n
4 Agarn, it geeatly leflens the Force of their Argument from
¥ thefe Examples, that we never Read of any going into or out
& of Watet, fave only when they were in the Wouds, or on the
# Road ; then whoever would be Baptis’d muft go where the
& Water was; and not having Veflels to take it up withal, it
¢ was therefore convenient to go a little way into the Water,
#¢ that the Baptizer might more readily take it up with his Hand.
¢ If we Read of Perfons ufually going out of Houfes or Cities
¢ to @ Water convenient for dipping ; of their being puT INTO
« jt, and TakEN oUT of it; of their putting ¢ their Cloaths,
4 and purTING them on; there would then be more
oy gfobnbility that they were Baptiz’d by dipping : But as
¢ Things are now related there appears no probability that
« it was fo.”” Mr. M, anfwers, that *“ we KRead not that
e Water was brought to any Houfe, to pour upon Perfond
4 ———That it's very improbable the Eunuch had no Veilels
¢ with him in the Chariot. It’s a query what Difeafes the Bapti-
¢ zers labour’d under, that they could not reach the Water;
*¢ without going into it. That we read of People going to be
¢ Baptiz’d of Jobw in Ferdon, and Enon; and where came they
< from but out of their Houfes * But the Queftion is, did Joba

h in Houfes or Cities, and fiom thence go out to & River to
ptize his New Cenverts? We know People went out of their
Houfes to hear Jobn, and be Baptiz'd if Convinc’d; but what is
~ this to the Quéftion ? Nothing atall. It's alfo plain, that com-
whon Senfé teaches Perfons, who ‘Bwe under no Difesfes, to take
¢he moft Convenient way, in doing their Bufinefs. But I need not
Maultiply Words : I can venture to leave a Resder of but common
Jodgement to make Remarks on Ms. Af’s prefent Anfwer to the
R ‘d, that * this amun fill lefs probable; when we
45-confider that the Apoftles had not Convenience every zhe; to
‘ . plunge
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% plunge all they Baptiz’d. They preach'd wherever they came s
““ Wherever they preach'd fome were converted ; and whoever were
““ converted, upon Profeflion of their Faith, were immegdiately
‘“ Baptiz’d. Now they were nat always nigh to Rivers or Ponds ;
‘““ nor had they Fonts erecled for this end; they muft eithet then
* not Baptize dt all, or elfe muft do it fome other way than b
‘ plunging ; that is, by pouring or {prinkling.”” Mr. 4/ demanas
Proof ¢ that the Apdftles could not Baptize fo: want of being
“ near a River or Pond” A/, I dont fay they could not Baptize,
hut they could not plunge. And I think its proven from hence,
that Rivers and Ponds are not every where, nor befides every
Houfe : And as plain, thit the Heathen, who us'd not Bapti{m,
had no Fonts ereted for that Purpoie. Now if fuch Self-Evident
“affertions need Proef, we may with equal Reafon be requir'd to
_prove, that it is fometimes Day, and fometimes Night.
~ Hg fays, * it's not in the leaft probable, they dipped fome and
“ fprinkled others; for wherever we Read of Adminiftring this
“ Ordinvance, ts ftill exprefs’d by the Word Baptize.”” I did not
fay they dipped any at all : And uunlefs I had faid fo, I cannot
imagine the ufe of Mr. M's Obfervation He further Notes, that
*“ thofe Pluces where Baptifm is but juft mentioned, are to be com-
“ par’d with other Scriptures, which give a full and clearer Ac-
“ count of t".¢ Manner and Circumitances of it's Adminiftration,’”
Anf. Thefe fuppos’d clearer Places we have been confidering. and
Mr. M. gives caem up as infutficient of themfelves, and has re-
courfe to the Meaning of the Word Baptizo. InTo and ovr or
only prove them to have been in the Water, as he owns, but not
that tﬁey were plung’d. - Hence he fiies for refuge from thofe
clearet Places, to where Baptifm 1s but juft mention’d. When it
comes to a pinch the Signification of Baptize mutt do all. It only
proves they were dipp'd.
.. Bur if our Tranflation proves them to have been in the Wa.
ter, the Greet Propofitions will not prove even that much : This
I made evident by various Inftances; fhewing that /4o commonly
fignifies from, and ck often the famey and .eis often to; and ob-
ferved, “ that to bring Initances where-eis and ¢4 fignify into,
and our of, will not ferve their Turn; they muft fhew that they
never fignify lefs, and efpecially in the controverted Places.”
Mr. M. {ays, “ if they take it for granted, that they fignify into,
*¢ and ew¢ of, in the controverted Place, I can never thew to the
“ conitrary but they are right: And I ought to have fhewn the
¢ Words are wrong tranflated, elfe I make only a noife and blufter in
% vain” * But is this Mr. M.? Does he, after all his Confidence,
thus give og:he Affirmative, apll in effe&. fay, he cannot prove
it, while ventures the whole Affair upan my proving the
~ the Negative? Does my Argument oblige ine to prove tire Ne-
ive? No. I have fully anfwer'd my Purpofe, by fhewing thae
| cannot prove the Affirmative ; which he is ftrongly obliged to
. do. Accotuingly ke undertakes it; nor is he at a Lofs for an -
o Argu-
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Argument, I had faid, * Ph'/ip camc up out of the Water »
wall agthe Funuch,”  On which he obferves, ‘¢ 'tis very natural
‘“ then to underltand, that eis td Audor fignifies into the Water s
“ elfe how could Mr. Finly aflert, they both came up out of the
* Water, if they were notinit? Thus Mr., F. at unawares, con-
* firms all that we plead for, aix. that (/s and ek in this Place, do
* ficnify into and out of"" But I humbly prefume, the Reader
will {ce, that Mr. M. has at unawares, confefs'd his Penury of
Argament, if not alio of Candor. For, let it be obferved, I
firlt fhevw'd, that even from our Tranflation they could not prove
their Point.  Secondly, that they couald not prove the Greed Pro-
pofitions ris and et fignily any more than ¢» and from, in the
diiputed tace. Now Mr. 47, advaaces what I obferved from our
T'rarflacion, to prove that I faid «is and ek fignify i2t0 and our of,
directly contrary te the whole Tenour of mny Reaflonings. If
fuch Conduét docs honour to- himfelf and his Caufe, he's welcome
to proceed in it ‘
I now come to their third Topic, asz. Scripture-Allufions.
They alledge Rom. vi. 3, 4, §. And Co/. ii. 12. where Believers:
arc {aid to be buried with Crurasr, in or by Buptiim; and to be
pianted together in the likeaeis of his Deatn, ‘T'liefe Lxpreflions,
thev fay, allude to the taen Mode of Laptiiin: And fuppoie bap-
tiae fhoild be fo adminiter’d s natively to reprefent a Burial and
Fetarreflion; and that 5oy lmmerfion,
‘“ Bur why 9?7 Ave the Sacraments natural Signs of the Things
by theryiigimied ? CGr are they only arbitrary Signs? Every one,
who urdeslands chem, muft and will own they are only arbitrary.
¢ And i fo, whf muit they bear {uch a natural Refemblance of
“ tae 't'ninps fignified by them i Mr. 4. anfwers, ¢ It's ailow'd
““ by al, thatibese is alwa: s a Fefemblance between the Signs and the
Things ©oriied.,” By no Means: For I utterly deny it, and that
“ withtue Couneng of all thelearn'd Men I ever read. He obterves,.
tha: * a: o'l Sacraments are appointed of Gop, fo alfo- what they
“ fhoutd fiify ™ This is maated © But will it follow, that there-
fore the Sucraaenis are musa! igns? No.  For he further uotes,.
shat * Sa.amental Signs are arditrary with Refpeél to the good
“ Will and Pleafure of the lafiiiuzoi:" And I hope Mr. 4. does
not accufe me of holding, that they are arbitrary in refpedt of us.
Thus hie and [ fouetinwes agree: but arter all, he fays, * it’s ma.
“ niseft they bear a nawival Xefeinblance of the Things by them:
“ figuified, whatever 1 chjet againf it.,”” So then, they are.na-
. tural and arbitrary; and again arbitrary and natural too. Ivis
hard o difpate with one who Mbows ot the Meaning of Worda in
- cummon Ule, - L | : |
P oberied, ¢ that we are faid to be planted together id.the
“ Likencls of Curist's Death. Now he died hanging on the
“ (rots; moit we therefore e fixed or o Crofs when baptiz'd,
“ tha: {o there may be a nateral Kelemblance { Or what Reaton,
“ be givea, why the one fhould be refembled, and nat the othex;;‘"
'
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To fhis Mr. M. oppofes the Affembly’s b}otcs on Rom. vi. 5. who
eiplain the Metaphor of‘being planted thus, * As Plarits engrafted
““receive Juice and Fruitfulnefs from the Stock, fo Believers re-
#¢ geive fpiritual Life fram Curisr.” This explains planting, but
what follows does not fo well explain, 1y Tue Lixenzss or
%18 DeaTH, vis. * A Plant fet in the Farth lies dead for & Time,
¢ but afterwards {prings up and flouritheth; {o Curist’s Body
4 1ay dead for a T'ime in the Grave, but fprang up and re-flou-
#¢ rithed in his Refurre@ion® This may explaift the Metaphor
of a Burial, but not of Killing or Death. What follows in the
Quotation, is to the fame Purpofe : But thefe Words, iz the Like-
nefi of bis Death, are not yet explain'd in this Note; and fo the
thll remain to warrant my Argument. The Death of CurisT 1
as much fignificd in Baptifm, as his Bugial and Refurrcétion . And
g: Mempﬁor of Planting agrees to it; for the Crofs was fix'd in.

