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LETTER I.
f:^^

>

REVEREND SIR,

^ .u « %• V ,
^" P^^i^'^nff y^'wr Letters

to the Kev Mr Jackson, it has opourre-l to me,
that your views of che ordinance of baptism'
ou^hl not to be circulated in the community, as
the doctrine of tlie scriptures. From a desire,
therefore, to contribute to the more general dif-
fusion of divine truth, I have been induced to
make them the subject of the foHowinn: remarks

;

which 1 now beg leave to submit to your con-
sideration.

In your preface you say, ''We are of opi-
" nion that the scripture is the standard of faith
** and practice, and would be willing to rest our
"cause oti that alone, were our opponents so
"disposed. " This sentiment seems a little out
of place in the preface to a book, where the plain
langufitfc of the ii|pired writer is allowed little
weight till it is tfrflsted about by a Judson, the
sentiments of a Jewish Rabbi, or a host of hu-
man authorities. 1 shall shew in what follows,
that our practice stands in no need of these aids'
and can be sufficiently defended trom the ora-
cles of God. Tiiat the subject may appear with
some dffifree of clearnes^s I shall give a view of
it uuencumbered with controversy, and then

R ft ^ /I O
^i



point out your ItBading mistakes.

In ordor to this, I remark, that any special

purpose of mercy and grace, toward man in ge-

neral or the church in particular, is in scripture

lanijuage termed a covenant ; and the revelation

of such a purpose is called making a covenant.

Hence, the word, as found in the sacred records,

is of greater extent than in other books. It in-

cludes not only agreement by mutual consent,

but likewise any arrangement by decree, com-

mand, promise, or even testament. Inattention

to this has given rise to much needless contro-

versy. The system of ordinances given to the

church of Israel, is by Moses called the covenant;

by Paul in his epistle to the Galatians,the law

;

and in tlie epistle to the Hebrews, according to

our version, sometimes covenant, and sometimes

testament. The term in the original is the same.

Of thesa covenants, one called the covenant

of works, and the other colled the covenant of

grace or redemption, have been frequently ex-

plained by divines ; but I have no intention, on

tills occasion, of affirming or denying any thing

concerning these, though I believe that the co-

venants to be mentioned, have all a relation to

ihe covenant of grace, though some of them more

closely than others.

Tile first of those requiring our Attention, is

recorded in Gen. ix. 9, 12, IS: Atid 1, behold

I establish my covenant with you, and with

your seed after you. And God said, This is

the token of the covetiant which I make be-

tween me and you. — I do set my bow in the

cloud, and it shall be for a token of a cove-

nant between me and the earth. This covenant

is absolute, everlasting, v. 16. and confirmed by

a token or seal ; and the event has been agree-
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Again, God made a covenant with Abraham,
recorded Gen. xv. 18: In Ike same datf, the
Lord made a covenant with Abram, saifitttj^

Unto tliif J^eed have I given the land, from the
river of Egypt unto the great river, the river
Euphrates, This cc>venant is confirmed by no
seal, nor called everlasting; and the event has
shewed that it is, at least, capable of long inter-

ruption.

About fourteen years after, God made a se-

cond covenant with Abraham, in the.<e words,
recorded Gen. xvii. 7,10,26,27: And I will
establish my covenant with thee and with fh*/

^eed after thee in their generations, for an e-

verlasting covenant, to he a God nnio thee and.
thy seed after thee. This is my covenant which
ye shall keep between me and thee, and thy seed
after thee, Every man child among you shall
he circumcised.—He that is born in the house,
or bought imth money of any stranger.— In
the selfsame day was Abraham circumcised,
and Ishmael his son, and all the men of his
house. This covenant is confirmed by a seal,

and expressly called an everlasting covenant.
It contains the advantages of the former on a
surer foundation ; for the land of Canaan is

promised to his seed, as his federal or covenant
seed, and not asjiis natural seed : and the event
has agreed with^liiis view of the case ; for the
different branches of Abraham's natural seed
were excluded from a right to the land of Ca-
naan, as they ceased to be his federal seed.
Thus, of his eight sons the posterity of seven
ceased to be his federal seed, and never possess-
ed Canaan. The same happened to the poste-
rity of one of Ij^aac's sons ; and finally, when the
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Jew.s, by rejecting: Christ, ceased to be Abra-nam s tederal seed, they were driven from the
poy^ession of the land of promise : and it seems
probable to me at least, that their being" ^mhf^A
into (heir own olive free, ( Kom. xf. 24. ; and
«o beeominij: a-ain Abraliara's federal seed, and
t.ieir restoration to Canaan, will be about the
same time. A^ain, it is evident that the federal
sc^d never were confined to the natnral poste-
rity ot Abraham, for, at the very first, the seal of
tJio covenant was extended to all the men of his
tiouse, and these, before the making of this cove-
nant, amounted to three hundred and eiehteen
men fit for war, beside the youn-er males and
those born afterwards. By this covenant a line
ol distinction was drawn between God's profea-
«in| people and the world. ( Elder's letterg,
p. 6,)

