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PREFATORY NOTE. 

Tur. following pages are merely a reprint, with correction of ty pographi- 
a) e.rors and the addition of a short note, of certain articles on Eaptiam. 
which appeared in the Messenger, the Witness and the Wesle.-a:., of Halifax. 
The de-iza of the re-publication, in this connected form, of the articles 
referred to. isto offord a facility to Baptists or Pedobapti=ts, whien they might 

not olherwise enjoy, tv learn what has been written on both sides in the present 

argument: an‘l to intro:'luce a series of tracts, if God will, in vindication of the 
claim~ of the Divine Word, Old Testament as well as New, to be heard and 
accepted, in respect to all things which pertain to life and godliness, in the 
‘amily. the church, or the world. I have the most unbounded confidence 

a1 svlmitting to the examination of Baptists my appeal to Scripture, of 
old ur in the present case, in opposition to their professional tenets on Bap- 

u-m: and [ am more than willing that Pedobaptists should read and ponder 
what the Messenger or his allies have to advance against my argument. 

I have. ir the discussiun, studiously confined myself to the consideration 
of the mode of Baptism, while the repiics have mixed up the questions of 
ike mode and of infant baptism, which are so entirely independent that a 
theroush Immersionist might be an advocaie uf infant baptism, and one 

oppused to infar baptism might be in favor of baptismal sprinkling. It 
may ve that the Messenger and his fellow-labourers have the two things so 
v coded in theie minds that they cannot eeparate them, and seem 'o think 
thal immersion involves infant exclusion, and sprinkling. infant bapti-m: or 
il may be that they cherish the vain hope of dragging me from my position : 
or it may be that they desired, when their supercilious assertions re~pecting 
icfant baptism are disregarded, the impression .nizht be made on the minds 
o: Bupti-t readers that their assertions were too formidable to be met. 

The Afessenger chuckles over the fact that | am left alone in this argu- 
meit. aid accepts jt as an evidence that other Pedolaptists believe me to 
te isi error or that the arzun.ent is inconclusive. He was never more mis. 

takeu than in supposing | am disappointed in that [ had not the co-operation 
aud support of others. | neither sought, nor expected, nor desired their co- 
eperation or aid. My appeal is to the divine testimeny, and to that alone, 
and | accept is dogmatic statements and any inference legitimately drawn 

0m its statements as sufficient and decisive in «ll matters of which it treats.



4 PREFATORY NOTE, 

baptism included, and agaist all merely human testimony, against all un- 
mspired history, againet all ecclesiastical practice not regulated by direet 
inspiration. A thousand Pedo-baptiast witnesses could add nothing to the 
strength of the evidence which it supplies, nor detract fiom its validity. 
The only infallible interpreter, without ignoring his use of human instru- 
mentality in discovering bis mind, isthe Spirit who takes the things of Christ 
and shews them to us, aul who guides into all truth. 

Sull, [confess to a disappointment—a_ painful disappoiniment—enisting 
and felt before the present discussion commenced, to find new accepting, 

confessing, and pledged by their ordination vows to the acceptance of intant 
baptism, and baptism by aspersion as of divine institution and divine war- 
rant, silting silent when those ordinances, which they profess, preach and 
observe in the name of the Lord, are ridiculed, denonneed and contemptu- 
ously spurned. fs it possible that Pedobaptiotx are so completely prostrated 
by the Union Epidemic that they are incapable of one vigurous eflurt in sup- 
port of asingle article of scriptural truth whieh is impugned, sati=tied with 
that fraction of revelation which all parties, who repose under the shade ol 
Evangelical liberalism, accept! 

There is no ditliculty in dealing with Baptist legicians. Bind them down 
to what is written. Accept nothing but what the Word testifies. Grant 

nothing but what the Word demands. One souree of weakness in Pedo- 
baptists is allowiny themselves to be drawn into the indefinite region of unin- 
apired history and human testimony, which cannot epeak with authority. 

For the sake of many in the Baptist churches, who desire to know the 

truth, and to work ont their salvation with fear and trembling in all sim- 
plicity, [would be delighted to use all “meekness, instructing those that 
oppose themselves. if God peradventure will give them repentance to the 
acknowledging of the truth:” but with respect to such as the Messenger, 
whom [ hold responsible for the savings of his nameless and unknown as 

sisiants, who is resulved to adhere to his position at any sacriliee of canduur 

and truthfulnes. , it remains only to “ rebuke them sharply, that they may be 
sound in the faith."’ 

All Seiipwuie is given by inspiration ot Gul and is profitable ; and t cheer- 
fully go out. bearing what reproach [| may, without the camp of those who 
refuse the Old Testament as a rule of faith and practice. and of those who 

think they can cull out of the Seripture what is exsential, ail hand back to 

the author the rest as well-meant and useless trifles, which may not inter- 
fere with the confederation of the States of Christendom.
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ARGUMENTS PRO ANI CON, 

[* Messescra,” July 28, 1475.) 

THE VOICE OF ITISTORY ON BAPTISM. 

Tt ia curios to observe how variuus and contradictory are many of the 
arguments taken up by the advocates of Infant Baptism. The bold affirma- 
tions of some obscure Pedobaptists as to what history saya on the aubject, 
fade away inte thinair, When men who ought to know, and «lo know, apeak. 
We have one just at hand, an account of which comes tous in the last No, of 
the N.Y. Eeewiner & Chromele. Tt is, ae follows, under the title 

STUDYING WISTORY TO SOME PURPOSE, 

The Professor of Church Mistery in the Banger ( Me.) Theological Seminary 
(Conyreyationalist) must he a mau who is more thoroughly imbued with the 
historic spint than anv whe tech in theological seminnrie Tle lias the 
senae to see that lis fanetion in to report, not make history, and the candor 
te report what be finds, And it appears that hie finding is to the effect that 
“the apestie~ nnd all the clureh aatil four or five hundred ycars aco understood 
by baptisin imiersion, and) never sprinkled anybody except She sick.” Such, 
at least, was the substance of what wae recited by students at the last An- 
nual Examination, and was net called in question by Professor Paine, But 
the Rev. A. L. Park, of Garliner, was stirred np to write us fullowa to the 
Christian Mivror: - 

At the anniversary of our Theological Seminary ai Bangor, a few daye 
since, the clas under examination in Chureh History pave sume answers 
which atrack mens extremely remarkable. The questions of the Professor 
anil replies of the students were substantially as fullows: 

() What was the apostolic and primitive mode of baptism ? 
f.--Py inainersion. 
Q. Under what circumstances only wae sprinkling allawed ¥ 
al. Incense of sickiess, 
().- When was the practice of sprinkling or pouring generally introduced * 
ef, Now watil the fourteenth century, 
(). -For what reason woe the change adopted ? 
A.—Ae Ulristianity advanced and spread in colder latitudes, the severity of 

the climate made it impracticable to immerse. 
The Professor of Church Wistory approved the anawers, which faithfully 

represented! lis teachings, and uene of the clergymen present seemed to call 
these statements in question, Yet if such are the facta, the Daptists are his- 
turically correct, and we as a denomination are wrong, both in our literature 
and our practice. Our Publishing Society has iseued a good deal of chaff 
about the browd interpretation of daptizo, and the impossibility of inimersing 
thousands of people in a single day in Jerusalem, an! all other familiar argue
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ments in fayver of sprinkling or pouring aa the primitive and Seriptural 
method of baptian, if it be true that the Apostles and all the ehureh until 
four or Ave hundred veara ago understood by baptism daneraion, wel never 
sprinkled anyhily except the sick. Our usages need reforming, for nearly 
all our ministers have a decided perference for the unseriptural and unbise 
torical method of affusion, even in the summer months, when inimersion in 
aby tiver or pond is attended with no pains or perils. The vast Orthodox 
Chareh of the East, which has over sixty million comumnicants in the rigor 
vur climate of Russia, contrives to iminerse all ite nen, women and children, 
wid that thriee, aml no clonht our ministers can fined means to bestaw the 
rite properly upon the few persons who are received tite our churches dure 
iny the winter montha, 

If the Baptists are Afdorically right, and we wrong, let us discontinge our 
disptites With themteas to the meaning of Greek verbs, and give die honor te 
the original mole of baptisar both by our preaching and pretion, bet ts 
mliminister by immersion as the rale, amd aee methods only in eases of neces- 
sity. Lf not, wil some one tell us why not? 

If Professor Paine teaches that (he Apostles aprinkled sick persons i a 
mele of baptizing them, he has need to examine still mere critically into the 
evidences. But apart from doubt on that point, he minat be reckoned to lave 
clone a valuable services to somueh of the rising Congregationaliat: ministry 
na it falls to his lout to instruct during their nevitinte, Amd it may be safely 
uasnnied that others besides his eritie in the Wieror will ask further quea- 
tions, andl draw inferences, 

[(* Were,” Ang. 21, IS75,7 

“THE VOICE OF HISTORY ON BAPTISM.” 

RY REV. WILLIAM SOMMERVIT LE. 

It is storied that a gentleman, passiug alung the street, found a little boy 
attempting to throw a load of coals into a cellar witha tire shovel, and asked 
him how he hoped to accomplish his task with that tiny tool, He replied, 
“ By keeping atit.’ Our Baptist brethren seem to have taken a lesson from 
the boy, and expect to secure universal assent to the exclusive claim uf im- 
mersion to be calledl Baptiom, by keeping at tt. Fanaticisym was never posi- 
live with legs evidenee than is the Baptist that Immersion, and thonersion 
only, is Baptism, Even alter they would have us believe that the question 

has been conclusively settled, they still keep at i. 
My attention was tneife? by the writer to.an article expected to appear in 

the Messenyer of July 28, the one, 1 presume, which came oul under the 
above caption, | understood the invitation to be a sly challenge, and 1 ae- 
cept it all the more cheerfully that the Chiumpion sppeared on the round 

very destitute of armour, 

It appeare that the Professor of Chureh History, (Paine) in the Theological 
Seminary of Bangor, has been teaching his studeuts, in etlect, that “the 

Aposticx and all the Church, until fouror five hundred years azo, uinerstood 
by baptism Gamersion, and never sprinkled anybody except the sick.’”’ Tt 

further appears that the “Rev. A. L. Park, of Gardiner, was stirred up to 
wiite as fullows to the Christian Mirror,” —atter giving some particulars of 

the examination of the students, whose statements, in answer to questions 
put to them, fully aggeed to the doctrine of their teacher,—“ that none of the
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clergymen proseat seemed to call these statements in question. —If the Bap 
liste are Austoniendly right, and we wrong,—Let us administer by imimerson 

as the rule, and use (other!) methods in cases of necessity, TF not, will 

someone fell us why not! Prof. Prine, teaching such doetiae ina Con. 

gregational Semiuary, is wotian honest man. aud his histerient report cannot 
be necepied without examination. History furnishes proof of strange doings 
in the Chureh, 

The appeal to the testimony of Paine and Park, and to the silence of the 
other clergymen present atthe examination, is pretuced by the following 

sttement—" The bold aflirmations of some obscure Pedobaptists, as to 

what history says on the subject, fade away inte thin air, when men who 
vught te know, and do know, speak.” We have here aspecimen of that 

contemptible trickery which is not wneo.r mon with our immersionint friends, 
This closes the ears of Baptists to all that may be said on the opposite side, 

no mutter by whom. He is an obscure Pedobaptist. Ail wenk-kneed le- 
dobaptists will allow themselves to be frightened into sileuce, lest they 

should be counted obserre, Lam perfectly contented to be numbered with 
obsenre Pedobaphsis. and, as Luther anid when he was represented as possess. 
ed with the Devil, come, hear the Devil's arguments against the mass,’ | 

any, ‘come, hear the obscure Pedobaptist’s arguments against Dajtismal im- 

mersion,”” The writer of the article in question cannot have read the replies 
of Prof. Wilson, late of the Reval College, Belfast, and of Dr. Halley, to Pr. 
A. Carson, or he would not have made such an assertion. ‘These were not 
obscure Pedobaptists, Uf he real Wilson on the historical argument, he will 
begin to suspect that Paine muy be more dogmatic than learned, that Park 

is tov easily cowed by the bold dicta of professorial greatness, and that the 
other clergymen were tov timid to express an opinion iu the presence of 

their superiors, 

But, so fur as argument ix concerned, (no farther), I am willing to give the 

Baptists the history. The mystery of iniquity was at work in the Churches 

before the Apostles died,—has been developing in various forms till now, and 

al the present Sour a far greater number, comprehending men of supenor 

intellect and erudition, maintain the infallibility of the Pope—not obsenre 

Pupists at all—than all the immiersionists in the world : they are us positive 
they are right as Baptists are: are as much irritated as Baptists are, when 

their peculiar views are called in question, and gre as zealous to bring dis 
ciples into their fold as Baptistaare, [t seems to be pretty well authenticated 
that there were persons in Galatia who were eo zealous for the spiritual 
interests of Christians in that region, so anxious to attach them more closely 
to themzelves, that they sought to ezelude Paul and his fellow-laborers : vhat 
others, in the sphere of John’s labors, refused to receive him and his brethren, 

and turned them out of the Church who were willing to own them, Must 
it then appear impossible that there should arise, even under the eves of the 
Apostles, men who, dissalisfied with Jewish sprinklings, thought this a:l- 
vanced dispensation demanded something more grand and imposing, and 
insisted that the disciples should all be dipped !



8 BAPTISMAL IMMERSION NOT OF GoD, 

No man, who believes that all Seripture i¢ given by inspiration of God, 

will accept uninapired history as necessary te the correct m/erpretation of 
Scripture, We place the Bible with all confldenc: in the hands of men who 

koow little or nuthing of history, as able to make wise unto salvation, —pro- 

fitable tu the extent of making the man of God perfect, thorom:hly furnished 

unfy all good worka: and are we to hold up hisiory us a supple 'oent to the 

Mord without which it cannot be intelligently applied ¢ To believe Paine, 

or Park. even when they speak truth, is not te believe the Worl of God, 

Hietory way teach us what men from age to age have le liewel, professed, 

taught: but we musccome to the Word ta dearn whether their ductring is 

correct. History may inform ua what) Profes-ors diel; but we inst come to 

the Word +o learn whether what they did was right, If Ure Seriptare does 
not shew u., pot only that we are to be baptized, but what baptism is, and 

how it is to be administered, we can know nothing asvuvedivaloul it. Lf we 

are to be dicinely taught, the Word must show us the import of the ordi- 
nance, whether we are ly be immersed in water or to have water sprinkled on 
us, Or Whether either will do. '* ia @ gross Uinpositinn practised on imsus- 
pecting man to lead away their minds from the [Pord tu history, The faith 

of God's clect rests on divine testimeny. History can add nething to the 
strength of their faith. 

The whole of tie Baptist ayaten resta on the denial of two feefa, of which 

we have ample evidence in the Bible. 
I. One fact is that - Baptian ia an ordinance of the former dispensation, Of 

this we have the most direct and unequivocal evidence. [ajpticin wae 
divinely administered and divinely enjoined hundreds of years befure the 

apperrance of John Baptist. The # postle is writimg to a Christian church 
whose members had all been baptized, and vf course Knew whet baptism was 
and Aww they had been baptized ; aod he informs them cn. the Israelites, 

having come forth from Egypt, were all baptized in the clow! and in the sea, 
When he writes to the Hebrew christians, he reminds Urem that the insti- 

tuted ritea of the form-erage comprehended divers baptiains, To ussert: then 

that bapiiam ia peculiar to this dispensation ix te deny the aimpiration of 
Paul, or fo make God a liar because the record which Ile yives concerning 
thia matter is net ucceptec. With no levity, witha solemn sent sense of 
responsibility, do | bring against the leaders of a conliding people the heavy 
charge of imjniting to the Holy Spirit a blusder or an error, With no apirit 

of bitterne. ‘0 [ briag the charge, but to lead to serious consideration in the 
light, not of man’s testimony, but of the Divine word, Onee brought to ae- 
cept the testin. uy -the plain and decisive teatinioeny of the Spint, we are 

near anen! of tie assertion of the baseless aml fanaiical ceremony of tre 
meraion, 

2. The secon fact is that,— We can never learn the design or form of an or- 

dinance from the name given to i, unleaa baptism is an exeeption to what is 

otherwise universally true. There are Circumcision. Sacritlee, Sin-offering, 

Trespase-offerins, Passover, Meat and Drink offerings, Lord's supper. Let 

the Baptists e«lert the name which God has attached to any one of. theea 

ceremonial insiitutions, Let him tax his ingenuity or his liternture. Let 

him call intu play the vivid imagination by wich he can combine the waters 
of the Red Sea and a pillar of cloud or fire to construct a baptiatry, in which
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the fleeing tribes miay get, as Carson saya,a dry dip, And let him demon- 

atrate from the mame. the nature or the material, or the form of the prescribed 
eerview, The thing is imporsible. As little can he determine from the word 
daptem the design or mode of the ordinances so-called. Linguists are pot 
agrecL about the exact signification of baptize, It is true, Dr. Cramp tells ne, 
Nolearne! man willrisk his reputation by irming that its primary meaning 

is not dip, plunge, tramerse, This iscnii characteristic, as noticed already, 
of the Baptist stvle of argumentation. It is a fearful rink, vet 1 will venture 

tu affirm that the sea-coast is not dipped, or plunged, or tmmerecd in the 
ocean aa often os the tide flows in upon it, although Aristotle, as reported by 
Conant, eave it is baptized. 

According to the rule in respect to every other ordinance, we have to learn 
from the Dietne Word what constitutes baptism. and then, and oot till then, 

we are able to discover why that particular name is appropriated to it. And 

we have a special right, we are under a special obligation to appeal to the 
Old Testament, as it ig an Old Testament ordinance. 

We tind the communication of all the blessings of the Covenant associated, 

in the Seriptures, with aprinkling, whether ‘y a natural or preserile| process, 
When the Levites are to be set apart to their office or the leper to be 

cleansed, the water of separation is to be sprinkled upon them. Speek of the 
blessed eflicacy of the civine word. “ My doctrine ahull drop as the rain; 
my speech shall desil as the dew.” What of the Mediators work 7“ IIe 
shell come down like ram upon the mown yrass ; as whorwers that water the 

earth.” What of his blood that cleanses from all ain? It is “the bluodl of 

sprinkling.” The sainta are elect “unto obedience an-l sprinkling of the blood 
of Jesus Christ.” What of the communication of the Spirit? “Ile shall 
sprinkle many nations.” “1 will pour water upon him that is thirsty, and 
Hoods upon the dry ground: [ will pour my spirit upon thy seed and my 
blessing upon thine offering.” “1 will sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye 

shall be clean.” Will eome learned man among the Baptista shew us where, 

in the whole Bible, a bleasimg temporal or epiritual is represented n= commu 
nicated in the way of depping, plunging or immersion? Cot apriakles. Bap 
tists dip. Let the Word alone. Give us History. Never mind Moses or 
Isainh, Poul or Peter. Give us Paine, Park, and their silent companions of 

Bangor. 

i? MESSENGER,” Ang. 25, 18757. ] 

“THE VOICE OF IISTORY ON BAPTISM." 

Rev. W. Sommerville, in the Preabytertiom Witness of last week, expresses 
much dissatisfaction with the teachings of Professor Paine, of the Bangor 
Theological Seminary, on the Dlistory of Baptism. It will be remembered 
hy our readers that in the Christian Messenger, July 23, an article appeared 
giving the examinktion of Dr. Paine’s class on Church Ilistory. 

Mr. Summerville ventures to allirm that “ Prof. Paine, teaching such doc- 
trine in a Congregational Seminary, ia not an honeat man, and his historical 
report cannot be accepted without examination.” Thisis® short cut to the 
end of controversy, almost us effectual aa the treatment served upon Roger 
Willian and others who in earlier duys were sent alrift beeause they ren- 
tured to say what they believed on this subject. There must have been a 
greal many Cone tonel tase, Presbyterians, aud other Pedobaptista who, in 
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Mr. Som rville’s estimation, were not honest men, seeing that they lave 
Bail the eanie things. 

One of the visitors at the examination of the class in Church Tlistory, at 
Bangor, where these facts were brought forth, wrote, aeking Prof, Paine 
“whether if that they were the trathful teaching of Church Ihatory, a ood 
deal of the argument againat the Baptists must not be piven up?” 

Profvssur Paine in his reply says: - 

It may be honestly asked by some, Was immersion the primitive form of 
baptism; and if so, what then * Aa to the question of fact, the t atimeny is 
ainple amd decisive. No matter if church history is clearer, The evidence ie 
all one way. and all church historians of any repute agree in aecepting It 
We cannot claim even originality in teaching it in a Congregational Semi- 
nary. Aml we really feel guilty of a kind of anachronism in writing: ap 
article to insist upon it. [tis a point on which Ancient, Mediwval and mo- 
dern historinns alike, Catholic and Protestant, Lotheran and Calvinist, bave 
no controversy. And the simple reason for this unanimity is that the state- 
ments of the early Fathers are eo clear, and the light shed upon these states 
ments from the early custome of the chureh ia eo conclusive, that no historian 
who cares for hig reputation would dare to deny it, and no historian who is 
worthy of the name woul wish to, There are some historical questions 
concerning the early church on which the miost learned writers cisagree— for 
example, the queation of infant baptism: but on this one of the early prac- 
tice of immersion the most distingnishe | antiquarians, buch an Bingham, 
August: (Coleman), Smith (Dietionary of the Bible), and hi-torians, such as 
Moasheia, Gieseler, Hase, Neander, Milman, Schaff, Alzag v4 atholic), hold a 
common iangnage. The following extract from Coleman's Antiquities very 
accurately ¢vpreases what all agree to: “In the primitive church, immersion 
was undeniably the commen mode of bapliem, The utuoet than can be anid 
of aprinkfing in that early perio! is that tt was, in case of necessity, permitted 
as an exception to the general rule, This fact is so well established that it 
were needlesa to adduce authorities in proof of it.” As one further illustra- 
tion we quote from Schaff'a “ Apostolic Church :” “ As to the oulward mode of 
administering this ordinance, immersion, and not sprinkling, was unquestion- 
ably the oriinal, normal form.” But while imimersiog was the universal 
eustom, an abridgment of the right was freely allowed and defended im cases 
of urgent necessity, such as sickness and approaching death, and the poculiar 
fourm of sprinkling thus came to be koown as “ clinical ” baptism, or the hap- 
tism of the sick, It ia somewhat siguificant that no controversy of any 
account ever arose in the Church on thie question of the form of baptism, 
down to the Reformation. And hence it is difficult to determine with com- 
plete accuracy just when immersion gave way to sprinkling aa the commen 
church practice. The two forms were employed, one aa the rule, the other 
as the exception, until, as Christianity travelled northward into the colder 
climate, the exception silently grew to be the rule, 

As iate as the thirteenth century immersion etill held ita ground, as is 
shown inn passage in the Summa Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinis, where 
the arguments in favor of the two modes of baptism are compared, and the 
conclusion is drawn that immersion is the safer beenuse the more common 
form (quia hoe habet communiorem usus), Three centuries later, in the time 
of the Reformers, sprinkling has become common, and even quite universal ; 
though Calvin speaks of the different forma of baptism inn way which seema 
toimply that immersion was by no meansobsolete, So that Dr. Schaff pute 
the date quite early enough, we think, when he savs that “not until the end 
of the thirteenth century did aprinkling become the rnle and immersion the 
exception.” It ia to he remarked, aleo, that this change occurred only in the 
Western or Latin Church, In the Greek Church immersion haa reniained the 
rule to the present day, 

Mr. Sonamerville makes strange work by his attempt to formulate two 
propositions which he rewards ox facte, on the denial of which he afiirme 
“the whole Baptist system rests.” They are lat— Baptin ia an ordinance of
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the former dispensation, and 2nd— Ve can never learn the design or form of an 
ordinance from the name given tot. The first of these is, of course, desipned 
to support the long exploded idea that Christian Baptism is a substitute for 
Jewish circumcision. With regard to the second proposition, perhaps the 
New ‘Testament itself ig the best expositor of what is the design or form of 
Baptiam., We have much respect for Mr. Sommerville, and are surry to see 
him place himself in a dangerous eeaeel Inthe warmth of his zeal to dis- 
prove tloct immersion is buptiam, he says, “It is a fearful risk, yet | will ven- 
ture tu aflirm that the sea const is not dipped or plunged, or faumersed in the 
ocean as often as the tide Hows in upon it, although Aristotle, as reported by 
Conant, says itis baptized.” Mr.S. must believe himself to be a very clever 
manipulator of language, to think he could make other people believe what 
he thus attrms. If the sea coast is overwhelmed by the rising tide, it is 
surely immersed, submerged, or baptizerl. “a 

Baptists are ev often supplied with ammunition by those who differ from 
then that they are not required to do more than present it to public view in 
the defence of their practices, Other Pedobaptists should surely accept 
such testimony in preference to that F.om Baptist authora, 

Another author of no mean position in the Church of England, has recently 
appeared: Canon Lightfoot of St. Pauls and Professer of Divinity at Cam- 
bridge, in his commentary on the epietle to the Colossians, wrilus as dixtinetly 
as if he were a Baptist in practice. [Te recognizes baptisin as belonging only 
to believers. and inmmersion as the only christian baptism : 

In the sunnuary of his argument in ii, 8—15, he writes ; 
This creumeision cwrought hy the Spirit, Ac.) ye have, because ye were buried with Chrtet 

to your old selves beweuth the baptismal waters, and were raised with Linn from these same 
waiters to whew and regenerate life through your fulth in the powerful working of Giad, who 
ral! Elita from the dead. 

On ii. 12, he remarks: 
Duptiam ix the grave of the old man, and the birth of the new. As he sigheth beneath the 

haptiomal waters, the bellever burles there all his corrupt affections amd past sins as he 
emerges thence, he rises regeneraic, qaickened to new hopes and waew Tile, This it Is, he- 
cuuse ft ds mot only the crowning act of hls own Faith, but also the sealof diols cehopt (om and 
the earnest of God's Spirit. ‘Phus taptisin isan iniage of his purtleipation both in the death 
and resurrection uf Clirist. 

On ver. b:— 
The apostles argument fs this:—When you sink under the baptiamal waters you dinip- 

eared for ever tothe world, You row aguin, itis tre, but you rose only te Ged. The world 
teneeforth knows nothing of your new Life aud (us a conseynence) your new life must know 
nothing of the world, 

Perhapa that will do forthe present, There ia one American Congreyation- 
alist Theological Professor, Dr. Maine ; and one Chureh of England Canon, Dr. 
Lightfout, either one of which will be quite equal to Mr. Somumerville’s 
affirmations and appeals to the Old Testament in support of a New Testa- 
ment ordinance. 

[(" Mexsencvrnr," Sept. 15, 1875, | 

“(ANSWER HIM NOT.’ 

[u the Presbyterian Witness of Aug. 21, there is an article on baptism by 
“the Rev, William Sommerville,” written in his accustomed style, If Mr. 
Sommerville were a fair disputant, it mizht be (it and proper to answer him, 
But hois not, He can charge us Baptists with ‘ coutemptible trickery.” 
He can crowd his paper with sly insinuations and sophistical reasonings. 
He can dogmatise. Hie ean slander. He can say ' God sprinkles, Baptists 
dip.’ But he is not a man to be met on a fair field of honorable controversy 
on the subject of baptism, being under the power of uncontrollable prejudice, 
“ Answer him not,” 

We Anow \hat in apostolic times believers were “ buried with Him in bap- 
tism.”’ aud in that ordinance did ‘‘ put on Christ.” 

We know tnat infant baptism is inconsistent with the apirit and design of 
Christianity, and therefure is not mentioned in the New Testament,



12 BAPTISMAL IMMERSION NOT OF GON, 

The great Neander said truly that we have all reason for not deriving 
Infant baptism trom Apostolic institution.” ‘That is enongh. 

Pisguh, Sept. 1875. Hezexian. 

Sinee receiving the above we find the following in the Presbyterian Wu- 
ness of the 11th:— 

“THE VOICE OF GOD ON BAPTISM.” 

HY MEV, J, TO Ws, NAVTIST MINISTER, 

Dear Editor,—Some yearsago Mr. Spurgeon was assailed by an elderly lady 
shortly after the service, as follows, “ Mr. Spurgeon, P think vou were a little 
too high in your doctrine this morning.” “ What waa it,” Mr. S. replied, 
“that you didn’t like 2" She toll him. “ Why,” said he, * that was a quo- 
tation from Paul's Ege to the Romans.” “Ah well,” ahe anewered, “ Paul 
was a little too high sometimes, too.” Would it not be well for those who 
find fault with Baptiats to be sure first that they are not finding fault with 
Paul, or perhaps Paul's Lord’ 1 think if Rey. Mr. Sommerville (whom I 
have nul the pleasure of kno ing) bad carefully read those poussages in the 
New Testament that refer to Baptism, and the 17th chapter of John, particu- 
larly verses 21, 22, 23, he would have hesitated before committing what he 
has to print, and such unhappy expressions as, “contemptible trickery,” 
“baseless and fanatical ceremony of Baptiam,” &e., would not have fount 
place among his remarks. [ fear Mr. Sommerville has taken upon himevlf a 
greater responsibility than he is aware of. [fhe is eure of his own ground, 
and if Baptists are so very gui.ty, contemptible and fanntical as he thinks, 
should he not be a little more gentle aml forbearing and try to shew them the 
more excellent way ¥ 
Now as Mr. Soumerville professes to take the Bible for his guide, and with 

the motto of the Witness before him, viz: “The Bible ia our great church 
tlirectury and atatute book,” would it not be well for him to shew his consis- 
tency with himself by giving from the Bible, and not from history, proof or 
proofa fur the doctrine and practice of Infant Baptiam ? Tf le will do this 
he will hestew a great favor on thousands who are anxious to find it there, as 
well ns on Yours very respectfully, 

Cow Bay, Aug. 31, 1875. J. Bhown, 

[Witskas, Sept. 25, 1475.) 

“THE VOICE OF HISTORY ON BAPTISM.” 

Ma. Entvron,—If 1 had nothing else ta do, the Editor of the Messenger 
would) have heard from me sooner in reply to his treniarks on ney communi- 

cation of August 21st. What ashame that the writer of the articles on which 
I offered n few strictures should leave the burden of his defence on the Ed. 

Mo!) We might have told us the names of those obscure pedobapy ists to whom 
he refera, owhetherthey denied that tamersion was very carly and very gen- 
erally practised in the Churches, -denied vit the candidates for baptism 

were dipped three times,--denied that they were dipped in a@ state of perfect 
nudity, (one obscure pedobapleat at least, the late Dr. Samuel Miller of Prince- 

ton, has stated! that * We have the very aqme eridence in favor of immersing 
divested of all clothing, that we have of inmmersing atall.”) He wight have 
also informed us why, when Baptiata appeal to history, they do not carry out 

the evidence to its full issue, but give us a mere abridgement of the baptiama! 

ordinance of che ancients; for certainly a angle dip isa nieagre compend of 
their buptiem, The information would be curious, and, in many respects, 

useful. Yet no mun, who believes that all Scripture ia given by inspiration 
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of Gol, will accept uninapired history as authority reapecting any point of 

Christian doctrine of Christian practice, 
When, some years ago, [ publishel a amall work on Baptiem, [omitte:! all 

reference to the historical argument, and the Ed. WV. generously insinunte | 

that the omission wae owing to a fear of meeting that aspect of the «ne 
tion, He had my reply, with which he may have been more than satisfied ; 
and EP will not row submit to be dragged from the frm ground of Apustles 

and Prophets, where both Baptists and Pedobaptists can etand by me and 
examine all my statements, and plunge into a labyrinth where compara- 

tively few can follow me, and from which when [ come out, having made my 

report, they must fake my word for what [ have learned. [am willing to go 

to the Seriptures with the most talented and distinguished Baptists, - with 
the Er. W., if he chooses to occupy the humble office of a screen “ betwixt 

the wind and their nobility.” One wté Gol is a majority. A child with God 
is almighty. 

lam thankful for the Editor's expression of respect ; doubly thankful that 
he has warned me that L have placed myself in a dangerous position ; and 
wok! be superlatively obliged had he told me in what the danger consists. 