Ground, and fet as a Plant,.and he hung thzreon. On the
whole, I may ftill afk, what greater Reafon is there for a bap-
tifmal Burial, than for a baptifmal Crdpifixion? if the one muft
be refembled, why not the other? . *

- Bur Mr. M. for wife Ends no doubt, has pafs’d over the lat-
ter Part of the fame Paragraph; which I will fet before him again,
viz. * Are not the Blobd of CurisT, and the Influences of the
#¢ Spirit of Gop, fignified by Baptifm? And is not the Blood
¢¢ call’d the Blood of fprinkling, and thefe Influences exprefs’d by
# fprink!ing ? Well, and why fhould not thele be refembled in the
¢ Mode of Baptifm, as well as the reft, feeing they are fignified
“ by Baptifm ? And how can thefe be reprefented but by {prink-
¢ ling, pouring, or wathing, v

.+ I next propofed, ¢ that it fhould be proven dipping was then
¢ us’d, before it be afferted, that the Apoftle alludes to it.”* To
prove this. Mr. 4. prefents us with feveral Teftimonies, 1. The

Affembly’s Notes, which fay, “ He feems to allude to it.” 2.
Mr. Pool’s, which he miferably perverts, by quoting only an Opinion
which is rejeed thus, * He (the Apoftle) feems here to allude to the
¢¢ Manner of baptizing in thofe warm Eaftern Countries, which
* was to dipor plunge the Party baptiz’d, and as it were bury
¢ him for a while under Water.!” But the Place runs thus, * Some
¢ think he alludes here to the Manner of baptizing in thofe warm
% Eaftern Countries, {oc. as hefore. Others think, avith greater

,*% Reafon, that this Phrafe is ufed to fignify that Union and Com~
* mugion which Believers have with CurisT in his Death and

% Burial, which is fignified by pouring Water on the Perfon (like
#¢ Rarth or Duft on a desd. Body) mg not as by dipping him un-
" dor'Water.": What will net Mr. M. dare for his Caufe, when
‘e can venture to forge 3 Qudtition? Can tell us, the Continuers
of Posl's Notes affere the very Thing they contradit? His next
Teftimony is from Dr. Tower/on, who only offers the fame fwa-

~ baptiffical Arguments, which I have been, and am refuting; and I
peed not, for 3 Complement toaxim, write all my Book over again,

)
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He fays ¢ Immerfion was the general Pratice of the primitive
¢ Church, and of the Greed Church to this Day; and who can
¢ think cither the one or the other would have gecn {o tenacious
+¢¢ of fo troublefome a Rire(. were it not that they were well afiured
¢ as the primitive Church’ might well be, that it was the only in-
 ftituted, and legitimate one.” But furely the Dotor might
have known, that many are as tenacious of more troublefome and
alfo expenfive Rites, of their own Invention; and among others,
the G4 Church at this Day: And that there were many Abomi-
nations in the primitive Church, notwithflanding their Opportunity
to know the Apoftle’s Dodirine and Praflice. Thus he could have
deftroyed his own Argument. Doétor Hhitby fays * Immerfion
was religioufly obferved by all Chriftians for thirtcen Centuries.””
To this 1 oppofe Ci..mens, Enfitbius, and Sozomin, who relate the
‘the following Paflage of the Apoftft /obn, wiz. That when he
return’d from Patmos to Eybefus, he committed the Education of
an hopeful Youth, to a cesain Bifhop or Minuter, who afterwards
turn'd diffolute, and became: Captain of a Rout of Thieves, - The
Apofile afterwards. coming that way, folemnly demanded of the
Bifhop his Charge; who agquainting him with the young Man's
Apoftacy, he was much gricved; and repaired without delay to
the Piace where the Robb is haunted; ¢ he neither flicth nor
“ refifteth, but exclaimeth, or this Purpofc came I hither; bring
“ me here your Captain; who in the mean Space, as he was
¢ arm’d, beheld him coming ; - but when he knew it was . Foba,
% he was firicken with Shame, and fled away ; the old Man, for-
¢¢ getful of his Years, purfueth him flying, and crieth, My Son,
¢ why flieit thou from me thy Father ungrm’d and old ? .O Son,
“ teuder my Cafe,---be not atraid,---as yet there remaineth hope
¢ of Salvativn,---I will undertake for thee with Curist: I will
“ die for tiee, if need be, as Curist did for us,---I will hazard
“ my Soul for thine,---truft to me,---CurisT fcnt me. But he
¢ hearing this, fift ftood fill, .cafting his Countenance to the
¢ Greund,---rext fhook off his Armour, anon tremwled for fear,
“ and wept birterly. He embraced the old Marn, ard coming
“ unto him, anfwercd as well as he could for Weeping : So that
¢ again he fcemed to be baptized with "T'ears, the Shaking of the
¢ Hand only omiited.”” Ecclef. Hijt.- Edit. Dy. Hanmer, pag. 47.
Hence 'tis plain, that Daptiflm, in that early Age of the Church,
was perform’d by fprinkling, how elfe could it be intelligible to
talk of ba{;izing y fhaking the Hand with Tears? o
- Ci'PRI4N in his Letter to Magnus alio declargs his Opinion to
the fame Purpofe: The Queftion was, whether_Baptifm was valid
‘when perform’d by fprinkling : H® anfwers, ¥ that  in his humble
% Opinion, the divine Bencgts could not be maimed .or weakened,

