
d, aj»'

I olm
i i\\e

side-

naViy

ersy,

xam-
kling

t that

as the

her/'

John
Fbap-
under
tt dis-

NoWj
V, eaR

0U do
" The
yTer.
ingere,

mmer-
)u give

mean-
re i<!< in

hri^nkle,

ling to

pum et

I trans-

le dvr4
ivii that

did pot

[ he im-

be Fcai

71

dered he Sprinkled Crispus and Gains, but they
cannot be rendered he dipped Crispus and Gains.
(Some readers may have a better idea of its

meaning, by being informed, that tingere is a-
dopted into tiie English language, and expressed
tinge.)

Your manner of reasoning against the admis*
sion of infants into the church under the New
Testament dispensation, is as .srong against their
admission under the former dispensation.

in order to see this, it is necessary to remark,
that the church has been under three distinct dis-
pensations, the first from the creation of man to
the giving of the law at mount Sinai, called the
Patriarchal dispensation, the second from the
giving of the law to the death of Christ, called
by different names, bat in scripture frequently
the Old Covenant or Testament. Heb. viil. 8, 9,
10, 13. The New Testament dispensation com-
menced from the resurrection of Christ, and in a
fuller degree, from the dav of Pentecost, and is
to continue to the end of time.

To illustrate ray assertion let us suppose a
.^ect among the Jews, towards the end of the Old
Testament dispensation who denied the right of
circumcising infants. You would allow tliey
were wrong, bnt how could you refute them, in
consistency with your principles. They could
urge every argument against mfant circumcisi-
on, which you use against infant baptism. You
«ay we are under a new covenant, and insist on
proof of the readmission of infants. They might
,,,.^., ,,^ ^^^ .^,^ -^..j.^ .j,^..^.jj^j-.^ ana say, uilants
were, during the Patriarchal dispensation, ad-
mitted to the seal of the covenant, but God
brought our fathers under a new and distinct
covenant at Mount Sinai, and gave them a law