If my article in the Witness admits of no more direct, ingenuous, and effee- 

tive reply than he has eupplied, the danger cannot be great, Must peuple are 

fumilinr with the action of the tides; aad to expect Baptists to believe that, 
becnuse Aristotle saya that the «ea const it baptized at flood, it is not over- 

flowed lut dipped, or lunged, or tmmersed, is to expect them to sacrifice thei- 
connnon sense on the altar of their profession, To say that the coast is dip- 
ped, or plunged, or tmmeraed, ag often na the tide flows in upon it, im 
unqualifiel nonsense ; and the Editor knows it, and) when he woull con- 
tradict my statement, quietly drope the words dip aud plunge, and to the 
more myuivucal word gumersed whla submerged and baptized. If this ia nos 

deliberate and dishonest meantpelation of language, I know not what dishon- 

esty ix, He dare not put the declaration that the land is dipped or plunged 
into the ocean when the tide covers it, before hia most credulous readers. 

Dr, Carson, whose theory is that bapfize always signitted dip and nothing but 
dip, expresses mode aud nothing but made, knew that the literal application 

uf Arisiotle’s words would contradict his position, and elaborates a tlgure out 
of a very unadorned narrative of a plain matter of fact. But so long as Baye 

tiets are content to be blindfolded, cabletowed, andl swear what they are told, 

there iano hope. Lam very unjustly represented as accusing Prof. Paine of 
not being an honest man“ because le ventured to say what he thought on 
this subject” of baptism. T pever called Prof. Paine or any other man dir- 
honest because he said what he thought on Baptism or any other anbject, 
What Pimennt to say, and ded in effect acy, was that Prof. Paine, ina Con- 

“regational Seminary, and supporter, as l euppose, by the money of Conyzre- 
wationaliats, teaching the atudents--the probable future miniatera of Congrega- 
tional Churches, principles contrary to the doctrine and order of those Churche:., 

is Not an honest man. All this ia indicated by emphasising the word congre- 
gationatiat in my statement, For the same reason, | would call a Professor 

in Acacia College a dishonest man who would take advantage of hia position 
to inculcate upon hia students Pedobaptist principles, I[ad Prof. Paine con- 

Aned himself to the exhibition of the practice of the ancient and mediavul
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churches, he ia free of blame, but he is represented as teaching that “the 

Apostles and oll the chureh until four or five hundred vears ago un-lerstoorl 
by baptism inversion, wud never sprinkled any boly except the sick” We 
don’t go to uninspired history to learn what was the practice of the Apostles, 

We go to their own writings which are as open to the wembers of the Church 

as tu Prof. Paine, We are willing to lear what he nas to cay as a teacher of 
history, but it woul! be very unwise to accept his historical report without 
examination, especially if it has a bearing on Chrietian faith or practice. 
Even Dr. Carson who never, | am persuaded, aide an incorrect statement 

intentionally, has so represented the views of Cyprian as to call forth the fol- 

owing from Prof, Wilson:—“ A statement more completely at vatiance with 

ancient recom] we have seldom «letected in the worka of any author of 

character, and we are nut, therefove, aurprised at the strong langusce of Dr, 

Halley, when he says, ‘ Either the writer of these assertions ia not a reader 

of Cyprian, or he is net an honest man." Paul commended the Beriana 

because they would not take Aia word without examination. 
To return to Aristotle's baptism of the African coast. [ affvmed in a 

jocular mood never supposing that any one woul! be ridiculous enoigh to 

contradict it, that the ses coast is covered! hy the tide, not by heins dipped, 

ar plunged, or immersed into it. Tow does the Ed, W. meet this?’ [le op- 

poses to me tne testimony of Paine that funeraion was the practice of the 
ancient Church! and of Canon Lightfoot who expounds Paul's worl to the 

Colossians (buried with him in baptism, &c.) aa i-splying immersion! Had I 

state:| that Saint John ia not the Capital of N. Brunswick, there would be 

as much sense in opposing to me the testimony of Lord Dufferin and Gov. 
Archibald that Halifax ie the Capital of Nova Scotia, 

In my letter to the Witness, ! erpreadly stated that aa fer aa argument 

qoea the Baptista are welvome to the history, yet as if history was the sheet 

anchor, # great part of the reply consists of a historical statement of Paine. 

It is this likely that has deceived poer J, Brown of Cow Bay, who las fallen 

inte the mistake that I was Jeaving the Bible to found on history, wnen I 
am pleading against an appeal to history in favor of the Bible and in op- 
position to Baptists, Suppose all Paine atates to be true, except that the 
term primitive used hy himeelf and Coleman, and the terms origine! an) nurmat 
used by Schaff, might be understood to make the Apostles reaponsihle for the 

aberrations of the ancient Church, we are no nearer to the solution of the 
(juestions—What is baptiam ?—How is baptiam to be administered? Sup. 
pose that it ia fully ascertained and admitted that Haptiam by aprinkling was 

ridiculed by the Devil's miniaters, who transformed them-elyes into the 
Apostles of Christ, and opposed Paul at Corinth, or by Diotrephes, loving 

pre-eminence, who rejected John, and thay throws their activity, compase- 
ing sen anil land to make proselytes, it was universally abandened and im- 

meraion, with all ita superstitious andl shameless appenlages, substituted in 
its room, we must still come to the Scripture to ‘arn whether the practice 
of the Church has the sanction uf her divine Head. The Israelites had not 
dwelt in Booths at the fenst of tabernacles from the time of Jo-hua till the 
end of the Babylonish captivity, but the practice was revived under Nehe- 

miah and Ezra, because “ they found written in the law which the Lord had 
commanded by Moses, that the children of Israel should dw ll in booths in
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the fenst of the seventh month.” But coneerning this incessant appeal to 

mem and to ¢radition E ahall have something to aay ina future communication. 

We ennnot allow the thief to escape by the artful dodge of mingling with the 

crow! awl shonting “ stop thief’ londer than any body else, 

But what of my two facta? The firat is that Baptiem isan ordinance of the 

former clispensation, Does the Ed, M. deny this? He does not. Ile knows 

that the terms of the sixth commandment are not more plain than those in 

which the Apostle atates that the divinely instituted ritea of the Old Testa- 

ment dizpensation comprehended dirrrs baptisms, and that to deny it is to make 

Gud a liar, Whatiahiareply? “ The first of these is, uf course, designed to 
aupport the long exploded idea that Chriatain baptiamw ian substitute for Jew- 

iah circumcision” “of course." Then there can be no doubt of the correctness 

of his «tatementa. But how did he know my design? He could not. 1 

never once thought of the relation which baptiem has to circumcision, If I 
had been «peaking of infant baptiem, 1 might have thought of that relation. 
The Abrahamic covenant hath nothing more to do with the made of baptiam 
than the deed of a farm has to do with the mode of its cultivation, whether it 

ix to be a sheep-walk, a wheat field or an orchurd. Ie turna away the minds 

of hia renders from the question by nas:erting what he conld not know to be 
true, and which is in fact untrue, His concluding sentence might lead the 
reader to disbelieve the fuct which he dare not directly deny. “ Mr. S. appeala 

to the (). Teatament, in support of a N. Tesiament ordinance.” I donot. I 
appeal to the ©, Testament reepecting an O. Testament ordinance which is 
perpetuated under this dispensation. Nobody denies that Baptiam is a N. T. 
ordinance. The Baptist doctrine ia that it belongs crelusively to thia dixpen- 
sation. “‘ The long exploded idea that Christian buptram isa substitute for Jewish 
cirenmeizion.” It may be very convenicat to have Baptista think the idea 
long exploded. But it is amazing that one occupying the place of a guide of 
public sentiment should be so ignorant om not tou know, that the idea that 
baptism occupies the room of circumcivion hax not yet been exploded. J 
blame the writer's intelligence to eave hia integrity. 

The second fact is that te can never learn the design or form of an ordinance 
from the name given to it. Does the Ed. Jf. attempt to meet this by the demon- 
atretion of the nature and form of any one ordinance from ita name? No. 
Ife medeatly states that “ Perhaps the New Testament is the heat expositor of the 
design and form of Baptiam.” The N. Testament does not espound either, but 

furnishes various references to the ordinance which imply an antecedent 
knowledge of both. 

After warning me benevolently of dangers ahead, the Editor glides away 
into the #tudy of Canon Lightfoot, Prof. of Divinity at Cumbridge—head 
quarters of orthodoxy—to get a vupply of ammunition, and finds—a parcel 

of figs. 

My time is limited aod I would not treaspass unreasonably on your columna, 
But vou will permit me to add a grand idea borrowed from the C. Messenger 

of Aug. 1, not altered, but differently applied. ‘“ The fear of offending thore 

who favour the practice” of immersion, ‘‘ or any other not having the sanction 
of the ible should oot be sllowed to binder u- from a faithful declaration of 
God's truth. While we esteem it no part of our duty to offend our neighbours,
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we must be careful net to offend tiod by keeping back his word to please 

men.” W. SoMMERVILLE. 

“Messe Nob” October ath, bn, | 

“THE VOICE OF HISTORY ON BAPTISM.” 

twealetter in the Witness of the 2th ult.oon this subject, from the Rew, 
Mr. Sommerville, it appears that there j4 some Aetion in his mint aheut some 
person having written in our pages i connection will anarticl: which we 
quoted ruule tine tsu from ole of ourexchunses, DL gave tn account of 
Professor Paine’s teachings. and what he, a Pedo-baptist, tad learned from 
histery, Tespecting primitive baptem, The esamination of his students, it 
will be remembered, developed that the result of his extensive arquaintance 
with histury waa that baptism is essentially an immersion of the believer. 
We made a few intrsxluctury remarks, and wldel a few more, [ut what 
does Mr. S. mean by saving. ** Whata shame that the writer of the ariel op 
which FE offered afew strictures should leave the burden of hia defenes on 
the kd. Mor”) What wrnter® Jn his first letter in the Wit ies, Auz, 20at, 
uleu he sucke uf “the writer of ap article expected to appear mn the MVesasen- 
yer of duly wei.” We neither lat norespecte L,any article from any writer, 
fe mest have got hol of sume nution which requires explanation. Will he 
rise ancl explain * 

Aud yet, after all, that is periiaps of but little inoment, compare] with the 
main questiok by which Mr S. is so deeply stirred. We might perliaps take 
our Friend “ Wezekinh’s” alvice, and “Answer him uot,” but whilst we may 
not hope to suceved in removing his pre-oneeived opinions, we may perhape 
he of se:vice in preventing him from «loins injury in “the Fearful risk” into 
which he apvears willing to plunge (immerse) himself. 

Mr. Sommerville pays the Ba itiets a compliment, yel not intentionally, 
in his little aneedote. Their task is to be accomplished by * keeping at it.” 
We have “kept at it” for many centuries, and are as freali a= ever, We 
are not in haste, while God tarries, But ao lon as we have the [Dole may 
the God of the Bible help all clitistians “to ery aloud and spare nut.” “to 
Lft up their voices like trumpets.” acainst the soulalestroying Wmett—ine- 
fant baptisin and ita appended delision —aprink ling. 

Mr.Sommerville states that le was informed by “the writer” of tlie sp- 
pearance of Dr. Paine’ teachings, The writer inl not speak to Mr. 3S. on 
the subject, consequentiy Mr. Snumerville reeeived no * sly challenge ~ 
from “the writer.” But if this was the only mistake that Mr. 8. Jon! falleo 
inte, we might pass it over in silence; bat he proceeds to make some other 
guesses, touching the ba itisimal question, which lie mauat mot Te permitted 

todo with impunity. He undertakes to guess how iminersion originated! 
‘Men arose under the evea of the Apostles, who were dissatisliel with 
aprinklings, and demanded that the disciples should be dipped,” The man 
who complains of the E ptists for following- that is what they actually lo 
--pedo-baptists through the history of the church, to ascertain the facts re- 
lating to baptism, sails rizht off. without any apology, pon the open era of 
conjecture! Mr. Sommerville yuesses that inumersion had ita orig'n in the 
mystery of iniquity that worked in Pauls day. It is lad. for that guess, 
that there waa no disciple in that dav who liad been sprinkled. Tf the puess 
should be inverted, and alluwel a century or two of time forits fiell, then 
the fact might be reached. Let the guess be, that the mystery of iniquity 
was «lissatisted with inmmersiun, because it was not convenient, ip the case of 
invalids, to suetain the lie of baptiamal regeneration, and then the guesa awl 
sober histury shake hands. Mr. S. shoul! not guess that people were diseat- 
ished with a matter in the ebristian church, although chey were “ the devil's 
ministers” when that matter was net in the christian church, This ia an in- 
justice, even to “the devil's mninister-.". There is no necessily for conjecture 
here. God telle ue where christian baptism, by im-nersion, originated, an 
by whom it originated. Jerus war immerse! iv the Jordan by John—im- 
mereel at his own reguea aod by his own command. 
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“The whole of the Baptist gig reats on the ‘lenial uf two facta,” «lugma- 
izes Mr. Rommerville. His dicta here are ke bis guess above. Baptiam 
i+ an ordinance of the former dispensation, Yea, Mr. S., we de cleny it, and 
itis for you who affirm it to give the proof. You have pot given one fact 
or wound inferer©e yet in prenit'ot your lung ago explodes) fletion- thement. 

There were divers baptiame in the old dispensation: Just <o. We “bring 
against the leader of a confiding people the heavy charge of“ teavhing what 
(s0d'= word dua not teach. Let us strip sway the flimsy fallucy from thia 
asertion, that “ Baptiam was an ordinance of the former dispensation.” 
What do you mean by Baptiem, Mr. Sommerville? You mean, or you would 
hare the people te understand you that you mena, the Bapti«m of the New 
Tetament—Christain Baptiom! Was that an ordinance of the former diapen- 
satiop? There were divers baptiama no doubt; but were they New Textament 
Chris ian baptivm? Mr. S. ought to know ther were not, Was the other 
ordinance-the Lord's Supper--an ordinance of the old dispen-atien ? “Supper"’ 
wa an ordinance, the suppe: of the pawhal lamb, but wa. that the New 
Testament, the (Christian's Lor’’s Supper?) Mr. 5. knows it was not. The 
Lord tells ux when he institute. it. He ate the Supper himeelf, and thus it 
had it origin. Joln, his servant, began baptiem, Jesus the Ma-ter was 
teagtized ; thus he made it hia own, and commands his followers to obev him. 
After Mr. 8. haa proved that the Lord’s Supper was an ordinance of the old 
di-pensation, because there were auppers in it, then he may try hi« hand at 
Bapitivin. “Once brought to accept the testimony—the pisin and decisive 
edi mony of the Spirit—we are near an end of the bazeles ani! fanatical cere- 
muy —p.opish ceremony of sprinkling end infant sprinkling. 

The second fact—‘ the Baptiete affirm that the devign or forio of an ordinance 
can be learse:| by the name giver to it.’ No Baptiet ever sani that! Mr. §. 
e4ould not cunstruct these atraw-nten for antagopiets, when the «lil facts 
aed arcuwents from Gorl's worl ate befure him, 

We have the name of the Supper in the Worl of God; we have the “de 
sgn” of the Lord's Supper; we have sleo anaccount of the taking of the 
Lewd Supper by its Author, and those who firet tovk it with him. We have 
the unore —Baptisn ;—we have also the design of Baptiem-—we have differs 
emt accounts, even to particulars of ita administration. The bible tella us 
whe ve subjects are, their qualifications; it also tells us what the fluid is in 
which the person is baptized ; :. telle us, moreover, how the act was performed 
—the wnodus operandi, Why should Mr. S. try to defen! his Remish fig 
meot with a fiment of his own begetting? The Baptists do not say the 
~desigos or form” of an ordinance can be leamei from its name. Neither 
dg their views rest upon this assumption. The Spirit doea not vive us, in the 
teacutte reapectioy the ordinances of Chriat, mediles and epignins. He 
ume told us plainly all that it is necessary for ua to know of these matters. 

Mr. Sommerville alfirms, at “a fearful risk,” “that the sea coaat waa 
rot dipped or plunged or immersed in the ocean aa often aa the tide tlowa 
ip ujen it.” Was it aprinkle!* Heavy sprinkling!! Sprinkle babies 
ae )eavily and no Baptist w.11 complain about an unseriptural paucity of 
Waier. 

Ani here is the twin argument of the above. Sprinkling monopolizes 
the “onour in Scripture of symbolizing “all the blestings.” Does it? Was 
iner« no blessing connerted with the dipping of the birl in blood and 
wer? Was nv blessing connected with the dipping of Naaman in Jordan 
Alas. one of the anatibess that Mr. 8. gives to prove hi- a--ertion is the 
blew from his logical axe that cute the branch off on which he stands, and 
down be comes, arguments and all. Hereitis: “I will pour water upon 
bim that ie thirsty, and floods upon the dry ground.” Mr. S. italicised 
pour. we italicise floods. Potn PLoops, Heavy sprinkling again fur Mr. 8. 

This ie a bit of religious deluaion which has taken posevasion of * poor” 
Mr. S..nmerville’s brain, and he having used it for vears, as an argiment, 
A attlees, he has come to think there is some weight in it. The counter- 
part is, that ne is the universal aymbol of judgment. Was Aaber's
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hlessing, Pent. xxviii. 24, a Judgment’ because he was to “dip his feat in 
oi” Was it a cure to Naaman that he was commanded te clip himeclf 
even tines in Jundan, Seven cures, meeor linge bo Mr. S, because there were 

weven lips! Really itis une chy of the intelligence and learning of Mr. 
8. te be denling in such unaule, ls,“ God aprotkles, Maptiate dip.” Geel 
ditt eprimkl-, but now le iacdor, hit, God did dip, and still dips, ane 
wodo Baptists, and so clo Pololapo ste, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Meth- 
adista, Lutherans, Congregationalists, ant the Gireek and Roman ehurehes 
etther prectically or theoretically are dippers, Mr. Sommerville ia @ 
aprinkler aml nothing but a aprakler, Against him there ia the Word of 
God, the (iristian world, of the post onl the present, but «till le holds out. 
He will sprinkle the stray Baptist that asks admittance to his fold. Let 
every man have hisdue, Her: ix rare daring but praiseworthy consistency, 
“What is Baption © iow is Baptism to) be administered #" These are 
inter! fair questions, put by MroS. Alas, he begins to guess again! Again 

e would deal in hypothesia, Put agnle the foolish ava hah fancied by 
Mr. S., but no one else, that the ‘Devil's ministers ridiculed baptism by 
eprinkling in Paul's day * There were Devil's ministers then, no doubt, but 
alas forthe guess, neither bible nor history tells us of any sprinkling for 
baptiam as varly as that. After getting himself through this tangle of guess 
work, Mr. S. naks, “Does the editor of the Cartaian Messenger iteny that 
Baptism ix an ordinance of the former dispensation ©” It was no more of 
the old dispensation than the Lord's Supper was the Lonl’s Supper in the O. 
T. dispensation, Christian baptism was not in the Ole dispensation. There 
were dippings, “divers washings “—but they were not divers Christian bap- 
tise - there was a supper, but it was not the Lord's Supper. There were 
meats, drinks, and divers dippings -yes, eatings and sprinklings, but no 
christian buptiam, no Lord's Supper of the New Testament, 

But te the question, * What is Baptisin ¥” Let God anewer, | Peter iii. 
21. “The like {ure whereunto even Baptism doth also pow save ua (not 
the putting away the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a gool conscience 
toward fiwl) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” Now, for the other ques 
tiun, “ How is lnptism to be administered &" Let God anawer again. Rom, 
vi. 3, 4. “Therefore we are buriet with hint by baptivin into death, thet 
like as Christ was raised up from the dew) by the glory of the Father, even 
so We also shook! walk in newnesa of jife.” Col. ii. 12, “Buried with Him 
in Baptisn.” eo What as dene in baptiam * An additional question! 
“For nas many of you as have been baptized into Jesus Christ have put on 
Chris?.”) Another question! And let God anewer that aleo. How many 
Baptisms are there? Ephes. iv. 6. “One Lord, one faith, one baptism.” 
And still another question! Who are te receive baptiem * Mark xvi. Il. 
“He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” 

The Worl of Giod answers all the queations on the subject that require re 
plies. Here God tells ua how the act ia performed; what is meant by the 
act; that there is only one baptism, and who are qualified for it, 

The subject is to be “bummed.” And still another question! Buriel in 
what’ Water. Acta viii. 36. “See here is water.” No infants, no =p rink- 
ling. Beltrrers burted in aveter and raised up to walk--infants don't walk in 
any sense—“in newness of life.” God “dips” believers, Mr. Summerville 
sprinkles unbelievers. 

(" Wirskas,” Get, 9, 1975.) 

“THE VOICE OF TISTORY ON BAPTISM.” 

Mr. Eviron After the Christian Mesacuger hos yiveo a browl challenge 
on the mode of baptism, finding it met by blowa too hard not to be 
painfully felt, his friends wre coming forward to extricate him, and, leaving 

the ground uf contention to descend to slanderous personolities, recommend 

him to quit the field. This ig wise. To prutract the controversy ,with refer-
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ence to What appeara in the Witaes, might lewl Baptists to examine 

what ir sail in your paper, andl perliaps lead tea conviction Uat it lias more 
Scripture to support it than would appear from the replies, Dut edi elle 

the €. Woretire® Mezekiah saves, “Mr, S. is not a fair disputant.” Let hin 

shew wherein Tam not. “Tle can charge us Baptiata with contemptible 
frickery” 1 have given two examples und can farnish more. “Tle cau 
erowil his paper with aly insinuations and sophistical remonings” Let lim 

pot then out, When the man, who is favoured ad Moses to sta) on Pis- 
valiussatues the name of Hezekiah, aud adopts his worls -" Answer him 
net” itluoks very like ay desinuetion the Mr. S$. is as bal as Rabslakeh, 
Am! when Mr. Brown says, “OLE Mr S. had carefully real those pussuyges in 
the N. T. that refer to Daptivm he would have hesitated before committing 

what he has to print,’ it smacks of an insinuation that 1} lave not carefully 
read them, Perhaps it was not intunded. Jlis letter is on Ue whole respect- 
ful and contrasts favourably with Mezekiah’s, and had T known who le was, 

LT shouh! not have spoken of hint so lightly in a former article, for which | 
usk his purdon. Hezekiah goes on, “Tle can doyinatize,” Let us lave ex 

amples. “Tecan slander.” Shew examples. “ie can say, God sprinkles, 
Baptists diy” OF course Lean, God has of oll commanded aprinkling. It 
is promised that Christ woull spemhie many nations, an-b that to cleanse 

hia people he would aprmAde clean water upon them, DT defy Hezekiah to 
shew Uhat God has promised t+ bestow a spiritual blessing on any Laman be- 
ing in the way of dippig, yet Baptists dip: woull have all nativns and all 

indivieaals dipped. “Tle is nota man ty le met on the fair fell of henora- 
hle controversy on the subject of baptiqin, beings under the power of uneone 

trollalde prejudice.” Tow does Hezekiah know thie? But © surse not this 
subject farther. [leave the vindication, or reformation, or condemnation 
of my personal character with the searcher of hearts, befure whom both 
Mezekinh wand T must one day stand, 

The ¢. V., Mr. Brown, and Hezekiah, all appear ouxionus to bring dufeat 
Aeption tothe front. T may offer some remarks un that by and by: but in 

the mean time Lam occupied about the mode of bapfiam, and from that fam 

not to he diverted ly aide jiasues, The relical error of Baptists in their 
rensonings on the subject of Baptism in general, and the mode of baptisun in 
particular is that they found on human testimony. There iso stirinkings, it 
tay he unconscious, but a shrinking from a direct, an unequivocal awl ex- 

clusive appeal to the Divine word, It is man, nen, thia greet ian andl that 

great scholar, When they think they have found some inconsistent Pedo- 
baptist, whe professes one thing and practices another, he is worth gold, 
He is, of courac, a great and goal man, The C, .V, answera me hy an appeal 

to Profs. Paine andl Lightfoot. No matter what evidence the obscure I'edo- 

baptist of King's Co. brings from Scripture, it is worthless, for Paine and 

Lightfoot are against me, Hezekiah expects the readers of the .17., lo come 
paratively few of whom I am known, to believe, on A‘ naked word, all he 
has sail about me. Bringing his letter to a close, le introduces these 

worl:,- “ We have all reason for not deriving infant Baptiam from Apostolic 

institution.” Are these Gud’s words? No, No. They are the free words 
of the "Great Neander,” and then adds “That is enough.” The Measenger of 

Aug. 4, after introducing the Baptist of Memphis in evidence that, in 1874,
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fifty-four ninisters of other denominations lad renounced their “ errors amd 

united! with the Bapti+t«,"ex presses liaown conviction that 10,000 lay members 
from various sects were baptized inte the Baptist Charches last year.” Hore 
are 10,108) witnesses that the Baptista are right, What ehall we think of 

thotisards that leave Proteataniam for the Chorech of Rome, talented, learned, 

aincere, many of them? Are these to be accepted ax ao many proofa that 
Rome in right’ Tt is not atrange that the two processes whom) be going 

on simultaneously, There isa strony boml of sympathy, reliance on human 

testimony. With Rome honest and pronounce! reliance on hunman dictation. 
With Baptista more covert and indireet, Wut not lesa real Uv the way, are 
Pedobapti#t denominations not Churches? The various secta nre contrasted 
with Bapti«t Churches? This is alinost, some one woul! ny altogether, ae 
iberal as a statement which Lonce made, not however without maining a 

definite reason and that renson was nef that they dipped, - Their Churches, 
(the Baptist), ae corporate bodies form ne part of that Church which the Medi- 
ator toil! recoynize aa hin own.” 

The article to which TF refer closes with the following two aatounding 
sentences, “ This (the thousands added yearly to the Baptist churches from 

other sects) to the thoughtless is amazing, out to the thoughtful it in stranger 
that every regenerated! peraun in those societies lo not leave nien andl tradi- 

tions and follow Chriat and his word, These reesnita shoul! encourage ua to 
preach Christ and his word. These reenita should encourage us to preach and 

writo still mere faithfully, that the number may each year increasy who 

acknowledge no king but Jesus,” Hear, all ye Methodliste and Presbyterians, 

all pedobaptists, You ere following men and traditions, and not Christ and 

hie worl, You have another king than Jesus, None follow Christ and his 

word, none have bo king but Jesus, except Haptista, Rome govs, can go 
no further, Is it a hearty concession that there are regenerated pereons in 

those suciefies? They area strange kind of new creatures, Are they regen- 
erated at all, they must have heard and learned of the Fathers and yet they 
have another king than Jeans, follow inenand traditions, What ilen can the 
writer have of reze@eration, when those who are born of the incorruptible 
seal of the word! den't follow the word, when thow who, tanght of God, come 

tu Christ and yet do not follow Christ ? 

But we look particularly at the charge that Pedobaptiata follow aan and 

traditions. This looks very like the thief crying, “stop thief,” fur the accu- 
sation, in respect to the mode of baptism in particular, lies demonstrably 

against Baptists. We have aren the Messenger’a appeal to Paine and Light- 
foot to silence me, aud Hezekiah’s appeal to the (freat Newnder, Theae are 
bot exceptional cases, What is the starting point with Baptiets in treating 

of the miude of baptism? It is the mening of the word baptize. How can 
the thousunds aod tens of thousands in their churches, who are not Greek 
scholurs, know anything about it? They must take the worl of some Oreek 
scholar or more frequently the report of it, by those who know as little as 
thenwelves, There is no reference to Scripture to learn the application of the 
word baptize. They are taught to repudiate the only portion of Scripture 
that is adapted to give light on the subject. Paul tella them (hat there were 
divers baptisms commanded of God under the former dispensation, and the
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Baptist leadera closg the Old Testament againet them. They muet take the 
worl of De. Carson or Dr. Cramp or of some other great and learne| nian. 
Let them be as great and Jearned and piows an you will, they are men, unin- 

apired| men, anil their tertimony te luman not divine testimony, Here the 
evidence begine amd enda— baptize meane dip and nothing but dip. The New 

Testawent is virtually cloted, and as peremptorily, as the Old Testament: for 
every reference in the N, T. nist be interpreted on the assumption that 

baptize means dip, expresses mode and nothing but mode. No matter where 

the water i+ to be found, no matter where the operators, the three (housandd 

who were baptised! on the day of Penticoat must have been immersed, for 

baptize mecna fo dip or immerse. Those who go down into the water to be 
baptized! must have been immersed for baptiam ia inmeraion, Not only cup, 

pots, andl brazen veasels, but éoles or beds, which were baptized must have 
been inimmersed, for baptien ia iamersion. When disciples are buried with 
Christ by baptiam into death, the burial must be immersion, for baptize stgni- 

fies GQuinerae, So say the Doctors Carson and Cramp. Now the superstructure 
can be no more stable than the foundation, [f the foundation is human 
testimony, the whole building reata on human testimony. Baptists may just 

at onee as well take Dr, Carson or Dr, Cramp for their Bible, on the eubjoct 
of Baptixm, for approach the ordinance they cannot tm the faith of Gods elect 
which rests exclusively on the witnesa of the Holy One. 
Tam now prepared to return with interest the compliment paid by the C, 

Moto Pedobaptists, that they have another king than Jesus. As far as bap- 
tism ie concerned, Baptista have many kinygs,—Doctora Carson and Cramp 

aud their barned companions. O that E could deliver the niultitudes of 
sincere, unsuspecting, aod confiding Laptieta from the bonds that their rulers 
lay wpon them, and lead them to form an independent judgment in the white 

light of the good word of Gud. The Lord will break their fetters in due 
weAsun, 
Sometime, if God give me leisure and strenyth, | may turn the attention cf 

Baptists and others to the processea, by which timeraion is professedly ex- 
tracted from the reluctant and recalcitrating N. Testament. 

It seems to me highly probable that the (. VW. will take the advice of 
Hezekiah, and decline any farther notice of the Pedobaptist Rabsehakeh. 
When Baptists are left to occupy an uncontested Aeld, they can bonst them- 
selves nut alittle. The C. .M. may conclude to have done with me, but | beg 
to tell him | lave not done with him and his correaponilents. 

When Mr. Brown, who would liave me more gentle, lias been a little longer 

in Nova Seotia, he will be better able to appreciate the sharpness | use, He 
will find himeelf far removed from the Christian liberality which ranges 

round Mr. Spurgeon and hia school. Spurgeon isu decided Daptia, with the 
large heart of the CAreetim. 

Somerset, Sept. 21, '874, W. SOMMERVILLE. 

[“ MEsseNGEN,” October 14, 1875.) 

We promised the editor of the Wesleyan some further attention this week, 
He seemed anxious to have “ the question of Baptiem settled.’ Now here 
we have what we think ought to settle it in the mind of any reasonable person 
so far as the meaning of the word is concerned, and as to the practice of the 
early christains. Here are the
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TEATIMGS TRA oF TRS CYCLOP ELAS. 