About four hundred and thirty years affer^
wards, (Ga!. iii. 17.) God made a covenant with
the Israelites, a part of Abraham's natural posw
terity: Exod. xxiv. 7, 8. And he ( Moses

)

took Ike book of the covenant, andread in the
^^^dience of the people. And they said, m
that the Lord hath said we wilt do and be obe-
dient. Concernin^^ this covenant it may be re-
marked, that it was not an everlastine-, but a
temporary one, added because of transgressions
till the seed should come toJIfcom the promise
was made (Gal. iii. 19.); an»refore iJ^en hecame It waxed old, and vanished away: ( IJeb
viii. I^. ) Under this covenant, however, the

iChurch received a system of ordinances, ^xxii- \

able to her state at that time.
Afterward, God conferred the ^ovemiirent

of his church upon David, and confirmed tfesame hv nn n\Trtrloo*;«i» ^^^-^^^^a.. « . » • . .
*
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3, 4. Iharfi fnade a covenant wi/h nu/ rho,wn
Ihffre s^corn nn/o Darid mf/ serranf Thti
^eedwUl I establish forever^ and bmldvp fhu
throne to all generations. By this covenant
the ftovornmont of He cliurch wns committed to
David and his family, by hereditary ri^ht, but bv
no hnv .sotllin^r the manner of t^nccession : but
the principal seed intended is our Lord, who is
both David's son and David'jj Lord.

Finally, God, by the prophet Jeremiah, pro-
niised to his church a new covenant, in tlie^e
words, Jer. xxxi. ^i : Behold, ihe daf/scome
aaiih the Lord, that I will make a new cove^
nant with the home of Israel, and wuh tliehome of Jifdah, not according to the core-
nant tttat I made wilh their Fathers in the dcni
iluit 1 took them t)y the tiand to brinn them out
of th e land of Egypt,

Under these covenants the clureh under-
yent several chancres in lier appearance .snd
form, but still continued the same church, andOod s covenant people. This is a point of im-
portance in the present controversy, and there-
tore deserves particular attention. ^

That the Is-
raelitish church was a continuation of the patri-
archal is not questioned, yet, during- the patrl-
archal state, the posterity of seven of Abraham's
sons, and one of Isaac's, lost all the privile-es of
the covenant. The Jewish church, a^ain! stiH
retamed all the privileges of the covenant;
though ten tril>es revolted from the house of Da-
^nd, and from the privileges of his church^. Bu«fm greatest change took place, when Ghrist,
the son of David, appeared in our world- and
«aittc question if the christian church be a con-
tinuation of the Jewish. Among this number
* wuu ^uu

; and, therefore, 1 request your jnien-



tion to the follo^viii'r anrumen(.*!, which to me
appoa r decisive

'O o

1. The coRtinuatlon of the sair.e church ap-
pears from the covenant with Abraham. This
is an everhisting; covenant ; and, in virtue of it,

Abraham is reckoned the father of all believers

whetlier Jews or gentiles: Kom. iv. 11. That
he mifjht be thefather of all them that lyeltece:

V . 10,17. To th e eud theprom ise in i(jh t be sure
id all the seed, not to that onlif uhich is of the
I 'IV (viz. the Jews, ) bat to that also which is

of the faith of Al)rahain, nho is the father of
as all. As it if-^ ivrittetty I hare made tliee a
father ofmany nations , Again, Gal. iii. 13, 14,

Christ hath redeemed as,- that the blessing

of Abraham mif/ht come on the f/entiles. v. 19.

And if i/e be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's
seed, and heirs according to the promise.

Now, Sir, if the church be not continued the

same body, what connexion have we with A*'
braham ? Can we be Abraham's seed, and he
the father of us all, in any other point of view
than that of the everlasting covenant, by which
he is made a father of many nations?

