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at the Prophets declared the fn; - he' 
1 Covenant, I grant; and that t h J^ ,' 

Keply. Firfl, That 
tual BlcflTings of this Cu»v,.i<^uu, . ^ram j ana that thpr 
were Ibme anaongft the Jews that did difcern them r 
be the greateft BleflTings ; but had this been the Cov? 
nant into which the natural Seed were taken; the^ 
would all have had a fight of them The Promife is, TU. 
(hall all know the Lord, from the leaf} to thegre^tefi ofth,^ 

Secondly, I would enquire. How i t appears that t R 
jVioral Duties were prefcnbed by the Covenant of 
Grace? That Moral Duties compared with Cerenjoni 
al are the greateft, I grant, but that they are prcfcribed 
by the Covenant of Grace, I deny. ^ 

S E C T . X . 

Y 

And whe 

O i l fay, the next thing debated was. Whether thi« 
Covenant into which the Jews entered, be repealed 

drens ChurCh-memberlhipbe abolifhed, or nQ > 
reas I attempted, in my f i r f t Reply, to prov? 
as made void by the Death of Chrilt:, you 

turned this Anfwer,That this Covenant being the Cove" 
nant of Grace, i t , was not then abolilhed, but onlJ 
the Ceremonial Law, which is fometimes called the firn-
andold Covenant, //f^-.S.?, 8, 13. but inftcad of p 
ving you a fatisiaaory Anfwer, I did Nicely diftinguii^ 
between the firffc Covenant and the Ordinances therJ! 
o f J and thap I then took a great deal of needlefs pains 
to fhcw in what r^fpedts this Covenant was faulty, and 
in what not. ' 

Refly. Ftrfi, What I fpoke in that Nice Diaina;ion 
(as you call i t ) fliewing in what refpeds the firft CQ* 
vcnant was faulty, and in what nor, is but poorly an* 
fwcrcd by a bare recital thereof, without one Word nf 
Reply to i t . I fliQuld have thought, that a NiceDi 
ftiiiaion fhould have been taken into Confideration f 
i&x as to have fiiewn the Nicety and the Utifoundnef^ 

thereof^ 

'A 

5 / 
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cfeofj but feeing you have returned no Anfvverto 

3(( ^ conclude that the Di f t ina ion ftandsgood, that 
# V t h '̂ ""^^f "̂ "̂  the Ordinances, but the Covenant i t f c l f 
| / y i n a t was faulty. 
m L ^''°"'^h-> You fay, I tell you zt laft,that the Covenant 

Jl^f- 29. IS clearly diainguifhed from the Covenant 
' ^race by this Mark, that i t was the Covenant that 

> , ^ ' / " a d e with them when he brought them up ouE 
/ / % °^ -̂ ^ '̂̂ ^^ 2$. compared wi th 
AJJ » / * 3 i ' 3 2 , 33- You fay, you have well confidered 
t r y I Scriptures, and you can't find thai thefe were 
,fif Covjcnants, and that you have already proved, 

f̂ -̂ 8. fag. 41 . that it's the fame Covenant with thac 
»7.7- M ' ^ . S . i o . 31 ,33. 

hr^^' ^^^^ proof was then offered was again di f -
f |/oved in my Reply, wherein I Ihewcd you the vaft dit-
,\f'erence there is between the Tenor of thcfe two Cove-

Hants. 
^^^"f^^** You fay, that Covenant into which the Jews 

entred with their feed contained Spiiiuial Blcnicgs^aod 
ne Precepts of i t were written in their Hearts, £)t«f, 

30-(S, 14. compared with ÔAM. 10. 8. 
Reply. I have already anfwcred the f i r f t part o f this' 

Objection, and difproved i t . 
Secondly, I deny, that the Laws of the Covenant o f 

^race were written in their Hearts, or that there was 
^"y Law written in their Hearts by vcrtueofthis 
^venant. Firfi, The word IVrinen is not in the Text , 
•̂ or is the fenfe of the Word there to be found. Se-
'ondiy^ That which is called the Law, l')cnr. 30.12. is 
galled Ghrifl:, jRom. 10. i . Ido not think ic proper to 
*3y, that Ghrift was written in their Ifcai ts. - ThirdlyT, 
" Che Law was writte^n in their Hearts, i t muft be 
^here as a ruling Law,or as a Difpofitive Law : Not as a 
^Jiling Law, in that fcnie there was no Law written in 
the heart fince Adamn fa l l , and i t was only the Moral 

. Lavtf 
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Law that was fo written, antecedent to that f • ' 'li 
I f i t were there as a Difpofuive Law, then were n ^ 4 
their fins pardoned : He that hath promiled the Y 
hath promifed the other, and both abfolutely ^r^* \ 
51. 33, 34' Shew meaPerfonin whofe heart theT K 
of God is written, by vertue o f this Covenant anri^ 'i 
w i l l ftievv you a perfon whole fins are pardoned 41, k 
that can be gathered from thefe two places, is ' Jr ' f 
Chrif t is brought nigluo a people by the Gofpel'. 5 
to grafp after more, is to reach after than whichVhJr'fji ' ^ 
Scriptures will not afford. '^^^ W 

Fourthly, You fay, this Covenant was not f irf t ^ - H V 
with the Jervs when they came up out of E^pe, i t W' 
firfl made with Abraham and his feed, and "only ren ill*'' 
ed wi th the Jews at the Land of Moab. ' 

Reply. I grant i t , yet is that renewing called the mak 
ing of the Covenant; and in that you grant i t to be t h ' h 
fame Covenant which that Mark refers to that v V 
have in the 3 ^th. verfe, i t is clear i t was not the Cov̂ r-'̂  % 
nanc of Grace. . x 

Fifthly, You fay, that Covenant that was made with 
Jfracljhcn they came up out of Egypt., was no other bnj 
the yl/r/^/M/Law, as appears Bch. 2/from the i/? 's^'i 
the Sth. . J • 10 jyff 

Reply. Firjl, I f ths Covenant that was made wim /% 
IJrael when they came up out of E^ypt, was no other th.n 'fk^' 
the Mofawd Law, then that Covenant Dcut 10 " i ' / ' / 
I r , i z . was no other than the A^ofaicM Law . fox\hll 
was the Covenant that God made with them vvhen tW, 5'*! ' 
cameupout of£iy,.p,, as appears by the x^Jo. •ver'rl 
and yon confers yonr felf, ihztth^ A<fofaical Ln,vh i-' / 
ftiiia from the Covenant of Grace, and that i t is r ' 
pealed, therefore that Covenant is then repealed • 

_Se^ow//j., 1 deny, that the Covenant that God m^a. 'f'f 
with them when they erne up oat o f £ ^ . . , w a ? f ' I ' ' 
ot her buE the Mofakal Law.- You will find 2p. ° ' 

that 
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ken\n\'r^ according to all the Words that were fpo -

to U Vtnu^t • I ^^"P^^i tl^-'t he was to niake the Go-
J< ' w S ' ' " ^ ' ^ ^ < ^ h i l d r e n of Ifr.cl in the Land ofMoah, 

'Mi' ,0 J" W3S the Covenant that hp made with them ver\ 
W iR '̂f. '^^"^^ is more coiurdned in the 
W m l '^^' 'P^e^thanthe^<,^;V^//L«,r; there are a greac 

' of rhl°"AY^''.^^ Bicffings that grc promifed on condition 
. / ther. -''"?^-^'^^^''"'/' fi^ora to 15. among which 

K t ' ? t ^ u ^ ' ' Piofpenty promifed in the Land of C^«^-
WJ thrnT ^^^^^^ ^^"^ ^^"^ "̂ ''̂  Lord promifed to give 
V thl c T i ^ ^ - covvthis Land was the Inheritance o f 

J thf, Covenant, 6>». 15. 18. God never renewed 
if i Ju. r ° ^ ^ n a n t wi th them after he then made ic with 

^ Ji v-f l*""^ l-c ftill mertions the Land of C itriaan, as 

/ w 5 in'^^r'^'-^v'^^^''^ ^^"^^ ^ great many Curfe* threatned 
Wi e n / J* P'/°'^^'^^^"ce, Dmt. 28. from, f^ , to the 

t « ' the.e are called the Curfes of the Govenanr, 
tF vn?^" ^ 9 - 2 ° i ^ i - Thofc Legal Ceremonial Lsws that: 
• J w w u ° ' and the beginning, sre the things 
/ ! f l f "̂ "̂̂ '̂̂  the Ordinances of the fiV.fbCovenant, 
>tilK' fc. ^ ' V ^"^^ch were annext after the firft'Coirenant: 
y / ' '^asmadc, (7e;7.i5. '8-

, J-oiirthly^ You fay, that this Covenant is delivered ia 
\iti Speech, Ch.ip. z^.^o. 

a ^ J w - I f i t be granted without proof, that the 2pr/^. 
soth. Cbapnrs were delivered at one continued 

Pcech, yet ic will not fol low, that whatisfpoken in 
"otnthcfe Chapters, doal lof i t ref i^ca: that. Covenant 

i f f , , "^"iioned in Chap. 2^. 10, 11. I doubt not, bat Jsr. 
, / jV- w îs delivered at one continued Speech, and yet 
js "cre are two Covenants fpoken of, vef. 31 ,32,33. 

k r, ""'^(J'' I t leny, that Hcart-circumcilion prouiifcd 
J ^ f<f . 30. d, is a Branch of that Covenant, Dent. 29. 

'0- or that i t bdonged to all the Natural Seed, who 
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the fubicfts of the f i r f t Covenant: I would now 

i'^^r^, Whether the Curfes that are threatned Deut. 
n 21. be not the Curfes of that fame Covenant 

Secondlv. Whether thefe Curfes be not threattied in 
rafethev brake thatfame Covenant? And i f both of thefe 
re eranted, i t will neceOarily follow tna*itis the fame 
Covenant, 'that is intended ^cr 25- ^l^^^^l.'^^'^ ''^afou 

rendered why the Lord laid all thefe Gurfcs upon 
them - and i f fo, i t may ftill be diftmguifhed by this 
fame mark from the Covenant of Grace. 

Apain> ^^^^ ^^^^ Mo fated Law that Was re-
peale"d how then came Circumcilion to be repealed, 
that was the Token of that Covenant that God made 
wi th Abraham and thQ Natural Seed, Gen. 17. 10? This 
was no Mofaical Rite in refpea of the firft mftitution. 
All the Mofaical Law might have been repealed,and Cir-
cumcilldn have remained; but the Repeal of the Cove
nant, whereof Glfcumcifioa was the fign, made void 
the Token. , , r • . 