“ nap
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- ® Nos quantum concipit mediocrites noftrs, éftimamus in nullo mue
thari & debilicari poflc bencticia divina, nec.r.. #'i pofle aliquid cone
‘Singere, ubi plena & tota fide & dantis & fum~'.'s o ciptusies
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L, mor cou)d any thing lefs eccrue to him, who received thi: Ordi-
“ nance with entire Faith, and to whom, with entire Fauth i1 is atl-
* minifter'd.”” And the Reafon he gives is, that the Soul is not
cleans'd from the Filth of Sin in Baptifm, as the Body is from it's
Filthinefs'in a common laver. And adds, * that * It ought to
“ move none when they fee the Infirm fprinkled when they are
% baptized ; feeing the holy Scripture by the Prophet Exedir/ fays,
%, 1 will {prinkle glean Water upon you, and ye fhall be clean
% from all your Filthinefs." ~
~ Tne Council of Carthage, in their Synodical Epiftle to Fidus,
before quoted, exprefs their judiement of baptizing by Afperfion,
in almoft the fame Werds, which therefore I necd not recite,
Now who can believe the Affertions of Dr. Whithy and Towwerfon,
in the Facc of fuch indubitable Teftimony to the contrary ? For
my Part [ cannot. On the whole we fee how far Mr. M. comes
fhort of proving that the Apoftle alludes to the Mode of dipping,
- I further argued, that on Suppofition there was fuch a Prattice,
. and that the Apoitle alluded tp it, yet it will not prove, that he ei-
ther us’d or approv’d it. ¢ For if an Allufion to a Practice will
“ prove the Approbation and Ufe of it, then we can prove, that the
s amc Apoftle both us'd and approv'd the O/ympicé Games, be.
¢ caufe he often’ alludes to them.” ’
- Me. M. anfwers, *“ The Cafe is not parallel ; for, fays he, were
“ the Olympick Games ordained of Gop? Did CurisT autho-
% rize them ! Does the Apoftle fay, that himfelf and other Chri-
# ftians acted in them? Or that they were defign'd to reprefent
¢ 3 Death to Sin, &’c, But what is all this inore thana poor
Megging the Quettion in debate? And it ie eafy to retort, was Im-
- jerfion ordained of Gop? Did CurisT authorize it? Does the
Apoftle fay, that himfelf and other Chriftians were plunged? Or
that plunging " was defigned to reprefent a Death to Sin? &fe.
Thus the Point remains as it was, and my Argument is untouch’d,
"% Bur for my Part, I donot beleve the Apoftle alindes to the
¢ Mode of dipping in thefe Expreflions, any more than I be-
# lieve that he alludes to fome Cuftom of Chiiftians being fafined
# to a Crofs in Baptifm, by thofe other Expreflions, of being
- ¢ planted together in the Likenefs of his Death: For I can fee no
¢ more uaﬁn-for believing the one than the other, and the ons

“ Priciioris without Proof as much as the other.”

- A&. M. with apparent Bitternefs anfwers, ‘° why, his Unbelief

® Somgiot make the Word of Gop to be without Effe&, tho it
fomecothers ; ‘and afks, werc there any fuch Chsi-

Wi, %o uyd to faten Beople to a Crofs in Baptifm, in
o:Apaltie’s Days 1" Auf. I'know of none fuch; neither do I

A A._’ 'h_eg . e S SRR
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. Nec quemguam moveri deber, quod afpergi vel perfundi videntur
egtl, cum grg‘t?axﬁ datninicam confequantur., &:indo fcriptura fanSs
‘per Ezekiclem prophctam loquatur & divat: Er afpergam fuper vou
squam mundam, & mundabimini ac omnibug immunditiig veftris,



(12 )

kpow of any in the Apottle’s Days, whom Mr. 8!, can prove te
have been plunget:l in Baptifm, e proceeds to afz, wiat i rnify,
our Bibles to us, «wiz. 1f Chriftjans were not plux, d in Laptifm?
And again mentions johu's bapuzing in Fordar: Aund the Mieans
ing of the Word Daptizo brings up the Rear, ‘1hefr Med:ung
applied to the prefert Argument will run thus, @iz, /o bape
tized in Jordom, therefore the Apoftle in Row. vi. aliudes to
plunging. Our Bibles are very fignificant to ue, thercfoiz Rom,
vi. allides to plunging. Bep/ixo fignifics to plange, thercfore
plunging is alluded to in Rom. vi. Famous Arguments thele ! And
enanfwerabac befure! I will tell Mr. /. Lhow 10 great a ivdy of
. eminent Divines came to be miflaken in this Catc, when he tells
me how they camce to be miftaken (jn his Judzement) aboat his
Principle.

“ }:' it be afi’d how I can accoynt for the Aroftlc’s ufiug fuch
* figurative Expreflions, if they be denied to allule to the Mode
““ of Baptifim? I anfwer, CurisTt being the Covvnant Fend and
% Reprefentative of his Ele&, they are thes=fare faid to do arnd
* fufter what he did and fuffered in th .. flead, becaufe repre.

% fented by him, and have Communion in the Bencfits of his

“ Obedicnce and fufferings: IHence they are fuid to be crucified

“ with CurisT, to be dead with hiin, and buried, and rifen with

“ him, yea, and to fit with hiin in heavealy Places.” Nir Af
mentioned this Argument and thereby rais’d an Expeciation that |
he would attempt to refute it, and fo would have denied that we
could account for the Expreflions in the aforetzid Aleihod. But
inftead of that he goes on with his own Storv, and tells us, ‘¢ that
“ the Apoftle holds forth a baptifmal Buria!, and baptiimal Ri-
“ fing; or elfe it could not be faid, buricd with ChrisT in
¢¢ Baptifm.” But have I not fhewn, that it cza be faid withous
any Allufion to the Mode? Arnd Mr M. offers nc Aszument a-
gaintt it: Unlefs it be onc to tell us, * that thefe Expretlions are
* perfe@tly agreeable with the Pra&tice of Curist and Jobu,”
without fhewing that their Pratice and his ogree.