2. The continuation of the same church ap-
pears from the covenant with David . God pro-

nn'sed to build up his throne to all generations;-

and this promis-e is fulfilled in Christ: hence,

the prophet says, Isa. ix. G, 7. For unto us a
child is born, unto us a son i^s f/iren, and the

government shall be upon his shoulders;— Of
ike increase of his government and^leace there

shall be no end, upoii tlie throne of Daviif,
and upon his kingdom ^c. Compared with
Luke i. 31,- 33. Andlyehold, thou siiaU

conceive in thy nomb, and bring forth ci

son, and shall call his name Jesus, He

((

.* m t
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fihall he fjroaf^ luul shall he called the son of
the Highest, and the Lord sJiall give unto fit

m

the throne of his fa/her Darid. Now it is e-

vident to all christians, that the promise made to

David of the perpetuity of his throne and kinj;^-

dom, is fulfilled in the person of our Lord J<»sus

Christ. If, the christian church be a continua-
tion of the Jewish, Christ is on the throne of his

father David, according* to the words of Gabriel

;

but if, according to your view, the Jewish church
be extinct, and the christian church be a new
one, then, the promise to David has failed, the

everlasting covenant is broken. Such is the

consequence of your view of the subjeiot.

3. Besides, Paul, in his epistle to the Ro-
mans, clearly and beautifully illustrates the con-
tinuation of the same church, xi. 16, 27.

The whole of this passage deserves a careful exa-
mination ;but a very cursory view must suffice at

present. The church is compaied to a tree,

and individual members to brandies; the unbe-
lieving Jews were broken off, the believing' Jews
who adhered to their king, were continued, and
believing gentiles were grafted in. The tree,

however, continued the same; and so, when the

Jews shall be converted, they will be grafted in-

to their own olive tree, llut, if the christian be
another church than the Jewish, it vrill be im-

possible to graft them into thefr own olive tree

again ; for on that su j)position it does not exist.

4. It isby being admitted into fellowship with
this church, that gentile believers have any right

to the new covenant; for it is made expressly
vvlth the house of Israel and with the house of
Judah: Jer. xxxi. ,'^l. Hob. viii. 8. Therefore,

if the christian church be not the same church
continued but anotlier, it can have no claim to

m
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the privileges of tlie former. The same truth
may be confirmed from other passages of scrip-
ture ; but these are reckoned sufficient.

You do not seem to consider what dreadful
consequences to christians would follow, were
you able to tear the church asunder, and make
it two : as, in that case, christians would no long-
er have Abraham for their father,—have any
riglU to his blessings,—nor be heirs according
to the promise ; and they would lose all claim
to the new covenant: and all this to drive in-
fants out of the church.

The external appearance and form of wor-
ship were greatly altered, when Christ, having
finisl^ed the work ofhis humbled state, arose from
tiie dead. Among other things, tlie initiating
sf al of the covenant was changed. Tliere were
two reasons whica rendered this necessary. Un-
der the former dispensation, there was no ordi-
nance iutplyiTig forgiveness cf sins without shed-
dhig of blood, Heb. ix. 22. Eat under the new
testament, there is no sheddhig of blood in reli-

gious worship. Again, one end of this seal of
th*> covenant, was, to draw a line of distinction
between God's prolfessing t)eople and the world

;

but after iho Jews rejected their king, they still

regained circunxision, and so another rite to an-
Mver this purpose became necessarv; and our
Lord instituted bapti:<m for that end. This, 1
know, is denied by the baptists, and, therefore^
the following proof of the assertion is submitted
to your consideration.

[' J^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ baptism now draws a line
OT- ti't^4:tn-t:^4>\- kirk \rk.ni m^T^m^^-^-k. /~^ ^ .1 y ^ __ -_ . i» • 1

I v*i.T«iiXT.;ii-,-ii Lrcrt-.vccu vyuu s^ pToiessing pcopl^
and the world, as circumcision did under the
former dispensation.

2. Circumcision was the rite by which con-*
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in-

verts were admitted into tbe church under the
former dispensation, and tliat baptism an.svvers

the same purpose under the present, cannot be
reasonably denied.

S. Circumcision under the former dispensa-
tion showed the person's federal relation to A*
braham, and baptism does the same under the
present: Gal. iii. 27,—29. For an man f/ ofyon
as hat'e been baptized into Christy haceput on
Christ. And ifye be Christ's^ then are ye A*
braham's seed, and heirs according to thepro*
mise.

Finally, the Spirit of inspiration denominates
baptism circumcision: Col. ii. U, 12. '* Ja
*' whom also ye are circumcised with the cir-
*' cumcision made without hands, in putting off
" the sins of the flesh by the circumcision of
*• Christ. Buried with him in baptism. " A-
gain, Phil. iii. 2, 3. *' Beware of the concision,
'for we f christiansJ are the circumcision. "

It is plain to any person of reilection, that the
Apostle, by the concision, means (he circumci-
sion in the flesh, that is, the Jews; and by the
circumcision, the christian church : showing that
the former retained the external part, but chris-

tians enjoyed tlie substance.