Again, If i t was only the JWi3//j?c<i/ Law that was re. 
t)ealed,now came the Jewijli Church-State to be repealed 
and diffolved, when Chrif t was oflered up ? you fay, i t 
was by vertue of Covenant that they were conftituied a 
dhurch, by vertue of Intereft in that Covenant that 
their Children were Church-members, yet you grant 
that their , Church-ftate was difTolved when Gbrift 
was offered l i p ; and that the Jews tljemfelves werd 
ra be conlidered as Aliens, t i l l they embraced the Chri . 
itian Faith. If the Covenant, by vertue of which they 
were conftituted a Church, had remained, their Church-
Hate would have remained ; that which gave i t its be-
i i i j ' ^ would haVe continued i t its being : The Repeal of 

Law would not have made void their Ghurch-
ibite, had not the Covenant been repealed : Now that 
the Covenant i t felf, in which all the people of 

ftoodi 



tood, v̂ as repealed j when Chrift was offered up is as 
^ear as Words at length can make i t , Zach. ii, lo. 
iw» T L ^""^ "'yfl'^ff't^"^^^ beauty^ and cut it afunder^ that I 

jht break^my Covenant that I had made with all the people^ 
J « it was hrolicn in that day.' Dr . Owen obfervcs upon the 
place, " T h a t when the Covenant of Grace wascon-
^^ttrrnedby the death of Chr i f l , that then was the pe^ 
„culiar Covenant that God made with//y^e/broken, 

and //rrfc/ceafed to be a Church. • 
»n your next Paragraph you fay I tell you, that 

A^'"? Legal Ordinances are repealed, and a New 
ftaminiflration of the Covenant of Grace is eflablilhed, 
the Ghurch-membern)ipof Children mull be proved by 
liiis New Adrainiftration, and not by the Old , which 
isabolifhcd; for in the change of the Admioillration 
J»ere is a change of the Confti tut ion: The Church was 
J^jational under the Law, it's Congregational under the 

)i\ '^ofpel. To this you fay, that though the Legal A d -
id miniftration be abolilhed, yet the Covenant is the 
• latne, and the Priviledges of Believers in fpiricual things 

J IS rather greater than lelftr under the Gofpel. 
V Reply. That the Covenant of Grace remains, is gran-
1. ^^T, that the Peculiar Covenant that God made wi th 
il 7cmj remains, is denied; I f the Covenant by which 
\ ^'^fe conltituted'a Church had remained, their 
f ^"urch-ftatc would have remained, but their Church-
I Ĵ ate is diffolved, granted by your fclf , therefove. the 
V Covenant by which they held their Ghurch-flatc is dif^ 
* lolved. 
' . Secondly., That the Privilcdges of Believers in fpiri^" 
; 5;jt«al things arc notlcdened, is granted, but what is 

J."at to their Children that arc not Believers ? that Be-; 
fevers arc Church-members, nouc-denie^; theQiJeftion 

Whether their Children that do not believe arelo 

^ttcndiy^ Ym fey^ that by vcrtue of the Govrcrianfc 
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of Grace, the Children of Believers have a Right to 
rharch-memberfhip. , 

Reply- Fir ft, I have but your bare fay fo- for this, 
nri^her Scripture nor Argoment to prove i t , and my 
S'/e denial is of as gocd Authority 

Secondly, I proved, that ilie matter of a GoTpeU 
rhurch was vifible Saints, fuch as m Che judgment 

- among the num. 
reckoned told 

oi Charity were inherently holy, 
ber o fVh idh Children can't be 
vou alfo, i f yo" ĉ "̂ '̂  produce but one Infant that 
ever was a Member of any one Gofpel-Church, i 
would give you the Gauie; but thefe things you never 
replied to. 

Thirdly, You fay. That the Church under the Go-
fpcl is not only Congregational; for tho' a Congrega. 
tion of Chriflians under the Gofpel may rightly be 
called a Church, yet many fuch Churchcfi by the A. 
poftles Authority were umted under one Head Timo-
thy was ordained the f i r f t Bifliop of Efhifns^ as the 
Pojlfcript declares in 2 Tim. and it's evident he had 
the Government of feveral Congregational Churches, 
becaufe he is required to have inipeftionover other Pa. 
ftors, and to charge fome that they teach no other D Q . 
dr ine , i Tifn. 1.3, And Titus was ordained the firfl: Bi-
fliap of the Church of the Cretians, as appears by the 
Palticript, and was left by Pmlx.ooxd.z\n Eiders ia 
every City : And the Angels of the Seven Churches 
of Afi'i v;cre fingle Perfons, and had Rule over Pre/. ' 
hytcrs. 

Reply. Firfi, I f i t were granted, that many fu(.h Con. 
gregaiional Churches were by the Apoflolical Power 
united ur.der one Head, i t would not relieve you, nei
ther on one hand nor on the other, you could no fooner 
prove that Children were Members under the New-' 
Adminiftration than before : I f you can't produce onj 
Child in ten Congreaations fingly confidered, then you 

can'c 
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lu r^.j^ '^^ce one in the fame Congregations coUeftive., 
* j ^oniidered. 

^^'^^'^ ^^ '̂"^ granted, yet i t cannot be de
ed A ^^^^ '•^^ conftitution of the Church is alter-
^ > and ftiii there is a plurality of Churches, under the 
^ o i p e l j whereas the Church was National under 
i r ' sal Oifpenfation, and i f altered in any thing, 

by vertue of this New Difpenfation, and that 
news that we muffc now take our meafures from 
J^cnce ^ and i f we will prove Childrens Church-Mem-
^ i l h i p under the Gofpel, i t muft be done by the Law of 
the New- Difpenfation, or we do nothing. 

f\f K • deny, that many fuch Churches were 
W [ by the Apoftolical Potver united under one Head, 

J and therefore fhall in the next place examine your 
f ^ i proofs. Your firfblnftanceisofr/woffcy ordained the; 
' Vk{̂  r ^ Bilhop of £^fce/^/, and you prove i t by the Poft-
hv^i ^'^ript. 

Rcfly. Fiyfi^ I QiieIliOa'"the Authority of this Pofl-
fcript , and that for thefe Rcafons : Firfi., I do not find 
« in all TranOations ; i f i t were of Divine Authority, I 
Wonder i t fhould be left out. Secondly, The Poftfcript 
to that which we call the firfi Epfile to the Corinthians., 
tells us i t was the f i r f t , when i t appears Chap. 5. 9- that 
I t was the fecond, therefore I look upon thefe Poft-
fcriptstobe Humane* 
^ Secondly.^ I f I grant the Authority of them, ic w i l l 
ftand you in l i t t le ftead: For, Firfi, The Church ot 
^hefits was but one fingle Congregation, produce a 
plurality i f you can. Secondly, .He was ordained by 
Eleftion^not made and impofed upon them by any Apo-
"Olical Power, he was chofen by the People. ' 

Thirdly^ AEilhopand an Elder is the fame thing, Tit-
S- compared with the 7fi!?. t, ^ 
Poitrthlyy I t doth not appear from iTim.t.^' that 

Timothy had an infpeition over other Paftors, in that 
O i he 
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he was to charge fome that they fliould teach no other 
Dodrine. For, 

Firfi, You do not know that thefe were Paflors 
teaching or preaching, not being tyed to Office-Power • 
the Members might teach as well as Pallors, they might 
all prophefie one by one : Prophefying is a fpeaking to 
Edification, Exhortation and Gonfolation, i Cor. 
Afyrty of the Brethren in the Lord waxed bold to preach the 
Gofpel by»iy Bonds, faith the Apoftle, Phil. i . 14, , ^ 
As every man hath received a g%ft,[o let him minifter the fame' 
as (rood Stewards of the manifold Graces of God: He that 
/peaks Jet ht/n fpeak as the Oracles of God, i Pet. 4. JQ 

Secondly, It i t be granted that they were Pallors, yet 
what power does there appear in Timothy over them bv 
this Scripture, more than was in the Members of the 
Church of Colofs over Archippus, Colof. 4. Say to Ar-
chippies, that he taks heed to his Mimjirythat he hath receiv
ed, to fulfil I it. 

Fifthly, There was a'plurality o f Bifliops or Elders 
in Buhefis, though Ephefits was but one Congregation 
or Church, AEls 20. He fent and called for the Elders 
of the Church of Ephefut, and gave them a charge to feed the 
flock.of God over the which the"Holy Ghoft had made thent 
Overfcers, The Church of Ephefus was but one flock 
and eachof thefe Elders was an Ovcrfeer of the whotp 
fiock-, they had equally the ovcrfight o f them, audit 
dotti not appear that here was any Superintendent 
Primate, or chief among them. * 

Yourfccond InflanceisBVwj, and his power hath hnf 
•a Poflfciipt for i t neither. 

Reply. What I have faid o f Timothy with refpeft tn 
the Poftfcript you may read over again, and let i t krll 
for an snfwer here. 

Stcondly, You fay, he was to ordain Elders in everv 
Ci ty . 'jf 

R'ply. Firfl, I f Titus were ordained aq Elder o f a par
ticular 
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the n ^'^"'•^h ^ ' ' " ^ »t was by Eledion, which fhcws 
power of ordination lay in the Church, not in M'wi-

the Kr"^ ^^^^^ power there is in one Church is in ano-
r i Now we may not fuppofe that Paul who never at-

empted to take the power of the Church from them him-
S^h would give TitHs a Power fb to d o ; he gave him 
^Uiesto obferve ; That thoHfmld'/i ordain Elders in every 

^ ^'^d appointed thee: Titus was left there to be o'f 
le by vyay of advice and counfel to them, to acquaint 
nem with the Rules that were to be obferved by them 
nthe Organizing of Churches, but not to cxercife a 

ivionarchicdl Power over them. 
Secondly, The ordination o f an Elder is not the A i t 

or a I articular Perfon, but of the whole Church, thcre-
un had not this Power in himfelf, Achi^.i^. 
^hen they had ordained them Elders in all the Churches by ele-
tion., &C. Not by laying on of hands ,but by lifting; up of hands, 
PT ^ . ^ ' ' ^ ' ^ ^ ' i ^ ^ obfcrves on the place in anfwer to the 
Khemifts ) it was by common [u.jfyagC \ the ejfencc of Ordi-
f'^tton lieth in the choice of the peopk, and the acceptation of 
^"jit choice, Bez^a notes on the place. That in the Primi-
^^ve Times Adiniflers were not made, aad thru(t upon the 
P'ople throiioh Briheryor Lordly Superiority, but cbofebythe 
f^ommon fufjrafc of the people: Each particulnr Congrega
tion is invefted with ful l power for the right ordering 

themfelves, Mat. i8 . 
Thirdly, Tints was an Evangclifl:, as i t appears by 

work ; he was not long Rcfidcnt in one place, and was 
P'̂ ily left at Crete for a feafon, to be an Allillant to theiti 

this Work , no fixed Bilhop over all the Churches in 
Crete. 

Your third Inflance is of the Angels, Rev. id. and 3d> 
^i^-apters, they were fingle Perfons you fay, and had 
the Rule over Presbyters. 

Reply. FiV/?, That thefe were particular men I grant, 
and fo were the Churches that they related to, particu-

O 3 



2 I O W t t i ) m i n t i c a t e u . 
^ar Churches.or Congregations; produce a plurality 
of Congregations in any one ot thefe Churches i f y o ^ 
can. 

Secondly, Thefe Angels were the Meflengers of the 
Chuf ches i fo the word Jngeis fignifie. 