The fillowing extracts from ten well-known Uterary aud selentifle eyclopastias npot the 
sihpect wih be lateresting te those of our cecders whe may net have met with thea beefiepe — 
Yow Rbaderg Aacyelopardit soy —" bo the Choe of the apodtien the fora of taglisin was 

very slmole, “The person te tne Tavitet wis pped fio river or vessel, with the words whieh 
Christ Lvl ordained, and, tomxpress wore fully bbs change of character, generally ussiimed 
ie ew Pee” 

He cela Cuelopecter saya —" Baptlan (Oreck bepto, Dip.) was originally admindstered by 
intocrsion, Which uct is thought by same necessary bo The sacrament.” 
Contest’ Cydoperthe says —" Rapin dio Chendagy, formed Crom Che Crreek bayetes oor bapte, 

[vp plunge.” “Sete ant of opliton that) sprhoklbigg, din deptivet, Was beciin i eold 
countios, Dt wot intradaced Inte Roki abet the tes fttombay of thee inthe eet ay 

Note nel Cycle petie :—" The manner in which the rite was performed appears to hive been 
gt otirst by complete dummersion.” Ta regard te the carly custome of the Rogilsl Choareh It 
atv. —" Tt was the practise of the Bocli<t. frome Che deed, dee Linntine se Hie Ww tied: bey 

The Kecgelopectea Bretanmice deselbes the prece=s of changing from the primitive eustam, 
ilauysce" Several of our Protestant devines, tlving inte Germany aml Switee clad during 
the hele reigeof (ecw Mary. amd retaroing heme when (jacen Elvaleth cane te Che 
crown, bramht lack wite them a creat zeul fer the Protestant churches beyword the sea, 
Where they had been sheltercd ated cecedved); anmk having observed That at Cecneva, and other 
Hhices, laiptisn was adm liistereal by «prinklis, they thought they could net do the Chiareh 
of at ag ngreoter service Chan by intraduciog a practice dictated by su great an authorily 
as Calvin 

The A dnturg Eryigaiet describe the change still more In detail Tt saya:—Tt was not 
TM UE that the Legishitur tu aewuned) hehdwt Tavenua, declared imiuerston or =prlike 
ra te de dmditierent. On chis country (Seotlind), however, sprinkling wos tever proctlsedt 
in ordinary cases betore the Cefornation., From Seothul bo nawle ite way tate kako, bn 
the eden of Elaaberh, lat wasnt autherized by the Established Church. Do the Assembly 
if Divines, held at Westminster li hid, it was keeoly debated whether lamers or sprink- 
Hoe, shettel toe bopted: twentyetive voted Cor sorctokling aml Owents four vote for limes 
abet amd even that sind) majariiv wis attained at the carwest request of Dir, Lhzht font, wha 
iad aequired great” Cluenee in the Asscuibdy.” Speuking of anelegt baptisterivs, i ava s— 
© Haptistery, In cow, sigstival writers, a place in wile the coreniomy oF Tap ist b+ perforin 
eb! Haptisterbes cere uncionthy tery capacions | berause, as Dr, Cone oleerves, the stated 
Litaes Cf baptism cetamniing bot schdem, there were asnally great multilides tebe bapliged 
atthe ame thie, aml then the tianner of haptising by inmersiow.or dipping nnider water, 
iutede it nevessary te hive a large fume like wlse.” 

fies Coch peter says oof haptism:—" To perliitive times (hiscercineny was performed by 
immersion.” 
Pany Cycl perder: —° The maneer in whieh lt wie perferimed appears to have been al fret 

ty inane rsdn.” 
Kacyeiopacha Mefrepuliten =" We reallly odtalt that the Literal miecantug of the word 

Voptista is Lamersion, and that the desire of resorting azaln tothe movt anehent practhee of 
tae Church, of inuwering the body, whieh has been expresacl by many divines, fs well 
Wertliy of being cotsdile red.” 

Becyet predat Amerecons :—" Raptlsm that is dipplog, immersing, fram the Creek fetes) 
was usual with the Jews, even before Cheriat of the tine of the apostles, the torn of 
taplisns wae very simple, “The person to be baptized was dipped iia river or vessel with 
the words which Christ hadontered, and tuespress mere fully his change of character, gen 
erally aloptel anew tame,” 

We might multiply these testimonies to almost any extent, but these are 
standing authorities lor uther words and subjects, and we are not aware that 
one of them has the slightest leaning towards Baptists, but rather the reverse, 
Perhaps. however, our brother will still say, “ We cannot see that the ques- 
tion is settled as to the real meaning of baptism.’ We are quite content 
with the New Testament hisiory, Tis teachiugs are for us quite sufficient. 
There we find the persous baptized were believers, “men aud women,” 
disciples, and those whe had repented, but nowhere infants, Not conteut 
with the arransemeuts made by our Lord himself that believer should be 
baplized, (iminersed,) our brother, and these whe azree with hin, must 
brine unconscious aud unwilling Infants, and instead of baptizing them, 
baptize their own fingers, and sprinkle the litthe innocents. 

As our contemporary has taken up our friend Mr, Sominerville’s case, we 
may perhaps be permitte:! to suppose that in dealing with him, we also meet 
the case of Mr. 5. He will perhape have the kindness to excuse our giving 
neparikte replies, Tt appears to be a piece of Bro, Nicholson's policy to come 
in with his captiousness and try to produce confusion. We cannot write for 
both the IWituess and Wesleyan ant must simply address our own readers, 
and at the same time endeavour to tell both of these gentlemen, the mews 
our people take of their lucubrations.
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The viitor of the Wesleyan says “the Baptist Chureh ia @ combination of 
Congregationalisir, Presbyterianism, and Methodisn .”’) That is to say, we 
suppose, the Baptist Charches (wot Church) have the best part of each of 
these cenominations—the New Testament part. Brother N. returns to the 
enbjeet in his last, by quoting from our columns, but says nothing of any 
consequenes > we may therelore await his return from the Upper Provinces, 
when he may “reply if nveeseary 

A few thonghts may still be of service to our brother on the modest (?) 
sugeestion he ventures to make that “ when bapfizo is disposed of, the entire 
ecclesiastical slrugture (Baptist Churches) might as well resolve inte ix 
origiual elemeuts |? 

Rev. Mr. Sommerville has his third Jetter in the Witness of Saturday last. 
Most of the poiuts which he raises are met, by auticipation, in our article 1 
last week, We do adinire his great respect for “ the white light of the gum! 
word of God.” and could wish that it were possible for him to read over the 
Acts of the Apostles for the first time, aud we do not think he would then 
find in that book much evidence for making baptiem a apr king process, 

He promises, “ Sometime, if God give me leisure and strength, | may 
turn the attention of Baptists and others to the processes, by which tmmersion 
is professedly extracted from the reluctant sini pevstettallni N. Testament.” 

ow suppose he, at the same time, shoulil ‘turn the attention of Pedolup- 
tisfs wind others to the processes by which eprinkling of infants is profes-edly 
extracted from the reluctant and recalcitrating New Testament,’ especially 
in such texts as Acts viii. 12, 13, 26-40; Romans vi. 3,4; Col. ii. 12. We 
fear it would be long before he would find sufficient time to do it effectually. 

Mr. Sommerville says “the idea that baptism occupies the room of cir 
cumcision has not yet been exploded,” and for our asserting that it has, he 
‘blames the writer's intelligence to save ois integrity.’ Perhaps he will 
fell ns how it came to be that ctreurneision was observed, even by the Apostle 
Paul, long after Christ had instituted the New Testament rite of baptism. 
Acts xvi. J, 

Mr. 8. ought to know that Professor Stuart, Dr. Emmons, Dr. Busliell. 
am! Dr. Halley, all representative Pedobaptists, all declare that ‘the covenaut 
of Circumcision furnishes no ground for Infant Baptism,’' 

PWitness, Oet, 40, 1874,1 

“THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON BAPTISM,” 
ood 

Mr. Enrror,--T cannot entertien the thonght that the letter of Hezekiah 

would he subseribed by the Editor of the Messenger, ov that he slid met in- 
sertit with reluctance. But it comes from DYeyah. Jeis the utterance of a 

yrent king, who miey not be refused. The commeed must lie obeyed,— “Ane 

awerhim not.” Baptists are well pleased to keep us always on the defensive, 
wid tow offen We accept the situation. They wold net consider it fee 

tu oblipe Aen to ossuine adelensive position. If Gad will, i wliose tind 

my life is, Twill give them something elae to do than tu fiplit one Pedolap- 
list against another, while they stand and look on, eapecially as the means 
uimployed to set them at varianee are often neither fair nor honourable, 

There ia something very peculiar in Hezekiah’s letter, While he would 
exhibit my plotowmph, he leaves it quite Jowltful whether lis own features 
donot stanbout more prominently: thanomine, Pits net the produetion of 

anunedieated mon. Weis probably nonibere! nmneng those who are bichty 
eduented. There isa precision, an epigraniunatic sentention=ness, and, withal
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a precaution, which is quite distinguishing. Te speaks like one who is 
heard with deference, expecta to be believed say what he will, would not be 
contented to occupy a sitnation where he is not accepted na master, and 

would avuid that where his real strength misht be tested. | liave said hare 
things, have heard and read them, but amore finished specimen of iniperi- 

ous assumption and cool condensed malignity T have uever met. 1s this my 
dangerous poation to which the Ed. Mf. refers, that, if T dare to contrevert 
Baptist statements or Baptist logic, I shill, by his assistance, ln blackquarded 

over the length and breadth of Nova Scotia, by somebodygwhe is ashamed 
or afraid to put his real name to his revilings. Loam too obaeure to he met 

in open debate, but of suflicient importance tu be Aenourably slamdered, 

However, whatever is the danger, ] will venture to meet it in the name of 
him who was called a deceiver, ademoniac, a blasphemer, was crucified o8 

a rebel hut ratsed from the dead, who enil many hard and provoking things, 
which, when hia enemics could nut meet, they hid recourse to the Inst re- 

sort of all who are silenced without being satistled,—“ Me has a devil and 
ia mol, why hear ye him ?"—“Anewer lim not,” 

Does IIezekiah hope to crush? [fe cannot. Does he hope to silence me ? 

It is vain, Does he hope that, if he can do neither, he shall seal up the ears 

of all Baptista? This is his only safety and of the cauae he advocates, You, 
Mr, Editor, are nut afraicl to place before your ['resbyterian readers what 

Mr, Brown has tu say in reply to me, That is saying the Presbyterians are 

not afraid to look an opponent in the face and hear what he lias to say, 1 

thank you ; and will be well pleased to have you reproduce the letter of 
Hezekiah, I request you to give it a plave in the [Vitness. The Ed. MW. will 

not imitate the example, not he, 

There are two sentences in H's letter introduced by an emphatic I’ Anow. 

To the Jatter I may advert at my leisure. The former ia aw follows: - “ We 
know that in Apostolic times believers were ‘buried with him in Baptism,’ 
and in that ordinauce did ‘put on Christ.” This is a wise sentence—a very 

wise sentence, because nobody denies it. It is as wise as mine, that the 

shure ia not dipped into the tide but is overflowed by it, when it is baptized, 

which nobody denies except a wag, or one under “uncontrollable prejudice,” 

or one who has a purpose to serve, TMezekiah, of course. asses that here 
we liave fammeraion clearly expressed; but have we not here a a/y dasinuetion 

that we, baptismal sprinklers, deny this, or a contemptible trick to leave the 

impression on the minds of Baptists that we do deny it. 

The statement of the Apostle to which HH. alludes [ intend to analyse, to 
ascertain whether there is any immersion init) Meantime there isan im- 
portant matter to be settled, that we may know what is the extent of the 
gromml we occupy in conimion, and on which we may contend. All are 
familiar with the allegation that Baptisin is exclusively a New Testament 
ordinance, and that we cannot ferry appeal to the Old Testament in trenting 

of it. But I want to know whether thy Baptiats of Nova Scotia own the 
OM Testament asa rule of farth and practice at all. U have a strong opinion 
thet they do nof, Tao not say that all members of Baptist Churches refuse 

toown it. Fam fully satisfied that thousands and tens of thousands hold it 
as precious as the New Testament. I speak of the professional standing of
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Baptists as a denoniination, It is not denied that the Ohi Testament is in- 
«pired and was a rule of life to aainta in the former age, It is not denied 

that it contains very important and various an-l truthful information on the 

subject of which I treat; It that it is nema rule of faith and practice, he- 
ing superseded by the N, Testament. Notwithstanding MHezekinl’s imperi- 
nus command, twice repeated, “ Answer him not,” I demand of him or of 

the Eslitor of the Messenger who las assumed his responsibilities, whether 

he accepts the O, Testament asa rule of Faith and Practice, or to what ex- 

tent. I demand this in the name of all Baptista, wno ought to knuw the 

yrous | occupied by their leaders, avil their creed ;—in the name of all other 
ienuminations, who are entitled to know their relation to Baptists, cepe- 

cially asthe Canadian Baptist saye, “Our country cannot do without Bap, 
tist influence ;” aud if, according to the same witness, “'Ve (Baptists) nre a 

very reliring people,” it may be necessary to draw them out for the public 

benefit. Thope, in replying to thia demand, that there will be no evasion, 

nu cyuivecalion, ho storming that euch a charge as denying that the Old 

Testament is a rule of faith and practice to Christians slould be imputed to 

honourable men, while a denial or affirmation is avoide:'. 

Lest vome Baptists or Pedolaptists should regard this charge as the result 

of “uncuntrolable prejudice,” | shall give my authority. Wayland speaks 
for all Baptista, The title of the book fram which { quote is, “ Notes on 
the Principles and Practices of Baptist churches.” His words are (P. 92. 

Note) “The New Testament is referred to as our only guide in matters of 

religious faith and practice.”- le “believes the New Testament to he the 
stundard by which the precepts and teachings of the former revelation are to 
he juded, aud that, thus, it is our only ra/e of faith and practice.” “ Thus 

it te our only rule of faith and practice.” This pluces the Old Testament on 

the same footing with the writings of Dr. Cramp or Dr. Guthrie. The doc- 

trinal articles of the Baptist Churches of Nova Scotia speak what is in har- 

mony with this, but with less directness. In my work on Baptism | ad- 
verted to this, and [ have no reco!lection of any notice of it in the Buptist 

criticisms on that production. Dr. Crauip (C. Mf. Sept. 28) reports an English 
Association as holding “The divine inspiration of the Scriptures of the Old 
andl New Testament and their absolute sufficiency, as the only authorised 

gnide in matters of religion.” This is altogethey eatiefactory unless there be 
avimething equivecal in the werd redigion, which might be intended to rule 

out the important duties arising out of the social relations of the life that 

now is, The Doctor states that “the plan differs in some respecte from our 

own,” that ix, of the Baptists of Nova Scotia ; and as he has not specified 

the particular differences, it is fatrly sippovable that one difference is, that 
the Baptists of Nova Scotia do not, as the English Baptists, definitely place 
the Old Testament on a level with the New, When the comparative claima 
af the Old Testament are settled, we alall be in an easier position fur dliscus- 
sing the various questions that may come up between Baptists and Pedo- 
baptista; for the topics of the mode and audjecta of Baptism are merely the 

salient points of systems of ductrine, one of which must be antagonialic to 

the Scripture and subversive of true relijgion. 

While I was closing the C, Af, for Oct. 6, came into my hands, which honuurs 
3
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me with nearly three columns, and to which [| hope to respond in due time, 
The reply ia so casy that it shal) be pleasant to furnish it, but bot unmixed 

with salness. 

Bonerset, Uct. 8, 1875, W. SoMMERVILLE, 

THE VOICE OF GOD ON BAPTISM. 

Desa Epitorn.—I have been hesitating whether or net to reply to Rev. 
Mr. Sommerville’s communication of Sept. 25. He is so abusive and cis 
dainful, and mixes so much gall with his remarks, that oue feels somewhat 
diffident about replying. Mr. 8S. appears to be troubled because having 
written a work on Baptism he should be classed among “ obscure pedoba 
tists." Now he should excuse the ignorance of the man who did so, or if 
having read it, in not being acquainted with that work, he then classed Mr. 
§. among the obscure he ought to be forgiven his folly. If Mr. 8. really 
deserves to become prominent and if he has failed in his first effurt, then 

“Tf at dret you don't sucrerd, 
Try, try, try again.” 

Will Mr. S. be good enough to copy into his note-book the followiug words 
of Cromwell :—‘ I beseech you in the bonds of Christ, think it possible you 
may sometimes be mistaken,’’ aud then those of Paal, “‘[ say through the 
grace given unto me, to every man that is among you, not to think of himn- 
self more highly than he onght to thik.” And would it not be well if he 
would write as a Chiistian gentleman, and not speak of a large number of 
Christians, among whom he may possibly have sume personal friends, as 
“ content to be blindfolded, cabletowed and swearing to what they are told.*” 
Such remarks do not become Christian or a gentleman, for they are neither 
true nor civil. If Mr. S. knows anything of Baptists or Baptist history, he 
must also know that they are among the last to be blindfolded, cabletowed 
or take anything on trust, to say nothing of swearing to it. 

I shall leave Mr. Selden (if he thinks fit) to reply to what refers to him, 
and as Mr. Sommerville perceives that “ poor J. Brown of Cow Bay”’ is de- 
ceived and mistaken in a certain part of Mr. S's letter, in which, by the way, 
Mr. S. is deceived and mistaken, [will try to put my question again in a 
form that will not be mistaken. Will Mr. Sommerviile please ropmy 
Scripture proof from the Old or New Testameni for the practice of Infant 
Baplism? Asa public teacher and having studied the qnestion and taking 
the Bible for his guide he should be able to give an answer that will require 
but little time or space. Yours truly, J. Brown. 

(* Witsess.” Nov, 13, 1475, | 

THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON BAPTISM. 

Mr, Eprror,—I! congratulate the Editor of the Messenger on his yndepen- 

dence. | was mistaken in supposing he would take Hezekiah's advice, 
“ Aneawer him not.” [f I was as much given to guessing as lw savs, [night 

guess Uhat it ia not independence but abject fear which impelled him to 
apawer; guessing that both Baptista aml Pedobaptiats might draw an 

inference, from his silence, unfavourable to his power and hia principles, 
But I will give him the credit for tudependenwe. and that he will not be 

commanded even by hia friend, apeaking from Pisgah’s top. 
Before entering ona reply to hia editorial of Oct. 16th, | would premise, 

that 1 will not allow him to prescribe to me the Ard of evidence to be ad- 
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«luce: to show how, and to whom, baptism is to be alminiatered, or the form 

in which my argument is t. be presented. If I did, he might dewy that 

female members of the Church have a right to come to the Lord's table, that 

the firat day of the week is the Christian Sabbath, and demand of me an ex- 

press warrant in aupport of female rights and the change of day. It is 

enough that | produce sufictent evidence in support of my position in my 
vase, anil that | present my argument lucidly. 

It sevms that an explanation is required for imputing the article, to which 
iy Hrat letter waa a reply, to another than the Ed. .W., and 1 am happy to 

give it, In conversation with a Baptist minister, with whom [ am well ac 
quainted, he wished me to look inte 10 articleon baptiam which he expected 

to appear in the next .Messerger. From the conversation, the impression was 

left upon my mind that he claimed to be the writer, and thal impression was 
not remuved, when, at the close of our interview, I said, amiling, that | sup 

pose! he was reading his recantation, and with an auswerinz amile, he re« 
plied, yea, a reply whieh I did not misunderstand. However, the Ful. 
vlaims to have lwen the writer, and, in this purely personal matter, | cheer- 

fully accept his wurd, and confess to a misapprehension, for | am sire my 

friend would not ivfenfionally leal me into a mistake. Still the impression is 

not lesa decide! that, ip bringing the matter under my notice, he considered 

I would find a nut tov har! for me tocrach. Now that we know the writer, 

and hisadmiration of the baptismal ceremonial of antiquity, he will be pleased 

to tell us by what procesa of spiritual chemietry Baptista have discovered 

that ove dip is the eseential element in Baptism, to the exclusion of blowing 
the Devil out of the water, and toavoid vulgar Saxon, erorctam, unction, three 

dips, and the performance of the ceremony, the candidate being, whether 

niale or female, evtively naked, Baptiets appeal to the fathers and will not 

follow them. 
1 had glanced very hastily at the editorial now befora me, when | ex- 

pressed ty auticijation of pleasure, mixed with sadurss, in replying to it. 
L have now read it carefully, aod find oothing but unmixed esorrew, notwith- 
atanding the facility in answering. 1 am represented! by the editor as say. 
ing,- guessing be calla 11,—* Men arose under the eyes of the Apostles, who 

were uissalisfied! with sprinklings, and demanded that the disciples should be 

dipped. Llere we have, in inverted commas, what professes to be my words. 

I never used these words. 1 wever used words intended or calculated to express 

the idea which these words convey. They are not even a@ correct exhibition 
of ajartof asentenve which L wrote. They are an untruthful representation 
of both my words and my tdeas. Twill not encumber your columna with @ 

bald repetition of what has been already printed, The readers of the I w- 
ness can Fecur to them. The statement of the Messenger is intended for 

Bapti«t eyes and Baptist eare,—for persons, not one in «a hundred, perhaps not 

one in a thousand of whom ever see the [Vigness, After thia I would not 
accept the word of the Ex. AL concerning anything that a Pedobaptist has 

said about the subject of Baptism. Io auch a case L hold him utterly uoreli- 

able. I would not be surpriged to find him come out, quote my words, and 
coully ask, “la there here anythiog different from what I said >” Let him 
place my statements fully and fairly in the colunins of the Messenger side by 

side with his own. There are among hia readers intelligent, honest, and
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honourable men, able to compare them,and who will rise from the discovery 
of the injustice done to me, anc the imposition pmeticed on his Baptist 
reacers, with no leas indignation than | feel, and do not affect to repress or 
to conceal, Presently we shall see that he quotes the Bille with as little 

honesty as he did) my wonls. 
But if f have sadly blundered reapecting the origin of emmersion, the Ed. 

M. will tell ua all about it. Hia wonle are :—“ There is no necessity for con- 

jecture here. (iod tella where Christian haptiam, by immersion, originated, 
and by whom it originate, Jesus was immersed in the Jordan by John— 
immersed at his own request antl by hia own ronmand.” Ilere you have the 
whole in a nut-shell—and from God. [have not real of the command, but 
the request of Jesus ia as good asacommand. IT have not reml that Jesus 
came to be immersed, asked to be trimersed, of was immersed. 1 read that 

he came to be baptized, asked to be Aapticed, and was hapticed, but in what 
mode | do nof read in the history of the transaction. This is the question to 
be settled, and the Ev. 4/7, assumes the thing to be provel,—and makea Goil 

reeponsible for his dogmatic aseertion.—“ (rod fella us” But the newest in- 
formation—to me at least—is that here “Christian baptiem by immersion 
ongmated.” Christian baptism originated years before the Christian dispen- 
sation! Luke tells us that When all the people were baptized, it came to 
pass that Jeeus also being baptired and praying, the heaven was opene:.”..— 
] hare a strong opinion that Jceus was the last person whom John haptized ; 
but I would not oqmatize, aa there is room for doubt. But it is certain that 
many, perhaps thousands, were baptized by John befure Christ's baptism, and 
of course none of these were immersed, Init were all baptized after tha Jewish 
mode, or rather Divine mode, by sprinkling, for baptism by tmmersion oriqi- 
noted with the baptism cf our Lom. I do not overlook the magic worl Chris- 

tinn, which is s0 carefully kept on the front. and which introduces a distinc- 

tion of which the inepired writers are perfectly innocent. Christian baptism 
could not possibly exist, if it muet be considered distinguishing, before the 

christian clispenaation was introduced. Jerth baptism was baptisin admin- 
jatere bya Jew. JoAn's baption was baptism administered by John. Chria- 

tian baptiam is baptism administered by a Christian. But of this we have 
more to ray anon. 

We muet bring the (. 4. to closer quarters. Hanl work. I have stated 

that bapfian igan ordinance of the former ‘dispensation and challenged him to 

deny it; and he anawera: “Yes, Mr. &., we do deny it.7 Wr po pexy ir! 

He calle ita quess,a fimay fallacy. Let us see. Paul informs us that the 
‘livinely inatituted rites of the Mosaic economy comprehended “ divers bap- 

tieois.” These were, of course, ordinances of the former dispensation. Wat 
have [ sail? “ Baptism is an ordinance of the former «ispensation.” Ie 
that denies this denies the wont of the spirit and wakes God a har. But 

aftera little he admits, in terms which intiente great reluctance, “ There were 
divers baptisma no doubt.” To his above denial he adds," It is for you who 
aftirm it to give the proof, You have nut given one fact or sound inference 

yet in proof of your long agoexploder! figment.” Now this is all mere banter, 

an insult to the intelligence of every Baptist,— to every one of common sense 

who reads what has passed between us. [Te aeems desirous of insulating me 

from every Pedobaptist in the universe. He talks az if I wus the only one
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wbo holds and teaches that Lbaptiem was an ordinance of the olden time, as if 

the doctrine has been long ago exploded fy all Pedobaptists, except the 

humble Reformed Pre. ovterian of King’s. Say I stand alone, do ] neel any 

additional proof to the unegutrocal testimony of an inapired teriter, which the 
Ea. AV. is anxious to push asile & 

Iam not ignorant or unobservant of the door hy which he would escape 

the charge of impiety and intidelity, I saw, when reading hie former contri- 
butions, the door ajar: andl now it stands wile open. Ile asks, “ Were they 

(the divers bapti ms) New Testament Christian baptieu.’ And again,— 
“Was that (the Paschal supper) the New Testament, the Christain’s Lord’s 
supjwr’ Mr. 8. knows it was not. The Lord tells ue when he instituted it. 

He ate the eupper bimeelf, and thus it had ita origin. John, his servant began 
baptism. Jesus, the Master was baptized; thus he made it his own.” 4 
little below he says,—" We have an eccount of the taking of the Lornl’s supper 
by it» Author, and those who frst took it with him.” The questions above 
are 80 singular and betray auch confusiun of thought that it is painfully em- 
barraasing to frame a grave answer. But he is profoundly serious, and I shall 

answer lini seriously, There is no difficulty in discovering what he would 

be ot. The statements which f: low the questions are still more extraordinary 
because inconsistent with the fact. With much christian benevolenve and 

courtesy, he wishes it possible 1 could reas! the Acts of the Apostles the fire 
time, J have heen reading the gospele which come before the Acts, (I shal) 

read the Acts shortly for his benett,) and I find that it is no¢ frue that our 
Lord “ate the Supper himzelf.” We have no account of the “taking of the 
Lord's supper by its Author.” In that ordinance the Lord put into the hands 
of his disciples bread and wine, hut addressing their faifé, and aasuming his 

‘leath os an accomplished fact, he gives himaelf, his broken body—“ Take eat : 

thie is my body”—nand Ais Wow! shed--“ Drink ye all of it; this is my blood 
of the New Testament,” but, no more in the world, he doee oot partake with 

them- he did oot eat himself in symbol orin fact. It is their privilege to 
eat the deeh and drink the blood of the Son of man. 

The idea ruus threugh the whole argument of the Ed. .M. that a change 

has been made, not only in the circumstances in which it is administered, but 

in the ordinance of baptism iteelf. “God did aprinkle but uow hie is done 
with it.” Thie implies a fair admission, if he has net eapoken at random. 
that haptiem of old waa administered by aprinkding, “John began baptism, 
Jeeus was baptized; thus he male it his own.” Of course baptiam, according 

to the Ed. MW. is Gnmersion. What then became of the constant assertion 

that baptize always signifies to dip and nothing buf dip? What becomes of 
all the rant about baptizing in Jordan, in Enon where was much water, going 

down into the water and coming up out uf the water’ No immersion before 
the haptiam of Clirist, accorling to the Ed. M. 

The argument by which the Editor would prove the change from apriakling 

to fmmersion seems to be this. At least I can make nothing else of lis anal- 
ogies. Because the Jaaover- an ordinance which could not as a divine 

institute, possibly vutlive the O. T. clispensation, as the paschal lamb repre- 
sented Christ fo come and put away sin. --lias given place to the Lord's Supper 

-an ordinance which necessarily belongs to the N. T. diapensation, ar both 
its tnefifufion and observence presuppose the death of Christ, who Aas conn
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and put away sin, therefore a similar change has passed on baptism, and 
sprinkling hes been supersede! by immersion. “Crud did sprinkle, but nme ha us 
done with it,” eo aays the El. W. Now, as | cannot see the connection between 
hie premises and conclusion, what I desidterate is an equally unequisocal 
evidence of a change in the mode of baptism as we have @ Urausition from 
the Passover to the Lord's Supper. He does suy, “ We have clifferent ac- 
counts even to particulars of its aloinistration.—The Bible tells ua how the 

ect was perfor ped—the modus operandi.” This in all newa to me except he 
refer to the Old Testament, andl I will be thaukful if he will tell me where to 
get the information, in the New Testament. | can find it in the Old myeelf. 
But the Old Testament knowe n0 immersion of persons. 

The Ea. AM. considers it “a bit of religious elusion” that | have represented! 
immersion in Scripture as universally an emblem, not of merey hut ju-lgment, 

not a blessing but acalamity. 1 never said that “ immersion ie the untreraad 
avmibol of judgmert.” He asks, “ Waa there no blessing connected with the 
dipping of the bin! in blood and water’” I answer, yea: there was a bles 
ing connected with the dipping of the bird but no blessing fm the slipping of 
it, more than there would be a blessing in the death of Chriat separate: from 
the application of his blood by the Spirit. The blessing was in the aprinkimg 
of the mixture on him who was to be cleansed. This was the bapfiam. Agnir, 
“ Was there no bleasing connected with the dippiaz of Naaman in Jomian £° 

I answer, | cannot tell whether he was tmmersed or not. Ile savs, * Naaman 
was commanded to dip himself seven times in Jorlan.” This is * han lling 

the word of God deceitfully.” Naaman was nof commanded to dip seven 
times, or once in Jordan. We have seen that what Paul explicitly asserta, the 

Ed. V. as plainly denies; and now he anys that was commanied which waa 
not commanded. It is painfully manifest that the word of God or man may 
be trampled under foot. but immersion must be upheld. The prophet com- 

manded Naaman to wash. When Naaman indignanily repels the claim of 
Jordan over Abana and Pharpar, he thinka to twaa/ in them would ilo « well. 

When his servants remonstrate with him, it ia to persuade him to wah. The 

mote of washing ia not preacribe:l. Ile is at perfect liberty to perform the 
ablution as he please |. He might have dipped himself under the stream. 

He might have dipped the part affectei, for the disease appears to have been 
local. He might have lavel the water over the diseased part. He might 

have learned something of the Mosaic ritual and aprinkled himself seven 

times. But to prove that he dipped himeelf after Baptist fashion is nothing 

to the purpose. He might have erre| through ignorance or recklessness ; the 

character of the Gol of Israci may not suffer because of hia sin. Moses was 
commaniled to speak to the rock. Through inconsidleration or irritation he 
smote it twice and for hie sin is excluded from the promised land. But 
Israel had been promise] water, and Moses’ sin cannot bring the faithfulness 

and power of Israel's God into suspicion. 

Two or three fragments of the elitorial are yet to be throw .uto the fire: 

and then to the stronghold of Baptists. W. SowMERVILLE. 

FP. S.—I have just read Mr, Brown's second letter. He has mistaken the 
subject. It is Baptism and not the character of Mr. Sommerville. He ia 
making rapid progrees in the school of scandal. Whether Mr. 5. is deserving
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vf a corenet or a gibbet does not affect the qaestion of Baptism. He has 
EDT anh+wer. 

(* Wits eas,” Nov. 77, 1973.) 

“THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON DAPTISM.” 

Ma. Eviton,--] am not well store! with anecdotes, but take another. 
Two men, in company and sitting on opposite sides of the table, got inte a 
keen ‘Jiscussion, One of them, feeling hard pressed, tbrew a glass of wine 

in the other's face. He took out his handkerchief, wiped bis face, anil coolly 
repiied, * That was a digreasion, now for the argument.” The Editor of the 
Messenger an‘! lis friends may be as personal, as disrespectful, aa insulting as 
they please ; to their personalities, rudeness, and. ults, my reply ie,—* That 

ie o Jigressiop, now for the argument.” Let him be as amiable, excellent. 
and hupeurable, personally as hia fondest admirers could wish, [| have to do 
with him ae a logician aml! an accepted exponeni of the apirit, the priociples, 

am! the order of the Baptist Churches, and I will not spare him. Ile shall 
have no Loneyed words from me,as I heartily adopt the sentiment of Dr. J.C. 
L. Carson, whom I highly eeteem and almire, not leas that he is a Baptist :— 

“For miy jart, 1 lave no idea of passing @ practical censure on the conluct 
if Chriet, hy attempting, or pretending to improve apon the infallible example 
which He has set uv. Jesus never said—ye darting hypocrites; ye beloved 
hare ; ye tredl-meanmg Pharisees ; ye gloriows serpents ; ye dearly beluved gen- 
erauion of vipers; and ovither will I.” 