Having taken this concise view of the sub-
ject, I shall state to you the reasons which influ-

ence our practice.

1. We find tliat from the time in which 'God
drew a line of distinction between the church
and the world, children were consiaered as a
part of the church, and partakers of its privi*
leges. It has been showed that the covenant by
which ther n-ere admitted, is an everlasting co-
venant. Now as children are members of the
chureii by an everlasting covenant, it is certain-

I
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Jy Incumbent on those who wonld exclude them

to show their authority. I find exprej>s divine

authority for the admiss-ion of children, but ne-

ver could lind any but human authority for their

exclusion. Had children never been admitted,

the case w^ould have been different. You ad-

mit p. 26. that " if it could be proved that our
'^ Lord or his apostles ever broug:ht an infant in-

«« to tlie g-ospel church, or that they had a right

*' to it, then it would be necessarv to shew when
*' that right was abrog-ated " This is correct,

and brings the dispute to a fair issue. You how-
ever seem sensible that you are on ground where
your standing is rather ticklish, and, therefore,

try to guard jgniilii it as much as possible.

You say, '* by our Lord and his apostles. " It

has been shewed already that they were admit-

ted, by himself doubtless, many hundred years

before he appeared in the flesh , therefore, they

needed not a second admission. The readmis-

sion of persons who are in the church already,

inv'olves a degree of absurdity ; and we find that

none of those who were believers in Christ at the

time of his death were ever admitted into the

church under the New Testament dispensation
;

because they were never out of it; for in them
was the eliureh continued. Viml however join-

ed in the revolt, rejocted for a time the Son of

David, and vras ouit of the church ; therefore he

had to be read'.nitted as anotiior sinner. When
circumcision or baptism is terii;ed tin initiating

ordinance, it has a respect to converts: those

who were, or are in the church, are, thereby^

merely recognized as i's members. That ihey

bad their riiifht to it from tlie time of Abraham
till tl

not, as i'di

le commencemen
s I know

t of the christian era, has

, been questioned. Your
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only subterfuf»e then remains in the words gos-
pel church. It has been proved already that
the churoh is the same, and to this church they
nicere admitted. As you say gospel chffrch, I

won hi ask, At what period was the church of
God not the gospel church? It was so in the
days of Abraham :

*' the scripture preached
*' before the gospel unto Abraham, " says Paul,
Oal. ill. 8. The church in the wilderness was
the gtispel church: Hob. iv. 2. " For unto us
" was the gospel preached as well as unto them.
The new covenant was promised to that same
<?hurch into which children were admitted, and
it is by being admitted to it, that we have a claim
to the new covenant. Now% though our Lord
did not readmit infants, their admission having
been sanctioned long before his personal minis-
try, he did all that could be desired to confirm
their admission, in these words, of such i.v the
khigdom of heaven, of such is ihe /cingdom of
God. Since the right of children to member-
ship in the church, was granted by an everlast-
ing covenant, and recognised by our Lord Je-
j?us Christ, every attempt to deprive them of it

by any man or body of men, must be highly of-
fensive to the great head of the church.

It remains now to be inquired how far the
inspired writers of the New Testament confirm
this view of the subject. In this part of the sub-
ject, if any doubt had been in my maid, you
would have r.^movedit; for it is plain to any
reader of discern?nent, that you are under the
necessity of mistating or wrestin/2: every passage
you bring Ibrward in defence of your opinion.
You say, p. 2. ** I conceive we cannot discover
*' from the law of circumcision, who are fit sub- •

" jects of baptism, as the covenant of circumci"'

iit fc.

c
-%.l

I
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*^ sion has waxed old and vanished away, and fli

'* new and better covenant has been brought in,
** which embraces the believing Jew and Gentile,
«* and it is fioiij this new covenant that we are
*' to learn who are interested in it, and what
*• laws they are io obey.

"

Seldom can so many and so -gross mistakes
be found in tlic ?ame number cf words. In the

first place, you confound tvv'o distinct covenants,
the everlasting" covenant m^de with Abraham^
and the temporary covenant made with the Is-

raelites, four l.undred and thirty years after.