Thirdly, You can't produce one inftancein thefe two 
Chapters, thatthefc Angels had rule over Prefbyters . for 
what is contained in thefe Epiftles is fpoken to the 
Churches, both by way of coairnv;nda;ion, and by way 
of reproof, and not to the Angels Oii l ina from the 
Churches ; what the Spirit fjpake w^s to the Churches 
though the Epiftles were fent to the Angels : You can't 
fay i t was the Angel of the Church of Ephefus only 
that had loft his f i r f t Love, unlefs you contradift your 
felf, page-^z. You fay i t is evident, that fome of the 
Church of Ephefus fell , and were threatned unlefs they 
did repent j now the lame that were heie threatned 
that were before commended, that had tried them, that 
had faid they were Apoftlcs, and were not, and had 
found them Lyars, -verfe 2 .To that i t was -the Chwch 
that had this Infpciflion over the pretended Mini 
ftcrs, not the Angels d i f t i nd from the Church. And i t 
wag the Church o f Pergamos that was reproved, in the 
% a,th, verfe Jov fufFcring corrupt Teachers to remain 
there: Nor are you ever able to prove that thefe corrupt 
Teachers had Office-power committed to them. If thev 
had not, then thefe Angels had not rule over Prefbyters -
i f they had, i t was the Church, not the Angels llnelv 
confidered, that had this ruling power ; i f the neKle^ 
bad been the Angels, not the Churches, the Churr)! 
would not have been reproved for the Angels fault 

In the next place you fay I tell you, that the onlv 
gommifllonthc Apoftles had from Chrif t was to mak^ 
Dfciplesby Inftruaion^and then to Baptize them • 
fhis youfay, that Chf i l t commiflioned them to ban'ti'? 
alhhatweredifcipled, and that Infants of Believers are 



in fome fenfe Difciples, beeaufe God is pleafed to take 
"̂ «eni into Covenant. 
f^<. fi- P'^A You granted in your laft , that the 
" l e t Commifiion that the Apoftles had from Chrif t , 
"[as, to make Oifciplesby InflrudtioD, andtiien to bap-
|Ze them : Upon which Idefired you tofhew raeano-

^"er, i f this were not the only Comraiflion that Chrift 
m ^' ^^^^ ' becaufe you can't find another, but 

A ^'^^"'^ ^^^^ ^^^^ Gommifion rliey 
acted by, you have left out the word Inltruft ion, which 
you^had granted before ; but this wil l not do your Ba-

^^^ijondly. T o bedifcipled by Inf t rui t ion, and to be a 
jTifciple oi Chrift , is the fame thing; a Perfon can't bs a 
P '̂̂ f^iple of Chrift nnlefs he be taught. Can a Perfon be a 
JfUcipie of Chrift unlefshe hath learned Chrift ? If you 
O'd not know that a Difciplc and a Scholar were the 
faais thing, the Oppofition you make againfl i t were 
the more tolerable :Yoii can't define a Difciple ofChri l t , 
U t you muf l fay , he is one that hath le;3rned Chrift.-
Calvw, that was no Friend to the Pcrfwafion of the Bap' 

fait h in the 3 /̂. Book of his Injiituthns, Chap. 2. 
^f>^'. 6. that the Apoflle doth commonly ufc the words 
^'f'thftd and Difciple, as feveral Words cxprening the 
fame thing; unAWilfon in his Dictionary tells you, the 
Word nifciple fignifies a Scholar, without giving any 
* t̂her fenfe of i t nor did lever meet with any othcv 
^cnfe of the W o r d , unlcis the point of Bnpcifm were in 
debate, and then I confefs Men will fliift and ftraiu the 
Word llrangely, (as you d o ) to bring in Children 
to be Difciples, though they knov; they areuncapabie 

learning Chrift. 
. Secondly, The Apoftles had no Coramifilon to bap

tize any but fuch as were difcipled by Inl tr^cl ion: 
The CommifTlon is. Go difciple to tnc all Nations,bfftiung, 
' ^ fw j the word r k w is relative to sll Motions difcipied. 

O 4. Thirdly.^ 



a i 2 C t t t t i ^ t i i t t l i t c a t e l ! * 
Thirdly, I deny, that Infants are difcipled in any f l 

fenfe, and i t feems you don't know your felf in what 4 
fenfe they are Difciples; you fay, they are fo in fome V' 
fenfe, but do not tell me in what. In what fenfe I V 
pray is he a Scholar that never learned, that never 
went to School to learn, that is not capable of Learn
ing. 

Secondly, You fay, that though you grant that A l i -
ens from the Faith mufl; be difcipled before they be bap. 11̂ ^ 
l ized, yet you can't fee how all Infants are hereby ex- v 
cluticd. ^ ^ , •ii'^, 

Keply. The .faaie CoramifGon that exprefly enjoyns ¥^ 
them to Baptize the former, dothimplicitely and con- ft"' 
fequentially forbid them to Baptize the latter. I would V 
but ask. Whether Chr i f t , when he doth esprefly com- " / 
inand them to teach baptized oues to obferve all things 'jif'*' 
whatfoever he hath connnanded them, hath not in the W' 
fame com.mand implicitely and confequentially forbid-- • t''' 
den them to teach them to obferve that which he hath V ' 
Kot commanded them. ''jiJ 

Thirdly, You fay, that the Children o f Believers are f /* 
born within the Covenant, and fo ought to be bapti- V 
zed before they are capable of Inf truf t ion. f i 

Reply. Firfi, Ypu do but beg the Qjieflion to fay io/i' 
they are born vyithin the Covenant, that's the thing de- f f l 
nied by me, and not proved by you. l \ f , 

Secondly, I deny, tha? barely Intereft in the Cove, '̂i'i*! 
nant is the ground of Baptifm; there is nothing that you 
pitch upon to prop up Infant-Baptifm withal, that W 
you have any cxprefs' Scripture to prove i t by j i f f j \ 
fay, they are in the Covenant, that muft be proved by 'r/ 
confcquence 5 i f you fay, that Intereft in the Covenant '^r 
h the ground of Baptifin, that muft be proved by con-
fcquence ; and whatever clfe you make the ground of 
\t, mqll be proved the fame way ; and fo you are ftin 
left upon uijtertaiatics your lelves;, and from miftakea ^' 



certaini ""^^ '''"ong Gonclulions. Nothing can 

'̂oundnr- ^̂ *̂ P̂ to that and yon are upon a furc 
Banriv ' ^^^P to that, you will never 

i "42 any but fuch as are d i fc ipkd by tlie Word . 

S E C T . X[ . 

come now you fay to Vindicate your Argn-
YonrT^n-"^! Infant-baptifni againlt my Exceptions. 
Tav • a -Argument is drawn from 2,39. This you 
/ • j L ' ^ , rongly aflaulted with many Engii.s of Battery, 
faid ^'^^"^ thus,that what right the Children are here 
InAn? ^^'^^^ ''̂ ^^ h(:fove their Parents did believe, 
the ^ "̂ "̂ ^ ̂ ^^^1 you fay, the Promifc was propofed to 
anrl •/'v.'^' '•^ encourage them to bclkve, and to refcm 

la itrhey would lay hold on the Promife, and become 
ncipies that then they fhould gain an Advantage to 

iieir Children ; for the Promife was offered to them on 
ondition that they would embrace Chrillinnity, but 

an 1 M " ° ^'^^^^ right to i t t i l l they did believe 
,i"i^npugh the Promife was propofed to "the yiw.; whilft: 
^^nbeUcvers, yet an Argument may be drawn from ic 
'0 prove a Priviledgc to Believers and their Children. 

Reply. Fhfi, Here is a grant, that the Jews were not 
celievers when the Promifc was propofed to them •, by 
which I perceive that my Engines of B.ittery were not 
raifed in vain, the main Fort is beaten dowp, and the 
^^rongeft hold chat ever Infant-baptifm had is now de-
^olifhed. No Argument can be drawn to prove a Pr i -
]|;!ledgc to Believers and their Children, from what is 
Spoken to Unbelievers. 

Secondly, Grant this, and you mull necclfjrily grant 
the other, that what right the Children are herefaid to 
"ave, they.bad before their Parents did believe ^ The 
Promife is to yon, ^nd to yQiiy Children; this was antece
dent to their Faith. Thirdly, 

21? 
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Thirdly, I deny, that.the offer of the Promife was on 

Condition, that they would embrace Chriftianity : Por 
Firft, Had the Parents refufed to embrace Chriftianicy' 
that had not b l jck t up the way of the Children • the 
advantage or difiu.vanrage of the Children did notde 
pend on their Piireots receivmg or rejeding ; theChil-' 
dren had the offer as well as the Parents. 

Sicondly, Thofe that never did receive i t had the of
fer as well as thofe that d id ; nothing can be more free 
thantheoffbrof thePromi le . ^ . 

Thirdly There js no alfurance given m the Text 
thatfuch'as did embrace Chnftianity fliould gain'an 
advantage to their Children what the Promife was to 
the Parents before they did believe, that 15 was to their 
Children before they Relieve j that is, they both 
had the ofler o f iiV and the Children had no more af, 
ter their Parents did believe, by vertue of their Parents 
Faith than they had before. I would now Query 
What adv.3ntage the Parent gained for his Children by 
embracing of the Chriftian Faith ? I f you fay, i t was 
Baptifm, I muft defire you to prove i t too as well as Hiy 
f o ' i f you fay, i t was an Intcreft in the Promife, by 
vertue of which they had a right to Bap t i fn , then t 
ihall defire proof to both, for neither of them isfoun^, 
ed on the Text. , ... . 

Secondly, I would a^ery. Whether they gained an 
advantage for all their Children, or but for a part of 
them ? I f you fay, for all, then for the Adult as well as 

•for their Infants, then had they an Interefl in the Pro. 
snife, and a right to Baptifm, though they remained 
profeft Pagans, or continued Aliens, denying Jefus of 
Naz,(treth; and this is contrary to your own Prir.ciples. 
I f you fay, they gained an advantage for their Infants 
only, then you will be to feck for proof for this d i f l in . 
a ion ^ nay, the Text wi l l contradia you, for their 
Children are indefinitely confidered. Secondly, This 

V/buld 
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ĉ *̂-̂  ^^^y ^""^ ^^^^ '̂ "'̂  i"^^ i^'^fo'c, 
f •Tdbeuptius, itnd upon our Children; the Apoflle 

• r l K , ^PP '̂̂ s a Plaifter as large as the Sore j The Promife 
VV'' V to your children • as i f he had faid, though 
W tfpj'^v^^^ imprecated his Blood on your own, and the 
V rir„ ,°f your Children, yet have you and your Chi l -
I ji/'^en the tender of the Promife. 
lijl^lj to r h ^ ^ y ' though the Promifc was propofed 
/ L whilf t Unbelievers, yet an Argument may 

^ don!^^" ^^^^^ offering of a Pronjife to the Wicked 
J,;'" "otmake itiheffedual to the Righteous; though 

'jiC^ne Gofpel be preached to the Wicked that rejeil i t , 
V t i ^^^H^ch as believe and obey the Gofnel may reap Be-

nefit by i t . ^ I y i 
ij^j Y.^^^l'^y' * grant i t , but here is no Argument in this to 
jiorf , an advantage to more than do believe: What is 
•if" «u this to Infants that do not believe, nor are any wife 

0«'{ ^^P^ble fo to do ? could I have argued no better, I 
' would have let this alone ; and now I fay again, thac 
I /^'^ito'^J^rgnment can be drawn to prove a Priviledge to 
e'f" h 1- ^^^^ snd their Seed, from what is fpoken to U H > 
J i "^Ucvcrs. Should I fay, the Promife is to (Believers and telic\ 

. wiiuuiw » lajr , Lilt j-ioujlic 15 L<J l i t V v-i J aijvi 
neir Children, and no more, and bring tliis Text to 

ijF 5"^°^^ i ^ ' yo" would t u r f this Text againft mc, t o ' 
' ^ prove that the Promifc is to Unbelievers and their Chil-
J> ^fsn, and what Reply have I then to make? 
S\. t> ^^.''°"dly. You fay, I tell you, that i f the Children of 
V I?''^Vers have an Intercfl in the Promife, they ftiaU. 
' Ji Jnen enjoy the good of the Promifc, for Intcrcft in the 
•/I i l ' ' ^ " ' ' ^ ^ " " ' t loft , You fay, i f this bsfflcd Argu-
Jii', ^ ^ " t were of any force, many grown Fetfons as wciP 
•M h Children that profels the true Faicb, would have 
y ''o jn teref t in the Promifc. 