A few worls more respecting the Messengers “bit of religious ce 
Jusien ~ that as the paschal supper, which must cease with the former 
dispensation, is very uiffereot from the Lord's Supper, a correspon ling 
chenye lat passed on Dapliam. GoD DIL SFRINELE BLT NoW HE Is 

boxk willl iT. In attempting to establish a parallelism hetween im- 
muerevom, -his form of Christian baptism as opposed to sprinkling, the 0. T. 
tole. —he las perpetrated two blunders. 1. [e teaches, in terms tuo plain 

to te misunderstood, that immersion orizinated with the baptiem of Christ, 

whut he does not believe, and did not inten) to teach: and 2, That Christ par- 
veuk of his own supper, which ia not a fact. There is no evidence of sucha 
chan. ac he supposes, There is one Spirit, common to both dispensations. 
“CbLret bath releemed us from the curse of the law,—that the bleasing of 

Abraham might come on the gentiles through Jesus Christ; that we might 

reeeite the promise of the Spirit through faith.” There is one hope The 0. T. 
mainte desired a heavenly counfry,and their God bad prepared for them a city ; 
api yur citizenship ia in heaven and we look for an inberitance incorruptible. 
and uodefiled, and that faleth notaway. There is awe Lord. The Church of 

old is addressed with reference to her Livine Saviour, the Chriat of God,— 
“He ie thy Lord, and worship thou him.” There is one faith. The gospel 

was preached to Abraham. Ile believe!. and hia faith ie imputed unto him 

fur rizlteovusness. The gospel was preached to the Israelites, and believing, 
NAgbtevusnese was imyrted to them also. They which be of faith are blessed 
wiih faithful Abraham. There is one Gud. The Gol of the Jews is the Gud 

A the Gentiles, There ie one bupdiem. If there is any copeistency or cole- 
repee 10 the Apostles language, the baptiam here spoken of is common to 
both dispensation. And are we tamely te connive at a groes perversion of 
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the Word, and to have this one baptism, bound up with one Spirit, one hope, 
yne Loni, one faith, one God and Father of a!l, frittered duwn tu immersion, 

which confessedly did not belong to the former aye, as elistinguinlie! from 

any other form uf the application of water’ Of this baptism, baptism with 
water ia a eign, and if nothing more than @ sign it is nefhing af all, But os the 
thing signified ia common to both diapensations, so is the sign. All the «lif- 

ferences in the surroundings of Baptiem, of oll an: now, are referable tu the 

difference between Christ fo come and Chriet already come. 
Hlas Gol done with sprinkling’ So says the CW“ We will aprinkle 

many nations.” This points to the New Testament dispensation. ‘1 will 
sprinkle clean water upon you.” This refers to thess Jast days, Does this 
look like God having done with sprinkling * Where does the Scripture indi- 
cate that achange wasto take place in the mode of baptism, or has taken place’ 
Nowhere. When the Jewa sent Pharisees to John, they have no question to 
ask about a new rite introduce! by him. With the baptism which he admin- 
istered they inust have been perfectly familiar, They ask, “ Whe art thou % 
—why baptizest thou ’” That is all. When Chriet commat ‘led the Apo-tles 

to baptize all the nations, does he give them any hint that they were to 
ndminieter the onlinance differently from that with which, as Jews, they hal 
been familiar ® Not the elighteat. When Paul spenke to the the Corinthians 
or Hebrewa about the baptisme of the former age, does he teach them that 

these haptisme were different from that of which they hal been the sulbjeets 9 
LT real with no little surprise in the €. Jf," The Baptista do nut say that 

the «lesign or form of an orlinance can be lcarne:| from its name.” And 
again, “ No Baptist ever anid that.” Here again he misquutes my worls. My 
second fact he puts thus:—‘The Baptieta affirm that the design or form of 
an ordinance can be learned from the name given to it.” Very likely, “No 

Baptist ever said that.” But I necer said it. My second fact is that—“ We 

van never learn the design or form of an orlinance from the name given to 

't.” | never said or supposed that Baptists, reckleas as are many of their 
atatements, wouldsay that the design orform ofany ordinance whatever may be 
demonatrated from ita name; but it is too notorious to he denie!] that their 
main argument in support of iuneraion is derived from the meanin of the 
worl baptize, and that Dr. A. Caraon bas laboured, in the greater part of his 

work on haptiam, to prove that it has but one meaning,—to dip,—that it ex- 
presses mode and nothing but made; and having, as he supjasea, prover! this, 

he considers that he has fully and Anally settled the mode of baptinn. 
The Ed. 3. meskes very merry over the baprism of the coast hy the tide 

ant] aays, “* Waa it eprinkled’ Ifeavy sprinkling!! Sprinkle babies as 
heavily and no Baptiat will complain about an unscriptural paucity of water.” 

Now after all, we have here the rea! distinction between dipping and baptism. 
To dip ia to plunge the aubject into, say water, and Aatize is to apply the 
water to the subject to be baptized. Cattle on the brink of a river may be 

overtiowed by a sudden freshet, andl are daytized. An inflated bladder on the 
surface of the witer does not sink, but the waves may dash over it, and it is 

baptized. 1t may please him to say, and f do most cheerfully say that, so far 

as the word baptize is concerned, the object baptized may be as completely 

covered with water as if it were plunged fifty fathoms deep. The worl ex- 
presses covering, wholly cvvering, but still covering, as opp..ed to dipping,
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of romeraon. The Ed. W. may now prepare himaelf for soma rare fun. 

‘ow will Mr. §. redace the overflowing tide to a few drop sprinkled om the 

abject te he haptiaal ¥ The process is perfectly simple, Tl Aen woter weagme 
‘Jieally applied, a partial application, a few dropa, the spray dashed from « bunch 

af huey, will aa fully answer the conditions of baptiam, in its widest senm oa all 

the water of the Adlantéc, The whole mmanis purite| or baptized ty the 

sprinkling of a few drope- a very portialapplication, “De. le prient) «lial 

sprinkle apon him that ia to be cleansed from the leprowy --ven times and 
shall pronounce hing ofea.- The man that shall be unclean, ane ehall pot 

purify himself, that eoul shall be cut off from among the congreyation, because 

hie has letiledd the sanctuary of the Leil: ¢he water of seperation hath not been 
sprinkled pent him” When our Lord) washed the disciple toot, and Peter 

wireless! his hands and his head washed uleo, he esid in reply, * He that is 

wa-hed needeth not aave to waeh his feet, hut is lem ecery chit.” The laugh 

tist mow te tirne : agaivet the Gui of Israel and the Lonml Jesus. As for the 

cleausing process which followed the sprinkling by the priest ov by any clean 

person. such as shaving off all the hair, bathing the whole pereon, and wash- 

ing the clothes, with due respect to decency and shamefacenness, which fan: 

aticism always disregards, the pervon cleaused was left to perform the 

pera tilt on hinself. 

The Kal. MW. must put in capitals -Potr Floops, Templinsised pour, and 

he eeegys te think that {had sume miasyivings in omitting to welerscore fuads. 
Blessed he ignorance! It saves a man often from acted face, Ff he does not 

understand [ebrew, some of hia learned! friends could tell him that the word 

here rendered floods would apply to showers of rain, dews, streams of water, 

ot the forring tide, Let him ask any farmer whether parched round is to be 
rendered productive by showers and streams, or by a tidal inundation, His 

learne | friends can aleo tell him whether the word rendered floud or floods in 

our translation, is ever the same with the word in the verse before us, except 

in Ex. xv. 8 and Is. Ixx. 44. Edo not know that itis. My recollection may 

te in fault. Under correction of his learned friends, [ would translate the 

verse thus: To will pour water upon him that is thirsty, amd showers upon 

the «lry ground. 

] hepe to survey the Baptist stronghold in my next, 
W, SomMENVILLE, 

Somerset, Nov. 19, 1875. 

[*Witsrsas,” Dec. 4, 1875.] 

BAPTISTS AND THE RULE OF FAITII. 

Ma. Enitor,—In your paper of the 30th ult., Rev. William Sommerville 
rave, “ T want to know whether the Baptists of Nova Scotia own the Old 
Testament ax a rule of faith and practice atall, I have a strong opinion thaf 
-" do not, 

l ease note the worda emphasized with italics, 
From the Articles of Iaith and Practice of the Nova Scotia Baptist 

Churchea. ] now quote the 3rd Article, Here it ia: 

“The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments are the Worl of God, in which be 
bath given wy our only rule of falth and practice. 2 Timvethy, til. —17 ; John, v. a." 

Further on in the same letter, Mr. S. refers to some statements of Dr. Way- 
5
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land, in hia“ Notes on the Principles and Practices of Baptlet Churches,” in 
justification of hia remarka. 

Mr. Editor, with your permission, I will put the utterances of that dis- 
tinguished acholar and writer before your readera more fully, leat from the 
partial statementa already given, rome of them may infer that the Old Testa- 
ment ix placed by him “on the eame fooli gy with the writings of Dr, Cramp 
or Dr. (rathrie.” 

Qn page 8) and 841, Dr. Wayland says, “The fundamental principle on 
which our difference from other evangelical denominations dependa, ia this: 
We profess to take for our guide, in all matters of religious belief and priuc- 
lice, the New Testament, the whole New Testament, and nothing but the New 
Testament. Whatever we find there we esteem binding upon the conscience. 
What ia not there commanded, ia not binding.” Theo fullows about a page 
of disarowal, on the ground of New Testament authority, of the unranctioned 
teachings of traditions,—Couneila, Fathers, and Churches, 

At the close of che chapter from which this extract is made, Dr, Wayland 
inverts the following note, from which Mr. Sommerville makes his quotation ; 
“To this aml a fellowlig number, the New Testutient by refered tons our only gulle in 

inatters of telhalens falth ard practhe. Tt was dntend-) by this a-serthon, a the content 
will show, toeaclude the authority of tradition and of all uninspired men claiming the 

reer to lowlalate for the church of Christ. Severe) weiter, in commenting on these remarks, 
wave Cheght it thelr duty .o stale that the suthor dents the divine Inspiration of the Old 
Tettament Tosuch an tiputation he dees not thiuk himself called ou te reply. He, howe 
ever, letletes the New Testament to be the standand by whlch the preeepis and teachtigs of 
the former revelation are to be judyed. and that, thor. it fsouronly rae of falth ond practiee. 
Hts relutiow te the Ghd Testament (- very different from its rolation te the doetrluce one tre 
Wthins of men, Ta the ome case OH be the relathon of Che meridian sun to the preceding twi- 
Hight, in the other, the relation of the terldian min to perfect darkness. Tbs oy ioteution 
to discuss this subject af length, sose0n as previous engagements will permit.” 

On page 133, Dr. Wayland further remarks: 
“We tthe Rapthts) hare always hell to the perfect sullelener of the Meriptur sto teach 

Wein all matters pertalolug to religion, We, moreover, lellove that the Sew Testament, the 
wonl spoken by the Son of diol frou Heaven, om) by the Apustles whom he limlelf ine 
splred. Whe Kiven, net tone nation butte the whole human ruce for all coming tine, And 
that by this worl we are tedechde upon Che olbgatocmess of every partof the of -# rerelateon, 
It is therefore in thts seme our eniy cde of full ead practice.” To every preeept of It we 
bow looplletily an Giend's bast, ln at, and dual revelation of bls will te mimukind.” 

OF the four words italicised, J am responsible for the firet three, the author 
himeelf emphasized the fourth. 

Mr. Sommerville says, “ The doctrinal articles of the Baptiet Churches of 
ova Scotia speak what ix in harmony with this but with lesa directness.” 

He also makes thia strong wtatement,—" This places the Old Testament on 
the sume footing with the writings of Pr. Cramp or Dr. Giuthrie.” 

I may farther add that in his “ Scriptural Theology” Dr. Cramp asaya: “The 
Inspiration of the Old Testament follews from that of the New, since it is 
always appealed to us divine authority by our Lord and hia Aponties.” 

Doctor Hovey, principal of Newton Theological Seminary, states in his 
primed “Outlines of Theology,” that “ The Old Testament Scriptures were 
declared by Christ and hia Apostles to be the Word of God.” 

After discussing the above declaration, Dr. H. concludes hy saying “That 
the sacred writera were moved and assisted by the Holy Spirit to put on 
record all which the Bible, apart from errors in the text, now contains, As 
to the Old Testament, this is taught by the Saviour and hia Apostles, and aa 
to the New Testament, it is established by evidence previously given,” 

A-lolph Sapher, 2 converted Jew, ia reported to have said “ That the New 
Testament is the Holy Spirit's Commentary on the Old Testament.” Duap- 
tints, in common with other denominations of evangelical Christians, profess 
to regard and use it for thia purpose; and by it they are enubled, to use Dr. 
Wayland’s exact worda, ‘to decide upon the obligntoriness of every part of 
the olden revelation.” 

Truly yourr, FE. M. Sacnpers.
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Dasa Eviton,—Iit was only last evening that [ saw my second letter in 
the Witness of Oct. 90, and Mr. Sommerville's reference to it. [am obliged 
to vou fur its insertion, as [ had thought i! found its way to the waste basket, 
and seeing thet Mr. S. has quite misunderstood it as an attack upon his char- 
acter, | should not have been sorry if it had, as [ do not wish to hurt his 
feelings. He says { am “ making rapid progress in the school of scandal,” 
I hope that it is not the case, If it be really so, 1 am very sorry, and 1 will 
try to be a better boy in future. Mutual recrimination is scarce ever pro- 
ductive of any goud, and | cannot help saying, Mr. Editor, that it seems to 
me one of the saddest things under the sun to see standard-bearers tighting 
among themselves. The ‘Church militant” is a term that is becoming 
sadly true in a most undesirable sense, and no lesa strange and and js it that 
arulind the two ordinances of Christ there has raged more religious «iscord 
than uround any other two things. “I was wounded in the house of my 
friends’ bears a terrible signification in these days, and the very followers 
of Christ himself are in great danger of i crwcityinig the Lord afresh and 
utting Him to an open shame” through their bitterness toward each other. 

fi auy further communications on either side, ‘let ull bitterness aud wrath be 
put away,” and let the matter in hand be considered coolly and calinly with 
a view to God's glory and not ourown, I regret that my letter hurt Mr, 5.'s 
feelings, there was perhaps tov much acerbily in it, and henceforth [ will 
dip my pen in honey instead of gall if it be possible. 

Yours faithtully, 
Milton, Queen's Co., Nov. 24, 1875. J. Baown, 

[° Miasanuke,” December Ath, 1875.) 

Ever since it became eo publicly known that l’rofeseor Paine, of the Con- 
grevationaliat Seminary in Bangor, taught hia Theological atudenta that the 
voive of History shewed that inmersiou was the original aud proper mole of 
Christian baptiem, our venerable friend the Rev. Mr. Sommerville haa, never- 
theless, been endeavouring to demonstrate that the voice of Scripture is o 

eel to euch teaching. If he alone were concerned in this matter we might 
et all he has said pasa without a worl of remark, but lest his bol! affirma- 
tions and his confident tone should lead any persor to suppose that his 
teachings are as correct and consistent as he seems to suppose they are, we 
may devote a little apace to examine what he has sail during the discussion, 
our reader may then judge for themselves as to what ia the true value of his 
views anu arguments, 

Mit. SOMMERVILLE'A CONSIBTENCY IN COURTESY. 

Here it is,“ Poor Joho Brown of Cow Bay ;” there it ie, “ Had I known who 
he waa T should not have spoken of him so lightly.” “Task hia parton.” 

Mr. Brown complaina of Mr, S.'a style andl asks him to produce, from the 
Old Testament or the New, proof for infant baptism; Mr. Sommerville re- 
jlies by tellingg him that “he is making rapid progress in the Schoo! of 

Keandal.” Referring to a Baptist Minister, but mistaken in hia man, he 
arpersea him with the charge of “contemptible trickery ;” and the elegant 
simile of “ stop thief” ia made, by the Rev. Ur. Sommerville, to do duty in 
characterizing ua, yet the same Mr. Sommerville complains that it is insinu- 
ated that he is Rabshakeh, and that he has not yet real the Acts of the 
Apoatics carefully ; yes, it is the same Mr. S. who makes these complaints, 
that charges Baptists with being “ blinifolde), cabletowed, and swear what 
they are told.” 

WHAT MD. SOMMERVILLE DOKS SFR, AND WHAT HE DOES NOT SEE, 

He sees that Jesus did not command John to baptize him, as we had said, 
by the way, and not critically, When the Saviourapplied to John fur baptism, 
“ Juho forbad him,” and, on Jesus saying, “ Suffer it to be so now "--a verb in
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the imperative --he baptized him. To sift all the imperative out of thia ie 
sharp, We will not say liypercritical exercise in exegesis ; anid it is aloe notably 
supertlious ; as the matter of ita being a command out ond out, ora request 

raking of the nature of a command, dows pot touch essentially the matter 
in hand. 

We had inferred that the Lord took the Supper with his disciples, and ao 
exprease! ourselves; not, however, grounding of the statement U:at the fact 
we had undertalen to establish, and did indeed establieh. Ourinference that 
our Lord participated by eating and drinking, in the Supper, was lrawn from 
the expression, “1! will drink no more of the fruit of the vine,” etc., an ex- 
pression used by our Lord at the close of the Supper. Mr. 8. “ tines that it is 
nut true.” Here again is evidence of nice and laboured! discrimination on a@ 
matter that in ne way affecta our argument. Our statement was, by the way, 
Mr. 3. declares his decision as the decision of a critic after critical exauina- 
tion. He is positive. In fact, as Hezekiah eaye, “ fle can clogmatiee.” As a 
mirror, in which to see the arrogance of his own spae dtrtt, we will holt upto 
his eves the opinion of no less a man than the distinguished and scholarly 
Abbott—Pelobaptist -of Harvard University, who says on the point, “ His 
(Christe) own partaking of the Euchariet pave still further sanction of His 
injunction that his disciples,” ete. Ae we cannot be trueted, we refer not to 
our impartial and intelligent readers, but to Mr. Sommerville, who says, “1 
hold him (Ed. of Mess.) utterly unreliable,” we take the liberty of directing 
the attention of the Rev. Mr. &., that he may verify our extracts, to the article 
on Baptism by Mr. Abbott in Sinith’s Bible Dictionary. 

We may also tuke the occasion to remark that we do not feel certain 
waich of the twu learned gentlemen ia correct ip this matter. 

Furthermore, on the authority of (rod's word, 2 Kings v. 10—* Go wash in 
Jordan seven times, and I4th verse, * Then went he cown and chipped himself 
geven times in Jorian, according to the saying of the man of God,” we stated 
that Nawnan wae commanded to dip himself seven times in Jonlan, Mr, 
Sommerville says, Naaman wes nef commended to dip seven times, or once, 
in Jordan.” Ile surely did dip himself, and it woe done according to the say- 
ing of the man of God —#.e. according to God's command, We fully agree 
with Mr. 8. thot afl human assertions should be trial by the Word of Gad, 
He shall have the fall benefit of it in this case, 

Accorling to the saying of the man of Gail, Naaman dipped : according to 
the saying of Mr. S.,° Tle ia at perfect liberty to perform the ablution as he 
pleased.” Accerding tu the saying of the man of Giod he dipped Agnself ; 
accorling to the saving of Mr.8., “ Ea might have dipped the part affected.” 
How does Mr. 5. know that the disease was local? According to the saying 
of the man of God he dipped dimaelf seven times in Jordan; weoorling to the 
saving of Mr. 8. "He might have laveld the water on the diseusel part.” 
According to the saying of the man of Ged, he dipped : according ta the 
saying of Mr. Sommerville, “ Ile might have sprindded himself seven timea.” 
What he did do was “ accorling tu the saying of the man of Gol ;" according 
to the saying of Mr. 8,“ Me might have erred through ignurance or reck- 
lessness.” 

For eaying that Naaman was commanded to dip in Jordan we are charged 
by Mr. S. with “ handling the Worl of God deceitfully.” Mr. 5, will have 
Scripture interpret Scripture. He is shy of human literature, especially for 
the anke of the el to We object not. Here Giod commands Nauman to do 
something. King James’ scholarly servauts dress the couman), aa piven, ip 
the word “wash,” the command as obeyed, in the word “dipped.” Mr. 8, 
gets ont on the * FLoobs ” of these tranalaters by going into the “ showers,” 
a rendering of hisown., We might suggest “ bathe ” for “ wash” in the cose 
in hand anl perhaps be more correct than Mr. 8. is in his attempt to get rid 
of “FLoops:” but we shall leave thingy as they are, andl remind Mr, 8. that 
he ignores (iol’s definition of the command give to Naaman, for the obey- 
ing of it is graphically described and endorsed by God, and eubrtilutes in 
ita place a serivs uf conjectures, having nut even reason, but simply fancy as



ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON, 37 

their author. Mr. 3. doves nut see that God commanded Naaman to dip him- 
self. 

DICTUM FIRST PERISHEKS DY AN OPPONENT. 

Naaman dipped and was blessed ; the priesta dipped the birds and blessings 
came. Ashers foot was dipped in oil and his house was blessed, Trieste 
dipped themselves, in the temple-service, and were hleased init. Alas, Mr.3., 
for a score or more of years, has, weare informed, been ringing out, in private 
amlin public, from the chimney corner and from the pulpit that immersion 
is aymbal of irremediable destruction ; hence these desperate efforts to ‘livorce 
dippings from blessings, and yoking them with judgments and cursings, and, 
wieder the Pedobaptist lash of * sprinkle forever,” to drive dipping into outer 
darkness! 

This dietum however old, however dear, is gone, let us hope to be heard of 
bv wore: and it would be far better fur Mir. 3. to bid it adieu, than to trv 
to holt it by quibbling about the blessing not being “in” the dip, but evn- 
nected * with” the dip, 

WIIAT WE IND TRACH AND WHAT WE DO TEACII, 

Mr. S. says we teach ‘that immersion originated with the baptism of Christ 
which he (we) loes not believe, and did not intend to teach?” Mr. 5. states 
what he cannot substantiate.* 

Again we are compelled to confront Mr, 8. in hia huge efforts to escape the 
pressure brought to bear upon him, We cut all his ancient dippings, wash- 
ings aul sprinklinge from the yuspel-lay church baptisin, and we challenge 
him to bring from God's word a command, an example or authority of any 
kind by which to link the baptiam of John and Christ with anything that 
went before; aud he finds himself face to face with a hopeless, impossible 
task, Weare not at a lose to understand the veiled meaning of those dex- 
terous expluits in interpretation of such matters ag to whether Christ ate tie 
Supper liinself, or whether he requested or commanded Joho to baptize lim 
—mutter= that touch not the vitals of the question. The main question nist 
not be trifle wath: it muat not be evaded. 

Again, we aflirm that the Lord's Supper of this dispensation did not exist 
ineither of the oll economies. Mr. 8. admits this. Again we allirm that 
Christian baptisin, th baptisa of Christ's church of this diepensation had no 
existence in the os diepensations, God ordered, for the tabernacle and 
tomple-serviee, aprinklings, dippings, anuintings and various performances, 
but the baptivia o¢ the Christian church is not there. We do not deny that 
the Jews hal adipunto Moses, that birds wera dipped, that priests were 
dipped ant eprinkled ; but what we say ia that, in the old dispensation, there 
is no baptisin recognizel, of whieh Jolin’a baptivm is a recognize und! av- 
credited extension ; of which the baptism of Christ by Jolin, and the baptism 
of Christ's diseiples by Christ's disciples are declared repetitions. Ilere we 
are pleased to hold Mr. Sommerville to his own terma--Keep in the Bible. 
Will Mr. 8. give ua fram God's worl baptism such as John's and Christ's be- 
fore the «ays of John and Christ’ Mr. 8, must remember these baptisms 
were away from ihe temple, ignored the temple-service, and were, in the ooe 
case, unto repentance and for the remission of sing, and, in the other, when 

"Lean. As in subsequent letters it fe net particularly noticed, [ how meet this assertion. 

Oetuber 8, 175, we revel :— Ciel tells us where Cheisthin bepiles © originated, and by whous 
itorkginuted, Jesus woe daersed in the Junlan by Jobe.” Compare with this:—" He ave 
the sapper himself, and (hos Ho hal its origin He is attempting to bidleate an analesy be 

tween the onlpination of Laanersion and the Lord's Supper, and thus wauatfestenciy teaches 

that tnmaetthon had ite beginning In Clirist's baptism. Without confessing his mistake be 

trhee te rectly tion December’, ° Haplism wae iuetiuted uy Christ—te prevent the apprer- 

tunity ef quibbling—let us give the whole space, fran the first dip of John te the first dip 

ap the doy of Pentecost asthe thie in which Cheistian laptism originated.” The «isles 
of the win |!
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fully developed, were in the name of the Father, and of the Sun, and of the 
Holy Ghost, 

In his letter of November 19th, Mr. S. attempts to prove by some sort of 
analogy between “one hope,” “one Lord” and “one faith,” which stretch 
awny back over the old dispensation, that “one baptism” synchronizes with 
them. But hia baptism is sprinkling bere, andl it is circunicision when he 
deals with infants. Here are two, Which one does Mr. 5. give up on the 
19th of November, 1875 Show ua that either of them has come to Cliriat’s 
church. 

Does Mr. 8. know that he himself believes, what he does teach, and shat he 
loea not intend to teach ¥ 

From the Bible we try to hold him obligated to show where there was bap- 
tism in the Mosaic dispensation of which the baptism of John and the bap- 
tism of the Christian church is an extension ° 

The Lord’s Supper was instituted by Christ on the eve of his crucifixion, 
Baptism was inatitute| by Christ—to prevent the opportunity of quibbling — 
let us give the whole space, from the first lip of Jolin to the first dip on the 
day of Pentecost, as the time in which Christian baptism originated. Back 
of that Mr. 8. may show us, if he can, from the Bible, a pan preaching as 
Jolin did, men preaching as the apostles did, and, apart from temple and tab- 
ernacle-service, baptizing those whe received their doctrinea!! Will Mr. 8. 
ease dispose of that bit of labor, before he goes into the ecenes of bleeding 
easta and sprinkling priests, to tind the definition of a rite that did not have 

an existence iu that day. 

DICTUM SECOND PERISINES BY THE HAND OF ITS AUTHOR, 

This is the one ruled out by its anthor as useless. Here itis. “We can 
never learn the desin or form of an onlinance by the name jiven to it.” We 
denounce it as unbaptixt. Mr. 8, anya hecloes not state that Baptists, “ reck- 
lesa ox are many of their statements,” ever held to such a doctrine. Who 
does hold it? Do Pelo-baptiate’ Mr. S., taken as a representative, dues 
not admit it. Why lay itdown then’ Why write a long paragraph of chal- 
lenges to Baptista to prove immersion in this way? Mr, S, seems unwilling 
to reveal his design, The attempt was to leave the impression that Baptists 
obtain their views of baptism from the name of the ordinance; for Mr. S, 
save, “it is tou notorious to be clenied that their main argument in support 
of mmmersion is derived from the meaning of the word baptize.” To ascertain 
the meaning of baptize in all ita actual relations and uses, where it ia used in 
scores of places, many of which are detailed and graphic descriptions, and 
to get the meaning from the simple name of the orlinance, Mr. 8. himaelf 
will not fail to see, are quite different things. We thing back the insinua- 
tion; Mr. 8. pleads innocence, and so pronounces by implication. the dictum 
itself useless; and so the insinuation and the thing that insinuates go out of 
existence. 

WiuaT MR. SOMMERVILLE DID SAY, AND WHAT WE DID SAY, 

Here are the words of Mr. S. in his flret article, “ Must it then appear im- 
possible that there should arise, evenunder the eyes of the apostles, men who, 
dlizsatisfied with Jewish aprinklings, thought this advanced dispensation 
demanded sumething more prond and imposing, andl insisted that the dia- 
ciples should all be dipped?" In another artiele Mr. S. aava, "Suppose that 
it is fully ascertained and admitted that dapfiam by aprinkling wae rirliculed 
by the devil's ministers * * * abandoned, and tmmeraton * * substituted in 
its room.” 

In referring to thia and giving the aubstance, not the exact words, we aaid, 
“Ile (Mr. 8.) undertakes to guess how immersion originated.” “Men arnse 
under the eyea of the apoatles who were dissatisfied with eprinklings, and 
demanded that the disciples should be dipped.” 

There wore, saya Mr.8., “ Are an untruthful representation of both my words 
and my ideas.” But this Me. Sommerville, wh>,on account of the above, makes
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swvecping charges, doca not fail to display rare courage in an attempt to 
mike the readers of the Jreshyferian Witness believe that Baptista do not 
accept the Old Testament as divine authority; and, to sustain this aulacious 
and heavy charge, adduees a garbled extract, wring from its connection, 
from Dr. Wayland’s writings, and a bare reference to the articles of the Bij 
tist= of these provinces, but does het give even a parbled quotation from them. 
The Key. Mr. Saunders, in the Witness of last week, gives some full extracts 
from acceptel sourees, which rolla this unwarrantable and moustrous churpe 
hack upon its author. 

A HALF ADMESSDON, HALF A LOAF HETTER THAN NO TREAD, 

“The worl,” (baptize) saves Mr. S.,“ expresses covering, wholly covering, 
lit <1) covering as apposed tu clipping or immersion.” Then he adds, “ The 
Bal, JW. may now prepare himself for rare fun.” In the aame connexion he 
undertakes, having in mind the overflowing of the shores by the tide, to ex- 
press which Aristutle uses the word baptize, to show bow sprinkling can 
corm mto the place of the word that means “ covering and wholly covering.” 

H+ thinks it is easy and simple, This is the solution. “ Ti so weter ia 
symbolically applied, a partial application, a few drops, the apray dashed from 
the branch of Aysaseap, will as fully anxwer the conditions of bapliam, in its widest 
nen, aa all the waters of the Atlantic.” Mr. 8. did the taleciaing. 

To justify this Mr, S. refvrs to the ordinance of sprinkling by the priest to 
cleanse the leprosy. But the word directing the priest meant sprinkle, the 
worl that civects Mr. S., according to his own definition, means fo corer, to 
whelly cover with water, Now we aball ask Mr. 8. two questions and he will 
deny neither their pertinence nor their iniportance. Would the priest have 
obeven Grad. hall he covered the Jeprous pereon with the fluid instead of 
sprinkling him? If not, does the Rev. Mr. Sommerville obey God, when, in- 
dee of covering the subject of baptism, he only applies to it a few drops of 
the Mui 

Neither the priest of the old dispengation, nor the preacher of this «lispen- 
«ation has any authority for adding to or taking from Gud’ word, Out ot 
his own muuth, we conviet Mr. Sommerville of departing from the plain lit- 
eral instructions, received from the highest source in the universe, and te- 
eeivel inc connexion with the greatest matter that engages the mind of Cine, 
anvels amd mer. [tis futile for Mr. S.to further attempt to darken counsel 
hy vain reasonings; and we hope, in the light of the following fact, he hime 
self nay be convineed + -Rev, Mr. Boggs, one of our missionaries in India, 
states that while ona teur tua distant part of that fleld, a young man was 
found whe had obtained the Seriptures, and by them had been led to Christ. 
He asked for bapuem. Rev. Mr. McLaurin enquired how he wisher to he 
baptized. He was confused and did not understand, Mr. MeL. explained ta 
him that some Christians baptized by aprinkling, ete. It had never entered 
his mind, Hesaw in Gols word that it was his duty to be baptized, and 
that inmersion was the mode. He was baptized. 

Had Mr. Summerville been there he would have felt it his duty to have led 
this converted heathen back to the old dispensation, throuzrh a dark forest of 
unsubstantial reasoning to show him that what he had plainly seen in Gols 
worl did not exist there, and that he must be sprinkled. 

[" Witxess,” Thee, 10, 1975.) 

THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON BAPTISM. 