He has alfo ingenioufly negieéted what I further obferv’d, wiz.
¢ the Apoftle in Rom, 6. is ufing Motives to engage Chriftians to-
* mortify Sin, and live IIolv; and urges for one Motive their
* baptifmal Engagements. e argues rot from the Mode of
* Baptifm, but from Baptifm itfelf ; which fignify'd their Com-

. * maurion in the Benefits which accure from Curist’s Life, Death,
#¢ Burial, and Refurreftion : Therefore they fhould be conforma-
¢ ble to his Death, who died for Sin, that they might die to it."

~The Apoitle’s argument, in thort, will be this—Mortify Sin, and
be Holy=—Ye are under folemn Obligations to be fo; for ye have,
in Baptifm, been‘devoted t0 Goo~—Vour very Baptifm fignifies

‘your Holinefs, But how trifling is the Argument according to
the Anabaptifs Glofe? ~ix. Mortify 8in, ard be Holy; for in
Baptifm ye were dipp'd undes Water. They fay Bapri‘m muft
gelemble Curist’s Durial, and Refurre@tion, We fay, according

to
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(0 the Apofile, it fignifies our partaking of the Renéfits purchafe¥
by his Death, Burial, é2¢, On the whole, we fee how nnwar-
rantabiz Do&tor #’bithy's Words are, which Mr. M. adopts, ** that
“ we are Buried with Curist in Baptifm, by being buried under
“ Water, and the Argument to oblige us to a Conformity to hib
“ Death by Dyin§ to Sin, {s talen ﬁcnce." So then, be Holy,
for ye were dipp'd.  Bue fince this Glofs makes the Apottle's ar-
gument weak and trifiling ; and fince the Fxpreflions can be better
accounted for othc:zwifc; we muft conclude the Mode of Bapti{m 1
is not defign'd in them, | |
My fecond Affertion was, that the Scriptures afford clearer
Grounds to us in favour of our Mode, than to our Opponents ||
againtt it. And, | - :
I. ¢ I fcems to be Prophe(y'd off in Jai. §2. 15. He Buli
% forinkle many Notions, There’s no necd to prove, that this
¢ "Text referrs to Gofpe! times, it is fo plain in the Context. Neor
* do I fec one folid Reafon that can be advanc'd againft our
“ referring it to the Water of Baptifm, as well as to the Blood ef
“ Curist, “and Doltrine of the Gofpel.” Mr. M. inftead of
reafoning, ¢ives us railing and unmannerly Language : And brings |
in Mr G://, withont Argument, ** Wondering at the prodigiod- |}
Yy heated Imagination, and Mind, captivatci with a jingle of
Woids, that can think Baptifm is hcre intended” Mr, M. fays,
“ the t'ext is no where referred to in theNeav-Teffament, on fuch an |}
¢ Occafion.” But can we not underfland an O/d-Teflament Text,
unlefs it be mentioned in the Newv ! Does it’s authority and per-
?icuity depend on its being Quoted ? If at, Mr. M's Argument will
o no Execution. Hedefircs me to * thsw the Place that provés,
“ that this was fulfill’d by fprinkling many Nations."" I obferv’d,
¢ that the Blood which s cai’d the Blood of Sprinkling, is figni-
“ fy'd by the Water of Baptitin. And 'tis Matter of Fa&, thatia |
% thefe refpets cur Lorp has fprinkled many Nations. This |]
¢ prophefy feems Evidently to have had it's Accomplifiment in
% the Apoftle’s Execution of that Commiffion given in Mat. 28. |
% Go, tcach and Baprize nll Nations, Nor was it only fulfill'd H
% by the Apoftles, but is by Minitters of Crrisr in every Age. |}
“ Now fuch a prophefy, plainly verify’d in it's fulfillment, is
¢ gcicarer Argument for us, than a fuppos’d Allufion can be agaihft
# us.” Now while Baptifm is adminiftes’d by Sprinkling, améh
| : }ntn dehriﬁian Natiors, he reed not atk, where this pr0phé(§
alfiit'd. v 7

il. 16bferi’d, * that the Scriptures give us'Examples of feveral
“ \'orfofis, who feem o have been Baptix'd by ‘{nodwmg. more pto-
- * Lablytiotn by dipping :  As the three Thoufand in 48 3. 41.
. % Why wereBaptiz'd irone Day 5 yes in Part of a Dy, andfor
2 onght ct appears, cnly by twelvs Mes, whoda fo lortd Thmo
® obuld net . ptheﬁmg' ' Part of them. They went nit oot' of
- ™ ¢he City %o x River or Pool, neither of which weére whhis it. }

“.{ge” Now ! think be is canfeloldly confidear; who lﬂ'e&: A
[ .

/c ‘fvb
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that ¢ jt's far more probabic they were Baptiz’d by Immerfion’."
What Circumftances thew it :» be fo? Says he, * as the Word
* fignifies, and as others were, of whom the Scriptures give a
* fuller Account.” Thefe. fuller Accounts we have already confi-
der'd; and Mr. . himfelf declar’d them infufficient, laying all
the Strefs on Baptizo, yet he lias recoyyfe to them again. ¢ There’s

*“ nothing appcars tq the. contrary, but that the Seventy,Difciples

“ were there.”” -But this will pnly intangle his Argument the more.
For is it probable, that there was Water enough in the City to
g}unge fuch a Multitude ? Or a Place that would contain Eighty-

wo Baptizers, and as many Baptized, all at once ? Let him

fhew this.

. “ Aca1n, Cormelius and his Company afford us a good Argu.
““ ment. A4&s. 10. 47. Peter's Werds are Memorable, Can any
“ forbid Water, . that thefe fhould not be Baptized ? He does not
‘. fay, can any hinder to go to a Water? But, can any forbid
““ Water } Which intimates that Water was to be brought.”  Mr,
M. fays nothing to this Argument : Only tells us, ¢ this Place
““ muft be interpreted by other Sctiptures, which fpeak more clear
“ and full of the fame Thing.”” And I muft referr the Reader
to what I have alrcady faid of thefe clearer Places.

‘¢ Avso all Circumflances concur to fhew,; that Pau/ was not
“ plunged. A& ix. 18. 19. He received fight, arofe and was
““ Baptized; received Meat and awas flrengthened :  All fecms to
¢ have been done in the Houfe where Ananias found him.”” Mr.
M. argues, that he was not fprinkled,  becaufe 'tis exprefsly faid
“ he arofe and was Baptiz'd.”” And there was no neceflity for his
rifing, had he been fprinkiad. The Strefs here is laid on his ri-
fing, to prove that he was viuag’d : No doubt becarfe none canbe
fprinkled, unlefs they fit o. lyc. A proper Argument for Axa-

aptiftry. .

“ AGalN, in 485 x2vi. 35. 1 obferv'd, that the Jailor and his

- ¢ Houfe were Baptized after Midnight : Nor have we any Reafon
. ¢ to believe, thcy all went our of the City, nor yet cut of the

¢ Houfe, for Water to pluﬁe i, €¢.” 'To this Mr. M. anfwers
ewo Things. 1. ¢ The Jailor brought Pas/ and Silas out of the
* Prifon ; and 'tis very probable he took them into his Houfe. .3.