J The Argument has not yet been bstHed, and 
f l'« V . i t wi l l not for the^future ; the Apoftle tells us, 

fi that is cannot be, That the Word of Cod fl>o»ld 
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have Mken none effeU; the Promife can't fail thofe thai. V' 
have an Intereft in i t ; the Prbmife is not Yea and iff' 
Nay, but Tea. and Amen; the Reafon why fooig V 
ifrael went without the Benefit of i t , was, becaufe thg^ / ( 
had no Intereft in i t ^ the Promife was made to z/̂ ^ /̂ h 
Bm all were not Ifrael that were of Ifrael. A new Heart % 
isabfoluteiy prbmifed to thofc that have an Intereft i , : £ 
the Fromife, That God mll forgtve their M^mttes, , i 
remember their Sins no more • how then can they go wi t i , . f l 
out the Benefit of? Did thefe Promifes hang on Cor,; i'1 
lions i t were fomething, but that they donor ^ y , \h 
grant your felf , that the change ot the Heart is aa. "; 'r, 
Jutcly promifed. " ]f 

Secondly, I grant, that many grown Perlbns, that i i ^ 
profefs the true Faith, have no Intcreft in the Proraiu • //M 
This runs me upon no abfordity; there arc many Hyr-. ~ 
crites that profefs the true Faith. The foolifh V i r g V i . , / 
profeffed the fame Faith that the wife did ^ it's not the i''"!' 
Prcfeinou of Chrif t , but Relation unto Ghrif t , that is £ 
the ground of Intcreft in the Promife If ye be Chrsfls 7i 
then are ye Abrahams Seed, and Heirs according to Pra. f\ 
tnifc. I t is not the ProfefTion of the irue Faith that o''̂  
is the Evidence of Intereft in the Fromifc, but Faith in lie*' 
fclf . 

Thirdly, You fay, that all that have an Intereft in the '^'l 
Covenant, in regard of external Priviledges, may not ' ' I 
enjoy the faving Benefits thereof, becaufe they provq ' f \ 
falfe to the Covenant, and Apoftatize from i t . jfi' 

Eefly. The Qjieftion was not about thofe that have 
gn Intereft in the Covenant, in regard of external P r j . ' f , 

-viledges, ( though I know no fuch Intereft lingly confij 3^, 
dcred ; he that hath an Intercft in the Covenant o f , / * 
Grace, hath a Right and Ti t l e to ail the good of h '£ 
Grace here, and Glory hereafter. ) The Qjuft ion is* / l i 
about thofe that have an Intereft in the Proraife, and 
that I keep to , fuch (hajl not fai l of the Bgnefit of i t . 

the 



n s S " " ' ^ ? ' ' ^ ^ ? " ^ ^ ' S^'*-.3'.33,34. Secondly, Such 
•4K R l i i r " ^^tneO: in the Promife, are by the fame Pro-
f (f̂ ; "̂ '̂C Secured againfl Apoftacy, Jer. 32. 40. • 

to p-"'^^-^' You fay, that God will not fail oil his part, 
it!^'^ Covp ^""^^ fufficiently to enable us to keep his 

!,̂ t'?and S n ' J ^ " * ^ ° " P '̂'̂  "^^y fai l o f our Duty , 
' /Si' „ / ^" °^ "̂""̂  Happinefs. ' * 
il''^'he Jf.Y" he give us true Faith? or will he not? I f 

ft ly tn K,'' ^"'^ not afford us Grace fufficient-
X'ii'sfJ his Covenant; For without Faith 

'iiJ'-'i// /"^"^ ^^^" '̂̂  fliorrof true Happinefs: He that be-
J" i:f ' W i , ftjall not perijh, but have EvcrlaJUng Life. Every 

.«'icver hath his Sins pardoned, J^s 13. 35. every 
U^l^^fy^'cfiiaUbefaved, Mark t f i - . i ^ . 

^ / ' i r r ^ ^ ^ ? ^ ' You fay, I tell you, the Promife is not pro* 
^̂ f̂ff J-oied here as the ground of Baptifm, but as a Mofive 

enforce the Exhortation, to repent and be Baptiz,cd. 
.joi *Qthis you fay, the fame thing may be a Motive and 
l<ff/ l^^?^r'^ ^^^ '̂"'̂ ^ refpeds; the Promife of Etet 
r p, ̂ } Life IS a Motive to Obedience and Kolinefs, and 

,1 p"^" we are Holy it's the ground of our Hope: So the 
itlJ L'"".'"'fe here was a Motive to encourage the j-'eivs to 
- 111 DC leveand to embrace the Gofpel, and when they did 

"elieve, i t was the ground of Baptifm. 
Scply. Firft, Should I grant you all this, you would 

r^^o gainer by tho Bargain, for Perfons muft believe 
ejorc the Prcmifo here becomes the ground of B rp-

i f 

lis 

•, fo that you yonr fclf have left no room for Chil-
^f'en to come in upon this ground ; i t is only a Motive 
f^ them to believe and obey the Gofpel, ' and no ground 
^0 be baptized upon, t i l l C^y do believe. 

Secondly, The cfler of tlie Promifc was never msde 
Y S '̂oiin '̂ of'B-aptifm, no inftancecan be given of i t ; 

^l^tiercvcr thcGofp t l comes, there comes the offer of 
ĥc Promife j-thole that did not rcpejit/had tlic offer 

. ' • o f 
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of the Protnifc ns well as thofe that did ; but if the r i'̂ " 
fer of the Pi omife had been the ground of Baptifm, the ''i^ 
had they a right to i t as well as others. ^ J' 

Thirdly, I t was the command that was the ground of / / 
Bapt i fm; when they had embraced the Promife and ^fi 
not their Intcreft in the Promife, the Precept was rei fii 
pent and bs baptiz.ed; and that was the ground why'p„"" fA 
nitent ones took up the Ordinance. ' f \ 

Fourthly, Your iuftance that you bring to prove, that l^i 
the fame thing may be both a Motive and a Ground too in W 
feveral refpcas,is not much to the Purpofe; you fhoulH 'f fi 
\iave brought an inftance of that which was a Motive to '''' ' 
and the ground of the fame th ing ; and for want of''iV 
that, you brought an inftance of that which was a Mo , j 
t ive to one thing, and the Ground of another, a Mo"'v/ 
t ive to Holinefs, and the Ground of Hope. f^i 

Sixthly, You fty, I tell you, that the Children were'''^ 
not baptized when their Parents were, becaufe thev 4 ' 
were not capable of receiving the Word . T o this yc! f f 
fay, Firft, i t the Proraifc belonged to them, then Bap. 6 
t i f m appertained to them ; and though they were not \i 
cnpsble o f receiving the W o r d , yet this did not render ^(f 
them unfit for Baptifm. . ' r^; 

• Keply. You grant but juft before, that the Promif„ 
was but a Motive to encourage to believe, not tht ''^''i^ 
Ground of Eaptifm, t i l l they did believe j whence I con. '""s'' 
elude, the Promife belonged to the Children no other"'",')' 
wife than as a Motive, j'loc as the Ground of Baptifju' 0 ' 
becaufe the Children did not believe. ' "ji 

Secondly, The Faith of the Parent gave not a right to -v)^ 
the Proraife unto the Child, what right the Child had ' t? 
bore dace before the Parent^id believe; The Promife i / f ^ 
to yon, and to your Children ; this ,was before the Parent ' î ' 
did believe, granted by your felf, and there is no't a '«! 
vvor̂ d fpoken of Children after the Parents believed V 

Su',ndly, You fay, ic does not follovY that the Chil. 
dren 
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aren were not Baptized when their Parents were. 
An m recorded ; there is no doubt but the 
^Ppltles were baptized, yet there is no Record when 
ŝ ia where i t was done. 
th^n^^'- ' S"̂ "̂*̂ ' ^^^^^ '̂ ''̂ ^^ "0 "'ore to be f;iid in 

Gale but barely the want of a Record, i t were not 
pound enough to conclude i t ; but there is more to be 
aid in i t ; For, Firfi, There were no more baptized than 
were added to the Church ; that I luppofe you wi l l 
grant me. Secondly, There were no more added to 
p Church than were admitted unto the Supper ; The 
J^fe day there was added unto them ahoitt three thonfand 

o«</.f, and they continued in the Apojilcs Boilriuc, and 
_/^^hlng of Bread, and Prayer. . I f there were no more 
^•^Ptized than were added to the Church, and ad-
j^Jtted unto all the Ordinances, then tlicir Children 
•yere not Baptized ; but there were no more baptized 
than were added to the Church, and sdraitrcd unto all 
the Ordinances, therefore their Childr«n were not then 
baptized. 

Your fecond Argument, yon fay, wast'rawn from! 
the right the jewifn Children had to be admitted into 
t^e Church-ftate : T o which 1 icpJied, thac the Law of 
J"^t Church-ifcate being repealed, and a new Admini-
•'ration eflablilhed, we rault not now take our meafures 
' fom thence. To this yoa fay, though the Adminiftra-
^on be different under the Law and Gofpel, yet the 
Covenant is tlie fame. 

Rtfy. The Qiieflion was hot about the Covenant,, 
tint about Church-membcrfliip i now the Adminiftrati-
^ being changed, in which there is a change of the 
^orifticution of the Church from National to Congre-
pational, you muft prove their Cfiurch-mcmberlhip 
*rom the Law of this New Difpenfation, or you do no
thing : oli things are pafied away, behold all things are 
"fc-owe weip, 2 Cor. $. and fo great is thechani: 

Bir t l 
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Birth-Priviledges are ceas'd, and a Son of Abraham ac- i 
cording to the FleQl hath no more notice taken of 
him than a Stranger. You your felf grant the Jerps to \0 
be Aliens as well as otlisrs, t i l l they believe a Jerv that { 
under the Old Adminiftration was born a Church^mcm i f ' 
ber, under the New is not to be lookt on as fuch, t i i i W 
in the Tudgmcnc of Charity he be New-born, , QOT, 
I -». 13. feeing you can give me no inftance of one Child V 
that ever was received a member of any one Church '^^ 
fnice the change of the Adminiftration, I fh^ll pafs frot^ 1^' 
this Head, as judging i t a ncedlefs task to anfwer thole t 
Arguments that have been anfwered already. h. 