Mn. Eptton,--ft may have been observed that in my last letter T have 
taken a stand in direct opposition to Dr. Cramp's pompous and cictatorial n-- 
sertion respecting the mode of baptiam. He ymts the question, “ Wheat dothe 

Lericona say about Bavrizo¥ They all say that ita primary meaning is to 

dip, dunge, immerse, No learned man will risk his reputation by affirming 
the contrary.” A good Oriental scholar, well learned in Hebrew and Cireck, 
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ina tract headed, BAPTISM reraua IMMERSION, Saye, “T veally co not know 

any heresy (which word Tuse in its proper original sense. te, opinion), in 

the Christian church that las less te base itself wpon than that ot faaaer- 

aion, yet its advocates are found using the most reckless statements, which 

liave gained ground among critics and lexieographers (who generally fol- 

low each other like a Hock of sheep)—entirely by the boldness of the as- 

aettion.”” To say that Dr. Cramp, as a@ linguist. is inferior tu the author 

from whom I quote, is not to disparage his literary reputation, 

There has been a great deal said respecting Ue concessions which Pedo- 

baptists have made to Baptiste on the subjects both of immersion amd in- 

fant baptism. This is a department of controversial literature tu which | 

have paid very litue attention for several reasons. (1.) leto-haptists, as 

well as others, have said foolish thinge; <ome from ignorance: some from 

inconsideration ; some because others have said the same things before 

them. I have said many foolish things myself!! and probably would have 

said many more, only that I have lad the privilege of being carefully 

watched. (2.) T am not to be held responsible for what other Pedo- 

haptists lave anid. (33) There is atill another reason. My library lings not 

been su extensive as to enable me to verify the quotations mace from 

Pedo-baptist writers, aul inverted commas are nol sullicient evidence that 

citations have been fairly made, “ We have no hesitation in snying that 

such fatal concessions as our opponents pretend to adduce have never 
been made by Pedo-baptists, and that the authurs referred to have been 

unfairly treated.” (Thorn,) 1 aveept this testimeny more rewlily because 

the Ed. Wf. has ascribed to me worde, placing them under inverted com- 
mas, which I never used, Tle has ascribed) to me sentiments which I 

never uttered. Tle has represented the Saviour as commanding Jolin to 

faunerze him, when he did not command him even to baptize him. His mind 

wae so preoccupied with the conceit of an analogy between the orizination of 

the Lord's aupper and fauneraion, that he completely forzot himeelf, and 
tought that Jeans was the first person inmersed, aud that, then and there, 

God ceased to aprinkle and substituted immersion. He has misquoted the 
Bible by representing Naaman ae commanded to dip himself when he was 
only commanded to trash. IT can easily excuse the addition of Aimaelf, as 

in 2 Kinga, v. 14, the word ie tuppliel by the tranealaters without being 

printed in italics, He ha. stated twice that our Lord partook, with his dis- 

ciples, his own eupper, of which there is not a particle of evidence in Mat- 
thew, Mark, Luke, or Paul, or anywhere elee, except in the Christian Mes- 

AENGET. 

Willthe Ed. .W.come out and fairly, fully, and honurably confess that he 
hasidone me injuetice by misquoting my words, and misrepresenting my sen- 
timenta; that he has sinned agninet God by a false translation of his word, 

and ascribing to the Lon! Jesus actions which he never dil? We shall see. 

A frank and tull confession, such as the case demain, he dare not make. It 

would shake the confidence of his Baptist realers too much to be soon re- 
covered, if ever. Hezekiah eaye I am an unfair disputant. Is it because I 
cannot accept Baptist assumptions as facts; bevause I point out the fallacy 

of their reasonings, detect bluncdera and call things by their proper names ¥
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Af not, let H. point out im what [am unfair. I have challenge: him, but he 

makes no sigh. 
Before entering on the N. T. references to baptism, | presume (1) that I do 

not expect to finel a direct statement of the mode of baptiam. ie Ed, 
AM. las been for-ed to admit, it is an ordinance of the O. T., and tu that we 

must come to b-arn its nature, design, and form. Still, if the N. T. furniel 
conclusise evicenee, direct or inferential, in favor of immersion, | hope to be 

Pnablel tonecept itunhesitatiogly. (2). Symbolical ordinances are alidressed 
to the underdmndd ing, not to the wuagination. Theancient church must have a 
pictorial! repres-ntation of epiritual things, and therefore immersion was in 

favor: and candidates for baptiem must be divested of all clothing, be dipped, 
an put on new garments. to represent the putting off the old man and putting 
on the new. And Rome, destitute of spiritual senses, must have her images, 
crucifixes, pictures of the mother and child, and of the amata, Chambers of 
imagery are always acceptable to those who are strangers to the simplicity of 
the geapel, an! juve sensational and exciting ecenes. The present prevailing 
love of excitement and parade will explain the niodern mge for dipying. 

Noah and his frinily were saved by water. Their ealvation was a figure, 
not of a figure, ut of the baptism whici. saves us by the resurrection of Jesus 

Christ. They were saved hy escapii.. immersion. The worl! was inimersed 
andl perished. Tu this fact we may have to refer in connection with infant 

baptizm. We knor that the lsraelities, after leaving Egypt, were baptized in 
the clow. and in the sea, and we Aworw that there was not one of them in- 

meraed, —Dr. Cramp saya, “ Neither did they enfer the cloud, nor were they 

acetted by the watera of the sea; but the, reed under both.” Paul says the 
Israclites were all im fhe cloud, when they were baptize. --Tlow whey could 

%e in the clowl without efering into it is above my comprehension. 

The Apostle says also, they were in the sea when they were baptized. 1 can- 
not understand how they could be immeree! in the sea and not celled by its 
waters. Then John might have ininmersed in Jord, andl yet none of the peo- 
ple been wefted with tts waters, Thisis a notable and very pleasant discovery, 

if it could only i» reduced to practice. Puul says, all passed through the sea. 

Dr. C. says they were under the eea, This is new. The waters must have 

been (unnelled. But the plain prosaic language of the Apostle is all a fiure,— 

an allegory ; wt “the allegory ie obviously not to be pressed minutely.” This 

is the eworl by which the Baptist controversalist cuts every govilian knot 

which he cannot loose. “The Israelites were not literally baptize:!,” says Pr, 
C. Then, it follows, they did not literally eat manne, did not literally drink 

the water from the rock. [prefer the testimony of the Apostle to Dr. C.'s, 

Their baptism was literal. Their food was literal. Their drink was literal. 
Ani all these have spiritual import, It isa fact, aa well authenticated as that 
the Israelites passed through the sea, that, when that event took place, “ the 

clouds poured out water.” “ God did sprinkle” the Israelites—he baptized 
them. If Dr. C. hat recollected this he would have been apared much em- 
harrassment, but he would have lost hie dip. 

Jolin baptize in Jordan; and in Enon because there was much water there, 

Not tu dwell on the preposseasion in the Jewish mind arieing out of their 

familiarity with the ceremunal law in favour of living water,—water from 
6
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the river or the spring,--if water was needet for ne othe | ..pose than hae 
tism, the selection of Jordan or Enon might furnish a plausible, though mot 

decisive, evidence for immersion. We muat give John, or rather the Spirit by 

whom he was directed, credit for a measure of common sense, When thou- 
sands were attending his ministry it would have been worse than niadness to 

choose a place where the people could not find water to rink, or for purposes 
of personal nblutions, John, however, Was not the only bapticzer. During 
our Lord's ministry he, (or his diseiples,) as repoited to the Pharisers, nade 

and baptize more disciples than Jolin. But where they baptized We are not 

tull in Seripture. The Baptiste will tell va. After Pentecost we have refer- 

ence to haptiam in Jerusalem, in Samaria, in a prison, in a private house. 
Whenever persons are brought to a knowledye of the truth they are luptized, 

There are ne difticulties, no preparations to be made, no Want of water, even 

inaiuuated, All are ready. The baptism is immediate, How do Baptists 
reconcile all this with immersion’ ly adding tothe word of Gol. WU that 
word i# not sullicient for its own interpretation, it is vot a lamp to the feet 

anil a light 10 the path, Nothing can be more absurl, improbable, and 
arroyrant, tl.an the suppusitions that Baptist alvorates introduce to explain 
the recurde of baptisms consistently with their practice; nothing wore pre- 
swmptuous than their additions to the Divine narrative, Assuming the per- 
manence of the instituted mode of baptism, everything is plain, simple, and 
the scripture narrative is sufficiently full and i: ellectual. If Baptist reason- 
ers are justified in introducing uninspired records and bold ant baseless 
aseertions tomake the Seriplures teach their ues trine, why should Rome be 

denie. her apocrypha aol traditions’ “ Deceiving and being deceived,” 

they proclaim the perfection of the Divine worl, and are not eatiefi-| to be 
limite! by its facta, They beyin by a-suming that trmersion is the mode of 
baptism —is baptiam, and God must accept the assumption. 

A very popular, but pot very conclusive, evidence in favor of immersion, is 
derived from going down into the water and coming up out of the water. I 
give the Baptists the full benefit of the authorized translation dvo anil out of. 

Tt is manifest that going into the water isnot the baptiam. That ie something 

which takes place between the going into the water and the coming out of it. 

“They went down both into the water, both Philip and the Eunuch, an! he 
baptized him. And when they were come up out of the water--.”. The 

argument is this: if baptiem is alministered by sprinkling there was bo need 
of going into the water, or even to it, and therefore baptiam must be tmnmer- 

sion. A hasty inference, certainly. 
Most people think that to drink means to awallow some liquitl ; but this is 

a great mistoke. The word may mican that sometimes, but sometimes it 

means to be immersed. A horee yoes into the water, he drinks, and then vumes 
out of the water. But asa sufficient quantity of water, to queoch hie thiret, 
might have been given hiw in a pail, therefore, when be ;:ves into the water 

it must be to he immersed, and drinking nivans in that case immersion. Q. E. 
D.—Some may say, O, Mr. 8., this is all nonsense. I know it is-—nonsense-- 
unequalled nonsense; but this is the nonsense that Baptists are expected to 
accept as scriptural teaching and sound logic. This may be called unyentle- 
manly, aa been so called. It seems a gentleman may talk nonsense ond be a 

gentleman atill, but to hint that he has talked nonsense is ungentlemanly. A
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sonsenaicael gentleman! There are fying gentlemen--dishonest gen'!lemen-- 

swearing gentlemen —drunken gentlemen— onapure gentlemen -accepted as 
gentlemen by professing Christians and ina Christian land. Pugh! If Jesus 

were tu appear io Nova Scotia as he appeared in Palestine lie would not be 

accepter| in the rauks of gentlemen, You might And him dining at the table 
vfarnch Pharisees, but he would not get a second invitation. Iisa impudence 
an! rudeness weal! exclude him. 

Baptiamel burial in my next, awl unless something new cane up that will 

close wy arzuiment on the mode of baptism for the present. 

Sumerset, Dee. 3, 1875. W. SomMERVILLE. 

i Wetxnss,” Dec. 18, 1875.) 

“THE VOICE OF SCRIZVTURE ON BAPTISM.” 

Ma. Evitorn.—Nat having seen three or four of the last IF ituesses, | do not 
kuow whe Mr. Sommerville changed the title of his letters on the above 
subject from * Flistorg”” tu * Seripture.* and for the same reason do vot know 
what Sciipiure he advances in lavor of infant baptism. With your permis- 
sion | will say a litle on his letter of Nov. 27th; and as Loam toldd Mr. 
S. is caluug ia vears considerable,” and as Paul says, “ Rebuke not an 
elder, but entreat him as a father.” [| will be as gentle as possible and follow 
Paul's alvice, for while in some things “itis more blessed to give than to 
receive, in uthers it is more blessed to receive than to give such appellations 
as are sadly abundant in Mr. S.’s letters, to wit, when falsely applied. The 
Saviour has a word on that subjectin Matt. v.11, 12. But this is a digression, 
now for an arzument ; 

1. * Oue Baptisin,”’ Eph. iv. §. The connexion in which these words 
stand show that mode is not at all referred to, but the thing itself. Paul is 
for naion, and uses this among others as an argument, “ baptized into Christ,” 
Gal. ili. 27. 28. If this be correct all that Mr. S. has built on the meaning 
he vives it comes to uothing. 

2. Mr. 5. quotes Isa. lit, 15, ** He shall sprinkle many nations,” adding, 
This poiats to the New Testament yee Dues he mean by this 
that we are therefore to sprinkle children!) Whetever he may mean, that 
verse, aceurling to the LAX. has nothiag about s rinkling, ‘The word trans- 
lated sprinkle is — thauma-ontai, so thal it might read thus, “So 
shall many nations wonder at him, and kings shall shut their mouths,” ete. 
In Coverdale’s Bible. (1535), it reads, “ Even so shall the multitude of the 
Geutile- loke unto him.” Parkhurst puts it, “ So shall be eause many nations 
lo leap( .. . . . for admiration and holy astoni-hment).”’ 

3. Mr. 5. quotes Ezek. xxxvi. 25. “1 will sprinkle clean water upon you,” 
adding, ** This reters to these last davs."”. The word here ia —~——— rano 
not baptizu, a: dues nof refer to these last davs. Reading that 
chapter and turgetting baptism. it will be easily seen that the * House of 
Israel “is meant. Verse 33 reads, “Inthe dayethat [shall have cleansed 
you from all your iniquities. [ will also cause you to dwell in the cities, and 
the wastes shall be buililed.”’ Read from verse 25 to the end, and | think it 
will be pretty clear whether Mr. 5.’s conclusion is right or not. 

4. Mr, S. says again, “ Their main argument in support of immersion {a 
derived from the meaning of the word baptize.” For my part the meaning of 
the word itself is enough. but whatever strength there is in thal, my mata 
argument is fuunded on the adaptation ofimmersion to what it is intended to 
represent, ax shown in Rom. vi. 3-11: Col. vi. 12, 15). 

5. The quotation from Isa. Ixiv. 3, ‘1 will pour water upon him that is 
thirsty, and showers upon the dry ground; I will pour my spirit upon thy 
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seed,’’ elc.. according to LXNX. reads, “I will give water in (their) thirst to 
those travelling in desert laud, I will pour,’ ete. 

I do not arated lo be among Mr. Selden’s learned friends, nor do I write i 
his defence, that he is himeelf well able to do if he please, tart presume he 
is aclting on Hezekiah’s advice. {| have a wish, however, to be among Mr. 
S.'s friends, especially in the light of the first paragraph of the letter reterred 
to, particularly the end of said paragraph. 

Yours traly, J. Baown. 

'- Witsmas,” Tee. 25, 1875.) 

Dgaa Enitor.—Before you finally decide to stop the diveusston on baptism 
will you do me the favor of presenting for the benefit of all whem it may 
concern, afew passager bearing on the subject. [should then be obliged 11 
Mr. Sommerville will present those bearing on Infant Baptism, and let your 
readers judge for themselves who shoold be baptized and how We profers 
to take the Bible for our guide, and I do not thirk there is anything onfair in 
my proposition. Here they are without note or comment, Matt. iti. 7-17. 
Mark xvi. 15, 16. John ni. 92.93: iv. 1,2. Acts ii. 97-42; viii. 12-}6. 
S546; ix. 14; x. H—-48: xvi. 13-15. 40: xvi. G2-34: xviii. 8. 1 Cort. 
16, 17; xvi. 15. Romans vi. 5. Gal, iii. 27. Col. ii. 1. 

I have omitted some for the sake of your space; your readers can find them 
by their reference bibles. 

Yours, faithfally, 
Milton, Queen's Co., Dec. 14, 1*75. J, Baown. 

Weereras,” Jan, 1, 1976.) 

Drar Sin,--1 thank the editor of the P. Wines for the insertion of my 
previous letters. But aa he thinks the arguments not likely todo any goo. 

and wishes to close his columns againet the discussion at theend«o. the year, 
you will oblige me by giving a place in your columns to the following in- 

tended for the Presbyterian Witness. 

BAPTISTS AND THE RULE OF FAITH. 

Mn. Epvitor,—<As the Rev. E. M. Saunders, in his letter of Dec. 4th begins 
with a repetition of my words, alorned with all their italic flowers, so do I. 

“T want to know whether the Baptieis uf Nova Scotia own the Old Te-tament 

a3 @ Rule of Faith ond Practice at all. 1 have a strong opinion that they do 
not.” If I had a strong opinion before having read his letter, | have a stronger 

opinion Dow,--obe amounting to full conviction--that THEY Dow xoT. Ag- 
custonied to look upon my old friend, Mr. 8., as possessed of a large measure 

of “simplicity and godly sincerity,” | am inexpressibly pained to Alu that be 

is breathing an atmosphere unfavorable to the niaturation of either, an that 
he is capable of subacribing a communication so evasive, 60 unscrupulous, and 
ao deceptive. Ilis letter is a specimen of evasiveness aa perfect, as if he had 
been educated in the beat equipped achool of Ultramontaniam. 

The editor of the Messenger has blunderel ao excessively, and committed 
bimeelf so fully, that an effective vindication of hid position is impossible, and 
to confess hie errors would ruin his reputationan influence. The probability 
however, is that he will, some of these days, attempt the impossibility, and 
make brass do duty in the absence of argument. For the meantime, Mr. 8. wo- 

lunteers, or ia stimulated, to makes diversion in bis favor, and give him leisure 
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te recover Lis composure, or call ip his distant auxiliaries. Let bim «lo what 

Le can; let him secure what assistance he way; be sball not ecape. The 
una-nptunsl, pl semi-infide) Baptist system is before me; obstacies thrown 

in my way | fling aside; to calls on the cight bam! and on the Jeft, I reply by 

ananeweriny call: my eye is fixed on my object. | owe this to thousan'ls of 
cable) Christian Baptista who never are taught to look leyond the questions 

of immersion aud infant baptism as distinguishing. The present tactics are 
tev chvious lu be disyuised. This angiment must be confine, as far as pos 

gible te the J. Witness, to which Baptiste seldom have access, and if they had 
aceee-. they would not caret real it. They oust pot see any thing but the 

trem heat replies of the Messenger. To know the charges preferred against 
them. an) the evidence by which they are sustained, might excice a spirit of 
inquiry. The maneuver will pot «do. 

Mr. S. would leave the impressinun upon the minds of bis readers, that 1 
have iven e@ false statement of the ductring of Baptists, respectiny the place 
ascycoed tu the Old Teslament ; yet I have sought in vain, in hia le:ter, fore 
definite deslaration that the Baptista of Nova Scotia do carn the Uld Testa- 
ment asa Hule of Faith and Practice. Such a declaration is the least that we 
would eXpect, in the circumstances; but that littke we do not lind. We 
murt be satisfied! with @ reference to the Gurd of their Dovtrinal Articles, 
“ Mere itis.” “The holy Scriptures of the Ol axl New Testaments are the 
word of God, in which be has given us our only rule of Faith and Practice.” 
I never thougAf that the Baptists deny the inspiration of the Old Tc-tament 
Aithoucsh frow the place they assign to it, wletber it is iuspired or nut ia of 
hittle mument. Let the word “1x,” with which the second clause of the 

Art cle besins, be left out, and mark how if-r-ntly it reals: “ The holy 

Senptures of the Ohland New Testaments are the Word of Gol, which Ile has 

given us orontly rule of Faith and Practice.” Were the Ol! Testament, ax 
e rule of faith and practice, occupies as high a place az the New, an! every 
Preelyterian, Methodist, or Conyregutionalist. will cheerfully accept the 

whole: but let the word “in” be retainel, an-l the way is open to deny that 
the Old Testament is a rude; and every Rativnalist in Germany or elsewhere 
will accept it. The Rationalist denies that the Scriptures are the word of 
God, but wlmits that the word of God is m the Scripferes, ant his reason wil! 
ecyarate the voll from the ore. Baptista, while owning all Scripture to be 
emepired, Jo not say that all Scripture is the rale of faith and practice, but the 
rale is in the Scripture. Here, then, by the intretuction of the Jittle worl 
“ax,” which not one ip a thousand would notice, we have an example of the 
“deceivableness of unrightcousness.”"—Jezaitiem. Jesuitirm. The compilere 
of the Baptist Articles did not want their own people or others to know the 

degraJed place to which they relegate the Okl Testament. Mr, &.'s letter ie 

completely deceptive. The third Article, which he bas hrought in to cuntra- 
diet my sasertioun, ia perfectly consistent with this,--that NOTHING KUT the 
New Tratament is a rule of Faith and Practice to the J-aptias of Nova Scotia. 

Mr. 8. ls very unscruplous, when he represents me a« giving “partial state- 
menta,” by which readers would be led to fourm imoorrect ideas of Dr. Way- 
land's views. I deny that I have kept back a single word necemary to rhow 
this doctrine of the claims of the Old Testament. His words are these: “ We
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profexa to take for our guids, in all matters of religious belief and practice, 

the New Testament, the whole New Textament, and nothing but the New Testa- 

ment.” These worda need! 10 comment. They are too plain to be misunder- 
stood, They exclude “ Councils, Fathera, Churches ;" but they exclude the 

Qi) Testament as decidedly 1a they do the Tridentine and Vatican decrees. 

Mr. S. favors us with a large. extract from Dr. Wayland, and »o far trom 
convicting ua of error or injustice, he haa only made the Doctors case worse, 

We read: “ We believe that the New Testament, the worl spoken by the Son 
of (sod from Heaven, and by ‘he Apostles whom he himeelf in-pirel, was 
given not to one nation, but to the whule human race for all coming time.” 

There ix here a cad amount of dirknesa that may be felt, and confusion. Can 
we learn any word spoken by the “Son of (ied from Heaven,” execpt by the 

report of the writers of the New Testament? Our Lord never wrote anything. 
Did Dr. W. really think that the words apoken by the “Son of (iod from 

Heaven" were more dirine than the words of any inspired writer? [id the 
Son of God “ himself" impart a higher inspiration to the Apo»tlea than others 
enjored who apake by the Spirit? Did he inspire any one bv Aimself and not 

by the Holy Gshoat? Did the Dr. not know that the Old Testament prophets 
apake by the Spirit of Chriat? Did he not know that all Seripture, 0). T. aa 

well a2 N, T., ia profitable now, that the man of Giud may be thoroughly fur- 
nished unto all goed works ? 

To both pacts of the above sentence I put in a decided negative. I deny 
that the Ola Testament waa given to one nation, to the exelusivn of the inter- 

est of the whole human race. It was not giren at all to Jews, in the current 

wenee of gire. It was o fruaf committed to them for all-coming time and fur all 

mations, From the firat days of their national existence, Inraelites lind been 

instructed that in Abraham and his xeed all nations would be blessed. To 

the Prophets it was “ revealed that not unto themselves, but unto us, they did 
minister the things which are now reported unto vou by them that have 

preached the Goepel untu you.” The Old Testament waa no more given to 
the nation of Israel of old, than it is given to the “Commonwealth of [«rael ”’ 
which now ie, I deny that the New Testament waa given to the whole lhuraan 
race. It ia not yet given to the whole ruce, It is a ¢ruat committed to the 
church aa the Old Testament was and i» fur the nations for all coming time. 
With the exception of Matthew, Mark and John the whole New Testament is 

expressly addressed to persons in covenant with God, whether churches or in- 
dividuals, 

Dr. Wayland has placed the Oliul Testament ‘ on the aame footing with the 
writings of Dr. Cramp or Dr. Guthrie.” Mr. S. does not wish Baptiatw or 
Pedobaptiata to think this, but if he i# capable of understanding Dr. W.’s very 

precise language he knows this; and ox he has expressed nothing but a hearty 
approval of the Doctor’s doctrines he seema to have no higher opinion of the 
Old Testament than the Doctor has. Dr. W.“ believes the New Te=:ament 
tu he the standard by which the precepta and teachings of the furmer revela- 
tion are to be judged.” And again,—" Ry this word (N. T.) we are to decide 
upon the obligatoriness of every part of the olden rerelation.”” The writings of 
Drs. Cramp and Guthrie are put into my hands. 1 read, examine, it may be
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with interest, pleasure and profit, but do not acecpt them an aufhoritatire. 1 
judge of their obligatoriness by the Bible, and accept or reject their teachingw 

ae! consider them in unison with the Word or against it. Thin ia precisely 
the place assigned to the Oli Testament, Ite “precepts and teachinga” are 
to be brought to the atandard befure we decide. 

Ax according tu Dr, W, all “ the precepts and teachings of the Old Testa- 
nent are to be judged by the New Testament, befure we can decide \hether 

they are obligatory on us, or how fur, the quotations, which Mr. 8. hae made 
from Drs, Cramp and Hovey, go to show that Baptista do not accept the in- 
apiration of the Old Testament withou. an antecedent knowledge of the inepir- 
ation of the New Testament. It ia true that if the inapiratiuon of the New 

Testament be oxwumed, «a clear and cogent proof of the inspiration of the Old 
Testament can be derived from it; but the inspiration of the Old Testament 
wee ertabli-hed, proclaimed, and accepted before the Apostles wrote or Jesun 
Christ appeared. [ defy any 2. D, in all the Baptist Churches to produce 
from the New Testament one paxeuge where our Lord or hin Apostles refer 
w the Old Testament for the purpose of teaching or confirming ite inspiration, 
aod nef site inspiration aasumed) fur confirming the (ruth of the doctrinea which 
they tavgAt by an appeal to the testimony of an accepted inspiration. 

Baptists differ from all who are acconnted evangelical in the very essential 

article of the Rule of Faith and Practice, The rule of Methodiats, Congrega- 

tiunaliets, and Presbyterians is—The Scripture of the Old and New Testa- 
ents ;—of Baptists, Notaixg BUT THE New Testament," 

Sumerset, Dec. 17, 1375. W. SoMMERVILLE. 

P. S.—1 had finished a rough draft of thin letter before the Messenger of 

Dee. bth cume tomy hand, 1 cunnot say | have yet read the editur’s criti- 
ciems, but, if God will, he shall have a reply. In the meautime there is an 

impurtant point to be diacumed. I have guessed right this time, Mr. S. haa 
elepped in to give the editor time to recover himself, He is what Dr. Jas. C. 
1, Carson would call a “slippery customer.” 

The Rev, W. Sommerville, a veteran minister of the Presbyterian (Ne 
formed) body. and a skilled controversialist, has sought our columus for the 
completion of a series of letters begun some time ago in the Pres. Wttucss. 
We are quite sure the termination of this discussion will be pursued iu a 
right =pirit, The great object of all such argumentation is a fair apprehen- 
sion of the truth as it affects the Church of the Lord Jesus Christ. Any one 
ver-ed in history can see the effects of spirited discus-ions in which our fore- 
faihers tovk part. ‘The Churches are more tenacious of sound doctrine to-day 
because of land-marks erected! generations ago. Our pivneers sleep, but 
their successors are awake and vigila t, Our confidence in the judement ot 
those now waging this paper war, as well as ovr own youth and experience, 
both restrain us from atkling a single word of vither advice or caution. 

i" MeEssns.-ER.”* Jom. 3, 1976 ] 

Mr. Evitorn,—Asz the editor of tne Witness wishes the controversy on Bap- 
tism to close in his columne with the closing vear, ont of deference thereto | 
will ask vou tu insert what [ should ctherwise have zent to the H ifness, viz: 
a few remarks on Mr. Somimervil!e's ietter in the Witness of Dec. 18. 

Iu his reference to the concessions made by Pedobaptists, in quoting from
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Thom, he anys virtually that such concessions as have been quoted by Bap- 
isis from Pedubaptieis, they made themselves, the worule of Them me, 
“We have no hesitation in saying that such fatul concessions wi our oppo- 
neoly pretend to adduce have never been made by Pedobuptists, (italics mine,) 
and that the authors referred to have been unfairly trented.’ Mr. 8. dnows 
thi- is wot true, (ur he is much more ignorant of his side of the question than 
he <veis to be) although he adopts the sentiment, and eveu if what he says 
of the Ex, Messenyer is true. 

On the same subject he says, “TT have said many foolish things myself ;" 
that is true, very foolieh things; and very naughty things ; and very unkind 
things ; and very ungentlemanly things; boast of his gentlemauliness as he 
may; and he adds. aud probably would have saul many mow, ouly that! 
had the privileye of being carefully watched.” | hope he is duly thankful 
to thone who have protected him from himself. That he nevds watching, 
eee ily in his treatinent of Scripture (as | may show by and by) is very 
obvious. 

He has told us tha the modern rage for dipping is to be acvounted for by 
“the present prevailing love of excitement and parade.” Why does he not 
shout ‘Eureka, Rureka'’’ And os he hos made this valuable discovery, 
will he next discover to us the reason for the modern rage for sprinkling ine 
fauis! 1 know he cannot, still | should like to see his atlempt. 

Mr. 3. generously informa us that Noah pnd his family were saved by 
escaping immersion, (O tor Priscilla and Acquilla). The world was im- 
imersed nud pertshed, Does Mr. S. really mean that Nouh and his tamily 
Were saveil ietaisse they escaped immersivn, and the world perished because 
they were immersed! No, he does not, for he knows or ought to know his 
Bible better: and T may remind him that according to Ais on showing in a 
recent letter, in which he sought to prove that the shore was net immersed 
when the lide rose over it, no more were the people of the old world immer- 
ped, becuuse the water rose over them. But any one can see the grave 
insinuation contained in Mr. 8.’s remarks; still if he persist in such soft 
arzumenta and hard words, be will find in Gen. xix. an account of a man 
and his family who were saved by escaping sprmukling; but the thing ix too 
childish to waste time over, and the dark ungenerous “ sly ineinuation ”’ 
could have emanated! from nu pen but Mr. Summeryville’s, We are not 
goinz to believe that God destroyed the world and saved a few in order to 
show the mode of baptist. 

Hezekiah says, “Ile can dogmatize.""| Yes, Hezekiah, he can, For in- 
stance, he says, “ Tis a factas well authenticated aa that the Ioraelities passed 
through the sea, that when that event took place the clouds poured out 
waters.” “ Gud did sprinkle the Israelites, He baptized them.” He quotes 
from Pa, Ixxvii. 17. The word is plural clouds, it was a * cloud that ac- 
companied Israel. Moreover, is Mr. S. very sure that the possuge relers to 
the crossing of the Red Sea, and not the crossing of the Jordan? [f he will 
real Josh. iit. 14-16 and Pealm exiv. he will get a fittle light, and for his 
further help T may tell him that in the original it is The waters overflowed.” 
The crossing of Jordan took place at the overflowing of the river (Josh 3. 15). 
The LXX render it “the great sound of waters.” 

Referring to the same subject, in quoting Dr. Cramp (who seems to be 
much in his way) “the allegory is obviously not_to be pressed minutely.” 
Mr, 3. says, * This is the sword by which the Baptist controversialist cuts 
every gordian knot which he canuot loose.” Would Mr. 5. believe me if I 
told him that Dean Alford, one of the must eminent of modern critics and 
scholars, and a Pedobaptist, used that same sword tv cul the same knot on 1 
Cor, x. 2. and were all baptized unto Moses, he saya, ‘The allegory is ob- 
viously not to be pressed minutely.” I think Mr. 3. will now find the sword
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turned against him. IT have not the Dr.’a work on Baptism so | cannot tell 
whether he has been fairly treated in that reference. 

Barnes (a Pedobaptist) very properly says it is to be tuken in “ the sense of 

dedicating, consecrating, initiating into, or bringing under obligation to, and 

it is evidently in this (latter) sense the word is used here, as denoting that 
they were devoted to Muses as o leader, etc,” 

There is no more evidence that the cloud that accompanied the Israelite 
ever let down water than that it showered frogs, and any one who argues fre 1) 
Pa, Inxvii. 17, or 1 Cor. x, 2 for infant sprinkling must be very hard up |; 
argument, 

Mi. 3. charges us with adding to the word of God (his are the italics). He 
should then have quoted Rev. xxii. 18, Alas, Mr. 3. isterribly guilty of this 
very thing ; he declares that 10 be scriptural which is unecriptural and that 
un-eriptural which is seriptural, 1 commend to his careful #tudy the words 

of Isaav Pennington, ‘He that giveth any other meaning of any Scripture 

than the true, proper meaning thereof, he both addeth and diminisheth; he 
taketh away the true sense, he addcth a sense that is not true.” And those 

of Bunyan in Grace Alwunding :"—"' Now also] should labour to take the 
worl ns God had laid down, without restraining the natural force of one ryl- 
lable thereof,” cod the almost Inst words of !uspiration in the passage just 
referred to, And as [ hope to meet Mr. 3. in “the holy city,” notwithstand- 

ing his infant opinions, | recommend him to amend his ways; to week for- 
iveness tur whit he has done; give up adding to and taking from the word 

4 giving up unseriptural infaut penning aid taking upscriptural believers’ 
baptism, and doubtless, as he ls doing it in ignorance he will be forgiven, 

Ko save Mr. 5. any further labour in this matter | may tell him what he 

cannot do. He cannot pro: e that the sun does not shine, nor that believern’ 
immersion is not in the Bible, toil at both as long as he please. He cannot 
stop the course of the Mississippt, nor the progress of the truth of believers’ ba 
tism. He cannot see children in the moon, nor anything in the whole Bible 

to justify either sprinkling or baptizing such, searali as long as he like. 

outs, J. Brown, 
P. S.—f had promised to dip my pen in honey, if possible, but Mr. 8, up- 

eet my jar. 

[* Westeray,” Joo. 22, 1476.) 

THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON BAPTISM. 

