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U Tntil the Bap'tist can poitnt us to a positive repeal of infant membership,
Itil he can quote the words of our Lord or bis inspired Apoties curtailing
te Privileges of Chrisiatz parents, wt must hold to the faith for which we now

tOlitend.
(2.) But while we insist on poitive precept before we crin eirclude infants from

the Church, we are also prepared t% prove what may startie niany of our good
fedwho are accustonied to hear great deal of bad deciamation about Il plain

COuimnands,"~ " example of beliavers' bapti8m, &c.." tint there 18 neither command
tIOr exasuple ln the Bible which gives the slightest countenance for believers'
batistn exclusive of infants as contended for by Anti-pedobaptiat. A Baptist
0 Pens bis Bible and rends us those texts in whiclh it lis said "lRepent or believe
nuid be baptized," or in which. we have some in8tances of baptism being admin-
ý8te-red upon the evidence of repentance or on a profession of faiti, and th inks the.

Rasinsettled. But we ask what do these texts prove on either side ? Why
IuQeY are jugt -se much common property, which prove literally nothing for or
gainst either view. Here is a question wbich we think setties the point ;la there a single historical case in the word of God, in whivh a Pado-baptia

'n1fliuýter would 'not act, and would not b. compelled by his principles to aet in
the caseof aduit-., just as Phulip or Peter or Paul acted, and require of thern
" credlî profession of faith before adniinistering the ordinaince 1 If there is

rlt 11 we assert, tkere is not, then let Baptist preachers and writers no longer
iRePPeal to siieh instances, as though we did not believe as they believe lu be-

Sbaptism as regards aduits. W. do hold the. doctrine of believer's bap-
but flot to the exclusion of infant baptism. It would be just as lozical for

nte t infer upon reading of the baptism of some of the converts in India, of
wo a vredible profession of faitk was required, that the Free Church of Scot-

S~ held Anti-pedo-baptist views, as to infer from parallel instances rccorded
In he ew estmen tht Pterand Paul held. such views. When the Baptist

%. us to point te a single example of infant baptisin in the. New Testanient,
Ne(Ply by demanding of hlmi, a solitary instance in the whole inispired historyofA.Pstohic times, extending over a period of over thirty years, of one whoLad.grown Up under the influences anid instructions of a christian home, pre-

fltiiig himnself as a candidate for this ordinance. Such a case as thaL would
e êein hua favour, though the mers fact lu itself would ttot b. decisive. But

ItÀ <Ii -;a case eau be instanced let hutu ceuse that incessaet cry about Aposto.

SdTeaine logical fallacy appears in the argument founded on the command,
m&"vead be baptized,ý" There is more in' the conclusion than is warranted

bYte ron if The Baptist reas(Aiing put in the. form of a syllogism ruas

&lWh<o believe should be baptized.

IfnsCannot behieve.
Therefore, infants should nôt b. baptized.L4lxS apply the. same Sode.of reasenng to another matter lu which faitb las
eoà"I"2d,-the salvatien of infants&
Mi who blieve shall b saved..

be'catinot believe,
ri Orr infusas cannot b. sRvs,..

%la fr'ei logi0 whicli exoludes infants fron the Church militant, excludes them
the~>I J Church triumapbiwt. If the I3aptist objeet.. Ilthat's bad lozic-

4iU rÀjar Proposition is net "tA l who helici'., &c," but, "Only they-who
Yen àl tWU rePlY, " It nîay be bad logic, but your theology deinands it, for

%0Il ofV 110 mors Scriptural authority for limniting the major proposition in the
fbaptisi t.han ini the case of infant salvation. Disputing tien t.he pro-

u