Secondly, You fay you «rged this for Infgnt-Bap. U 
t i f i n , that if the Children of Chriftians are excluded U 
the Covenant and Church of God, then they are in ^ ^ ; 
v orfe Condition than the Children of the jfem. were ^ 
Hnder the Law ; and which is more abfurd, they would Ki 
have no more Privilcdge than the Children of r«r/;y and 
Paianu T o this you fay I replied, that Intercft in the V ' 
Covenant of Grace is the fame now as then i t was 5 I f 
snd thouf h Children are not now admitted Members, \f 
V°t have they tlic Benefit of the W o r d as then they had; S 
But here you lay the firft claufc is very obfcurc, and ^'4 
i f 5 mean by i t , as you think I do, that fome Ghild'ren 
are eleded under the Gofpel as well as under the Law U 
this is nothing to the purpofC. > V< 

Rovly. FtrjK I mean as you think. Secondly, \^->^ Ml 
much CO the purpofe, for I can alTure you, that none V 
bat the Eledt t l jcn, nor now arc, or were the fubjefts of 
that Covenant \ for none but the Eleft are given to Je- \ i 
fus Chrif t , and uicb only as are given to him are tho V 
fabi;:fl;s ot thi:; Covenar.t. As for the laft Claufe, that 
th':;y hive the W,ord allowed them, you acknowledge if 
that a Privilcdge to thofe that arc capable of receiving 
i s but i t can be iions to Infants that are uncapable of !jJ 
ic. • • ' ' 

ksfly: 



J' tVi * ^ ' ^'^cntheQueftionwaspuc, WhaC Profit hath 
lit* ve ^^^^ £?e»«7e j» The Anfwer was, mqch e-

'V^ th'^r*^^^' l^"t chiefly, becaufe to tliem were committed 
i hi ^ ^/^cles of God ; and though Children are uncapa-
7t th • ^"^^^'ving the W o r d in an Infant-ftate, yet are 
V ^ .^y 'n a fairer wav to receive Kenefir hxr i t than the 

I ' 7 
J, 

p .^y jn a fairer way to receive Benefit by i t than the 
^""dren of Turks and Pagans^ to whom the Word i« 

jj^ijt notvouchfafed. 
/ | ' a n ^ ! ^ ! ^ V ^ why i t Ihould be look'd on -as 
oi'i ^Wurdity, to fay they have no more Priviledge 
m • the Children of Twrl̂ ^ or Heathens in an Infant-

*L^''^* how docs the Lord become more bound to 
• J ^"^jP than to thefe*? 
'M ^.^^^^dly. You fay I tell you, that the Priviledge of 
57 f ,"^^h-memberfliip is taken from them imder the Go-
f \l ' "though the Jewilh Infants enjoyed i t , which is a 
/ / y *hing that Infants are capable of. 
'Iff'' ru^*^ '̂-̂ " ^^^^"^ * ' '^"y that Infants arc capable o f 
VJ ^hurch-memberlhip under the Gofpel, though they 
i f were under the Law. F/V/?, They are not fit Matter: 
,̂ ef * he Matter of an inftituted Church are vifible Saints, 

] ^" in the Judgment of Charity are inherently Ho-
)> \i- Secondly, They arc not capable of the form, which 

is mutual Gonfcnt. Thirdly, They are not capable o f 
l"fwcring the ends o f Church-Communion- tottrthly, 
Ifle Jewifh Infants arc as capable of enjoying i t no // 

, II'' the Infants of Chriftians; and yet you grant, its taken 
'\i ^^ay from them ; you your felf would not admit them. 
•J fourthly. You fay, that according to this Dodnne 

ĥc Children of Chriftians are worfled by Chtifts com-
[ff ' "g i and i t had been better for them to have been borii 
7 ^ndertheLaw. 
I j / Reply. You may as well fay, that the Children of the 
' ! i Jervs were worfted by Chrifts coming j for before that 
U they were Church-members, but as foon as Chrift tvas 

*><Fered up, their Ghurch-ftate ceas'd ; ( granted b / 
p y6m 



vour felf ) Father and Child were unchurched together ^ ) 
snd had the Children ot Chriftians been born under the ' 7 
Law, their Church-memberfhip would haveceas'd when 
Chrift was offered up, as that of the Children of the .jj, 
Tew/did. . ^ r 11 u o , V 

Fifthly, You fay, unlefs I could have anfwered this (V 
better, i t had been my Wifdom to have paft i t over i j , i '> 
fUence, and that an ingenious Antagonift fiiould acknow- i'J 

^^^RCPITFI'^.'^^ to the Anfwer that I have given, € 
ftanders by may better Judge than you or I that are con- r <i 
cerned. 5fco«^//)', I f paffiug things in filence be the way r . 
for a Man to fi^ew his Wifdom, you have in your An-
fwcr tomine ihewn your Wifdom abundantly. Third- 'A 
ty. There is nothing of ingenuity in acknowledging an f j 
Error antecedent to Convidion. (I'ji 

Sixthly, You fay, that the l i t t le Cavil that I make Jt 
about the PalTover avails me nothing, and unlefs I r, 
could prove that Infants arc qualified to receive i t , 
it's a Vanity to argue for the probability of i t . 

Reply. Firfl, Did you prove that Children wereqna. 
lified lor B:iptifm according to Inft i tut ion, before you 
offered the fame Argument to prove the probability of 
their Admiffion? or could you prove that there was • 
one Infant in all thofc Houftiolds that were baptized? C 
i ; ' not, i t was a double Vanity for you to ugc ir. f j 

Secondly, 1 know no qualification ,that was required ti 
of Infants to partake of the Paflbver, ( being circumcl-
fed antecedent thereunto) but a capacity of eating >h 

'plefh ft was a Lamb for a Holife, according to its eatings ''1, 
Exod. 12. 4. Now it's eafie to prove that there were 
Children in the Houfe, that the whole Houfe was to 
cat thereof, and that Children in an Infant-ftate were '< 
capable of eating Flelhi and the Argument is your own, 1, 
Book 2. Pa:re 29. that whole Houflioids were baptized, '! 
and that Children are a part of the HouflioW. 1 fay', 

ths 

/ I 



^he Houfliold were to eat the PalTovcr, and that Chil-
pî en are a part of the Houfliold ; and now methinks art 
ingenious Antagonift Ihould not refufehis own Argu
ment when turned againft him. 

You fay your laft Argument for Tnfant-baptifm was 
'his, that i f the Infants of Believers be not Church-
fnembers, nor any way in Covenant .with God, How 
then could they be in any State of Salvation ? But there 
is good ground to hope, that the Children of Believers 
taay be faved ; For of fuch is the Kingdom of God. T o 
this you fay, I Reply, that fome Children are in Cove
nant with God and in a State of Salvation, is granted ; 
out what Children they arc, is not known. You fay, i f 
I mean by this, that fome Cliildren are elcfted, this is 
impertinent; for the Covenant o f Grace is not the De
cree of Eleftion, nor are all the fubjedts of that Cove
nant ele^ed. 

Reply. When I fay fonle Children are in the Cove
nant, I mean as I fay ^ they are in the Covenant, they 
had their Names written there from the Foundation of 
^be World. Secondly, Such Infants as are in tl\e Cove
nant, they are elefted, and being elcded they are gived 
unto Jefus Chrif t . Thine they were^ and thoHgaveft the/n 
Unto me, and all mine are thine, and thine are mine, John 
17. <5'- The fame individual Perfons that are the Fathers 
by Eledion, they are the Sons by Foederal Relation. 
Thirdly, Thofe only that are given to Jefus'Chrift are 
the fubjeds of this Covenant, Gal. 3.29. Fourthly, 
Thefe whilft in an Infant-ftate are unknown tO us. 
Fifthly, I f they are not eledcd, tiiey can't be faved, 
dying in their infancy, granted by your fclf. You fay^ 
that none butthcelcdjor faithful pcrfevcring Chriftians, 
fhall inherit Eternal Life 5 you can have no more hopes 
of their Salvation, than you have of their Elcftion. ^ 

Secondly, You fay, the Q.ueftion was not. Whether 
Infants were ekaed ? But whether they were in a vjfi-: 
b k State of Salvation? i * - ^ W ' 
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Reply. You have forgotten the ftate o f the Oueft;^. 

though you repeated i t juft before; the (^leftion wa ' 
I f the Children of Believers were not Church-memb • 
nor any way in Covenant with God, How then CO^M' 
they be faved ? Now fome Children are Ghurch-menT 
bers, ( that is, of the univerfal Church ) and in Covenant 
wi th God, and fo capable of Salvation, though the 
are not vifibly fo. . ^ 

Thirdly, You fay, I feem to deny all Infants to hp 
Members of the Church, and in a vifible ftate of Salva 
tion, which will hardly agree with our Saviours Affer" 
t ion, Mark 10. 14- Of fuch is the Kingdom of God T 
this you fay I Reply, that Chrift Ipcaks not here of 
the Children of Believers, but of Children indefinitelv 
Secondly, He doth not fay, that all fuch do belong to* 
the Kingdom of God, But, of fuch is the Kingdom of God 
You fay, that Chrift fpeaks of fuch Children as were 
brought to him, and doubtlefs they were the Children 
of the fews. ^" 

Reply. Grant that they were the Children o f the 
Jews, yet i t will not follow that they wer^ the Chil 
dren of Believers, confidered as fuch; he doth not fay' 
thac thefe Children do belong to the Kingdom o f ^rod 
Bur, offichis the Kingdom of God; intimating thaTn ' 
fants are capable of Salvation as well as grown Per" 
fons. 

f o M , You fay, that Chrift did not exdade anv 
fuch nfmts rom the Church, but faith i n d S t e T / 
C fftich ts the Kingdom of God. ^^"iitciy. 

Reply. The timd^ was not then come, the Jewifh 
Church o f whieh Children were a part, was not tTen 
demohfhed. Bat Secondly, Why had younot rep S 
?K - n ' / r ^ f r ^ ' ^ ' u ^ * Anfwer, which was thL 
Chr.ft did .not fay that all fuch belong to the KinlZ] 
of Heaven, But, 0 fuch ts the Kingdom of Heaven 
can t fay, that all the Children of Bslievers fhall be ?a-

vcd, 
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p / u ' confidered as fuch. 

m a d f 5 ' r ^ ' ^^'"^ the-Kingdom of Heaven be 
thev.r!^ " ' . ^ f 3S grown Perfons, then 
muft n p J r ' " ' ' ^ \ ^ ' ' ' ^ ° f Salvation; and if fo they 

t r F ^l^'^JP^^'^^of the v i f ibk Church. ^ 
C h S n J ^ i ^^^^ Dodlnne damns inevitably all the 
C v o u L ° ^ ^ ? u ^ " 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^y'"g'*" their Infancy ; 
Churrh ^ f T ^ f ' ' '^ ""̂  Members of the Vifible 
lick i n V *^°"Shc you had been moreCatho-
iick m your Chanty towards Children, though you for-
ho^LfVT'^'^ ^^.^'^ ^° Duft mfure and certain 
xt f l ^ih'-'^^''" 0̂ n i f they dye unbap-
infp. lu • ^^"^ capability of Salvation does neceflariiy 
Ĵ  'er their meraberfhip of the Vifibk Church, then none 
^I A ^'•^ Members o f the Vifible Church can be 
iaved, and confequently the Infants of all others muft 
P^ll '\ c ^° exclude all the Infants of Jem and 
of fhTA . ' ^ u ' ^ ' ' ' ^ ' ^ " ' P^y too far into the Secrets 
afr.r -^ i u'^t'^^ ^ " ^ "ow give me leave to tell you, 
rir AC^^ ^^'"^ ^^^'^ ^ave taken to prove Chil-
^rens Church-mcmberftip, (which you can never d o ) 
could you have accomplifiied this task, you would have 
oeen as much to fqek to prove their right to Baptifm 
as before, Church-memberfhip being not the groand 
thereof. Chrift and John did not baptize Church-mem-
oers, confidered as fuch, but firft made them Difciples, 
3nd then Baptized them, John a,, i . , 

S E C T . X I I . 