Mn. Eniror,—It seems to be impossible to bind down the .Weasenger to the 
Divine Word, in the exposition of the Doctrine of Baptisms, anil to the ac- 
ceptance of that Word as its own interpreter. The old Testament afforla no 
countenance to the beleful superatition of which the Baptist Jeacdlera are the 

aivocates, and the people ara the victinis; and, therefore, as a rule of faith 
and practice it is wholly repudiated. A perspicuous «leclaration to that effect 
is evarled, for it would be dangerous to place before the great bo:ly of Baptista 

that they are professionally pledged to reject the Old Testament, ae a rule, 
while they adinit its inspiration. 
Testimony in favour of tmmersion extraneous to Revelation is greedily 

aelzel When our Lord was on earth, he appealed to his works as his 
Father's testimony, and to the Old Testament, in vindication of his claims 
and of his doctrine. He would not accept the testimony of devils even when 
they spake the truth; and Paul fullowed the example in dealing with the 
girl possessed by a spirit of divination. They commanded them to be silent, 
To have accepted their witness might have excited a suspicion that there was 

7
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some Masonic or Oddfellows’ communion between them. But the editor of 
the .Wessenger ie willing to accept concurring testimony, come from what 

quarter it may. In the Messenger of Dec. 15, the testimony of CanpInaL 
MANNING in favour of tmmerston, andl that sprinkling wos introduced by 

ecclesiastical authority, ia very ostentatioualy paraded before us. Now who 
is Cardinal Marning? We ie the sworn slave of that “man of sin,—whose 
coming ia after the working o* Satan, with all power and signa and lying won- 
ders, an with al] deceivablenees of unrighteousnesa in them that perish.” 

The Cardinal's testimony is the devif’a testimony, which Christ or an Apostle 
would have peremptorily refuserl, The editor of the Weasenger earnestly begs 
the attention of hia Pedobaptia brethren tov the Cardinal's worda, and he will 
now see that I have not turned a deaf ear to his earnest petition. 

Among Christians the complete sufficiency of the Divine word should be 
tenaciously held, We have no more right to add to it than to substract from 
it. That man should |.e ashame] to cull himself a Christian, who will not 
give as high a place to the Wd Testament as to the New, in the determina- 

tion of all questions of a religious belief and life, knowing that in expound- 
ing to disciples the things concerning himself, the Lord leads thein to Moses, 
the prophets ind the psalma; and that Pa'!, in demonstrating the character, 
the offices, an:i the work of Christ, and the way of salvation by him, constantly 

appeals to the Old Testament. Pedubaptiats should press on Baptiste the ne- 
cessity of an explicit declaration that they own the Old Testament Scriptures 
to be a rule of faith and practice to Christiana, The testimony of Mr, Saun- 
ders is not enough. That isa personal testimony. Let us demand a plain. 
full, unequivocal and uncontradicted statement to that effect in the Messenger, 
More still is wanted —a change in the ¢Aird doctrinal article of the Baptists of 
Nova Scotia, to make it speak an unequivocal language. Pedobaptists are 

profoundly ignorart of the masa of error and infidelity involved in the Baptist 
system. J firmly believe the great body of Baptista themsclyes are ignorant 
of it. The current idea is that the only difference between the parties is in 

respect to the «udjectaand mwde of Baptism. This idea I once entertained 
an often expressed, till 1 had examined the matter more clusely. 

The Oki Testament, in being shut out of doors, when it apeaks with authority, 
is treated with more respect than the New, which is invited, with a smiling 
countenance, to come in, only to be placed in the rack an) tortured to com- 

pel it to speak like @ Baptist, and cry out fmmersion, immersion! Come in 

here, Mr. Editor. The Afessenger has been putting the queation, and we will 
read the minutes of the examination. “The subject isto be buried, Buried 
in what? Jhater. Acta 8.36. “See here is water.” No infanta, no sprink- 

ling. Believers buried in water and raised up to walk —infants don't walk in 
any sense-—in newness of life.” (Oct. 6, 1875.) Buried ia not used in con- 

nection with baptism, in the gospel or in the Acta, Suried in water ia not 

once found in the whole New Testament. ‘ Buried in baptiam” is found in 
Colosa.mas, and “ Sve, here ia water" ia found in deta, The editor of the Mea- 

senger drupe the word “in baptiem ” and aunbetitutes “in water,” and reporta 
the New Testament as saying “ believera buried iniwcater.” Ue isa amart man, 

and affects to say smart things. Believers are raised up in baptiam to “walk 

in newness of life,” aud he says, “infants don't walk in avy sense.” In any
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sense? “ The children of Israel walked upon dry ground in the midst of the 
son.” Bither there were no infants among them or they walked in the midat 
uf the #ea in some sense, The wan who wrote the sentence | have quoted 
above from the Messenger ought to be ashamed tu walk the atreeta of Ialifax, 

or to lift his face among honest men. A viler attempt to impose upon the 
credulity of readers T have never met. I would not have stooped to criticise 
it were it not that I fear there are many of hia readers, as Henry Alliene ia agid 
to huve described one of his converts, who would awallow boote with spurs on 
them if he preached them. 

There is burial in baptiam or hy baptoon. Every Christian sprinkler almits 

it with reverence and gratitude, with joy and praise, Not one of them would 
wish to have one word altered in the God-given phrase, “ buried with him in 

lmptism.” The editor Measenger considers it decisive in support of immersion; 
bo nich ao that he does not judge it neceaaary to add a word of comment. 

Let the Word be ita own interpreter,—not Dr, Chalmers, not Canon Lightfoot. 

There is baptiem witA wafer, ant there is baptism with the Holy Spirit per- 

fectly distinct, but sustaining a precise relation to each other, To which of 
these does Paul allude, in the Epistles to the Romans and Colossians’ We 
need not accupy much time on Col. 2: 10,12. The Apostle spoke of a“ cir- 
cumicision made without hands.” This ie not the cirenmeision executed by 
Abraham or Moses, hut that which God performs; it is ‘the circumcision of 

Christ.” To this we find an allusion in Rom, 2; 28,29. “Tle is not » Jew, 

which ie one outwardly; neither ia that circumcision which is outwaril in the 

Hee: hut he ia a Jew that ia one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the 

heart, in the spirit and not in the letter.”” Next we are told that “the cireum- 

civ are buried with hin (Christ) in baptism, in which also (they) are risen 

with him through the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised him 

from the dead.” There ia here set before us the gracious truth that the 

Apostle in another place more directly teaches us, that the same exceeding 

great power by which Christ was raised from the dead is put forth in the 
resurrection of every saint who has heen buried with him in baptism. But if 
our friends are stil! determined to find here an allusion to the mode of bap- 
tism, a demonstration of the scriptural character of ¢mamermon, | pray them 
not to overluok the last clause of the 12th verse, The resurrection is not by 
the physical power of the administrator, nor of the person immeraed, but by 

simple faith. Tt is no difficult matter to conceive of a crowd of curious or 
interested persons on the bank of a river ora pond, to witness the ubscene 

ceremony of immersion, which familiarity and the avoidance of the nudity 

demanded by antique Wisdom render only a little leas diagusting. The oper- 

ator addresses the candidates: “ My dear friends, | am here to bury you with 

Christ in this watery grave, but with this my province ends, Expect no 
assistance from mo in raising you out of your grave. The word bdaprize re- 
quires me to put you under the water, and to thia the command limits me. 
Baptiem is a positive ordinance, and I muat do precisely what I am com- 
inanded, nv less,no more. You must rise and come forth by favté.” The can- 
didates look at one another, One says, He shall not immerau me unlvss he 
promise to take ine out of the water. A second, We might get drowned. A 
third, Let us go honve—the man is mad, They move away. The idle and
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profane disperse with shouts of derisive langhter; and sincere soula, who are 

mingle! with them, return with shame and sa:lness, 

The statement in Rom, 0; 3, 4, is more extended, but I quote it in full:— 

“ Kou ye not that 4o many of ue as were baptize! into Jess Christ were bap- 
tizel into hie death ? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into 
death ; that like a» Christ was raised from thedead by the glory of the Father, 

even so we ale should walk in the newness of life.” Let ue now consi:ler, 
not what this or that man has aaid about it, but what the Apostle has said. 

Observe (1) he dues not epeak of erery member of the Church. Ad members 
of the Church are baptized with water, They are thus, accorling to the com- 

muni of Christ, added to the Church, But this does not nuceasarily imply 

that they are real Christians. Simon was baptized with water, yet still is in 
the bond of iniquity, He had never been baptized into Christ. Therefore 
the Apostle says, Ae mmy of us as were baptized into Chri,” This shows 

he is not spealzing of baytiam with water, Some may say, this ie pressing the 
worls of the Apostle too clusely, I recognize no loose phraseology uncer the 
direction of the Spirit. I would not wish to overlook ono jot or one tittle 
of what Gol has given. The same form of words ia used in Gul. 3; 27, and 
with reference to the same subject, with a difference which not only shows 
that the Apostle spenks of the baptism of the Spirit, but that there is no re- 
ference to the mode of baptism. “As many of you as have been baptized 
into Chriat have put on Christ.” No two things can be more unlike than 
death, burial and resurrection are to putting on a garment, yet death, burial 
and resurrection with Christ occupy, in the mind of the Apostle, precisely the 
rame relation to the baptism here apoken of ns the putting on of Christ. In 

the mind of a Baptist, the former are involve! in the ordinance, the lutter ia 
a remote result. The exigencies of the smmeraton doctrine demand this. 

Observe (2) into what weare baptized. It ia infoJesus Chrtxt. We liave hero 
eet forth, by the graphic pen of inspiration,that incorporation with Christ which 
makes him and his people one, in consequence of which he bears our reapanai- 
bilities, an] we enjoy all the blessings flawing from his fulfilment of all right- 

eousness, This baptism, which no acenic representation could portray, bo man 
Was ever commanded to alminister, no man could adminiater, no man, under 

the guidance of the Spirit, ever professes! to administer. The frequency, the 
Aippancy, and the blasphemous arrogance, with which Baptist miniatera re- 
port that they have burted with Christ auch and so many, make the flesh 
creep. When haptism into a person is spoken of, our attention is directed to 

ao work of Gad. The Israelites were baptized info Moses, Gol administered 

the Baptism. Sy one Spirit we ere all baptized tntv one body. So here and 
in Galatians. Jlow different the language when Baptiem with water, adimin- 

istered hy man, is spoken of. Then we eee nothing but the assumption of @ 

nome,—a professud acceptance of the Lord Jesus and subjection to him 

The Apostlos are commanded to baptize the nations “in’ofée name of the 

Father, ond of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” (Mat. 28: 16,) Of tho be- 

lieving Sammritans it is said, “They were baptized inte the name of the Lord 

Jesus.” (Acts 8: 16). OF the disciples of John, whom Paul met at Ephesus, 
we read, “They were baptized mito the name of the Lord Jesus.” (Acts 10: 

5). Paul asks the Corinthians, “ Were yo baptized into the name of Paul °”
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anil expresses uis thankfulness that he had baptized so few, lest any should 
say he lw! laptized into Ats own name. The Divine word never represents 
an Apostle or Evangelist or any other as baptizing info Christ. 

Oheerve (5) the change of atate which originates in our union to Christ. by 

the baptism of the Ifoly Spirit. He who was dead in ain is deal fosin. He 

who was of the world is now separate: from it, aa the dead are buried out of 
our sight. He who walked according to the course of thia world now walk> in 
newneas of life. Mow is all this to be theatrically represents, according to 
the Baptist theory,—so lucidly and fully represented, that all who are not 
stone-blind must see it? Ly plunging a person into the water and pulling him 
out again! To look at this imaginary picture more particularly, The bap- 
tized into Christ are baptized (according to the Baptist vocabulary, tnmersed, 
buried,) into his death. Then the burial goes before and death is the etf«ct. 

To make the picture perfect, the immersed must be buried in the watery 
grave till they are dead, But the Apostle teaches that the baptized are buried 
becouse they are dead. They have been alrenly tamersed into death; there 
must he another plunge to represent the burial, To picture the burial of the 

dead and their resurrection, we have a@ living body put under the water and 

the seme diving body taken out of the water, not at all improved in appear- 

ance. Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, and the 
buried wit Christ rise by the faith of the divine operation; but in the Bap- 
t st ceremonial, we must see, if we can, the glory of God and the faith in the 

atrony urn: of the Jmmearser. 
What our frienda call baptiem is an impious caricature of the work of the 

Spirit set lfore ua in Kom, 6, 3, 4. 
But is there here no allusion to baptism with water? Yes! The language 

is borrowel from that ordinance. The Apostle’s proposition is that real 
Christians linve been baptized into Chri. What follows respecting death, 
burial, aud resurrection, ia all inferential, By baptiam, by the institution of 

Christ, we are introduced to the church and the fellowship of its privilees, 
and therefore we are said to be baptized into Christ when the spiritual bless- 
ing of which baptism with water ia the algn, is introduced. Sometimes, not 

here, the Spirit's work is spoken of in terma borrowed from the mode in 

which the water is applied, and accordingly we read of the Spirit being «Aed 

forth, poured out, or falling on, We look in yain for immersion in scripture, 
as descriptive of the baptism with water or with the Spirit. Is it “cool ar- 
rogance” in Cardinal Manning to asswne Papal infallibility, as the bnsix of 

his reasoning in favor of Rome; and is it not “cool arrogance” in the Baptist 
to assume, the very thing to be proved, that baptism is fmmeraron unl no- 

thinjs wlae ie baptism? The Eu. Af waa not prepared for the “cool arre;;ance’ 

of the Cardinal, uit I was fully prepared for Ais and his fellows! Vlear. ae 
reph-ted in a paper which lately came to my hands, the words of Dr. Brizht, 

ata. onvention in Saratoga:—“"There can be nothing permanently salutary 

in the existence of any other denomination than the Baptist. I utterly deny 

that it is oo] for the world that there should be any other Church than the 

Baptist in existence,” There's thunder for you. 
WV. SOMMERVILLE.
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[“ MetsENGER,” Jan. 26, 1876. | 

The Rev. Mr. Sommerville has withdrawn from the Presbyterian Witneas. 
The editorof that paper expressed himeelf dissatisfied with the prospect. 
This severe reflection induced Mr. 8. to move into the columna of the JF es- 
leyn, As ever, his contributions are liberal in the extent of space they cover, 

We trust our venerable frien wil! not conchae, from our lony silence, that 
we are neglecting him. We like for him to set up nearly all his nine-pins 
before we roll the ball of truth at them; for truth well directedl will take 
dlown half a dozen just aa easily as it will take down one, Alas for Mr. S., 
the Bible is againat himin this matter, Nearly all Pedolaptists of reputation 
are more or less on our side. All thut it ia really necessary for a4 to do is to 
take a ety Pedobaptist extinguisher und put it over Mr. Sommerville’s can- 
Me and out it goes, Wedo not always avail vurselves of this easy method 
of meeting our Pedubaptist friends; but we lead him tu the pluin Word of 
God, trusting that God will enlighten his eyes, eo that he may + enablet to 
abandon Infant Baptism—the worthy offapring of the Mano. ‘in, brought 
forth in the dark ages to curse the churches; and, mirabile dictu, to lw fondled 
in the beeome of thoes who have an open Bible. Truth is eternal. Truth ia 
Jvninipotent. Before it, Infant Baptism shows signs of increasing weakoeas. 
The beginning of the end can be discerned! May the time soon come when 
this delusion shall cease to blind immortal souls ; when it shall no more leat 
those whom it has blindfolded into the ways of durkness; when it will be no 
longer available to the adversary for peopling the world of darkuesa. 

[“ PRESDYTERIAN Wii NKas."| 

The Messenger enys:--“ The Rey. Mr. Sominerville has withdrawn from the 
Preahytericn Witnesa. The eslitor of that paper expressed Limself dissatisfied 
with the prospect. The severe reflection induced Mr. S.to move into the 
columns of the Wesleyan. As ever, his contributions are liberal in the extent 
of space they cover.” 

It is due to the Rev. Mr. Sommerville and to the Measenger that we should 
ex}lain. We have a strong repugnance to long controversies, anil we ex- 
preased a hope that the Baptist controversy in our columna would end with 
the year. We did not intend to interfere with the series of very able articles 
in course of publication by Mr. Sommerville, and we hope our readers may 
yet often have the pleasure and profit of reading the productions of the vet- 
eran Reforined Presbyterian minister, Rey. William Sorimerville. 

(",Westeyan," Jan. 29, 1876.) 

LETTER FROM REV. E. M. SAUNDERS. 

Mr. Epitorn,— About twenty years ago, over the signature ‘ Roger Wil- 
liame,” a series of articles appeared in the “Examiner,"--a New York paper 
—which were afterwards presented to the public in book-form, entitled— 
oe on the Principles and Practices of Baptist Churches, by Francia Way- 

Sume newapaper-writers charged Dr. Wayland with denying the “ inspira- 
tion” of the Old Testament. [articular statements in these articles wers 
pointed out as affording the ground of this charge. This was the Dr.a an- 
ewer: “ To such am imputation he dves not think Aimself called on to reply.” 
The abourd charge dropped into its unhonoured grave, and has remained 
there, so far as ] know, for about a score of years. And perhaps it might 
have rested undisturbed forever, had it not experienced a resurrection at the 
hande of the Rev, Mr. Sommerville. 

Aa is usual, this frivolous charge has come forth in a new form ; and is now 
not brought against a single individual alone, as at firat, but against the 
whole Baptist denomination, 

Mr. Sommerville, although a man somewhat advanced in life, will, most 
probably, outlive this charge he has brouglit against the Baptist body. When
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first mal against Dr. Wayland, it was dead, unler the contempt of his ciz- 
nifiedd silence, almost as soon as the ink was dry that was used to make it. 

The chare, as te-ahaped in the hands of Mr. Sommerville, and sent out on 
the puges of two relizious newspapers against the Baptists, is pot that they 
Heny the inapraetion of the Old Testament, but that they deny it to be a rule 
of faith and practice. 

It is not probable that any Baptiet will reyard it oeceesary to refute this 
charge for the intelligent public who have had, as well o8 Mr. Sommerville, 
the opportunity of knowing the truth in this matter. 

J] nee, Mr. Editor, that Mr. Sominerville has occupied not a@ little of your 
apace in giving your readera his views of Col. 2. U), 12, and Rom. 6. 3, 4. 

In Lange’e Com, on Rom. page 202, in a note, Dr. Schaff states, referring 
to Rom. 6.3, 4, “All commentators of note (except Stewart and Hole) ex- 
ressly almit or take it for granted that in thie verse, (ver. 4) especially in 
aria? with and raised up, the ancient prevailing mode of baptiem by imimer- 
sion and! enimersion ie implied, as piving additional force to the idea of the 
woing down of the old man and the rising of the new man.” 

As augrestedl by your = ade‘ pea it may be butter to set aside the 
opinions of Mr. Sommerville aud all other commentators, and let the Divine 
Worl interpret iteelf. 

Truly yours, 
Halifas, 62 ‘on St. E. M. SauNDERaS. 

|" Messencen,” Feb, 2, 1876.) 

Mr. Eviton,--Allow me to give expreasion, through the Messenger, to the 
eurpriee and grief with which I have read an article in the laat Wealeysn, 
written as an attack on the Baptista, hy a man whom «a memory of the re- 
gard [ once cherished for him forbids me to name. The aririt of it is such 
as never could have heen expectel by me from the writer As faras 1 can 
understand his belief, he honls that in the Apostolic times Baptism never was 
performed by immersion. Now, if this is his view, why should he single out 
the Baptiste and dire-t the violence of his arguments against them alone, 
while he must know that if they are in error in this matter, they hold the 
errora in comnion with nineteen-twentieths of the chriatian world ! Is it 
because he loves us so much more than all the other benighted victimes of 
euperstition that he is ao vehument in his exhibition of what ha conceivea to 
be our abeur:|ities ? 

This prophet who comes to reclaim the Baptiets, attempts to interpret ‘he 
first verses of the aixth of Romans in harmeny with his peculiar view, an:! to 
show that in the passage there is no reference to any mode of baptiam. In 
this he i? opposing the interpretation of many of the ableat men of his own 
denomination, and the general opinion expressed by writere of other denom- 
inations. We may take patiently all the buffetings of this eager controver- 
sialiat who, in striking at us, first hits the leaders of his own church. But it 
ie sacl to think of this man, who hes been a power fur good in his day, pass- 
ing into a gloomy old aye, compelled, as he observes the growth of the Bap- 
tist denomination iu hia section of the provincs, to feel that a cloud of “hale 
ful superstition” is gathering and eettling over the people —sad indeed. 
Nevertheless, wisdom is justified of her children. 

The want of candor on the part of the editor of the Wesleyan in admitting 
the article is about as conapicuous ae the disingenuousness of the writer ; for 
he must know that the doctrine of his correapondent, presented in his paper 
as ifte brand with park A and indecency the belief of the Baptists, is 
oppored to the accepted teaching and common practice of his own church, 
Wesley distinctly aays that the form of expressicn use in the firat part of 
the sixth of Romane has reference to the ancient mode of baptiem by im- 
mersion, Our brother of the WWrealeyam haa been writing some severe and 
unrensonable things about the Baptists; and, now, as if he felt the need of 
sone assistance, when this ally comes in from a different denomination 
realy to fight a good fight, he leads him out into the crowd to strike ri,'1"
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an! left, and in his desire to see the fray go on, .loes not mind being koocked 
down by his own champion, if only some Baptist can yet a gou'l rp. 

And so the millenium of love and peace iy coming,—is almost here ? Te 

(“ Westeray,"Feb, 5, 1976.) 

We do not usual! ; notice anonymous writers, whatever may be their spirit; 
but one in this week's Messenger must have ® moment's attention. Alluding 
to Mr, Soumerville’s letter he says :-— 

“thir brother of the Westeran has been writlog seme severe and unrcatmable things 
about the Maptlets; and now, as If he felt the need of some assistance, whet this ally comes 
to froma diferent denumlnatlon ready to fight a gel fight, he lewls lo out bute de crowd 
te strike rlyht aod left,and In ble ilesire to sce the fray go on, does not wind belo kuvcked 
duwn by bis own chanplun, If only some Baptist can get a good rap." 

Tlis ia neither elegant nor truthful. The fact is—and we hesitat» even 
now to avow it, and do sv only because compelled in eelfalefence —we had 
reason for suspecting that Mr. Sommerville was right in respect to at least a 
portion of our Baptiet friends, That they—as a Budy—reject the Old Teata- 
mentasarule of faith and practice, we cannot relieve: and yet a represen- 
tative Baptist minister, ina celebrated discussion within afew yeurs past, to 
our knowledge, refused absolutely to receive passages from the Old Testament 
bearing upon Baptism, as quoted by hia opponent. Andif there be a limit 
thus to the authority of the Bible in one thing, who knows where the line ia 
drawn by our Brethren? We bave not yet seen a direct denial of the charge. 

[ Meysenorn,” Feb. 9, 1876.) 

BAPTISTS INSULTED. 

Mn, Enitor,—I was told the other day that the:c was a@ paper on baptism 
in the Provincial Wesleyan, signed “ W. Sommerville,” in which baptism by 
immersion, as administered in the Baptist denomination, is termed an “ob- 
scene ceremony.” 1 was not disposed to believe it. I sail, “No gentleman 
would use such an expression—and Mr, Sommerville has the reputation of 
being a gentleman; besides, a Christian minister is bound to be cuurteoua 
and charitable, and he would not employ words which woull couvey offen- 
sive ileas to brethren of another denomination.” I feit disposed, therefore, 
to conclude that some one who knew Mr. Sommerville to be a monomaniac 
on this subject, had got hold of the paper and inserte:l the passage in which 
the above-cited words are found, a | assured that the forgery would pase 
zatlster, becuuse the style closely resembles that of other articles, bearing Mr, 
Sominerville's signature. 

If my suspicion be well founded, Mr. Sommerville will disavow the para- 
graph, Should be not do ao, let him not be surprised if Baptists henceforth 
trent him aos the author of an insult to their denomination. 

But what shall we say of the Editor of the Wesleyan? I understand that 
he is a minister of the Weslevan denomination. Ile has permitted the inser- 
tion of & paper in the organ of that denomination in which baptism as prac- 
tisel by the Baptistsa—commanded in the Church of England—an.! observed 
in the Greek, the Armenian, ani other churclies, is atigmatise! asan “obscene 
ceremony.” Should this pass unrebuked, or should there be no apology for 
it’ Can the Wesleyana expect'the Baptists to unite with them in prayer- 
wertings and other exercises? No, Sir! It cannot be! But be it remem- 
bere], we were not the aggressors! 

vb, 3, 1876. A Country Baptist.
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[* Weanervax,” Feb, 0, 1978.) 

THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE. 

Mr. Epita,—The situation becomes alarming, wd dark clouda are gath- 
ering on the horizon, which will burst in thunder some uf these days. .Jour- 
neying wi Monday, preaching on Tuesday, and having to-day rend more 
carefully the Messengers editorial of Dec. 8th, | had sat duwn to reply; when 
lo! the Mexsenecr of 26th Jan. comes in, uttering in loud tones a warning of 

danger ahead, fureboding not only utter ruin to me, but extermination to all 
the Pedobaptista in the universe. 

Ile talks mysteriously of my wetting up some nine-pins, and of hia rolling 

the ball of (ruth to take down half a duzen of them, (why not the whole nine) 
at once, I have not nine pins in the world. There are some clothes-pina in 

the house; but what the ball of truth haa to do with them I cannot tell. I 

suppose he alludes to some game or other which idleness playa to kill time. 
Ile ix more intelligible when, ‘‘io great swelling worda of vanity,” auch aa 
all readers of the controversial literature of Baptists muat be familiar with, 
he threatens to put over my candle a guod Pedobaptist extinguisher, ‘‘ and 
out it goes.” Jle saya, “ Nearly all Pedobaptiata of reputation are more or 
Jean on our side,” but I do not pretend to know what «all Pedobaptiats of repu- 
tution have said, and that Ae knows, [ do pot believe. A told B, HB told C, 

and —— Y wold Z, and from Z he may have learned a great deal. Ife trades 
largely in gornip, aa he has been informed of what I have “ been ringing out, 
in private and in public, from the chimney corner and from the pulpit,” for 

more than twenty yeara!! But the concluding sentence of this elitorial note 
should be inthe laods of every Pedobaptiat of Nova Scotia. It ia in the 
form ofa preyer. “ May the time soon come when the delusion (infant bap- 
tinm ) clini] cease to blind immortal soula; when itshall no more Icad those 

whom it has blindfolded into the ways of darkaess; when it will be no longer 
available to the adversary for peupling the world of darkness.” This is plain 
speaking. All Pedobaptists are led blindfolded into the wava of darkness, 
Pedobaptist ministers are instrumenta of the Devil io peopling the regions 
of eternal woe. Hitherto I have not suffered myself to be bantered or brow- 
beaten into mixing up infant baptiam with the discussion of the mode af bap- 
tuum. I have not written one sentence in defence of infant baptism. And if 
the Presbyterian Witness, the Pedobaptint Rev'da and D. D.’s of Nova Scotia 
sit silent under this grave imputation on their principles and standing and 
labora, if they prefer their ease, and popularity, and character for liberality, to 
the vindication of the truth of the Gospel, the Messenger cannot be much 
blamed for insinuating or saying they do not believe what they profeax and 
preach and practice. Then is the infidelity that ia bound up in the Baptist 
ayatem creeping into the Pedobaptiat churches. But I turn to the Messenger 
of Dec. 8th, 

T will not contend with the editor on the aubject of courtesy. If to ask par- 
don of a man of whom you have spoken disreapectfully be uncourteous, unleas 

you take off your hat to every dog who barks at you as you pas along the 
road, then I hope to be aver found uncourteows. According to his own rule, 
the Messenger is a moat courteous gentleman. He has oscribed words to me, 

8
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placing them between inrerted commaa, which I never used. Doea he ask pardon? 

No. When he representa me a» professing to determine the time, the manner 
and the person by whom fmmersion was introluced he vives an untruthful 
representation of both my worls an! my ideas. Does he ask parton? Nu. 
That would! be uncourfeous. He gate the substance. And when he gives my 
words, they are so weparate| from the connection that my views are not fairly 
exhibited. At the cost of repetition, I shall state what I diel say. Urging 

the exclusive authority of the divine testimony, as against the antiquity of 
wnmerson, and the general practice of the ancient church, I statel that, if it 
could be shown beyond the possibility of contradiction, that baptismal in- 
mermon was practise in the days of the Apoaties al before their eijes, we are 

no nearer to the determination of the mode of baytiamn, unless it ia proved 
that the Apoaties themselves preached or practiced immersion. That there 
were in the daya of Paul “False Apostles, deceitful workers, transforming 
themselves into the Apostles of Christ,” we know. That there were in John's 

daye ap embitioua spirit who refused to recoznize him, and forbade such as 
would, we Anow. I have no stronger conviction that none but a minister of 
satan was capable of changing the simple, expressive, universally applicable, 

and divinely instituted ordinance of purification by aprinkling, into personal 
immersion, for which there is no evidence inal) the Bible. The phraseology 
of my former letter proceedel upon this knowledge and this conviction. 

The Messenger is sorely troubled by my appeal to the fact that samersion 
in water is uniformly introduced in the Word, as an emblem or means of dea 
truction ; and he labors liard, recurring to it again and again, to fin cases 

to neutralize the appeal. I touk no notice of Asher dipping hia foot in oil, 
(an example of personal intmerstum !) as I never supposed he was silly enoagh 
to recur toit. But he has again brought it up. Asher is tmmersed in oil for 

his foot has been dipped in it. Will the Messenger accept a person aa really 
baptized, when he has dipped one foot in the water? If he voll his ball 
againat thie pin, I'll stop it. 

The Measenger does not depy that “ birds were dippe!,” but he is careful to 
suppreas the fact that this dipping was not for its own sake,—the binls were 
not the baptized, the dleased,—but that the fluid into which they were dipped 

may be sprinkled for the puri fication of the unclean person Hi was baptized. 
He does not deny that “priests were dipped.” Whatis the evidence? He 

says it. That isall, We know they were washed. 
We turn to the case of Naaman, the unly other case he adduces to prove 

that immersion is not always expressive of ruin beyond remedy ; and here we 
discover a reckless trifling,—a deceitful dealing—with the «divine word, 
which it is painful to contemplate. We are tempted to ask, Is le «a Cliristian 

at all? does he fear God ? does he tremble at His word? I had advieed him 
that, in the narrative of the transaction, the word Ainself ia supplied by the 
translators. Naaman is not commanded to wash himself; is not entreated by 
hie servants to wash Aimeef; is not represented as dipping Aimaef, We have 
simple wash, trash, and dip. Yet bas the Messenger twice emphasized Aimself, 
He seems to have had some glinmmering that this word Admeelf lawl a bearing 
on the making goo his case ; omit it, aml the command and the act extend 

no farther than the diseased part. We bave similar language in Jno. 9, 7.
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Our Lord says to the blind man whose eyes he hal smeared with clay, Go to 
the poo! of Siloam and wash, anil he went aol washed. Will the Messenger 
aay he immersed himaelf¥ or that he washed his eyes only > He will not say 
be immereed|, ut he might ask, * How does Mr. &. know he did oot immerse 

Limelf* In esuch terma he asks, “Wow does Mr. 8. koovw that the clisease 

(of Naaman) waslocalP” By the clearest evislence Nasman was dicappointed 
becuase the prophet did not “come out,--call oo the name of the Lord his 
Gud. aul trike Avs hond over the place, aml recover the leper.” There is ans 
otber evidence. If the disease And not been local be ia clean. 