¢ He fays, the Jailor and his Houfe-hold were not Baptiz'd in

¢ Prifon, nor in his Houfe : For after they were Baptiz'd, 'tis

* very exprefs, that he brought Pas/ and Silss into his Houfe,”

Anf. 'The Cafe may be rightly appreliended thus, he ﬁrﬁ-::lpht

- shem out.of the Inner Prifon, or Dungeon, into 8 mege or-
. sahje RKoom; where be and his Family, i ing gather'd, were

L]
"%
"“

o
P

Baptingd.  Afcerwards-he brought them into 4*s own Houle, . his
- .

&.;’le. fet Mpat before them. ver. .. |
"T'se aj%e are not eqxeﬂr told, that 'e(e Parfons wore

Paptiz'd ring or fprinkling, much lefs ‘bat they were

dipp’d : But'Pa?ln i Ciscumfiances thew, Mﬂw for-

4 gacr io mach morc peebsble thap the lputer, M"'-'m,;f'z
| P
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* prefent Arpument fequires.”” Hereon Mr, M. obfetves, « ¢hit
* I am not certain of it myfelf, that the Perfons I referr to, were
* {prinkled.” But did I fay, that if thefe Circumftances make it
‘not certrin, I can prove it by no other Argument? Were not my
Words plain, *‘ that tho' Scripture fays not exprefsly, the afore-
“ faid Inftances of Baptifm were by pouring—Yet befides the
* mentioned Circumftances, there are other Confiderations will
'%* prove they were fo ?*) Do's he think I'm overcome, if I do
not draw certain Conclufions from picbable Premiffes ? Or are
his Arguments convincing, becaufe he is abfolutely confident of
their Truth? Or rather, does not vne expofe himfelf to the
~Cenfure of Ignorance or Difhonefty, whofe Conclufion is pluinly
‘broader then his Premiffest He fays, *“ I have given no Inftan-
* ces of Perfons Baptie'd by pouring, as he has of Perfons dipp’d;
¥ asCurisT himfelf, and a2 Multitude of others.”” But did not Mr.
- M. flinch from his Confidente in thefe Inftances, when he was oblig’d
direétly to confront my Arguments? Did he not fly for Refuge
“to the meaning of the Word Baptizo? Why, then, does he fo
often advance his bafled Arguments ? Is it not too like a firiving

Yo carry the point by Clamour, which he cannot by reafoning ?
I obferv’d, * if the Scriptere fpeaks lefs exprefsly of this
¢ Point, it is to teach us, that a peculiar Mode 13 not effential
 to the Ordinance, as our Opponents fondly imagine it to be’*
On this Mr. M. heaps reproaches. He Queries ‘* how I came
“ to affert, that Baptifm is rightly Adminifter’d by fprinkling 2**
Anf. Cuite confiftently : For if no peculiar Mode is eflen~
‘tial, then is fprinkling as good as any other. But he will know
-further, “ what makes me fo Strenuous in Vindication of
“ fprinkling ; if Baptifm tan be Adminiftred either way.” An/.
Becaufe the Araboptif's oppofe it. And becaufe I judge it the
beft wav. But ‘° what Reafun can we have for our bafe In-
 finvations, that Immerfion is Imniodeft, Indecent, and tends to
% Mourther and Adcltery, if it is an indifferent Thing which way
¢ 'ty Adminifter’d ’* An/. 1 did not call it fo very indifferent.
The moft favourable Judgement I ever form’d of Baptifm by Im-
‘wnerfion was, that it 1s not a Nullity. For if the Perfon is wath'd
wich Water, in the Name of the Father, Son, and Holy Gho#, by s
. dawful Minifter, the Subftance of the Ordimance is retain’d : And
‘Gach Afminiftrations muft not be reckoned null and void, becaufe
of iome unwarrantable Additions in the Mode. If I had judged

wcheewlc, 1 muft of coutfe have look'd upon the nabeprifi s |

rfbns ;  bucsufe I'm convinc'd they err in the Mode.

bid me erprels ke above in their favour,
MR My, M. malses 3 perverle Ute.

St e a

by iNy have ’“ by e

toy ‘pocu’e Mode of BaptiGe.” N«nall-m-

w so bad Riesfocers. ||
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amfel judge, that no peculiar Mode is effential? A peculiar Mode
is not. eflencial to the Ordinance; therefore they are right who
fay, that plunging is the only Mode, and eilential to Baptifnh
This is an Argument worthy of a bad Caufe. If I do not affirmy
that {prinkling is effential, and the only Mode; it will follow,
that plunging is fo. Or, if I own that plunging renders not Baptifm
null and void, it will follow, that they are nght, even in my Judge-
ment, who fay it cannot be otherwife perform’d, But it will follow
only by Mr. 4i’s Logick. It feems I muft eithe: deny that the
Anabeptifis are in the vifible Church, or own that dipping is the
only Mode. But I muft be forc’d by ftronger Arguments before I
do either. On the whole my Judgement will ftand confiftently
thus, «wiz. The Anabapsifis are vifible Chriflians, and there are
fome good People among them ; but they are fadly miftaken in
feveral Things relating to Baptifm.—I do not fay their Baptiing
1s a Nullity ; for they sctain the Subftance of the Ordinance ; bug
they run into grievious Abfurdities about the Mode of it.

Bu~ * I infinuate the Cafe te be doubtful which is the Method
“ of thofe who would either Introduce or Counienance Falfhood **
I anfwer, this utfelf 1s a Falthood, and a very Invidious one too.
What Cafe do I make doubtful-? Do I fav it’s doubtful whether
pouring or plunging be the proper Mode? No, my Book wrd}

sove the centrarv to be true. [ efteem pouring or {prinkling to-
e the proper Mode, and have proven it, if I miftake not. Only

I fay an improper. Mode does not make Baptifm void. Other-
~wife, the intermixing of error would make void Truth. He urges,
“ why fhould a proper fubjet be effential to Baptifm, wut &
* proper peculiar Mode not effential.”” To which it is : fuffi~
cient reply ; that a proper fubject is not effential to- the Mode.
For the Subje& i1s one Thing, and the Mode another.

Wk are happily at length, come to my Third Affertion which was.