YO U fay, that whereas you argued, that Baptifra is 
the initial Sacrament, whereby we are folemnly 

admitted into the Church of God, and inro the Cove
nant of God, and that i t may rightly be calkd the Seal 
of the Covenant, againft which I make feveral Excep 

tior.3 
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tions i as, Firfi, That Chrift never ordained Baptifin 
for the folemn entrance of Members into the Church. 
T o this you fay, that i f the Apoftles baptized Perfons 
as foon asthev were made Difciples, and none were ad
mitted to Church-Communion t i l l they were baptized, 
this feems toinfmuatc, that hereby they were initiated 
into the Church. j - r • , ^ ^ . .„ 
• jjgp/y f i r f i , such as were difciplcd to Chrift by the 
Apoftles, were Members of the univcrfal Villble Church, 
antecedent to Baptifm. 

Secondly, Their AdmilTion to Church-Communion is 
by a particular inftituted Church, and this you grant 
is not by Baptifm, P^/e 2. 

You fay my fecond Exception is this, that i f pcr-
fons are in Covenant, and Church-members, before they 
are baptized, then they are not entrcd in by Baptifm. 
T o this you fay, though Pcrfons are reputed Church-
members, and in Covenant before, yet i t is no abfurdi-
ty to fay. they are entred in by Baptifm. 

Reply. My former Anfwer muft be again repeated, i f 
they were in Covenant, and Church-members before, 
ihen they arc not entred in by Baptifm ; i f they be en-
ired in by Baptifra, then they were not in before. 

Secondly, You fay, they were invifibly and before 
Ood in Covenant, and Members of the Church, before 
they were Baptized, but they are folemnly, and in the 
face of the Congregation admitted by Baptifra. 

Refly. I thought that you had pleaded all this while 
that Children had been vilibly in Covenant, and vilibfe 
Church-members, but now i t feems it's quite another 
thing, they are iuvifibly fuch. But be i t fo , Firjl, \ 
would enqijiie. How you know that they are fuch ? 
That yoa ir,iVc not told me yet : That which is invifibly 
f o , is out of your fight, or clfc i t is not invifible. Se. 
'^vjully. It they are not vifibly fo , then you Baptize fuch 
as arq not rv![6mfaers of the yifiblc Church j to be Mem

bers 
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»ers of the vifible Church, and not to be vifibly fuch, 
J luch a piece of Contradidion that I think none can 
"nriddle fo as to make fenfe of i t ; i f the v^hole be v i f i -
k , the parts arc vifible; that which is invifibleis no 

part of the vifible Church. Now vifible Church-member-
S,/? longer the ground of Baptifm, but invifible. 

You illuftrate this by a fimile, you Qtiery, 
Whether i t be not common among Men,io ufe fome Ce-
retnonies in admitting a Man to an Eftate? Tiie T i t l e 
«e bath to it is the ground of his Admiflion, but he h 
not legally invefted t i l l he be admitted according to 
the Cuftom of the Mannor. 

Reply. Firfi, \ do not undcrftand that the Cuftom H"'V f i\ ' - j - j - — - - ---
01 Mannors is founded upon the Word as their Rule : 
* fuppofe Guftoms of Manners may differ in many 

J j things, and i f fo , they do not go by the fame Rule 
FM' ^ic'>'^dly, I do not know why we fhould look to tho 
FJ ; •*-'^ftom of the Mannor for Example in the admitting 
|C*"|' oi Members: You fay, the Title that a.M in hath toa:i 
j j f Eftate is the ground of his Admiflion, whence I con-

j j ' elude, th"s Ti t le muft be vifible ; the Cuftom of tlis 
Mannor wil l never admit a Man to an Eftace that hath 
no vilible Ti t le to i t ^ fo chat your iiiinle is imperti-
ncnt^ The Ti t le that the Child hath is invifible, ycr 
there are two things that may be inferr'd from hence : 
t'irfi. That Children are not Members of the Vifiblc 
Church antecedent unto Baptifm. Secondly, That the 
Goiler and the Eunuch were not admitted according 
to the Cuftom of the Matlnor, becaufc they were not 
folemnly received by Baptifm in the Face of the Cor»-
gregation. 

l-omhly. You fay I tell you, that there is no Scrip
ture ground to call Baptifm the Seal of the Covenant. 
T o this you fay, i f Circumcifionbe called a Seal, why 
niay not Baptifm be calkd a Seal too, ilcing it's a Sacra-
Went of the farao Covenant ? „ ; -

P 4 -^^ ' f ' / r . 

r 
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Reply, f i r f i , I deny, that ever Circumcifiion was cal 

led the Seal of the Covenant; it's faid indeed, Tha 
Abraham received the figrt of Circnmcifion, the Seal of th^ 
Rifhteoufnefs of Faith ; this Ordinance was blef t to hini 
for Confirmation, but as i t was fet to the Body of the 
People, i t was never called the Seal of the Covenant * 
nor did i t Seal that to all as ic feaPd to Abraham-, did 
ic Seal the Righteoufnefs o f Faith Co them that never 
believed ? , , ,̂ , 

Secondly, I t fealed that to Abraham that i t never 
fcaled to any but to Abraham, that was, That he Jhould 
he the Father of all them that believe. 

Thirdly, I deny, that Baptifm was an Ordinance o f 
the fame Covenant; there were many that had an Inte. 
reft in that Covenant, and a right to all the Ordinan
ces thereof, that had no right to Baptifm, Lnks'^.i, 8. 
and many that had no Intereft in that Covenant, that 
yet had a right to Baptifm ; that Covenant was abrogsJ 
ted, Zech. 10..11. before the Commifllon was given 
for th at large. Mat. 28. 

You Query here. Whether Baptifm be not fomc mark 
to diftinguifh the Members of the Church from thofc 
that are without ?. 

Reply. Firft, I f i t be, then Perfons are without t i l l 
fiich time as they be Baptized, and fo you Baptize them 
that are without. You needed not to have laboured fo 
Jiard, to prove that Children are Church-members, 
feeing thofe that are without may yet be Baptized ; to 
be without and within tooj are Terms inconfiftent • 
i f they are without, they are not wi th in ; i f they are 
V'ichin, then they are not without. No created Being 

.can be in two places at one and the fame time ; a Per
fon can't be a Member of the Villble Church, and yet 
at the fame time be no Member thereof. 

Secondly, I do not know that Baptifm is o f that ufe 
to diftinguifh the Members of the \fifible Church: Per-

file:///fifible
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* i S l " ^ ^ Members of the vifible Charch, tbo' 
/ i i i f y . 7^ not baptized. You grant, that fome muftbe 
i'm ,." '̂P^ea to Chrift by inftrui t ion, antecedent unto Bap. 
f^V andtofay, that they are difcipled to Chrift , and 

1 fcjil'i yet without, feems very abfurd. 
l A cJ''°"'^^y^ You a « e r y . Whether Eaptifm doth not 
i , J J *eai remifiion of fins to fuch as are qualified for i t , 
y ' f * - 3 » . 22.15. 

-Rff/y. That God doth blefs this Ordinance to Believ-
/ m^r i t of ufe to confirm their Faith in the re-

j L niUhon of fin, by the blood of Jefus Chrif t , I grant, yet 
y inis proves i t not to be the feal of the Covenant of 

/ r ft "'^y ^ Petfon be known or concluded inte-
Jil*t f^'^'' ir*. the Covenant of Grace meerly from taking up 
y'fi th ^ ^rdinance; nor do I yet know any external Seal o f 

tnat Covenant, by whicha Pcrfon may be known to have 
JJ/''Jj( an mtereft therein. 

S E C T . X I I I . 

J Y ^ U f a y , I took that in evil part which you fpake 
r J concerning the rules of Difputation, when you in-
i j ' tended no more than this, I fliould have defended, not 

ji'j proved. 
iP'l/ ^fpfy/ ^ took i t no otherwife than you do now ex-
'•A plain i t , and do again declgre, that I do not pretend 
; / ( , '•o much Skill in thole rules, 1 may again err in them. 

Thirdly, You fay, i f the Scripture in fome places re-
{i'V ^"j'lfe Faith and Repentance before Baptifm, and in o-

places afl:erteth, that the Children of Believers are 
•A ^hurch-members, fccderally holy, and confequently fit 
£ J"bjeas for Baptifro, then i t muft needs follow, that 
I f' {Ĵ  Adult only are bound to profefs their Faith before 
jjl!' they are baptized, but the Children of Believers ought 

. to be baptized firft, and afterwards to believe and obey 
the Gofpel. 
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* 3PP»/V I grant all this, wi th a Provifo that the Scrip, 
»ure does thus teach, but I deny that any one of tbofe 
Ihinps concerning Children is held forth in the Word . V, 

f o S r Y o u fay that you told me, that Children H 
are capable o f God as 5 
III S t k ones were in Mo/es^s time ; to which I rcplyed, f 
. S ^ t T d X t d i f p a t e t h d r capacity, but the Authority* f) 
that I did nor i ^lear a Command for i t as j' 
^ r l ' d f w T l l T ^ e l d t h e caufe. Fuft, You fay, t l /aj J 
r h i e i s fuch ground laid for i t in Scripture, that i t is ,ji 
S v a l e n t with a Command. 
^ f p / v Bat then there was an exprefs command, 
J)ei/.z9.r. So that there was no Scruple left in the cafe, 
ind fuch a one you can't produce. 

W / y , YouQjtcry, Whether did not ftipu, 
late for his Pofterity, and by his mifcarriage brought 
Miferv upon them ; and i f wc bring evd upon our Pofte-
r i ty by our vices, i t is but equal that they Ihould reap 
benefit by our Piety and Charity. ^ 

Reply. Firft, I t is yet to prove that Mam did ftipu-
late for hisPofterit^, though God made a Covenant 
tvith him, for a Covenant does not always imply a mu-
tual l t ipulat ion; there was no fuch ftipulation in the 
Covenant that God made wi th all flefti, C7f«. 9. 

Secondly We do not ftand the Reprefentatives of 
pur Children, as Adam did of his, by vertue of that Co
venant, fo that this inltance is not to the Purpofe. 

Thirdly, Though 'God made a Covenant with Adam 
forhimfcl fandhisPof tcr i ty , yet we can't make a Co. 
venaiU with God lor our fclvcs and Pofterity. 

S E C T . XIV. 

^ r o U fay the Objections that I urge againft Infant-
1 Baptifm f re two,the Ftrft is grounded on the Com-

miaioD,\^fef.28.19. frona whence, m reply to your 
Aafwer-



Anfwer, I draw thefe two Gonclufions: Ftrfl, That 
A;^*"^ f " ° '̂̂ '̂ "̂̂  o f Difcipl ing unto Chrifi: but by 

^ 7^^'^^'"S- That Chrift hath not com-
r i ; , ^°be baptized than fiich as are d i f . 

9 ^ " ^ " ^ l Teaching. To this you fay, Firft, That 
fttf "^Jubilance of the Commiflion is to baptize Difciples. 
*ihn, V' ^ ^ " " ^ Gommiffion is, Co, Difciple to 
^ if f V I •^""""•'1 baptizing them; and this muft be taken 
[(fi;[? ^r^clufive.ly o f all but Dilciples ; there are none but D i f -
(ID'V '̂Ples put into the Commidion, therefore none but 

i l?ch are to be baptized by vertue o f this Gommif-
/ I 
jic'̂  ^(condly, Yoo fay, the Children o f Believers'are ia 

tne ftate of Difciples, they are Difciples of Gods mak-
M iiig without Man's Teaching. 
<"% ^¥y- This w i l l never pafs without fome proof to i t ; 
f f ^ y?"'' bare fay fo is not of fafficient Authority. Secondly, 
li'^'^hildren that areuncapabie of learning Chrif t , can ne-

.4 ftand in the ftate of Scholars; who but a Child 
^^y^^^ account a Child a Scholar, that hath learned no-
tiling? 

