
SCRIPTURIAL TERINS 0F AD)MISSION TO BAPTlISM%.

sion, the discipling, the baptizing, or the teaching, I know only one limitation,
and that is, the want of ability to execute it. Until some restriction bo produced
from the New Testament, 1i maintain, on the ternis of the only cominand to bap-
tize, that to baptize an infant is jiist as mnucli the duty of the churcli, and a duty
resting upoil just the saine authority, as to teacli a Hlindoo. Infants are, unless
cause to the contrary caui be sliown, just as inuell included iii the baptisnm, ats
Hindoos are iii the teaching. Every airgý,umenlt againstifant baptismiis an arg-
ment to limiit the commnission. and therefore, hy comiparison of the words of the
coniission, it munst ho tested, and its value deterinied."

During the early years of iny ministry, I hield, and adliered strictly in my prac-
tice, to the former of these viows, buit upon a careful re-examination of the sub-
j ect, have Iaterly been coxnpelled to adopt Dr. Halley's practice, tlioug-h not basing
it altogether uponl Dr. Halley's ground. The interpretation of the great COMMIS-
Sion for which. lie pleads, iay, or mnay not be the correct one, for while we are é
unable to answer lus argumnent, our instincts, or possibly we sliould caîl them our
prejudices, ail rebel against luis conclusion, so far, at least, as the baptism of imu-
believers is concerned. We think, however, that we have a safer, and more satis-
factory ground for the baptisin of infants, irrespective of the faitu of their parentq,
in the teachiing,, of our Blessed Saviour, in regard to their relationship to the
Kingdom of God,- Suifer little chuldren, and forbid them not, to conue unto
mie: for of such is the kingd(omi of heaven." (Matt. xix. 14.)

Put into the form. of a syllogisîn, our arfgument is this: Ail who belong to the
king(donui of God are proper subjects for baptismn: littie chuldren belong to the
kzin gdoin of God ; therefore, little chuldren are proper subjects for baptismn. As
to our first proposition, there wvill probi.bly ho no dispute. Our Baptist brethrten
theniselves assert tluat mexnbersluip iii God's spiritual kingdomn alone can entitie
one to the rite. If therefore, IIsuclu " littie chuldren belong to His kigdomn, as
our Lord declares, tluey are surely entitled to recognition, and enrohuent among
the subjeets of that kingdoîn, by the ordinance of baptismn. The conclusion we
reacli is founlded. not on the fitness of the chuld, nor yet on the faith of the parent,
but on the inalienable riglit, of the Kingr iii Zion, who lias bouglit themi with His
precious blood. "lThese are me"he snys; Ilof such is the kingdoun of hecaven ;"
and "lHe took thin up iii His arms, put His hands upon tluei, and blessed
thein,"-iinparting' to tlieni the grace of which, water baptism, even frora His Di-
vine luands, would have been but a poor syînbol
aTo reply, tiierefore, that our Lord did not baptize them, is only to evade <iur
argument, not to answer it, sixuce the question before us at present is, were they

proper subjects for that ordinance? Or, te, reply again, that the phrase, Ilof
sucli" nucans "of persons possessing the disposition of littie children," is to do
violence to the language itself, and is altogether inconsistent wvith, the use te, whichl
our Lord puts the incident iii the next verse. (Sc Mark x. 15.) A monîent's
reflection, nxoreover, should convince any one that to suppose Hini to make like-
neas to Il little clildren " the standard of fitiless for Ris kingdomn, while they
whom He unakes the standard, are thcmsclrc8 unfit for it, is surely too monstrous
to, believe!1 A simple illustration mnay hielp to show thc absurdity of sudu a theery7.
A certain standard is set up, for matriculants; ii the Univer3ity of Torontoe: now,
ahl wlio are as well up to that staiudara as A. B., are qualified to miatriculation .
but A. B. hînself is »et qualificd ! Could, puerility farther go ?

The adoption of thiese views iii regard to infant baptisn lias led us also to
modify our belief in respect te the condition in which our chuldren are born. The
comnîonly receiveà opinion, amngnc Evangelical Christians, and the ene we had
long lueld is, that they are born, not only depraved in nature, buitalso in a state
of condemnation, "chuldren of wrti"and, spiritually, of "lthecir father the
devil" 1

Sucu a v.'iew, honwever, sens to us uttcrly at variance with, the teachings of our
blessed Lord in the passage we have beeu discussing. IlWluere there is ne law
there is no transgression," and without tra ngression there can be ne condeni-