ThaT our Mode aniwers the Ends of Baptifm, and is moft
fuitable and fignificant. “‘ And whatever is moft fuitable we are:
¢ fure is ordered of Gop, who can no mcre do what .~ 'nfit.
¢ and improper, than what is unjuft and unholv.”” M. M. i ms
fenfible that [ have proven this Affertion ; for he turns his back a
mv Arguments that prove our Mode anfwers the Ends of B.ptifm,
without fo much as attempting a Refutation. 'Tis .u~, he
entertains us with Remarks on Uzza’s Death; and tellsus € op
made that Breach upon them, for not feeking him afts' the
due Order: That the Mode of Worthip appointed by " »»
. fhould. be regarded : And as plunging is the m of Bapui»
arder’d by him,. we provoke him by ufing any other.”” I gra.*,
if Gob hLas appointed this Mode, it -is wrong to ufe any othey
.But. this is. the very Point in Debate. -And fure it was needlefs
for Ma. M. to write {o much, when he mut at laft come thus o
m the Queftion. He profefles his Principle it clear and evidest,
.and yet imserpretatively confefles, he cannot fland before .his Op
poneat’s Arguments, nor can prove his Affertion, But * It wes



RS,

( 107 )
& proven before and allow'd by many Pedodaptifi Authors.”™
But he knows I allow it not. And if he would anfwer me, ke
meed not tell who are on his Side of the Queftion. His former
Proofs we have feen; they are of a Piece with his prefent ones:
No doubt he will by and by fay, that he has refuted my Arguments
in this Place. But feeing they are left unaniwer'd, 1 will fet them:
before the Reader again: They are as follows, ¢ Baptifm figni-
“ fies the Dedication of the baptized Perfon toe Gop. And does
“ nowa little Water anfwer this End, as, well as an Ocean of it?
“ Gob has appointed that it be fignified by Water: But where
“* has he faid, that it cannot be fignified without a large
% Quantity ? Again, Baptifin fignifies the Soul's Juftification by
“ Christ's Blood, and San&tification by his Sp ‘t: And are not
“¢ thefe Benefits fignify’d by pouring a little Wa. - on the Perfon ?
“ Are not the true Propertics of Water to be f::xd in an Hand-
- ¢ ful of it, as well as in a River ? It is already proven, that
“ the Blood of Curist, and Influences of his dpirit, are ex.
“ orefs'd by fprinklini when they are apply’d : And hereby our
4 Mode of Baptizing by pouring or fprinkling is not obfcurely
* pointed out to us: For the Water of Baptifm fignifics this
‘4 Blood, and thefe Influences. And cannot fprinkling reprefent
« {prinkling ? Cannot pouring Water fignify the pouring out of
4¢ the Spirit’s influences ¥’ Now can any Perfon, even tho’ he
were Mr. 4’s Admirer, judge that all thefe Arguments are re-
futed by the Hiftory of Uzza?
I further obferv'd, ¢ that Mode is moft fuitable which can
“ be practifed without Danger of Health in any Time of the
4 Year, without immodefty or indecency to any Perfon, before
“ any Company, upon any occafion, or in any Place where con-
* veniency requires; and by which neither the Babe in the Cradle,
“ nor the Decrepid, and Aged bed-rid Perfon can be hurt, nor
“ gry qualify’d Subject at all excluded from the Ordinance. But
“’any may fee that all this is only true of our Mode of Baptifm,
“ by pouring or fprinkling. And confequently that Goo, whao
“ can do nothing but what is fuitable, has appointed, and does
¢ approve this Mode'” Mr M. inftead of a dirett Refutation,
tells us how 4 Ferobeam told th: People, it is too much for you
“ to go up to Jerufulem’’ And I can tell him, the Papifis may
retort this way of talking with .idvantage. For tiey perform
the moft Toilfome and Laborious . ~rfnp in Chrifiendsm. But
my Argument is nothing, “ unle(s I hi. given inftances o/ ™erfons
« whole Health has been injur'd by piunging.” .Ang “here
may have been Hundreds who have contmg deadly Diforders,
by it, tho’ I know them mot: Yea many may he s been hurt
eby; who did not look upon that as the Caufe. I cannot give
a particular Infisnce of one, who in a Bloody Flux ha: been hurt
by bathing in cold Water: But will iny not knowing an Inftance
ve fuch & Thing not hurtful ? What Mr. M. Quotes from Afr.
‘m. and ke from Obir Jsbw Floyer, about Beaefit, and
? 3 ¢ H“‘th‘




Healthfulnefs of cold Baths, it nothing ta the Purpafe :  For it iy
confels'd, that a cold Bath, in various Difeafes, is Ruinaus. And
fo the Argument will run on all Fours, thus, in fome Difcafes cold
Baths are Healthful; in fome Hurtful ; therefore they ae good in
every Difeafe. |

He fays * the Affembly of Divines firft introduc’d fprinkling
in 1643." But this is fuch a Blunder as lgnorance itfelf can
hardly excufe; being directly againft the Credit of all Hiflory, as
we have feen alréady. ‘The Argement from Modefly ang Dc-
cency is Anfwer'd by telling us, * thatit (dipping) is done with
* all Modeity and Decency becoming the Sollcmnity, and they
¢ are Malicious Perfons who fay o:herwife.” But I muft alter
my Judgment of Female Modefty, if it is Modeft for a Maid
or Matron, to allow hcrfelf to be hardled by a Man, cither naked,
or in a tranfparent Garment, before a mixt Aslembly of both
Sexes. I afferted,

Furtbhly, ¢ that the Mode which our Opponents contend for,
% is loaded with Ipconveniencies, iand chargeable with Abfur-
“ dites. And, |
tft. They either dip Perfons ngked, or not naked. If naked,
'tis cvidently Immodeft, an incentive to Uncleannefs, and &
- & man feft violation of the feventh Command.  If not naked, then
¢ they chiely Baptize only the Cloaths, and da no more than
¢« fo& the Body.” Here Mr. A1, appeals “ to every modeft
impartial Perfon, whether Mr. F. hath net given more juft oca
¢ cafion to defile Peoples Minds, by this vain and impertinent way
* of Talking, then ever we, fays he, have given by adminiftring
“ Baptifm by Jmmerfion.”” And I sppeal to every impartial Per=
fon, whether it is not moye Defiling to a& Immodeftly, than tg
{peak with abhorrence of immodeit Aétions.

‘(o the other Branch of my Argumen !> Anfwers with fome
Nites of Paflion and Aftonithment. * A . :hty Inconvenieace
“ sure ! Juft as if Baptizing g cloathed Body in Water, was not
« Japtizing the Body | {2c.”” 4w/, The Water of Ba'.ﬂtifm ought
to be direttly apply’d to the Body and not firft to the Cloaths.
Baptifm fignifies our being purged and cicaus’d. And is it the
beft way of cleanfing a {olid B4o§y, firt ta cover, and then apply
Water to it? No. 1 obferv'd, |

2dly. *¢ Either the Minifter himf:lf dips the whole Body, o
“ only a Part of it, and the Perfon to be Baptized puts the other
* Part in the Water himfelf. If the Minifter dips only QP?‘."
“ then the whole Body is not Baptized. For if it 15, they m
“ bold thar a Perfon may, in Part, Adminifter the Ordinance- to
¢ himfelf, And if in Past, why net wholly by the fame Reafon !
“ wmrBut if the Minifter only may Baptize, and if dipping the
“ whole Body under, be the only Mode, then the Mimiter mufk
¢ be able to {ift up the Perfon, put him under Water, and take
“ him up again  But every one knows this is Impraflicable for
¢ any common Man, and would exclude all fuch from bcinz:“h;;