•i'^lj , ^^'Visl/y, You fay, that i f Children be Difciples,, then 
j r ; may be baptized without preceding Teaching, for 

I ' t s the flate of Difciples that's enquired after, not the 
banner how they be difcipled. 

'l^ Reply, firfi^ I deny thac there is any fuch thing as 
J ^Difcipie of Ghrift that is not made fo by the W o r d , 

A Either by reading or hearing, produce an inftance i f you 
f '̂ an. A Difciplc o f Chrift is one that hach learned Chril! 

J"d to fuppofe a Perfon to be ^ Difciple ot Chrift thac 
^ever heard of Chr i f t , i:i to fuppofe that which can't be 

f '"Ppofcd. 
.^^fcondly, I deny that the Commiirion enjoyns thcbap-

ilJJ, '•''^'ngof any but fuch as are taught by the V/ord ante-
f i ^*^«enc thereunto : The Word Them in the Commiflion is 
U Native to all Nations taught or dif t ipled, and there is 
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no teaching Chrifl: but by the Word^whatisnot herce 
prefly commanded in refpedt of the fubjedtsof Eaptifm'^'.'^; 
implicitly and confequentially forbidden. . 

Fourthly, You fay, the Teaching in Mat, •[ 
doth not exclude Infants f rom Baptifm, but only Ihe*":";« 
that Aliens muft be taught before they are baptized % 

Reply. Firfi, I find no fuch dif t inf t ion in the Text ''(I 
here you make, nor do I find any thing offered byvn,? 
to prove your dif t inf t ion. ' / 

Secondly, I find none in the Commiifion to bebapti*M ? 
but fuch as are taught antecedent thereunto- ther !' 
is not one more put into the Commifiion. ^ f f i 

Fifthly, You fay, that Children are not to be exclu 
ded from Baptifm becaufe they are not capable of ^ Ĵ ' 
lieving, though Faith be required to go before Baptifm' 
Mark 16. i6. for Faith is there as muchrequired to pre'i'*' 
cede Salvation as to precede Baptifm. )!• 

Reply. Firfi, I would auery. Whether i t be not th 
me Commifllon, this in Afark^ with that in Mat ''i \ fame Commiffion, this in Afark^ with that in Mat. ii 

only varying in Terms, not in Things. Secondly Whe'^' 
ther a Believer in Mark be not the fame thing with ^ 
Difciple in Matthew. Thirdly, How i t comes to pafs than 
a Ckild fhould be uncapable of bclieving,ashe is by voi 1̂ ' 
own grant, and yet not uncapable of Difciple(hip,whirh 
is the fame thing ? I wonder you have not found Q^VW 
fomc fhif t for this before now. Could you not have faid i'" 
that the Children of Believers are in the ftate of Belie 
crs, as well as to fay, they are in the ftate of D i f c i r j i / ' tfl 
and that they are reputed fo ? Surely the one woiiH ' ' 
have paft as well as the other ; but here is an ingen- J 
ous acknowledgment that they are uncapable of Beiicv ''^ 

Secondly, Here is a Grant, that Faith is required t J 
go before Baptifm, and what can be defired more? if ° 
be required, Chrif t requires i t , and how then can v f 
?idventure to baptize ihofe that you confcfs arenncapa-

blc 
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Hindis ir n l ? * " l • ^ ' ^ ' i ' the Commiffion you by ? 
precede ' " ^ " " ' ' " ^ ^ C o m m i f i l o n , that Faith m i f t 

off'f'>ill thic 1 ^̂ "̂  Commiffion than this ? and 
iitapab e nf»fV^° • 'iV^''^ baptizing of fuch as are un-

l^/k^ob^^^^^ I f this Commiffion requires Faijh 
m Require, p r^^'^"' then have yon no Commiffion that 
iM n J j / P"^"' SO before Faith. 
Ki^^^ of thu r -IJ-*" Infant-ftate are not the Sub-
/ concern np S ° ' " " " ? ° " v " ° ' " ' " ' ^ ''"F charge 

li'he Gn?n ^ . '"^ ^'^°"Sh they are commanded to preach 
fc{<*^ith f« to every creature, this word rauft be taken 
«''^f r a l - " " f t be underftood 

/ t i c h t l ^ ' Creatures, not of Brutes. -Secondly, Of 
U s . ? ° " ^ - ^ ^ " ^^^t ^^^^ t'^^ "^eo^ tlieir Reafon : I n -

# > b e i r f l ! r C r e a t u r e s , but they have not the ufe of 
f i ^ ^ W ; , : i " under ftand ing, they are not capable o f 
^(Ofj ying benefit by the W o r d , granted by your felf p^/. 

A rl to think, that Minifters are bound by 
„oiy Commiffion to preach to fuch that are in an Infant-

f t e a c h them, then not to baptize 
* %^ WJ A . ^? "̂ "̂  ^^"n'^ to baptize more than they 
fSMCede ^ ^^^^b ' ^" that Faitlvis required to pre-
r thar .1! ^'^^ to precede Baptifm, this Ihews 

they are the Adult only, and not Infants thatMini-
J' have the charge of, by vertue of this Commiffion. 

5¥vau K ' YOU fay, that Children are capable of Sal-
ifir r I before they believe, and confequently they are 

gjlif Jo be baptized before they believe. 
mi^^P'y- • ^ " " ' / ^ i Though Children are capable o f Salva-
/ J c j ^ A e t they may not be capable of an Ordinance of 

not ' '"^^"'-^ e capable of Salvation, yet they are 
f(l%gj^^^^Pable of the Supper of the Lord ; now there is the 

M tf̂  1-u th required in order to Baptifm as is required 
J °^he partaking of the Supper. ^ 

(I j cco«ii/y^ A capability of Salvation is not the ground 
/ "aptifm ; the Children of Unbdievwrs arc as capable 

I . • • - • o f 
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of Salvation as the Children of Believers. Chrift fy^ i , '> 
of Children indefinitely. Of fuch fuch is the Kingdom oc^^ 
Heaven-, it would be very uncharitable to fay, that no- i'^ 
of the Children of Unbelievers are capable of Salva!''̂  
t ion. , 

'You fay, that there are three Arguments that vou ^ 
brought to prove, that the Children of Believers a r ? 
Difciples. Firft, You argue i t f r o m ^ ^ r ^ g . 37. ^ 
9.48. Chri l l would have them to be received in 
Name, and accounts the receiving of them the rccciv <' 
ing of him, therefore they are Difciples. Againft thi}( 
you fay I tv/o Exceptions: 

Firfi, That i t is doubtful, whether this was th 
Child of a Believer or no : You fay, it's very probable'' 
that this Child was born of fuch Parents that were o r 
the Jewifij Church ; and feeing he expreft fo much fa 
vour to him, there iŝ n̂o reafon to contemn hira as Qnji'''' 
out of the Church. y\ 

Reply. As i t was doubtful before, fo i t is f l i l l , y-. 'i'^ 
have left it but where you found i t : You fay, it's pro*i'̂  
bable he was born of fuch Parents, but i t is but probable"' '̂ 
it's not certain ;but grant thi^and yetchedoubtremains'f'"' 
the Child might be born ot JCIPJJT; Parents that were '̂ 
Church-mcffibers, and yet not be the Child of a BelieyV 
er, for fuch there were among the jews, John 10. j-V 
believe not, becatifcye are not my fiieep ; fo that my firfj; ^^'f' 
ception Hands good. You fay, it's the Child of a BeX' 
liever, but you can't prove i t , and it's your unhappincf/ 
you have efpoufed a caufe that iiotwitftanding all the Ac 
tempts you make, go which way you wi l l , you have'"' 
but cohfequcnces to prove i t by. « 5 ^ 
• You fay my Second Exception is this, that by a littiei^^ 

Child here is meant a grown Perfon^ one thac hatti'̂ " 
humbled himfelf, and is become as a l i t t le Child, as ani'' 
pears by compiiring both thefe places With Mat: i 3 . S f , 
<s. to this you fay it's granted, that by Itltle one?, M 
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A; l^- meant fuch, but this doth not argue that he 
u0- (T l̂ . °" 'y ^"ch, lor it's evident he Ipeaks alfo 

^^^^^"^en uncapable of believing, becaufe the Greek, 
V ^^^^ fpeaks of ̂ n Infant, and it's clear that Chrifl: 
i3' , 'peaks of the fame Child here which he propofed as 

an Emblem to his Difciples, Luke 9. 48. IVhofoeve/ re-
'^eiveth this Child in my name, recciveth me. 

Reply. Firfi, That the Child that was fct before them 
#!• properly a lit t le Child, is not denied ; that which I 
§ i i j '^''•'^^'^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ "̂ '̂ ^ be received in Chrift 's 
r t^'^ '•^ confidered.The li t t le Child was but the 
" ^mblem of thofe that were to be received in Chrifl 's 
J Naniejand where3syoufay,thatit's'the fame little Child 

[F/ i that was to be received, you muft know that one Scrip-
;ff yi ,ture muft be interpreted by another; it's the fame thing 
f / • ^^^^ is handled by all three Evangelifts,upon the fame oc-
itl^ Cafion,and to the fame end,which was to teach his D i f c i -
^ I Mes humility and mcekncfs: And that in Matihewfpcaks' 
,J ,[ tiot of the fame Child, you grant, and yet it's the fame 

,'['it thing that is there treated o f j and Fool's Annotatiom refers 
V V? Matthew, and tells us, that this of Mark and Laks muft 
'tpi! he interpreted by Matthew. 

Sccowî /y, fpeaks not of the fame little Child, but 
(J'' of fuch Children in my Name; and though the Child 
\\\ *̂ as propofed as the Emblcm,yec it's applyed to the Di f -
' V ciples both in Mark and Lnketoo; \n MarkiVsJzi^i-, 
m That whofoevcr M me you a cup of Cold water to dnnktn 
J f 'ny Nami, becJufeytbelong to Chrift, &C. And whofoever 

",,(};, fiiall of end oneof thefe little ones that believe fn me, &C. this 
V W t be undcrftood properly of a little Child, Luke 9. 
) 48. Whofoever is leaf among yoH,the fame fiull be great: \i s 
..ji' the fafclt wav to expound Scripture by Scripture, and to 

take our meafure from the cleareff,where feverai fpeaA o£ 
3?: the fame thing, as here they do ; and by comparing the 
% three Evangclifts i t appears plain enough, that the 
^].h Child that is to be received iiiChriU's Name, is one t.juC 

»s become as a little Child. Secoi-.dlyi 
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Secondly, You fay, it's a l i t t le Child that is uncapaJ 

ble of believing. u, r u • . 
Reply. He that is uncapable ot believing is uncapable 

of Difciplelhip, for a Believer and a Difciple is the 
fatiK thing; he that is a Difciple, Mat. 2%, isaBeliev-

Marki6. you vŝ ell know that a Difciple of Ghrifb 
isa'Scholar of Chrif t , and that an infant is uncapable 

'^^'secondly. You fay you proved, that Children were 
Difciples, from 1$. l o . Why tempt ye God to lay a 
yoke upon the ncckof the D'tfctpks, &c . T o this you fay [ 
reply ed, that the -Perfons that thefe falfe Apoftles 
would have laid the yoak upon, were not the Children 
but the Brethren ; and the yoak was not barely Cir! 
cumcifion, but the falfe Doftriue together with i t . 
T o this you fay, that Circumcifion after the manner of 
Mofes muft need intend Children as well as the Parents 
becaufe they as well as their Parents were the Subie<fts of 
Circumcilion, and fo they as well as their Parents muft 
need be Difciples. 