We have a few words more respecting Naaman’s cure. The Veasenger mueat 
have a fing at the translators of our English versiun of the Scriptures. 
“ Kins Janes’ scholarly servants dreas the command, a pivenin the word 
wash.” Mere there is an insinuativo aysinest both their scholarship and 
their iafegrity. Were isa denial that the orisinal word significa to wash: 
aad be ha» the ynorance or the impudence bromily to insinuate that if the 
translators had been honest men, the prophet would have been made to say, 
“Gv an! dip in Jurdan seven times.” Eis rule fur fiaing the sigzniticaoce of 
a worl few acholara will alupt--to make the signification of a general term 

depend on @ purticular application of it. A man ie murdered. Me waa 
etabled through the heart. Tu munler signifies to aad fatally. Or, he is 

poisoned. To murder signifies to poison. Or, he is strangled. To murder 
signifies tu afrangle. Such is the proceaa by which the echadarly servant of the 
Baptists proves that he was right in saying that Naaman was commuaniled to 

dig hisuself seven times in Jordan, and discovers his gross ignorance of He- 

Ywew and the laws of languages, or —that he is determined tu uphold the doc- 
trine of immereion at the sacrifice of Scripture, literature, character, and com- 
mon seuse, | challenge any person who bas any claims to be calle! a Hebrew 
scholar in Nova Scotia or elsewhere, to state over his own name that the 

orignal word use| by the prophet does not properly and invariably signify to 
week. I challenge auch person to say that the erigmal word implies any one 
mode by which the purification may be effected. Washing may be performed 
by dipping, scouring, rinsing or sprinkling, but wash does not siynify either 
dip, scvur, rinse, or sprinkle; and when the process is pot preacribed, the per- 
som commanded to wash is at liberty to use what means he pleases a:lapted 
to the end, ani! ia still acting according to the saying of him who laid iia com- 
mand upon him. I have jus: as good a right, upon the Wessenger's rule of 
exposition, to say wash signifies to sprinkle as be has to say it signifies to dip: 
amd the word of inspiration does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
Naaman did anything more than dip the part affected, or even lift the water 
with his hand and apply it to the part. 

We may Dow look at that half loaf over which the Messenger chuckles. He 
is very ungrateful. I gave hima whole loaf, in stating that so far as the 

werd is concerned, baptism will cover the whole person as completely as if 
be was plunged fifty fathoms deep. dn erery case baptism contemplates the 

purification of the whole person. The baptism of the leper, of any other un- 

clean pereon, is the purification of the whole man. The prescribed mode is 

aprinkiing. This is the symbol of entere cleansing. The editor aske me two 

qreetivns which he considers both pertinenf and important, but which I con-
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sider an indication of great confusion of ideas. “ Would the priest hare 
obeyed God had he covered the leprous person vith the fluid instead of 
sprinkling him?” Crrtaindy not: for he had been erwise instructed ; bat 

the leprous person was wholly cleansed, or he we - have been sprinkled 
Without being baptized. “Does Mr. 8. obey God, wien instend of covering 
the aubject of baptiem, he only applies to ita few rope of the fluid £7 Cer- 

tainly Idv. My object ia the waahing-—the daptiam of the whole pereon, anil 
Gol has ontained «prinkding as an alequate symbol of all this. 

The Messenger challenges me “to bring from (iol's Word a command —by 
which to link the baptism of Jolin and Christ with any thing that went be- 
fore.” Tene i NoNK; so he is right, it is dmpoetlle to bring it. My an- 

thority for linking the baptisms of the former age with baptism now is the 
total absence of amy auch coummad, When something new, as the Lord's Sup- 
per, ie to le introduced, we lave minute inetructions: but where shall we 

find a command or other authority, such as we have in that case. for introduc- 
ing immersion? Bapdism was administered in the oklen time; John baptiz- 
ed: the disciples beptized uring our Lon|'s personal ministry ; an-l the Lond 
after his resurrection, sent the apostles to dapfize. Nobody is taken by sur- 
prise by a novelty. They have no information to ask and none is given. If 
baptiam ix unfo repentance, We are told. If it ia for the ren@jpten of sin, we 
are tokl. If it is with pure water as distinguished from blood and water, salt 
water, or water mingjed with ashee,we are told, If into the name of Chria, 
we aretol]. But where is a hint given of achange in the ordinance of which 

tnrinkling is the symbolic rite? No where. Absulutely no where. “ We, 
affirm,” says the Messenger, “that Christian baptism, the baptiem of Christ's 
church of thie dispensation, hal no existence in the old dispensatiun.” This 

ia bold; but all revting on a fale assumption. It is moat true that whet he 
calls “ Christian baptiem, the baptieam of Christ's church of this dispensation,” 

the Old Testament is perfectly innocent of. Bo also ie the New Testament. 
It is not from above. 
By ther rite, Baptists cast in their lot with the old world who were im- 

mersed an perished, while Noah and his house were bayxized am] savec, with 
the Egyptians who « ere fwnersed in the Red Sea and died, while the Ierael- 

ites were baptized, and saved. Whenever, wherever, by whomsoever intro- 
duced, the doctrine of daptiemal immersion had its origin, as it has its per- 
petuation, in a rabid fanaticism, which is well described in the words of 
Robert Hall, speaking «fa kindred evil—-I ‘uote from memory—“ A thick- 
skinned monster of the ovze anil the mire, which no argument can convince 
and no discipline can tame.” 

Mr. Editor, | shall trouble you with another paper, not, however, to close 

the argument. W. SoMMERBVILLE, 

[* Weecevans,” February 26, 1476,] 

A correspondent in this week's Messenger calle attention to a severe ex- 
pression employed by Mr. Sommerville in one of his letters, regarding the 
custom of immersion, and asks whether Baptists can now unite in public 
meetings with Churches which hold their modes up to ridicule. It is ve 
easy al aly time to raise a cry of perseculion, We could have done this 
long ago had we been disposed to treat with anything but pitifal silence the
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allusions which have often been made by our neighbours to ‘ baby spent 
ling, ete. There is nothing gained by ha.-h words at any time; but it 
they are to be noticed at all, perhaps it would be a» well to lake the account 
to the Mercy-Seat, and, in the settlement between the Methodist and Bap 
list communions, if the balauce which is found to the credit of the furmer be 
freely forgiven, the latter may meet them in public worship with abounding 
gratitude. We advise an emtire Methodiet furgivencas. 

1 MisskNoKka,” Fel. 16, 1576.) 

THE BAPTISMAL CONTROVERSY. 

Mr. Enitor,—I find the Editor of the Wesleyan refuses to insert my reply 
to Mr. Sommerville’s last letter, which of course he has perfect night to do it 
he so please. His reavon is that the matter lies between Mr. 8. and Mr, 
Saunders, which is not the case; so fur as | have observed all that Mr. 
Saunders tovuk part in was the question whether the Baptists hold the Old 
Testament as a rule of faith and practice, [na former letter Mr, Sommer- 
ville spoke of me as his opponent. Mr. Saunders has shown more sense 
than [ have by a goo! way in not replying to Mr. Sommerville, for 1 have 
alreaily perceived that that would have been my wisest course. | presume it 
is the silence of Mr. Saunders and others who Mr, S, sought to drag into the 
controversy that has raised the ire of the latter gentleman to such a white 
heat. However as I followed him thus far I will try to follow him out, if Mr. 
Exlitor, J may obtiain your permisson to put my replies in the Messenger. 
ee ove is, in substance, the letter which Mr. Nicolson declined to 

ublish. 
P Milton, Qlueen’s, N. 5., Feb. 7, 1476. J. Brown. 

To the Editor of the Wesleyan,— 
I thought by the slowness of Mr. Sommerville’s long threatened attack on 

the “ Baptist stronghold,” that he was either unwell, or thatin his survey of 
the sail stronghold he had discovered it t¢ be impregnable, and eo altered 
his mind. | seo however that it is neither one nor the other. [ for one am 
obliged to you for giving room to his communications, and hope you will have 
the gooduers to give him all the 5 ter he requires, 

You ask, Mr. Editor, for some Baptist to speak ex cathedra in reply to Mr. 
S.°s question—W hether Baptists hold the Old Testament as of equal authority 
withthe New, First, we have no cathedra (that institution is found at Rome) 
consequeully we have no one to speak ez cathedra, We have no mau who 
considers himself a mouthpiece fur the Baptists, nor do we consider any ove 
as representing the belief of the denomination. The question proposed is 
entirely new to me; and you, sir, virtually anawer it for us by saying that 
you are ‘inclined to think that the Baptists generally would revoll ai the 
charge of throwing the Old Testament overboard.” Surely, sir, you do rot 
mean to ark us the question afier that. However, speaking personally, and 
‘ou cannot ge: anything but a personal testimony, | refer you to 2 Tim. iil. 
6, 17, for my answer, “ All og ah is giveu by inspiration of God, and is 

profitable,’ ete. Orin words of Dr. Cramp (nomen memorabile et prorcla- 
rum) in his Catechism on Christian Baptiam, the very last sentence, ‘' The 
Bible, the Bible only, the religion of Baptiets.’’ Had wea cathedra, no one 
would be more fit to speak therefrom than the worthy Doctor. 

Mr. Sommerville says, ‘As a rule of fatth and practice it is wholly repucdi- 
ated,’ and then asks the Messenger to say whether it is eo or not. Now isn't 
that cool! He, like yourself, Mr, Editor, has answered the question already, 
though differently.
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May [here be allowed to ask whether Peclobaptists acknowledge the New 
Testament as atule of faith and practice!!! Following the previous ex- 
wiples | will auswer my own question —In profession they do, in: practice 
they do mef, And here is another question which | leave themselves to 
mower to Him whe tirst and still puts it, & Why call ye me Lord, Lord, and 
do not the things whieh Tsay!" (Luke vi. 46). 

Mr. 5. iuftorms us that both Baptists and Pedobaptists are profonndly ignor 
antol the mass of error and infidelity invelwed) duo the Waptit system," 
Will, Pean only hope and expect that he will set about eolighteuiag both as 
soon possible.  Ptry to believe Mr. S. is sincere in what he says awl be 
lieves, but LE dind it hard to eredit that he really understands certain passuges 
of Seripture as he interprets them. LU have already shawn both tn the Mes 
senger mul the Witness several cases of sad pevversion of the Word of God. {t 
Was dune in ignorance no denbt, butthat in noexeuse, and Mr. S. os silence is 
an iulmission of the fact. [fT misiaterpret any seriplove and the same be 
winted oul [will at the earliest moment acknowledge it, wad thanktally. 1 
wpe Mr, 8. will heneetorth try to shew what tho seriptures he refers to do 
menn. or let it quite alone, 

1. His explanation of Bariod with Him in Baptism, &e., 1 entirely hie 
vwn, and Tam sure will be endorsed by no one. We are asked not to over 
look the last clause of verse 12, (Cor. ti, 18). He says: “ The resurrection 
is not by the physical power of the administrator, nor of the pers immersed, 
but by simple farh ;° and then draws a picture which does very little credit 
to his power of painting. The Bible does not teach common sense, but takes 
for zrunted that men have that necessary commodity, aml use it; i Mr. S. 
has it, he has certainly not used it here, lamersivn or dipping all the world 
over means pulliny into, and faking out of. 

2. The explanation of Rom. vi. 3, 4, is as false ax the other. Hu saya the 
upostle ‘dons nut speak of every member of the chureh.”’” Yes, Mr. 5.. he 
‘loes, We can ser with halfan eye what you aim at but you miss the mivk. 
Paul, | presume, unders'oal as a matter of course that all who believed were 
baptized. If Mr. 8. means that there were sume unbaptized in the church 
to which Paul wrote, I want him to see that it wos those who had been bap- 
lized into Christ, had puf on Christ, the allusion being to the changing of 
arments. I take Paul's meantmg thus :—" We have believed in Christ and 

thera tore died to sin, and have been baptized ax a representation of the same, 
how shall we that are dead to sin live any longer therein? Knew ye not 
that eo many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into the 
likeness of his death, (v. 5.) Let us not live as those who have not believed 
and been baptized into Jesus Christ.” The Bible is clear enough on the 
subject of baptism to those who really wish fo know either the mode or mean- 
ing of it. 

5. In referring to Gal. iii. 27, Mr. S. remarks :—“ There is no reference 
here to the more of baptism.”’ This is true, nor in any other place dues Paul 
refer to the mode, by way of «distinction, but to baptism itself; he knew but 
one mode, neither is there now, nor will there ever be any other recognized 
by the Bible. [tis well fur Mr. Sommerville that Paul is living in Heaven 
wid not in Somerset. 

4. Mr. 5. proceeds :—" The frequency, the flippancy, and the blasphem- 
ous arrogance with which Baptist ministers report that they have buried with 
Christ such and so many, make the flesh creep.” ; 

Does the frequency of auch reports trouble Wr. 8.? Is he really sorry that 
sn many are obedient to Christ's commands! Fiercer opponents of the truth 
than he have been eo reported of ere now, and I am not without hope that some 
day somebody else’s flesh will creep in reading of his baptism. When Paul 
was poing to bombard the stronghold’? of the christians at Damascus the
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Lord met him; who knows but Mr. S. may be near seeing a ‘light fiom 
Heaven" on the subject of baptism. 

'* Blasphemous arrogance’ reminds one of nsimilar charge brought agaist 
our Jonl, ' Thia man blasphemeth”’ Matt. ix. 3.0 He hath spoken 
blasphemy.” Matt axvi. 65. And the master has srid: “The diseaple is 
not above his Muster, nor the servant above his Lord, if they have persecuted 
me they will also persecute you.’ [tis not the fiest time that seme of the 
profeased friends of Christ have wounded Him in His own house, and fullilled 
geome sad prophecies. But the Soripture must be fulfilled.” 

Just here ullow mo to aay a word to the ministerial readers of the Messenger. 
Dear brethren, if you have aay regurd fur Mr. Summerville do not send any 
more roporta of buplisms, why make the good man‘stlesh creep! Aud you, 
Mr. Ed AMZ. if they will send, then please don't print them, leot Cir. S. should 
ee it, orif yc © must, then just leave a blak on Mr. S.'s copy of the Mes- 
senger, ur if yo. vill print them on every copy, theu the only other remedy 
or rather preventive for thal peculiar sensation io for Mr. Sommerville not 
to read them. 

6. Mr. S. enlls baptism an “obscene ceremony.”’ The appearance ol the 
eeromony will very much depend on state of the mind of the him who wil- 
neseesit. In six places in the Bible we read of “an evil eye,” wud “To the 
pure all things are pure.” And wo read, nof in the Bible,  Honi soit qui 
mal y pense.”’ 

6. Mr. S, speaks of a person “being taken out of the water not at all 
improved in appearance.” ‘hia may be so, but they have ‘the answer of 
a good conscience toward God.” Mr. Summerville “louked at the outward 
appearance but the Jord looketh on the Acart.”” Were the priests of uld im- 
proved! iu appearance when preparing the sacrifices ! 

7. We are next informed that :—** What our friends (‘ Friend, | thank 
thee for that word’) call baptism is an impious carricature of the work ol 
the Spirit set before us in Romans vi. 3, 4."") When will Mr. 5.’s immense 
fund of nard and bitter words be exhausted! However, when he gets more 
light, and becomes a Baptist, he will think and speak very differently ot 
baptism, and possivly call ita Divinely appointed, and therefore fitting. re- 
presentation of that work, 

[ hope Mr. 8. in his bombarding will send some solid shot into our camp 
instead of mere smeke and sound, and, by the way, [ wish he would hurry 
up with those few passages on Infant Baptism which | have asked for so 
often. Or, pes hips as he has his hands full, some good brother will render 
him a little help in that direction, {commend to Mr, S. and all uthers un- 
baptized the first article in the Messenger of Jan, 20th. 

Yours, very truly, J. Brown. 

[“ Messenger,” March 1, 1874.) 

Ma. Epiron: —] sincerely hope that nothing that Mr. Sommerville hns sail, 
or may say, Will cause any tlieunion between brethren of the Baptist and 
other denominations. Surely no one supposes that one in ten thousand en- 
dorses what Mr. Sommerville dleecribes ax the “ obecene ceremony of immer- 
sion.” And although the offensive term appears in the Wesleyan, 1 do not 
suppose the Editor himself approves of it, however he may seek to excuse 
it, which appears to be on the principle of an “eye for an eye.” By no 
meana Jet (ifference of opinion make difference of feeling, however harshly 
sonia may express those opinions, If our heads differ, our hearta must not. 
The letter in the Messenger frum “ A Country Baptist,” will show Mr. 8S, the 
tendency of his bitter words, If he will read Prov. vi. 16. 19, lie will see 
what is said of him that soweth discord among brethren. He may thus read 
twice over, Matt. 18, 7, —“ It muat needs be that offences come, but wue to that 
mao by whom the offence cometh,”---and then his first letter on this cuntro-
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versy. He must be aware that he himself has stirred up all this strife and 
bitterness, Grace he with him nutwithstanding, and as he is alvanced in 
life, it would perhaps be better to lay down the weapons of war and be pre- 
poring for home, than to be flring puisuned arrows right and left. Asan ole 
soldier of the cross, and one who it appears tas done some good servicer, be 
should be esteemed very highly in love, and should therefore ve dealt with 
all the more faithfully. 

In hin letter in the MWeadeyem of Fob. 12th, he quotes from the Messenger, 
“diay the tine svon come when the delusion (infant baptism) shall cease to 
blind! immortal souls; when it shall no mere lem those whom it hus blind 
folted into the ways of darkness.” To this Tobl a sulemn nod diearty 
‘Amen.’ But Mr. & gives this a dexterous twist and says: “all Petobaptists 
are Jed blindfolded into the ways of darkness,” and then uttera a loud ery for 
help te the Fitness, the Pedobaptist Rev'ds and D. 0's of Nova Scotin. Is it 
not adelusiony Does it not blind immortal soula> Does nat the enemy of 
souls avail himeelf of its help to people the work! of darkness > 

Look abroad and see how wilely the doctrine of “ baptismal regeneration” 
is taught, believed, and trusted in, Dut Mr. S. must not make vs say that all 
who practice infant baptian “are led blindfolded inte the ways of darkness,” 
When from the Bible we can be shown it ia of God, and therefure wef a delu- 
sivas When that quetation can be proved to be antrue, Pat least, will cuncel 
my endorsement of it and tench and practice Infant Baptism. But there is 
not a man Jiving, let his pretensions to learning be what they may, that can 
wint tu asingle paasaye between the two covers of the Bible thut teaches 
infant baptism unless it be that in Matt. 15,9, “teaching for doctrines the 
commandments of men.” But why dees Mr. 8. ery so loud to the Dreshayte- 
rien Witness, the Pedobaptiat Rev'ds and D.1.’s of Nova Scotia fur help, 
when the arrow strick him, and almost threatens to bombard fAem if they 
dunt > Haahe not ty Aomeelf undertaken to bring the “ stronghold of the 
Baptists” to the ground’ Goon, Bro. 8., all the greener will be the lourels 
that will encircle your brow when you wlll have won the victory, and then 
When standing on the ruin of “ the etronzhold” that sume think is founded on 
the Hock of Evernal Truth, 

You may wave your hanner high, 
Awl like bold Cwsar ery: 
(Shouting Crhumphantly) 
“Veni, vidi. vicl.” 

Perhaps Bro. S. forzets that his brethren are so anxious that hh should 
have all the honore of victory that they hold back, or perhaps they van see 
he is chasing a comet. 

Nearly a column ix occupied in discussing Naaman the leper, 2 Kings, 5, 
and as usual, as useel, he handles scripture very recklessly, Ile says:— 
“ Naaman is not commanded to wash Atmaelf: ia not represented! as dipping 
Aimaelf,” and further on, “the word of inspiration does not necessurily leal 
tu the conclusion that Naaman did anything more than dip the part affected, 
or even lift the water with his hand and apply it to the part,” and then issues 
a challenge :--“ I challenge any pereon who has any claimea to be culled a He 
brew echolar in Nova Scotia or elsewhere to state over his own name that the 
original word used by the prophet does not properly aud invariably signitly to 
wash.” | take Mr. 5S. to mean tcash in the sense of applying water to any object, 
If mistaken | am open to correction. | will now try to shew: 

1, That Naaman was commended to wash Aimaelf. 
2. That he is represented as dipping Aimaelf and not the part affected. 
[ take my arguments srincipally from the Septuagint and the Hebrew 

scholarship of the LAX, Mr. S, will hardly question. 
1. That Naaman was commanded to wash Atmadf. The original worl is 

*verechetacth (wash thyself) from the root rechefs, “To wash, cleanse the 

i* Mr. Rrowo gives the word in Hebrew characters, bot aswe have to Hebrew type, we 
have been obliged to omit them. ¢ Me. Wale writes the Greek characters, which we are 
vbillyed tu omlt.—Ep. , M.) 
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surface with water.” When used aaa noun feminine, an inatance of which ia 
found in Sol, Suny 4. 2, it meane, “a bath, bathing, or washing.” The LXX 
have tranelate! it by the word */onaai, from /oww, which means, “To wash, 
eapecially to wash the budy.” When used in a middle sense “to wash oneself, 
bathe.” (See Liddell and Scott.) Our word lave is probably derived from 
this. The German ie“ waschen dich,” weak thyself. 

2. That he is represented as dipping Aimaelf and not simply the part affected. 
2. Kings, 4. l4. “Then went ie down and dipped himself seven times io 

the Jordan.” The word translate! dipped is ebaptisato, from baptizo, to «ip. 
L.and S$.) The word is in the midile voice, and therefore means, he dipped 
imacif, Of course if this he proved it disproves that he only dipped or 

wasted the parts affected. Mr. 8. saye that we have similar languaye (wash ) 
in John 9.7. “Go wash in the pool of Siloam.” 

The Janguage ie similar in English tut wot in Greek. In John the wor! is 
pDipeai, from niso, “ Te wash eapecially the handa and feet. Niao ia properly 
used of washing part of tlie body lonomai of bathing. (The italics are Li:l- 
dell and Seott's, which see.) The latter, as shown, is the word used in 2 Kinga, 
5, 10, and the former (nizo) in John 0.7. This distinction is observed in other 
places; Exodus 2.4. “And the daughter of Pharoah came down to wash at 
the river,” lousesthai, to bathe. 2Sam., 11.8. David said, “Go down and 
wash thy feet ;” nipsai, to wash a part of the body. Many other cases could 
be produced if required. 

much for Mr. S.'s challenge, and I hope he will be a little more cautious 
henceforth in hie dealing with Scripture and not manifest (to quote himself) 
Buch “ reckless trifling and deceitful dealing with the divine word as ia pain- 
ful to contemplate,” and show a little more brain and a little less boast, mure 
sense and lexs sound. We are again told that “The Lord after His resurrec- 
tion rent the apoetlos to baptize.” Mark saya, Ch. 16.15: “And he said unto 
to thom, Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel to ever creature,” and 
Paul the apostle says, | Cor. 1. 17: ‘For Christ sent me not to baptize but to 
preach the gospel.” Has Mr. S. no conscience that be can make auch state- 
menta* (ir hag he no frienda to counsel and advise, it ahould not be left to 
a atranger to warn him of the evil of perverting the truth. 

He is determined that all Baptiate shall go to the bad place, “ with the old 
work! who were dnnersed.” By Mr, 8.a0wn teaching in a former letter they 
were not immersed, by the teaching of Gen, 7,4, “it rained upon the earth 
forty daye aml) forty nights.” | anewer Mr. 8. according to hia folly. We 
are further toll that “Noah aml hie house were bapliced and aaved.” The 
Bible teaches us they were saved and Mr. Sommerville they werv baptized. 
] have been told that the large rocks in the neighborhood of Milton and Liv- 
erpool are the ballast that was used for Noah's ark and the one ia aa capable 
of proof aathe other. When will he have done with his ‘aly insinuations’ and 
perverse torturing of the Bible® Haaheno friends’ Doesu one care for him? 

Never have | sewn auch a number and anch glaring perversions of Scripture 
as have appeared in the course of letters from Mr. Sommerville, and he grows 
wor as he proceeds, 

One more quotation: “ Whoever (saya Mr. 3.) wherever, by whomsovver 
introduced, the doctrine of baptiamal immersion (whatever that may mean), 
had its origin, aa it hae ite ed page es in a rabid fanaticiem.” ("lrist 
who gave the command to baptize, (Mark 16, 16.) it was said (Jno. 10, 20) 
“Tle hath a devil andis mad. Mr. Sommerville and the Jews are of the 
same mini, 

We are promised another paper, but ‘of to efose the argument.” Well, it 
ia sume relief to hear thet, but why not finieh what he has begun, hia work ia 
not half cone yet, and after having made such successful attacks on the Bayp- 
tist stronghold and levelled sv many fortresses, it dows fg seein a pily to 
atop now when victury seems so oear. But unfortunately for him and his 
cause he hina been at a great disadvantage, for the Baptiat stronghold is dale 

the Stronghold uf the Rock of Eternal Truth, and wheo he succeeds in over 
turning the latter he may then perhape succeed with the former. 

Yuura, J. Brown. 
9
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(“ WesLevan,” Mar, 5, 1876.) 

THE VOICE OF SCRIPTURE ON BAPTISM. 

MosoUrrron:--Many thanks premised for the promptitude and generosity 
with wuich you opened your columns for three, or at most four letters, (I 

askel and now ask no more); I thank the Editor of the .Weasenger aleo for 

the first article of Feb. 2, copied from the JVatchmen, It has the true ring; 

and) Iam much mistaken, if the author i3 nut the tWented. olucated, and 

noble Baptist wife of a Baptist minister in Boston ; one wh nt] scorn to 
drive an opponent from the flelds by eneers, lies aud sluuder, or co: cle an 
argument by the “let alone, things-are-well-enough "allegation, Things are 
not well enough. Our denominational christianity ia not of Gil. Different 
churches, occupying different localities, are but different churches holding 

their several peculiarities in doctrine antl discipline, are nof recognized in 

Scripture. For this we shoul: strive, to this we must come, that we all speak 

the same thing, that there be po divisions among us; but that we be perfectly 
juiued together in the same mind, and in the aame judgment. Profeesors in 

Galatia bad turned aside to another gospel, and are aldreswed sim) ly as the 
Church of Galatia. 

Mr. Saunders has taken up hia pen again, but, strange to say, has nut even 
attempted to set aside the evidence by which I urged the charge againat Way- 

lan! and the Baptists of Nova Scotia that they deny the Old Testament 
Scriptures to be a rule of Faith and Practice under this dispensation. This 
is not the ol charge raised from the deal, and reshaped ; but a perfectly 
distinct charge. Dr. W., after declining to notice the imputation of denying 
the inapiretion of the Old Testament, goes on to state precisely what he does 
believe; and in terme as definite, as lucid as the English language can sup- 
ply, has stated that nothing but the New Testament is a rude to Christians in 
thisage. And Mr, Saunders has accepted hia doctrine. low duex he propose 
to meet the charge? The charge against Dr. W., it seoms, fell dead “under 

the contempt of his dignified silence,” and Mr. Saunders would copy the ex- 
ample of dignified silence, aa he thinks. “ It is not probable that any Baptist 

will regard it necessary to refute the charge.” This is quite a convenient way 
uf evading a precise statement on the subject. The charge is not, as he says 
it is, frivolous, and it is founded; and adeclaration of Baptist views must be 

eluded if possible. Ile seems to think, old as | am, “ He (1), will moat prob- 

ably outlive this charge he has brought against the Bayiist holy.” If Ido 

live, | fervently hope to outlive it. Let us have a public, eaplicit, and au- 

thoritative declaration that the Baptiste of Nova Scotia do own anil acknow- 

ledge the Scriptures of the Old, as well as of the New Testament, to he their 

rule of religious faith anil practice; and, although my judgment of Dr. W.'s 

views ip that matter shall remain unaltered, I assure Mr. Sauntera anil all 

whom it may concern, that | will have more pleasure in withdrawing the 
charge than I had in bringing it. The withdra shall be prompt, hearty, 
and joyful; but if auch declaration is proudly aad contemptuonsly withheld, 

I shall still consider the charge as just, not however, because the declaration 
is kept back, but on the evidence on which it is groundel. [uw I am to out-
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live the charge, if the Baptists refuse to speak out, isa secre? [ am per- 
suaided they are afraid to place their views of their allegiance to the Goi of 
the Oli Testament before their own people or us. 

The Messenger deals more wisely with the subject than Mr. Saunders, and 
with wore of Jesuitical cunning ; and he rises a new question, slily intro- 

duced. Many readers would suppose it the same. Ile calla my charge againat 

the Baptists “audacious and heavy.” But what isit’ According to him it 
is “that Baptists do not accept the Old Testament as d*vine authority. Ob- 
serve divne authority, Thisis not the chargeat all. | never charge: them 
with not accepting the Old Testament as clivine authority. | treat of the er 
tent to which that authority is binding. If the Old Testament ia inspire, of 
course it speaks with authority. The historical and biographical records 
contained in it are «ivmely authenticated. With divine authority it settles 
the civil and ecclesiastical polity of Israel; the constitution of the Church 
of old, its laws, ordinances, officers and discipline. In one wor, it was with 

divine authority, the rule of faith and practice to Ieracl: but isit, in connec- 

tion with the New Testament, the rule of fatth and practice to the faithful un- 
der this dispensation’ Thia is what I say the Baptista do not acknowledge ; 
upon this point we have nothing but shuffling and evasion. 

Mr. Saunders is not satisfied with my expcsition of Rom. 6, and Col. 2: 
Ile thinks “ it may be better to set aside the opinions of Mr. 8. and all other 
commentators, and let the divine worl interpret itself.” This is a good 
flourieh with which to close. This is precisely the rule I bave adopted. Has 

he applied bis own rule? No. Against my exposition, he dues not appeal 

to (fod's word, but to Dr, Schaff's. How does" N.” meet my argument ¥ 
By a reference to mineteen-twentieths of the Chriatian world, —" the ablest men 

of hia utcn denomination, and the general opinion expressed by wrt. raof other 
denominations.” Does the Messenger dip his pitcher in the waters of the 

sanctuary to put out my candle ¥ Nou. He proposes to use a ledobaptia ex- 

tinguisher. Tho same song all round. Not the teatimony of Gor, lit unin- 
aspired record ; not the judgwent of God, but uninspired opinions. Accorling 
to the same rule of judgment, when I stated that our Lord did not partake of 
his own supper, the Messenger (Dec. 8) does not found hia reply on an Evan- 

melist or an Apostle, hut on “the opinion of no loaaa man than the «iatin- 
quighel and scholarly Abbot, Pedobaptist, of Harvard University.” 1 guess 
he has found out that | am right and Abbot and himself are wrong; for now 

the “matter in no way affects our argument,” and “we du not feel certain 
which of the two learned gentlemen is correct in the matter,” very «hfferent 

ia the Janguaye he holla when the anbject ia introduce. Ile asserts frrice 

that our Lord partook of the supper, and by that action made i Aisa orn, as 
he ix supposed to have made immersion his own hy being tiamersed. The 
reader who wishes te kaow the facta will learn all that the most learned! can 

teach him, by comparing Luke 22: 1-20, with 1 Cor. xi; 23-30. The prent- 
vat men often talk loosely and without thinking, even the Measenyer, who 

sometines provokes hia realers to think he knows jees of the Bible than uf 
jearned, clevatet, and honored Professors, Doctors, and Historians. 

But there is still Aope that even | may be convinced “in the light of the 

fullowing fact.” What ie it? Some fact from inapired Aistory which | had
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overlooked, and in the light of which any “further attempt to darken coun- 
se] by vain reasonings” must end. I[a it from Luke, or Paul, or—* Nothing 

of the kind. It is an Indian etory with which the Rev. Mr. Bogys, associated 
with the Rev. Mr. McLaurin, is credited. There is not a thought in my heart 
which would lead me to question the veracity of either Mr. Bogys or Mr. 