. [
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‘“ ful Minifters. Mr. M. fays, “ all this is refuted by the Inftanee
‘¢ of the Eunuch, who went himfelf into the Water, yet was
** wholly dipp'd by Phkilip.” How does he know that Philip
dip’d him wholly? Has he forgot, that he pretended to provg
»o more from the Circumftances of his Bapti{fm, but only that b4
was in the Water? But my prefent Argument tends to fhew, thag
he was not dipp’d; and Mr. M. anfwers my -reafonings with bolg
Aflertions, which have been already fufficiently bafied. I argued,
jdly. ¢ Either they Baptize Perfons whenever they Xy
#¢ -redible and fatisfaCtory Profeflion of their Faith, and defirg.
* 3aptifin, or they do not. If they de not Baptize fuch at their
* defire, then they Contradi&t both their own Profcflion, and the
“ Apoftles praftice.=——(See Char. Plea, pag. 111.) If they do
#* Baptize fuch any where, and at any Time of the Year, accor-
““ ding to their own, Mode, they would then evidently endanger
“ the Life, if mot altogether kill the Sick; and endanger the
¥ Health and Life of fuch as are in Health, And foitis 2
* manifeft Violation of the Sixth Command, ¢. g. if one Sick with
¥ aPlurify, Flux, or Small Pox, is plung’d in cold Water, in the
* Winter Seafon, he will be kill'd, unlefs a Miracle prevent hiy
“ Death. If he is not Baptiz’d, Goo is difobey’d.” Mr. A,
agrecable to his Cuftom, turns his back on this Argument g
and inftead of a Refutation tells me, * before thefe Reafonings will
“ be of much Service to me, I fhould fpeak out, that Baptifm i¥
¢ abfolutely neceflary, to Salvation : And then he would know
¢ more certainly whether he muft Anfwer me as a Preteflant,
¥ or as a Papif.”" Whether this invidious Infinuation difcovers
Rancor, 1 leave to be judg’d. I know outrage is ufually reckon’d
the Refuge of a bafled Adverfary. It is furely a bad Symptom
ta be Impatient, and rail at an Opponent, becaufe he cannot
Anfwer his Arguments. But why muft I fay, Baptifm is abfolutely
Neceflary to Salvation. Mr. M. has not pretended to thew that my
Argument tends that way. I prov'd that it was the Apoftles
Praftice to Baptize upon the firft credible Profefion : Nor is there
- any Precept or Example for the Delay of it. Hence I inferr'd,
that if Baptim is deny’d to a proper fubje®, Gob is difobey’d.
¥ereupon Popery is infinuated. Knﬁf Baptifm is not abfolute
neceflary to Salvation, Mr. M. will conclude, “ that it is not Di
¢ obedience to Gon to deferr it, until the Sick Perfon recovors,
# if he recovers.” By the fame Rule it follows, that Gop is 23t
dilobey'd, if it be always defers’d : For it is not abfolutely necefla1y
to Salvation. But where is the Scripture that proves, Goo will dif' -
penfe with the refufal of his Ordinance to s Subje&, for fuch
8 Time? Is not fuch talk Ominous, in thofe who raife an Hew and
Cry far Scripture Words, and yet Contradi& them when brought ¢
Bt what if the Sick Perfon recovers not ? Here is no Provifion
pude for him. He may die without the Ordinance.
Mzr. M. judges I would not adminifter the Lorp’s Surrer to &
fick Perfon, however dcfisous of it he might be: And why fhould the
one
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#e Sacrament be difpenfed and not the other? I “ muft give bim
# -fomething like a folid and fubftantia! Reafon of the Difierence---
#¢ and then I fhall perhaps hear more on the Point.”* And if [ cas
fsew ne Difference, what then? will it give him Eafe, if we are
both in the Wrong? Miferable Comfort this! If his Principle is
chargeable with Ab{urdities, he is in the wrong for his Part; nor
will it better his Caufe to have Company in Error. But, to the
Point. I have before proven, that Baptifm ought pot to be de-
; if Mr. M. can prove, that the Supper ought alfo to bg
wen to every Believer without Delay, upon Profeffion; then I
Il willingly change my Condu&. But if there is both Precept
and Example for the firk, and neither for the laft, this amounts
to fomething like a folid and fubftantial Difference. I could alfe
fhew folid Reafons for this Difference, were it at all to the pre- °
fent Purpofe.
4thly. « Scei? the Scriptures afford neither Precept, nor fo
*¢ much as one undoubted Example of baptizing by plunging, can
¢¢_jt be thought lefs than an Abfurdity, to make that Mode of Admi-
* niftration effential to the Ordinance, {o as nothing elfe can be
# Baptifm ? , :
Mz. M's. Anfwer to this is only a Repitition of his pafitive
Afertions, which have been already refuted. I obferv'd,
gthly and Lattly. ¢ It feems to me no {mall Ab{urdity, to
® exclude and unchriftian all the other Proreflant Churches on
¢ account of this Mode, for which fo little, to the Purpofe, can
¢ be faid.”” Mr. M. anfwess this with a parcel of Evafions; and
fome Readers will, perhaps, call fome of them filly ones. * When
# did he hear any of us fay, that there were no Chriftians in other
® Denominatiors?’* Mr. 4. himfelf fays it by Confequence,
when he afferts Infant-Baptifm, and the Mode by pouring, to- be
Nullities. For if they are unbaptiz’d, they are yet without the
Pale of the vifible Church. And how any Ordinances adminiftes’d
by thofe, who are not in the Church can be valid, let Common-
Senfe judge. Or will he now give up what he faid before about
ghe due Order ? But * how is it goﬁble they fhould unchriftian
% them, when they baptize none but thofe who are accousted
¢ Chriftians > A ftrong Argument to prove that they exclude not
the Pntecat Churches! * ﬁey receive none into their own Come
munion but Chriftians, therefore they exclude not other Commu.
mities. I may venture other Remagks on this with the Reader,
s Dces a Society unchriftian all others with whom it doth not, or
% caanot, hold Communion? Then the Prefyserians unchriftian
» afl vith whom they do not hold Communion.*”” No. There is
a wide ifference. The Prefiyterians do not count all Adminiftra-
tions null and void that are different from their own Mode, if the
Bubfianc.: is retained : .The Anobaptifis do  The Prfoyterians
efteem feveral Societies, with whom they cannot hold Communion
in Ordinances, to be neverthelefs Churches of Curist: The Aza-

bepeit bo . Hy
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He * withes we would fick to one thing---i—song’
* while, jays be, they reckon Baptifm among the Circumftances
“ of Rclifao:n; at anotker Time they give out, that by pleading.
* for, and ufing this Mode, we unchrittian all the other Proteflant
* Churches.” ng We do net fay the Anabaptifis exclude othes’
Churches, by pleading for, and ufing this Mode; but by pleading
that the Mode of all other Churches makes Bapti{m null and void.
I with Mr. M. would Rick to the State of the Queftion.

