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the most learned of the Gernian 1baptize iînmediately to God, John i
divines are fouind ou the saine side. 133. But if proselyte baptisuî ex-
hit support of the sanie idea that it did jisted, itCwas plainly of men), a îîîere~
flot exist. prior to the Christian cra, Rabbinical tradition, for the (fld
Dr. Stuart, of Audover, enquires, Testament did îîot eiujoini it.
IlWhat Philo aud Josepliuis and the Your view of discipleshiip, and tlie

Targums of Onkelos and Joua- mnaunier otf inaking disciples, 1 shial
tlian sai(l or huîte(l as to the baptisni coîîsider iii unother nuniber.
of proselx'tes? Thle auswer to this ALPH..
question is, Vothi7nq. liu al these
writers, so fari as thieir works h aveMRFASRNDIR.NIILC.N
yet been examined, there appeari a R RSRADMR KLI'
deep and universal silence (on the stib- I We have received a letter fi-oli

jectofbaptizitig proselytes." Again : Mr. MKillicaýn, iu reply to Mr.
In filue, we are destitute od auy Fra-ei st aud niou .jtce

early testimouy to the practice of iuav seeuî to require that lie shiotîld
proselyte baptisi auteccdently to the be lîcard as ot'ten as lus autnt,
Christian era. No accout of ny yet froxu regrar(l to both 1tlitýse
other (iuitiatory rite thîn circin- l)rethii-ei, and( to the c'ause iunvih
cision) is found iii the Old Testain-ent; they hoth labour, we think it our dîîtv
noue iii the Apocryplia, New Testa- to put a stop to this eontroversy, as fâr
mient, Targirns of Onhelos,' Joua- wve are coîîcertied. le regret thiat
than, Joseph the blind-iuone lu1 we hae uillingly been the riicauls
Philo, Josephius, or any of the earlier of coxnmencing it ; aul ackunowledgc
Christian writers." nient ivhici ive certainly wonld not

But besides these, we should be hiave inceurred the necessity of n-
satisfled from the New Testament itig, could we hlave foreseen the ex-
that thiere ivas no such rite at the tent to îviiit -,ould have been
time referred to. 1. lut replv to our carrie(l, and the aspect wlicli it la
Lord's inquirv, Il The haptisni Of Johu, noîv assiinîed.
iwhence iras it ? from hieaveil or of 1 The f0ioiig staternent lias hen
men ?»> The chief piests and ehierS i drawu up hy two -Miu'îsters of this
%vould he at no gi-eut loss to replv. city, to whomn the parties lhave
had John only' adopted the rites fi-oui ag-ceed to refer the decisioji of t!îe
others, either Jews or Gentiles. 2. c ase:
The euquiry made of John hiuwelf, Il We think we are bolind to de(-

WMhîy haptizest thon?é' .John i. 25, clure, iii justice to MIr. Nl'Killic.ii,
plainly iiuplies thiat baptisin %v'as a that, iii our humnble opinion, notiugi
new rite, and (silice it ias oIIe not has beeu estahhishied hy his upponielt
civil but religions) a rite for wlîich a in the sliclhtest degree inýjiiîins to

divie wrrat x igh stly be de- lus character or intcgi-ity. 'fli
mnded. 3. The lauage enipluyed original charge brouglîtagit in
in Matt. iii. L. and mîany otlier pas- by' Mi-. F. is evidentlv founded on a
sages, also appear l)lainly to point mis-stateient or partial re1)respiita-
out John's office as a. uewv one. f1e tion madle to him, or inisunderst ood hv
is thiere called The Baptist. But hini ; ani even thougli it lia(l hiei
there is no propriety iii tiîis, if pro- truc to the letter, we see uoilîiiig-
selyte baptisni -,vas tlien pr:ieei; thiuîa n t erg eitM.

for thea were there înany baptizers, F. did not abide bV :tîn' ol.r,iial
nd no one could be propcrly (lesig- charge, wiiich had refereîîce to O~
nated tlic Baptizer. 4. John ex- good, and that, instead of doinig <

coî1lnius-on to hie clinugt-l thie &riîdt lrcadai-pre-,;qlv alzcribes ]lis