McLaurin. But 1 cannot accept the report of what they have said from the 
Messenger. 1 have so much evidence of hie capability in that line, that I can 
suppose the story very carefully manipulated to suit his purpose. The story 

is this: “A young man in India had by the Scriptures been brought to Christ, 
and wishel to be baptized. “ It had never entered his mind” that there was 
any other mode of baptizm than immermon. “ Ile saw in Giuid'a wor! that it 
was his duty to be baptized, and that immersion was (he made.” | shall take 
for granted that the story ie true; and that this report of it is accurate. I 
have frankly and promptly answered two questiona put to me by the Mes- 
senyger, and now I havetwo toask him. Had that young man receive! no 
previous instruction from a Baptist minister, or member of a Baptist church 
or other person holding Baptist principles, which might have created a pre- 
possession in favor of immersion; or was le dependent op the Scriptures 
mone for his knowledge of Christ and of Christianity P What version of the 
Scriptures did he use,—the Serampore or Bengalve version, in which, hy ren- 

dering the word baptize by one equivalent to symmeree, Goil ig made a Baptist 

whether he will or no; or a version in which the word is transferred, and the 
reader is left, by comparing passages where the word occurs, to learn the ap- 
plication of the term P 

Passing o1.* many things evidently said for effect, there is only one mat- 
ter on which I would animadvert. The Messenger has an insinuation to fling 
back. WhatiaitP “That Baptiste obtain their viewa of Baptism froin the 
name of ordinance,”—baptiem, as he explains it — few lines below, “ in all its 
actual relations and uses.” Thia I never said or insinuated. He seems utterly 
destitute of discrimination; or his prejudices have eo blinded him that he can- 
not do justice to the plainest statement of an opponent; or he is a conscious 
sophist. My statement is limited to the mode of gaptiam. My worls were 
before his eyes. He has quoted them in this immediate connection. They 
are, “ It is too notorious to be denied that their main argument in support of 
immersion is derived from the meaning of the word baptize.” This is true. 
Carson, p. 11. “ He may call upon mie to find a place sufficient to immerse n 

couch. But I will goon no such errand. If 1 have proved the meaning of 
the word, | will believe the Spirit of God, who tells me that the I’harisees 

baptize their beds.”| P. 272. “1 care not where the water is to be found ; if 
they wure baptized they wery immersed.” [’, 274. “The Jailor and his 
household were baptized, therefore they were immersed.” Crawley, p. 126. 
“Tf this (the word baptize) be found to possess a single spocific meaning, 

everyone of course perceives that this muet set the question forever at rest.” 
Will the Messenger refuse the doctrine of Carson and Crawley ¥ 
Though this is my last letter to the F’esleyan, let not the Messenger sup- 

pose the argument is closed. He las been itching to get at baby-sprinkliny, 
and if not happily anticipated, | ehall help him to a remedy. 

] am sorry you have been exposed to reproach on my account, There is an
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influence creeping abroad, not originating in any love to Baptists, or their 
principles, which from its character, is exercised “by the walls and in the 
doora of the houses,” and which will, if possible, nake Baptiets the uncon 
scious instrumants of a revenge premeditated for years. 

I would say to my Baptist friends,—and they are many, warmly attached 
to me,and to whom I am warmly attachel,—‘ if you read only what the 
Messenger saya in this controversy, you will never know what my views or 
sayinye are.” 

W., SoMMERVILLE, 

PP. S..-“A Country Baptist,” the ate?A opponent with whom | have to do, 
has crawlel behind the fence and raised a yell so fearful that fulks are realy 
to start to their fevt and ask, “la any one being murdered * DBarrists 1n- 

SULTED! Baby sprinkling is ridiculed. Nobody insulted? Infant baptism 
is Aateful, a delusiwn leading to darkness. Nobody tnaulted? Pelobaptivet 
Ministers, as such are helping Satan to people hell. Nusopy ixsvirep ? 
The FP. Advocate of Saint John (Feb. 12) ia responsible for the folluwing :— 

“ By an overwhelming vote of the Baptist ministers of New York and Brook- 
lyn, one muat not only be immersed to be a Christian ; he must also be a mem- 
ber of a regular Baptist church.” If this be true, then according to Baptist 
votes, there is not a Christian in all the Pedobaptist churches, But supopy 
IS INSULTED! When I represent baptiemal immersion ag a ‘liepusting. inde- 

cent ceremony, the character of the right is transferred to the subject, and 
BaPTisTS ARK INSULTED. I am confident that there is not in Nova Scotia a 
Baptist lady of cultivated mind and refined sensililitiesa,—and there are hun- 
dreds such, pure in heart, pt ~: in speech, pure in life,—who would have sub- 
mitted to immersion, had it not been thundered into her ears, loud and long. 
that it is necessary if she would follow Chriat fully. It is a cross, felt to be a 
cross,---cun/fessed to be acroas. To my Baptist mothers and sisters, I would 
aay wich all affection: “This is not a cross which Christ hes laid upen you. 
That Lord, who requires his female niembers not to appear in Christian aa- 
seniblics unveiled, who enioins modesty anil shamefacedness a8 Woman's orna- 
ment, dues not stultify himself by requiring you, out of doors, in an undress, 
to put yourself in a stranger's hands to be plunged over head and ears, before 
ageping crowd, Custem and fashion will reconcile us to anything. The 
person who would come into his frienrl’s house and proceed to treat his wife 
or daughter with the freedom that, as I learn, ia used in the waltz, would be 
turned ovt of doors, W. 8, 

|“ Mussenogm,” Mar. 15, 1876.) 

THE RULE OF FAITH AND PRACTICE. 

Mr. Eprtor :—I have read with no little interest the articles that have ap- 
peared in your columns and in those of the Wesi. respecling the ques- 
tion wh ther the Old Testament is held as a rule of faith and practice. And 
I have wondered that sume one of your correspondents has not given a plain 
answer, and a decided answer in the negutive, so for at lenst as the latter 
part of the proposien is concerned. Dues not every one know that what- 
ever be said in the heat of controversy, neither Baptists, nor Presbyterians, 
nor Methodists, nor Congregationelists, nor Episcopalians—to stop there—
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cuusider the Old Testament a rule of “ practice” for the Christian Church ! 
Aad though all these denominations were to do so, the 15th chapter of Acts, 
and the epistle to the Galatians, to say nothing of Hebrews, would convict 
them of deadly heresy. 

The books of Genesis, Exodus and Leviticus, are essential and funda- 
snental portions uf the Old Testament. Let us see a few of the practical 
injunctions these commanded: Tell me, ye that desire to be under the 
liv, du ye not hear the law?" Read Leviticus cheters 1, 2, 3, and 4, 
Do the douonianttens referred to offer all those sacrifices! Read also Lev. 
93. Arve all these festivals enjoined upon all the Christian church! Do the 
Baptist keeptham! Do the Presbyterians’ Du the Methulists' Do the 
Episcopalians! Read from verse 10, “And the Lord spake unto Moses, 
saying. Also in the teuth day of the second month there chall be a day of 
atonement: it shall be a holy convucation unto yuu, and ye shall asllict your 
souls, and offer an offering made by fire untu the Lord, Aud ye shall dono 
work in that same day, for it is a day of atonement, to make an atonement 
for you before the Lord your God, For whatsoever soul it be that shall not be 
afflicted in that same day he shall be cut off frum among his people. And 
whatsoever soul it be that doeth any work in that same day, the same suul 
will [ destroy from amon his people. Ye shall do no manner of work : it 
bhall be a statute forever throughout your generations in all your dwellings.” 
See also chap. 16, fur the vacrifices that were to be offered on that solemn 
day of atonement. Now would it not be idle to ask if the Presbyterians, 
Baptists, Coagregationalisis, Methodiste, &e., keep that feast, and at the ex- 
act time, and in the exact way in which the Old Testament Code of Laws 
enjoins it? 

Again, take the rite of circumcision. No law, commandment, precept, 
ritee or ceremony’, is enjoined in the Old Testament, with more rigid severit 
than this rite. Here is the law on that subject: See Gen. 17, 9—14. 
Now read in Acts 15, what the decision of the Holy Ghost and the Apostles 
uud elders of the Christian church, at Jerusalem, was, when this subject was 
then and there avitated and settled as also the whole question whether the 
Old Testament is to be a rule of practice, that is, whether the Gentiles 
abould be circumcised and keep the Law of Muses. See also Acts 2], 3, 
‘‘As teaching the Gentiles that Ratave, we have written aud concluded that 
they ORsERVE NO BUCH THING [as circumcision and the ceremunial law of 
Old Tesiament, see verses 21, 22, 23 and 24,] “save ony that they keep 
themselves from things offered to idols, and from blood and from fornication,” 

Now another word from Galatians 5, 1-4, “ Stand fast therefore in the lib- 
erty wherewith Christ hath made you tree, und be not entangled again with 
the yoke or uonvace. Behold [, Paul, say unto you THAT iF VE BE CIRCL - 
CIsED CHRIST SIALL PROFIT You NOTHING, For | testify again to every man 
that is circumeised, that he isa debter to do the whole law yr akE FaLLEN 
FROM GHACE,”’ 

Now | put the question in all candor tu any man, or every man who claims 
that the Old ‘Testumentis ‘‘a rule of faith and practice for the Christian 
Church, sinee the death of Christ in whom all the types and shadows had 
their fulfilment, and who is “ the end of the law fur righteousness to eve 
one believeth,” Rom. 9, 4—and Tusk him What can you mean by these terms ! 
and epecially [would ask, Jn what sense can the Old Testament be consider- 
ed a rule of practice? Uf the right of circumcision has been sctaside, and the 
sacrifices and festival days are no longer to be practised: and if even the 
law of the Sabbath is in a measure abolished, so thal the sevENTH DAY is no 
longer to be kept, nor the death penalty to be inflicted for its violation, as 
Baptists, Methudisis, Presbyterians, cad t may say all others hold, aud prac 
lice, and believe, and teach—I say again, since these things are so, ts trhad 
sense—I am tempted to say, with what fuce, can any man of sense and know-
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ledve of Scripture, and the practices and creeds of the aforesaid denomina- 
tions, say that the Old Testament either is or should be held as a rule of 
“practice” for the ehristian charch! [ethere then no dillerence between 
the “‘ ministration of death" aud the “‘ ministration of the Spirit "—that ia 
between the law and the gospel! See 2 Corinthians iii. 7, 4. Was Paul 
wrong there! Are the Jewish and Christian dispensations identical! and 
so Paul wrong again in Heb. x. 1.) Ney verily ‘ Let God be true, but every 
man a liar.” 

Certainly there is no question as te the tuspiration of the Old Testament. 
What is here denied may be summed up thus: 1. The Old Testament 
taken as a whole js not the Christian's Rule of Practice, for many of its pre- 
cepts and doctrines have been abrogated by the same authority that enjoined 
them. 2.-Neither Baptists, nor Presbyterians, nor Congreyationalists, uor 
Methodists, nor Episcopalians, believe the Old Vestament te be for them as 
professed Churches of Jesus Christ. a rule of practice in any sense that re- 
quires them to adhere to the letter of all the Jewish rites and ceremonies. 
And my question is this: Since you manifestly set all these aside, in what 
sense lo you consider the Old Testament A Rule of Practice! 

A Ciiristian. 

[* Meeexcen.” March 2, ix76.! 

FROM REV. JOHN BROWN. 

Mr, Edstor,—After waiting three weeks for Mr. Sonmmerville’s last effort, 
it has at length appeared, and is like the wine in feasts in olden time, with 
this ditference. thet Mr. 8.°s wine was bad and sowr at the beginning, and 
his teorst aul sonrest he has kept till the last. | expected a liule work with 
this his final etfurt, atl primed myself accordingly, but find that there is io 
fact no arguineut to reply to, inasmuch as there is not a single passage 
brought to refure Believers’ Baptism er coufirin Infant Sprinkling notwith- 
standing the caption, “The voice of Seripture on Baptism.” He has taken 
my hint and is letting Scripture alone.” He talks of Mr. Saunders, Mr. 
Messenger, Dr. Wavland, Dr. Crawley, und some others, but we look in 
vain for Old or New Testament names. As .“‘experience ought to teach,” 
it is gratifying to find that Mr, 5. is leaming, inasmuch as he kuows or 

ight know, that the writers of the ‘Book of the Law' are opposed to him 
as directly as the Ex-i is to the West. 

He is still determined that the Baptists of Nova Scotia shall answer at his 
bar as to their belief in the Old as well as the New Testament as their rule 
of faith and practice. This is as ifa Reotp were saucily to ask a gentleman 
if he believed in suap and water. When Mr. S, pulls the beam out of his 
own eye, it will be time enuugh for him toseek to take the mote out of ours. 
His reasons for bringing the charge are about as distinct and sensible as Tom 
Smith's were of jilting Mary Jones. “Why somebody told me as how 
somebody said, how somebody else had somewhere read, in some newspa- 
per as how you was dead.’ If Mr. S. should pe tempted to refer to thie 
charge avain, [ recommend him first tu read a clause of three words towards 
the end of the tenth verse of the sixth chapter of Amos. And as a reason 
for the same, [ will quote from his own letter :— The greatest men often 
talk loosely ancl withont thinking.” 

He says, “1 would say to my Baptist friends, and they are many, warmly 
attached to me, and to whom [ am warmly attached, if you read only what 
the Messenger sav in this controversy, you will never know what my views 
and sayings are.” We shoul. not have known that Mr. 8. loved any Ba 
tists if he haul not told us, [sup that will account for the great trouble 
he hes ve to to show them their orror, as well as the gentleness of his lan-
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guage towards them. And as regards the views and sayings of Mr. S. the 
readers of the Mfrssenger know yuite as much of ‘his views and sayings’ as 
they care for; especially the latter, and | hope he will give me some credit 
for informing them. Baptists are * fanatical’ enough to be content with the 
plain teachings of [nspiration on the subject of Baptism. I may here say to 
my Pelobaptist friends, ‘If you read only what the Wesleyan soye in this 
controversy, you will never know the weakness of Mr. S.’a arguments, nor 
his ability 1o twist the Scriptures to mean what its author never intended 
them to mean,” 

He says the Messenger “ has been itching to get at baby-sprinkling, and if 
not happily oe I shall help him toa remedy."’ | presume the rem- 
edy is silence, That is wise, very wise of Mr. S, I have beon itching for it 
too, inasmuch as he promised twice to entertain us with hie views thereon. 
If he is wise he will keep as silent as the Bible does on that subject; but he 
should keep his promise, v.: ood brother seems to bid for sympathy in his 
reply to “A Country Paptisi’ when he informs his readers that this is the 
sizth opponent with ht has had todo. With of these he has had 
something to do, and s@  aistake IT am myself the favored one which 
he has spared. Iam,. -pe, t-:."-ful that he has let me say what I pleased 
without calling me into question. here is a seventh opponent which Mr, S. 
appears to have overlooked, from whom nothing has appeared in the reli- 
gious papers of Halifax. ‘‘To my Baptist mothere and sisters,” says Mr, 5S. 
‘€[ would say with all affection—This is not a cross which Christ has laid 
upe:, you.” Truth is sometimes told without intending it. It is nof a cross 
wuich Christ has laid upon them. His commandments are not grievovs. 
My yoke is casy and my burden is light. It is disobedient shoulders that 
feel the yoke. 

“ Love will orake our filling feet 
In swift obedience more.” 

And now if | could only gain the ear of Mr. Sommerville I would give 
him this advice: 

1. Never again write or speak on Baptism as you now view it, unless you 
wish the Baptist Cause and Scriptural ism succese, 

2. Neven fight a Baptist. Sure to get . The Chairman of the Con- 
gregational Union of England last year said ‘he would never fight 2 Bap- 
ust.” Wise man. Bro. S. be as wise as he. 

8. If you do take this matter up in, don’t spread it over six months. 
Let your letters be a little more regular. Controversy should be short, sharp 
and decisive. 

4. Don't suppose that hard words will serve for hard arguments. 
5. Don’t fail to let me know when you bring onthe subject of Infant 

Sprinkling. 
6. Read Acts §, 58,39. Be sure. 
In closing [ beg to thank the Editor of the Witness for finding space for all 

my communications so long as the discussion continued in that papers and 
to congratulate him on his wisdom in discontinuing it when he did and on 
escaping the letters of Mr. S. that have appeared eleewhere. Tlianks too to 
the Editor of the Wesleyan for giving Mr. S. the space he needed, while I 
cannot help thinking that if he had known anything of the letters beforehand 
he would not have granted Mr. §. the favor of inserting them, and feel sure 
that it was with considerable reluctance he sent them forth to his readers. 

I have only quoted, in the Messenger, a small part of Mr. Sommerville’s 
lade g and scornful remarks. Woree tbings he could not say than he has 
said. I leave him in the hands of Him who judgeth aay The cause of 
the truth of Believer's Baptism will not suffer by anything he may say, and 
in his attempts to overthrow the truth he has injured his own cause and 
helped ours.
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It ie to be hoped that whenever he of any other Pelobaptiet miniater 
eprnkles a child, he will plainly and di-tinetly tell the peuple by what 
aathority he doew it; and if this ix not done, thet they will ask at the proper 
tame and place for their authority aod not be put off by euch an anewer as 
écertam minider, uice gave Whe aske:! @ @ /eareed man what the word 
depftice really nieans in the original, replied, ~ If ] tell you you will only have 
wy word furit.' When | aee Mr. Sommerille | may perhaps ark him if he 
kouws that gentleman, §. ¢. if he is in a goo! mol, 

I am sorry if | have been thought to bas: any band feeling toward) Prilo- 
tegtivts. FT leave those who know me to judge. But against the ductripe 
end practice of Infant Baptism, or more correctly Infant Hanti-m, | am very 
deciied. It isabeolutely unknown in the Seniptures of Truth and this is 
admitted I suppose by a very large propestios of Pelohaytista There are 
thouraniis who believe it is Scriptural po doubt, the responsibility of their 
belief must reat mainly on their Jnatructors, but there are, | pr: sume, tens of 
thoussnde who du nof believe it, but alg that only believers should be lap. 
tised. Some will pay * [tis not eesential (WF erals ation, aod an does not matter: 
which is anuther way of saying, “| will net obey (bret any more than | can 
pa, Ora I can yet to Heaven.” “ Baptiste in prin -iple.” they are sometimes 
ealled, which in vther words would be * Those who dmcer their duty but lu not 
doit.” ~ Blessed! are they that dvhiacommandment«a” ~ 4 fore me, KEEP 
my commandments, He that Aacth my commandments, ar a “Ah them, be 
it ie that Joveth Me.” 

“ To obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rm. ” 
Yours, J. Bauwn, 

(* Mrssewoem,” May 3, 1574 | 

FROM REV. JOHN BROWN, 

Draw Evitorn,— It is interesting to observe the reporte of. .,tuiemA, Ko called | 
ims Pedobaptist churches. We frequently read of so many odulfs being bap_ 
teed. It thus appears that they are becuming Scnptural as to the awhjects 
aed in the use of the word dbapticed they recognize that edudf baptiam is right. 
The misfortune, however, is, that the Won! is altugether wieapplicd inasmuch 
ea it ie use) when the persons have only been rantize! or Naar . Every 
mumieier of the guspel who has the slightest knowledge of the o 1 might 
be ay {to know that in the Greek Ianguage the word dip is buptizo, for 
peur.chey; for wash or bathe, louo; fora partial washing,— aypto; fur aprink- 
8 renfiso. Now for any one to say a man has been baptised when he hee 

vy been ranfized, is exactly the eame as saying be war dipped when he war 
; . which is certainly not the truth, whatever ele it: may be, and if | 

were to say that the moon shines by «lay aod the sun by night, } elieuhd be as 
pear the truth a those who aay sprinkling is beptiem. It ie surprising that 
meno who are public teachers, and therefore ought to koow the meaning of 
words, eaperially such as that under notice, can make such -tatement= ae they 
do. Daptize means sprinkle, or it does nat; if it does, why dues not some ope 
piuiniy eay so and give the proof’ and if it does waft, then why in the name 
of common wenee «lo they aay it does. We eay it memns to dip, or immerse. 
en! are prepared to prove it; will any Pedobaptiet state the oppusite, and 
may Geptice uivans to sprinkle, and that he can bring proufe® If out, then let 
them uee a word that means —_. viz, romfeo, or to make ueable, rintize, 
and not betray euch disregard for truth in calling darkners light awl light 
darkness, when they have been tnimersed with evidence from men of their 
een ranks that to baptize neane to ioumerse, am! that this was the -ritmitive 
ms de. 

One of the most recent cases of obliquity in this matter is as fulluwe :—“ | 
have Laptizel five adults, none of whom desired to be ‘busied under the 
waves of the Jordan,’ but chose the moet excellent ami more Scriptural way 
of being baptized with water.” (Bee MW esleywn, April 8.) 

Now, all christians will rejoice that theee believed in Chriet. If devils are 

10
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cast out none of us should fin! the slightest fault with those who are the 
means of sloing it, but rather prev that they may have greater succeas atill. 

Next, that these five did oot desire lo be buried under the waves of the 
durian” shows yreat wislom on their part, considering the hard times, as the 
journey would be a costly one. It hes teen suggested that the Liverpool 
river would have answered! the purpose as well. 

And next. it would be interesting to know whether the choice of hei 
baptized! itl water was their own, or another's fur them * ut it is the 
dtaleinent | want tecall atteution tu. Firat: there is no auch thing as bap- 
tisin reiftA water in the sense of sprinkling. If it in baptism at all it is baptiam 
IN Water. And secund, to aay thal sprinkling mw “more excellent and more 
Scriptural” than immersion is siniply monstrous, aml when those wonls were 
woned FE cannot conceive how the writer satiated hisconscience. Hf he knew 
etter, or if be did ma know better tells equally against him. itis very easy 

to make such statements, but we never tind the proofs fortheoming. The 
“anore excellent and more Scriptural " way is aa the Seripture teaches, which 
all may know who wish, amd the writer of that paragraph, if he louk inte the 
matter will find the toctrines of Purgatory, Mariolatry, Prayers for ths Deal, 
Worship of Relics, &c..aa “excellent and scriptural” as the sprinkling of 
either infante or adults, and if he or any other will find one case of infant or 
adult sprinkling in the New Testament, or one of both, | will undertake to 
rove that helore it took place, the chill was treated to a little of “ Mra. 
Vinslow's Soothing Syrup” to keep it quiet, and in the other case that the 

canlidate was treated to a box of “ Brown's Bronchial Troaches.” That these 
articles are of mexdtern date, does not matter, | will undertake proof for proof, 
the one in as easy as the other. 

I have understood! that my late remarks on thie subject have yiven some 
Offence to those who hold tu Infant Sprinkling. To such, with all respect, I 
have only to say, “ Repent (of this error) and be baptized, every one uf you,” 
and! then our remarks will not apply te you; for although in my last I inti- 
mated my intention of stopping | have altered my mind since. 

I have thought it well, Mr. Editor, to send you a list of passages on Baptism 
and would suggest that your readers copy them out on the Ay-leaf of their 
Bible, or insert a leaf for the purpose. They can then be used for easy refer- 
ence when needed. Let the reader eee that they are correct before copying 
them. Jt would be a guvod plan if some one would send a list of passages op 
the other side of the question to the representative papers for the same pur- 

err by John the Haptiet. Matt. iii. 12, Mark 14-8. Luke iii. #14 
John i. 224, 

Hiaptiam of the Saviour by Join, Matt. iii. 1-17. Mark i. O11. Lake iii, 
21-23, John i. ASH. 

Other passages referring to Jukn's Baptiam. John iii. 23M. Luke vii. B, 
3. John x. 40. Mattoxci. 25. Mark xi.30. Luke xx.4. Actsi.5,22 x, 
S7. xi MW. xi. 24.0 xviii 2. xix. 1-7. 

Huptiam by disciples of Christ in Hia lifetime, John ili, 22. iv. 1, 2, 
The Commission, Matt. xxviii. 18-200 Mark xvi. 15, 16. 
Hinpttam on the day of Pentevust, Actaii 37-42. 
DLeptiam of Samaritans. Acta viii. 12-16. 
Hiaptiam of the Eunuch, Acta viii, 35-30, 
Of Paul of Damascus. Acta ix. 16, 18, 22. 
Cornelius amd household. Avia x. 44-48. 
Lapdia end honsehold, Acta svi. 18-15, 40, 
Jailor and household, Acta xvi. 32-4. 
Croapus ond kemachold. Acta xviii.8. 1 Cor, i, 19-15, 
Sephanas ond household, | Cor. i. WIT. xvi. 15. 
Baptiem of Corinth, Acts xviii. A. 
Design of Haptism. Rom. vi. 3-6. Gal. iii. 27. Eph. iv. 1,3,5. Col. if. 

12. | Pet. iii. 21, 
Figurative and other referenceato Raptiem. Matt. xx. 22,23. Mark x. 38, 

39. Luke xii. &) 1 Cor. x. 1,2. xii lS. xv. 2. Heb. vi. 2



ARGUMENTS PRO AND CON, ri) 

The following may be of service :- Matt. iii.15, Lukevi.46. John xiv. 2). 
Rey. xxii. 1H. 

AN OFFER, 

To the one who finda the greatest nuniber of passages in the. New Testa- 
ment, in proof of Infant Baptiem, or Rantiam, or Adult Hantism, with water 
as now practived, | will forward a complete eet of 4 vols. of Alford’s Grewk 
Testament,ad vertised in the States at §30, To the next, two vols. of Trench 
op the Parable and Miracles, value £1 40, sterling, To the third, “ Hurlpe's 
Thevlogy ~ 1 vol. and to the fourth, “ Barnes on the Acts.” Others, if any, will 
be rewanled acconlingly. Ae a temptation to our Pedolaptiat (1 mean 
Pedorantist) brethren T may eay that Alford and Houle are avilime on Infant 
8prinkling, Barnes is not far behind them. Now, brothers, you have a good 
chance of getting come goo) bouks cheap. They shall be forwarded free of 
cost. In forwarding your“ proofs” send also name and adres» to 

Yours, J. Bows, 

P. 8.--T uxe the word “ Rantien * in no offensive way, it means aprinkling 
as BDaptiam means tronersion, am! to call Infant Sprinkling, Baptisi, is a 
comprowise | cannot make. 

(* Weacevar,” May 20, 1476, j 

REV. JOHN BROWN IN THE “CIIRISTIAN MESSENGER.” 
———— 

Joho Brown is op the war-path, and, to judge from his letter in the Chria 
Gian Messenger of the Srl inet., he aplicipates an easy and epeedly externiina- 
tion of the heresy of baptinin with water. That dir. Brown has fallen inte the 
mistakes of muny of lie profession, who have preceded him from the Old 
Country, at to the character and intelligence of the people out here, is evident 
from his manifesto, which shows him to be yet in hia A, DB, C, as #8 eontro- 
vereialiet on the baptiem question, When Mr. 8. makes himeelf familiar with 
the literature of this controversy in these Provinces, he will, no doubt, feel 
ashamed of having written such (waddle as he lias put forth. His anument, if 
there is argument in hie letter, is, 1, John Brown, say baptize means to dip, 
and baptism cannut be administered without dipping, which 1 win prepared 
to prove; and all who dare dispute what] ray, and teach contrary thereto, are 
wuotruthful are calling darkness light and light darkness, and have departed 
from moral rectitude. The style eavoure greatly of braggardisin ; and as to 
the proof, men vastly Mr. Boe superiors, in their acquaintance with the ancient 
languages, and in their mastery of these branches of education amd study, 
Which fit four controverey ae to the mode of = laptian, have laboured 
years to establish belief in the dogma of dipping, and they have been 
about aa succeeasful as the Pope uf Rome in establishing belief in hie 
infallibility ; and it is just ridiculous that this new adventurer, in this wide 
Heli. poorly equipped ax he is, should expect to receive serious attention from 
Diaeters io thie branch of theological literature. He will be more successful 
in adverti#ing himeel! in some other way, 

Without departing from my design in writing, which was not to attempt 
diacussion with Mr. Brown, | may safely remark on the following expression 
in his Jetter: * Firet. There ia no such thing as baptize with water in the Kenae 
of eprinkling. If it is baptiem at all, it ix baptiom in water.” Now | iead in 
Mark 1, 8,*! indeed have baptized you rit/ water, but he shall baptize you 
wvA the Holy Ghost ;" aleo in Jolin 1. 26,31, * John aneweredd, saying, | lap- 
tize with waler;” and again. Acta ll, 16, ° Then remembered | the word of the 
Lord, how that he said, Jolin indeed baptize! with water, but you shall be 
baptized with the Holy Ghost.” While Tf fail to find the expreasion baptized 
wm twoter inthe New Testament, and consequently I conclude that whatever 
may be the meaning of the original word rendered baptize in, our translation, 
yet Mr. Brown's theory of baptism ix unscriptural, and condemned by the j r- 
tions of Scripture to which he calls the attention of Pedobaptista ; ani] instead
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of theres being “ mural obliquity” in) the adiminietration of the five baptiauns 
withicater to which he refers, the moral obliquity is all in himself. Lo view 
of this part | would urge upon Mer. Ib. the consideration of hisuwn quotation, 
“reprint,” and if he thinks another dipping ia necessary to purification let him 
take it by all means. The shallow witticiam attempted on the words © buried 
under the waves of the Jordan” lias point only for thoss whe adverties their 
haptiemeain the CArtatien Messenyer, ail no cloubt they will remember the 
upkindnese, Aeto Mr. Bs novel mode of advertiaimg hia extra supply of 
books, | woul! suggest the possibility of a “rminy day.” He may live to 
want hia hooks, or his money, quite ae uch as thues to whom he offers them. 

May Oth, 1876, PRvolaerisT, 

|" Meaaenuke,” May stl, 1474. ] 

FROM REY. JOHN BROWN. 

Mr. Eniton, Inthe Wealeyrn of the 20th inst, some one who signe himself 
“Pedobaptiat” attempts tu reply to my letter that appeared in the Messe 
of the 3rd inat., although he anys he does not desire Becusstols. Why sloes he 
fear’ andl why dees he not put hie name to hia letter ? 

They to say in reply and as briefly as possible: - 
Firat, | male no such mistake as |. asserta aa to the character and intelli- 

genee of the people of Nova Scotia. My estimate was high before 7 came, 
and it haa risen considerably since, and | give an honest opinion when | say 
that after two year residence among said people, | consider they will got 
come one whit behind any people I know both for character anid intelligence, 
but I must adel that my estimate of the intelligence of some writer on Infant 
Sprinkling is very shaky, and many of the arguments usel to establiah that 
dogma have been the weakest | have ever seen or heard of, still | suppose 
they are as strong as the writers could fin |. What estimate of the intelli- 
grave of the Prue of Nova Scotia have they who aivance such anguments 
or Infant Sprinkling as I have pointed out in the course of this discussion ? 
Second. P. does nut like my dogmatiom. That | cannot help, bat | canes 

eure him that baptize means to dip, only to dip, and nothing but to dip, and 
ean never be made to mean anything else; that immersion ia the pal mode 
the Bible knows anything of ; that of eprinkling it knows nothing, being a 
human invention ant will therefore come to an end) some day with all other 
false doctrines; aul | repeat, that when any one who might know lictter, save 
that Sprinkling is more excellent and Scriptural than immersion, it is a clear 
case of moral obliquity, 

Third. P. argues that baptize cannot mean dipping because learned men 
have failed to establish veneral belief in that doctrine. Would not this argu- 
ment tell equally against Sprinkling ¥ And if P. willopen his eves he will 
gee that it will tell with equal force against almost any New Peatament doc- 
trine that might be named. P.’a argument seems to be thia: Unless a doc- 
trine he believed by everybody, it is false. 

We are told, however, that Baptiats have been about as successful as the 
Pope in establishing belief in his infallibilits. Thanks to P. for the news, for 
we lid not know we were so successful, 

Fourth, V. quotes thres verace to clisprove the following statement, “ There 
is ne auch thing aa baptiom with water in the sense of gallate if it is 
baptiam at all it is baptiom ix water.” The three refer to John’s baptisri, to 
note one will be sufficient. “I indeed have baptized you with water,” ete, 
o this we need only reply, Juho's baptizing iN water and With was one aol 

the same thing, and if he had sprinkled, or poured, he would not have baptized 
With water. The worl“ with” haa confused P. Perhaps an illustration of 
ite use may help him. In a certain church a real baptism was to take place 
on Acertain evening, it was found, however that the water-pipes were frozen 
the bapti«m therefore did pot take place, because they had no water to bap- 
tize with, 

Fifth. P. suggeeta that] keep my books incase ofa “rainy day.” 1 am



ARQUMENTN PRO AND CON, W@ 

Kollig to keep them, and atill let the offer stand open for his advantage if FP. 
like to try for them, Tf did not offer money aaa prise, but If I bed a thous 
ated poutile to clispone of andl hal offered! it, | sheuld have as little fear of 
having tohend it over a I have of parting with my books. 

Now, Mr. Falitor, 1 have done, at least for phe recent, ams for your kind- 
tess in giving ine so much room, and conmen the subject of to 
the careful study of our friends who sprinkle ; trusting the discussion has 
tones] to create interest therein, and that the time may speed slong when 
the truth which ia mighty shall prevail. 

“Then let us pray thet come lt may 
As come fH will fur a’ thet.” 

1 am, yours, J. Brown,