I oblerved, that ““ to impofe any thing as 2 Term of Commuw
“ nion, which Carist has not made fo, and to unchriftian,
“ and exclede from Communion f{erious Chriftians on ace
* count of fuch impofed Circumftances, is Schifmatical,
*“ uncharitable, and downright Bigotry.”” Mr. M calls this empty
Noife, groundlefs Exclamations, falfe and empty Ocutcries. And
furely to call it fo requires not much Learning, or good Senfe.
But how does he prove it? Why, ¢ tho' they admit none to Com-
*“ munion but fuch as are baptiz'd i their Way, yet when did
® they ever attempt to impofe this on any Chriftians, oi infringe
% on the Liberties of others i He feems only to play on tan
Word impafz ; and fo they impofe rothing, becaufe they can force
none to comply ; as if there could be no impofing without exter«
ral Porce. And thus he would make the Apoltles Words Nog-
fenfe, wix. Wby tempt ye GOD (épithéinai) to impofe a Yoke 0@
the Necks of the Difciples. They did not ufe external Force an
more than the Arzbaptifis. Mr. M. denounces Terrors to thoz'
who comply not with his Notions; and this is impofing as far as
his Power reaches. * Do we hinder them from Communion in theip
% reiseltive Socicties?”” Yes, you do, as far as your Power
gesches. For do you not endeavour to perfuade them, that their
.ewn Societies are not within the vifible Church; and that it is
.finful to have Communion with any but the Anabapt??: ? Becaufs
you hinder them not, to enter into their ows Houles, therefore
.you do not fhut them out of yowrs/ A thia Sophifm truly ¢
ho’ you cannot exclude them from the Church of Curist, in
fad ; yet you do it in principle; that is, you declare them not ia

be in Communion with it.

¢ It’s the Privilege of all Chriftian-Scocieties to judge who {hall
% be admitted into their Comamunion; -and have we, f{ays he, ex-
* ceeded what is prattical in other Societies " Yes, you have
far exceeded what the Generality of fober Prateflants judge right,
who allow tha: other Socicties, tho' differing in Circumitantials,
arc a Part of Chrisx's vifible Chynch ; and count not their Mirji~
firations nullizies. But if what the Awabaptifis fay be true, they
themfelves age the only vifible Church Cants7 has on Earth.

Hz fays, am “ very uafit to charge them with Schifm, for it
“ is umdeniablv notorious that I am. deeply guilty of it myfelf,

'“ with my Aflociates.” Thofe who sceufe are obliged to prove
the Crinie ; which if they ctasot, are jultly eftcemed Slap-
derers, My, M. groves his Sccufstion: thus, ik, We © kevp

@ Fpeniy
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W fepsrate Communion from our Brethren of the fame Faith
%¢ and Praétice; and what is that but Schifm " Well, be it fo.
Does this prove that I and my Affociates are the Makers of it?
Wothing lefs. Hence he muft lie under the Infamy of a falfe Ac-
feufer, until he make good his Charge; which s undeniably noto.
«ious to him, as all his other Pofitions are; and as certain as the
Mode of Baptifm itfelf. Yet I may juitly retort, that Mr. M. is
a very unfit Perfon to charge me with Schifin, when it is undenia-
Bly notorious from his Deﬁnition of it, that he is deeply in the
Dark refpeting it's Nature. For 'tis eafily granted, by thofe who
“pideritand it, that there may be feparate Communion without
€chifm ; and Schifm among thofe who meet together. And he muit
be told, that it is a morc aggravated Critme to exclude and un-
“chriftian all the Proteffant World, than to deny communicating
‘with any particular Church, .
" He goes afide to tell us how "many Sorts of Prefyterians therd
‘ste.----If it be worth while to follow this Point, I can undertake
%0 fhew more than two Sorts of nadaprific, for every one Sort
of Prcflyterians he has reckon'd. And what is that but Schifm,
%is own Definition be juft ?
" I have now at length got to the End of Mr. A1's. Performance,
‘#nd I prefume he will own, I have not negleéted his principal Ar-
ents: Nor have I knowingly overlooked any Obfervation,
which he feem’d to have a Dependance; but have frequently
‘peglefted ill-natur'd ard dull Satyrs. Any judicious Reader cin
"obferve the Tendency ‘his Book has to infinuate, that the PrefBys,-
‘vians are the w People; the new Synod, the worft Sort of
Prefbyterians ; I myfelf the worft of the new Synod. - And the
Reafon is, I have particularly oppofed their darling Tenets, ~ *
It is likely this Work may introduce yet more, for Mr. M. M
‘un Advertifement publifhed in the Gazéste, has promis’d to anfwer
'this Piece before he faw it, and will therefore probably think his
Homwur concern’d to write fomething againft it, even tho’ this
"éo;mbing were nothing to the Purfo{'e. He has further promis’d,
“ 5t Yhall not be long unaniwered.”” This J diffent frem,
.and humbly prefume it may be proven falfe by the Rule of Pro-
‘portion. ; or his Anfwer to my former fi Treatife engsged
‘his Attenflon more than a Year, almoft fills 160 Pages, ‘coft
*him above three Hundred and Twenty paofitive Affertions thac his
‘Principle is true, and mine falfe ; his Scriptural, bat mine Scripture-
‘lefs, or in Terms emﬁ‘nlent Hence it feems to follow, that his
f‘gqn:nifed Acfwer to thi Pna which is, perhaps, more than twice
'Ws large as the former, will take up more than two Years Space, will
il niore than three Hundred Pages, and coft him above feven Hun-
‘dred Affertions.  But If he is detzrmined againft repéating the fame
‘srgumentative Affertions, fix or feven times in a Page, I own it
"Wl greatly fhorten his ’hdfk And T hope to be excufed by the
';g:ﬂ Readeér, tho' I Bawe”not formally anfwer'd Mt. M. every
Zimwhe war pléis'd ‘to Mt iy Princigle, asd deny ‘mins: :::
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had I done fv, I muft have wrote 2 Volume above two hundred
;hi‘l“ larger chan this, which would have been an infupportable

Ool. : :
Weare it not. that I'am tir'd with Controverfy, and loath to
make unneceflar; wafte of Time, I would e: amine the A'ppendix,
written by an unknown Hand, tho' I am not per{onally concern'd
“vit. And fhould [ ‘do fo, the Sum total of my Work muft be,

» fhew that the Avthor feems not to underftand the Argument
«o oppofes, elfe he is very difingenuous. He may, indeed, be a
Rridl Awabap:#, but 25 feems neither to underftand Grammar, nor
Jagick. I fhall leave ).ith in the Poffeflion of his recota crambe,
A caw! ai/dwim, anda {uffer him to rejoice in his Performance,
a2 &5 :nuch as it hurts not the Caufe I contend for. |

3+ was for the Sake of Truth alone, I engaged firft in this De-
M And if my Mite contribute even a little o the clearing and

lithment of it, I fhall therein rejoice, and think my Labour

svell baktovi'd, Mean while { cannot but long for the Time when
‘Tiath may be f{poken without Oppofition; when we may
h%in the Wall of Ferufale~ with bpth* Hands, noi refarded
by fioldigg Weapons of Wikl ens ¢ them.— —

. N
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