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and it is clear to demonstration that they undersiood him as divecting them to
haptize their converts with water.  Not to enter into the diseussion of this
question &t Inrge, look at the ease of Cornelins (Aets. x). While Peter ia
preaching to him snd his houswshold, the Holy Ghost falls on them. This, ac-
conding to the system [ am controvertivg, was all they vequited—all thit the
new dispensation admits —the baptism of the Spirit.  But how did 1he Apostle
mlge?  “Then anawered Peter, Can any man forbid water that these should
ot be baptized, which have received the Hoty Gliost, as well as wet  And ho
commamded them to be baptize ] in the name of the Lord.”  1n other words,
pereeiving that thay had been baptized with the Spirit, ho makes this a reasen
tor baptizing them with water.  They gave cvidence of bwing born aguing
therefore, thoy were entitled to be baptized, and o, formally admitted into the
visible church,

Again, when Philip and the Ethiopian treasurer were studying the Seriptures
tovether in the chariot, the latter said to ’hiip: ** Sce, here is water, what
doth hinder me 1o be baptized 1 How would a * Friend > have answered this
question § - How must he have nnswered it in consistency with bis principles 4
* Thou needest no baptism with water ; all thou requirest is to be baptized with
the Spirit.”  But what was Philip’s answer §* If thou lelievest with all thine
heart thou mayest "—which was equivalent to his saying : * If thon hact re-
coived the baptsm of the Spirit, thou mayest be baptized with water.” e
instantdy profeg-ed his fuith in Christ, and thereupon the chariot was stopped,
and * they went down both into the wazer, both Philip and the eunuch, and ho
Iaptized nim.” (Acts 8.)

These and other cases of the kind are so uncquivoeally stated in the New
Tetament, that there ie only one methd in which the argument they supply
«an be met, viz.,, by denying that the example of the Apostle is binding upon ua,
This ground is bollly taken. The Aposies, it is araued, continuedio b infout-
ed with Jewish prejudices ; they retained s arious Lovitic il customns § and having
heen familiar wi b circumeision and with baptism prior to their conversion,
* baptism,” says Gurney, * was very naturally corsidered by them s appro-
priate to the specitic purposes of their own minidtry,” and “ they woull, as a
matlir of course, persevere in the practice of baptizing their conver s in water.”
To this it is wlded, by way of depreciating this ordinance stil further, and
owing that it is of ne bindirg force upon us, that the Saviour himself did not
baptiz+, and that Paul avows that ke was sent * not to baptize, but to preach
the Gos, el.’

In respect to this last argument, the practice of the Saviour is aliogether
freng s from 1he question at issue. The inquiry is not, whether Le baptized,
but whether he commanded his followers 1o baptize. 1t would be easy to
wegest seasons which may have led him to abstain from administering the
mdinanee, if it were worth while to discuss a point which does not properly
balong to the subject in hand,

The example of Paul may be fairly quoted as against those who magnify
hoptism above the preaching of the Word and prayer, and who even make it
the spevifie and exclusive instrument of regeneration It is quite conclusive in
dealing with these parties t» quote his declaration ; * Christ sent me not to
biptize but to preach the Guspel.”  But it can avail nothing to those who
sbject to water baptism altogether, for it is ceriain that he did sometiines adm-
uister this ordinance (1 Cor, 1 : 14-16), and equally certain that where he did
uot baptize bis converts, they were baptized by other ministers under his sanc-
tion. :

The other argument, that the example of the Apostles is not binding upon
us, proceeds upon very dangerous ground. The question is, “ Did the Savions



