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them the suffrag-es of men, who, might
naturally be expected, fromi a 'regard
to their owvn profession, and to the
usage and prejudices of their country-
mnen, to maintain the contrary ? But,
secondly, these views are wort/u, of
attention, because îkey are given by
men of mrinent learning. As schol-
ars, the German Theologians far sur-
pass those of any other country; and
hence they are generally more coin-
petent to decide a disputed point in
philology, such as the proper mean-
ing of the Greek terin Bx7rTs'"oe.
WThen they, then, declare, as thcy do
without exception, that tijis terin pro-
perly signifies to dip, it cannot be
said that they are incoiipetentjudges.
No reasonable inan wll dt±ny that
their testfinony on this niatter poss-
esses very great weight. XVlerz
Prof. T/ioliiek of Halle, with his vast
erudition, declares froizî the chair as
he did ini the writer's hiearingý, that,
baptism altyays means immersion (un-
tertauc/wng) in the New Testament;
wlîat person of common candor Nvill
disregard his tcstimnony ? As church
historians also, these Divines generally
excel ; for their unwcaried researchi
renders theni fanmiliar with the ancient
authors from whoin the usages of .the
early church, after the days of the
aposties, inust be learned. whenl
therefore they tell us that infant bap-
tisin ivas flot known tili after the t;iine
of the aposties, and that sprinkling
ivas flot practised tilli mueh later, are
they flot worthy of credit? If the
evidence of nien so competent, and at
the saine time so frauk as to admit
what militates against tlieir owvn prac-
tice, be set aside; w;'hat kind of evi-
dence, wve ask, deserves to be heeded
and ouit to decicle our nind ? It is
certain that similar testimony on any
ordinary point in philology, history or
philosophy, would rsatisl y persons of
discertnient, and candor; why then
should it flot I àati,,f'actory on a point
in thcology ? If the saine kind of
evidence should bc regarded as co-

clusive in things profane, but incon-
clusive ini things sacred, it mnust onily
prove, wvhat, alas! is too true, i/lta
mien are the victims of prejudice in
religion. It seems to be a principle
of our depraved nature, that l)relidice
should influence the ruindjust iii pro-
Iportion as the subjeet under its con-
sideration, is conceived and feit to 1)e
important. I-lencenian y person, w ho
forni dispassionate and fair conclu-
sions iii ordinary matters, betray a
deplorab1eivýant of inigenuousness iii
the treatnient of religions questions.

But as these Giermnan P.-edobaptists
stili practise infant sprîiklinig, not-
Withstanding tlieir concessions in là.
vor of the proper observance of the
rite, it miay be asked, vvhat reasons
do tley give lbr Jzeir conduect? They,
of course, endeavor to excuse, if not
to justify theinseives iii their depar-
titre froin Nvwat they admit to be the
primitive practice. But, be it ob-
served, they do flot defend sprinkiing
on the g-round that the (3reek verb
signifies to sprinhle as wvell as to dip,
for their scholarbhip forbids timeni to
advanice such, au excuse; nor do thtey
adniniister the rite to inifàtst- on t1he
gTround, that either Christ or tle
aposties set the example or delivered
the coinnmand, for their hloiiest inter-
liretatioli of Scripture precludes such
ani apolngy. XVhat they allege fil
self-defcnce is generally to this, efèc)
-that thi, mode of' performing tlie
rite is of littie or no consequence, SO
that it is no harn to sprinkte tizougli
Christ connnanded to dip ; and that
infants, thoughi they wvere not bap-
tized by the Head of the churcli ur
his aposties, n1ay yet receive the rite
with propriety, because Cliristianity
is a family religion, and becaiise ianiy
advantages are supposcd to sprina
from the practice. Now thiese rea-
sons are very iàir, ani wvorthy of
learncd and ingenjunus minds, z1ld
they %vonld 1w satisfactory ton, if 'le
could offly find a warrant to bet a.,'de
thei command of Jesus and substitue