Reply. This is a poor Anfwer with lit t le of Argument, 
they muft needs be fo , becaufe they were once the Sub-
j:dls of Circumcifion, but. Sir, does the Text lead you 
to this conclufion ? or is there any thing in the Text than 
looKs like it ? the manner of /Wo/ei refpeds the A f t , not 
Che Subjefl; the Subjecl. was defcribed before they 
taught the Brethren, that they muft be circumcifed, but 
how muft the Brethren be circumcifed ; why, after the 
manner oi Mofes. 1 gave you leveral Arguments iti my 
laft , to prove that Children could not be numbered 
among the Brethren here, but not one word of Reply 
have you made to them \ and I dare fay, that you are 
fatisfied that Children can't be here numbred among 
thsm, and that's the reafon you flipt them wi thout! 
Reply. 

Secondly, Yoa fay, that i f the falfc Doctrine, toge
ther 

i 

f 

W 

f 

> 



4 

i 

thei- with circiimcifion be the Yolcc that was laid'oa the 
peck of the Difciplcs, i t mult needs be granted that the 

- l oke was on the Children, with refpedl: to the Adt ; and 
tne. Yoke being laid on Children as well as Men, i t mull 
Jieeds be granted that Children are included among the 
^ifciples. . , , • 

^^y- T o grant the falfe Doarine^together with Cir-
CQucifion, to be the yoke, and yet to fay, that this muft 
"e laid on the Neck of the Children, is' to argue for 
?,".imponibility, and it's contradiftious to your own 
*^rinciples: p, 53. You fay, that Children are unca
pable of receiving the W o r d ••, now i f they are unea
table of receiving the Tru th , then they are as uncapable 

receiving a Lye. Secondly, It's to argue for an Impof-
iJbdity, tho' Circuracifion might have been impofed on 
them la an Infant-ftate, yet the falfe Dodtrine, together 
**"h the Gircumcifion, could not ; and to this purpofe i 
5rgued the laft time, why had you not removed the Ob-
Jeftions? was i t not becaufe you could not ? I offered y oil 
two things more, which you have not reply ed t o : The 
f̂ '-y? was this, that to expound this Tex t of Children* 
IS to expound i t contrary to the fignification of the word 
P'Jciple, as you well know ; and i f I had abufed you in 
")fure you would have returned mefomc Anfwer,I can'G 
think you would> have fpared me. Calvin brings the 
fame Text for inftance, when he faith, that a D i f c i p k 
and a Believer are ufed as feveral Words exprelling the 
fame thing. 

Secondly, T o expound this of Children, is to ex-
Pound i t contrary to that p la in tex t , Ltke 14. "^^' ^.x-

a man hate Father and Mother,yea, andhis own life al--
P^t he can'^t be my Difciple, verfe 27. Jnd whofoevcr doth 
^ot bear his crofs^ and come after me, cannot be my Difciple : 
J^the Children of Believers, confidered as fuch, are the 
CJifciples of Chrift , what need then is there of any far-^ 
^»er tnark to defcribc a Difciple by ? buf a Difciple o f 
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Chrif t is not fo eafily known, there muft be fome fpeci-
al Mark or Charafter which the Children o f Believers 
may be deftitute of, and of which a Child in his Infancy di 
IS uncapable, John 13. BythisJlialUU men know that ye f^M 
are my Difciples, if ye have love one to another. J' 

Your third Argument, you fay, that you brought to A 
prove that the Children of Believers are Difciples, was, f |t 
becaufe they are holy in fuch a fence, that they have a a 
r i ' ' h t by vertue of the Covenant of Grace to be admit- f . \ 

-ted Membersof the Vifible Church, i Cor. 7. 14. Elfc f f -ted Memoeibui uuv . , , ; ; 7^*' ine 
were your Children unclean, but now are they holy. M y Re. f , 
D!V to this, you fay, is, that the holiueis of the Child is 
not Foederal Holinefs, but of the fame nature with the B^c 

. holinefs o f the Parent, and that the Parents were fandi . 
fied each to other, when both were Unbelievers. ^tti^ 

T o this you fay, Firfi, That though Marriage be of ./? 
the Law of Nature, and the Children o f Infidels may be r i 
lawfully born, yet they are not holy in the Apoftlcs 

^^'^Reply. F^r/?, I take i t for granted, that you allow my Ŝ !' 
Expofition thus far, that the Sandification of the Pa- 'A'^^.^ 
rents each to the other was by the ordinance of God, {I"!' 
when both were Unbelievers. No t to deny in a point of l̂O' 
Controverfie, is filcntly to grant'. . if 

Secondly, Grant this, and i t wi l l naturally follow, 4 
that the Children were holy when both the Parents'/'' 
were Unbelievers, for the Holinefs of the Children is / , 
derived from the fandification of the Parents each to W 
other. ' • •" 

SecoTidly, You fay, though the Children may be law- iti', 
fully born, yet they are not holy in the Apoftles fence • '(sd*' 
for he fpeaks here of fome Priviledge that the Children W' 
of Believers have above Pagans, and he expreQy affirms 
that the Children of Believers are holy, and the Chil- f l 
dren of Fagans unclean. W 

Reply. iHrfi, I deny that the Apoftlc fpeaks o f any / 
Privi-. 



l^'iviledge that the Children o f Believers have abovd 
_oi:that Believers and Pagans^rehsic brought in others, 

competition. The bufinefs of the Apoftle was to anfwer 
i t K^i^ °"^^^^t!ce, whether the Believer might lawful-
caf I With his or her unbelieving Yoke-fellow ? which 
^«e he anlwers in the affirmative, and proves the Lavv-
jninels of their continuance from the Lawfulncfs of 
^e i r ftate 5 they were Husband and W i f e , and lb fan-
^uhed each to other by the ordinance of God, and it's 
^^om their fanftification each to other that he infers the 
Holinefs of the Children. 

Secondly, I deny that the Apoftle here doth exprefly 
affirm that the Children of Belivers arc holy : He fpeaks 
not of the Children of Bclievers.conlidered as fuch, but 
of the Children of thofe that wcie fandified each to the 
° tner , which Sandification v/as antecedent unto Faith. 
r u - M ' that he doth exprefly affirm that the 
Children of Pagans are unclean 5 the Words are, Eljh 
'^^ere your Children unclean j had they not been fandi-
hed each to other, the fame Children that now are holy 
had been unclean. « 

Thirdly, You fay, that the Holinefs of the Child M 
not of the fame nature with the I lolincfs of the Paren t , 

the Unbeliever is not holy in himfelf, but is faudifi-" 
in or to the Believer ^ but the Children are faid 

to be holy in themfelves, and not barely fandified to' 
another. 

Reply. Firfi, The Holinefs of the Child is not an In
herent Holinefs, nor is there any fuch thing to be found 
m the Children of Believers more than in the Chil-, 
dren of Unbelievers; That which is born of the Flefii 
Flefl,.. 

Secondly, The Holinefs o f the Child doth flot arife^ 
from the faith of the Believing Parent, but from the 
fanClification of the Unbeliever; now fuch as the root is, 
f«ch are bfanchcsy the holinefs of the Cbiid bfing deri-
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ved from the fan£tificaiion of the Unbelieving Parent, 
' i t muft neceflTarily be of the fame nature. Is not the 
ftream of the fame nature with the fountain from whence 

^^^Thifdly, I deny, that the Unbeliever is fandtified to 
the Believer ; there is nota word of a Believer in the 
Text it's to the W i f e ; i t is not faid to the believing 
W i f e ' or the believing Husband, nor are they fo to be 
confidered in their fanaification each tothe other, but 
birelv as Husband and Wife . 

. Fourthly, You fay I tell you, that i f i t were granted, 
that the Holinefs here were fcederal, yet this would not 
render them Difciples o f Chr i f t , becaufe many of the 
fervs that were fcederally holy were not Difciples of 
Chrif t . This inftance you fay is impertinent, for the 
Jews were not focderally holy in relation to Chrif t , t i l l 
they embraced the Chriflian Faith. 

Reply. The Queftion is not. Whether they were fcede.. 
rally holy in relation to Chrift ? but, v/hethcr they were 
foederally holy t i l l Chrif t was offered up? i f you deny 
this, i t will foon be proved, the Partition-wall was not 
broken down t i l l Chrift was offered up, and t i l l then 
they remain'd afeparate People; and whilf t they were a 
feparate People, they were a holy People : The Cove
nant in which they all ftood held good t i l l they weigh
ed for his price thir ty pieces of Silver, Zmch. u . l o , 
, 1 , 1 2 . and whil f t they remained in Covenant, they 
were federally holy. You fay your felf, page 17. 5oo^ 
2.' That the Jews were Church-members, were intereft-
ed in the Covenant under the old Difpenfation ^ and i f 
f o , they were federally holy all thac t ime : And you 
grant, that the change of the Difpenfation was when 
Chr i f t was offered up, therefore they were a holy Peo
ple unti l then ; and i f f o , the inftances that I have al
ready given, John 4. i . and 9. 27,28. are fufficient to 
prove that Perfons might be focderally holy, and yet 
aot Difciples of Chrif t . Fifthly 
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You fay, i f I would have fpoken to thcpur-

Ki ^ , have proved that the Meinbcrs of the v i f i -
Church of Chrif t were not Difciples. 

Reply. Firft, I would Qiiery, Whether the Jews 
Jiere not the vifible Church of Chrift ? you fay, page 65. 
X iiey were the true Church of God : Were they the 
^nurch of God, and not the Church ofChrif t ? you own 
tiiem to be Ghriftians, page 64. you make the Child 

\ ^3?"^ ^̂ "̂̂  ^ Church-member, and the Child 
°J.^Ghriftian,to be the fame th ing: Were they a Church 

. Of Chriftians, and yet not a Church of Chrift ? Either 
the Jews were the Church of Chr i f t , or they were not ; 
« they were, all your Objedlions are removed ; i f they 
^ere not, then tell me what Priviledge the Children o f 
pelievers have now lo f t , that once they had a right to , 
in their not being received Members of the Church of 
Chrift? for if the Church o f the Jews were not the 
Church o fChr i f t , no Inftancc can be given that ever 
Children were admitted Members of the Church o f 
Chrift. I do not lay much firefs on this, only I was w i l 
ling you fhould fee what might be built on a foundation 
ot your own laying. 

Secondly, I f by the Vifible Church of Chrift you mean, 
3 Church that is conftituted to the Nev.'-Difpenfation, 
( ' hope you wil l bear with me i f I keep a confillcncy in 
™y own Wr i t ings ) my work is to prove that each indi
vidual Member of fuch a Church is a Difciple of Chr i f t , 
and not the contrary; but the Church of the Jem; had, 
tnany Members that were not difcipled untoChrift , and 
yet they were all fcederally holy, fo that foideral H o l i -
ncfs and Difciplefhip are two things, the latter of which 
can't be argued from the former. 

S E C T . XV. 

T H E Second Objedlion that I brought againft In-
fant-Baptifm, you fay, is this,there is no Example 
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