The former of these being* everlasting, cannot
vanish away; the latter not being: so, has waxed
old and vanished awav. Ileb. viii. 7,— 13. Se-
condly, you say tliat the new covenant embra*
oes the believing Jew and gentile. But, Sir,

what interest has the believing* gentile, on your
principles, in a covenant made expressly with

the house of Israel and Judab? Heb. viii. 8. Jer.

xxxi. 31. If you hold with us, that the church
is still the same, our interest in the new cove-
nant is plain, and the membership of children,

and their right to the seal of the covenant is e-

qually so ; for you know that they enjoyed it in

the church of Israel: but if you hold that tlie

christian church is another and a distinct church,

please inform us what right this new church has*

to a covenant made expressly with the church
of Israel. Thirdly, you say " it is from this eo-
'* venant that we are to learn what laws
'* they are to obey. '* Did you, Sir, read the

covenant? I liave read it both in Jeremiah'*
prophecy and in Paul's epistle, but can find no
law there. It is a covenant of free pFomise.,, ^

To invalidate the argument for the member-*
ship of children, drawn from Christ's rcccgnis-*
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ing thtm, as such, in the: 8 words, offntch is the
khttjdom of heuretf, the khffjdiftn of God, yoa
try to twist it round and round : you ask, *^ bid
*' Christ baptize them? baptism was then in
*' us^e.

" Here you confuse the mind of ycur
renders. Baptisms were in use since the days
of Moses: thcr dispensation under which the
church then was, stood in diverse baptisms, Heb.
ix. 10. : but the ordinance about which we are
disputing, was instituted by our Lord af(er hi.-s

resurrection, and therefore*^ could not be in use
ti:en. You plead for the article, that it should
be reed, Suffer the little chUdrcn to come unto
me, Tiiis is g:ranted : but then you v.ish to have
i\\Q. article turned into the pronoun, and instead
oftliectiildren, you, under the direction ofJud-
son, would read those cliildre^i. This cannot
be allow^ed: our Lord said, Mark x. 14. Sttjfer
the little children to come; and no man has a
riu'lit to change tfie children into these children.
But even this twist will not invalidate the ar-
gument,which rests upon these words, of such
is the kingdom of God, You seem sensible of
this, and ask, Does he mean such in age, r.;«i; in
humility ? I answer. Such in -ige ; for the dis-
ciples would hinder none to come, for their hu-
mility, but for their age; and our Lord was dis-
pleased with them, not for hindering- humble
persons, but little children. You insinuate that
youi^.principles originated with the disciples, and
licFe^ 1 would date its commencement. But as
our'3/ord was much displeased with his disciples
thoit, there is no reason to believe that he is less

displeased with those who imitate them in this
particular now.
'An argument of no small importance is

drawn from Peter's words on the day of Pent^-

ft m

i
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st, Acts ii. SO. '' For the pronnse is Ife y oil

iliildrei) You, Sir, ."rtart awav
, to vcur clnidre! .

from the aranment, and enquire, ( ]),7. ) Wiuit

promise ? Thi* is shiftinfj: the ground ;
the ques-

tion is, Do these words, The promi>e (be it wlat

it will) is upo vou and to >our el.iidren, favonr

the continuation of the rij^ht of children to the

promise? Or does it j^ive the least hint of iLeir

exclusion? it should be kept in vievV that chil-

dren from the days of Abraham till the death of

Christ, had tiic same interest in the promi>es with

their parent.'^, and if ever they \^ere exdudtd,

this was the time. This is the first public in-

s;t ruction given under the New Testament dis-

pensation. Now Sir, 1 leave it with the candid

reader, I leave it with yourself, is there the feast

hint of cutting children oif from an interest in

the promise? Ten, is not the continiiation of

their relation to it plainly expressed? But Sir

you pass bv the principafpromise; you need not

go so far back as the 17 v. for it; you will find

in the 30 V. the promise to David, accomplished

in the resurrection of Christ to sit on his throne,

and the shedding' forth of the Holy Ghost was

the consequence and proof of it. The appear-

ance of the Messiah was the toding promise un-

der the former dispensation. Acts xiii. 2ti, o2.

The people had no reason to repent in reference

to the Spirit immediately; but great reason to re-

pent of the manner in which they had used their

king". And this promisee extended to them and

their children, fcV he had declared that of such

is his kingdom.
Yqij jnsinnafp f n. 7.) that the A pestles did

not yet understand that the gentiles were to he

called. I cannot see what connection this has

with the subject tiMfer consideration, unless it
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})« lf>-hlnt, tlial Peter .night mistake the pnvi-

Kh»s of children; but you should recollect, taat

hespake then, not from his own kiiowieclge, .but

bv immediate inspiration. You say ( p. 8. ) "we

do not read of God's calling infants, &c. Uid

you ever read Isaiah ,xiix. 1. / liuoe called lln^e

from the nomb,
r ,\

An argument is conjmonly drawn fr«m tUe

ap4)stles' practice of baptizing households, p. 8,9.

This you shun bv brinsi:ing lV)rward a nu^nber of

others to take the burden olf your shoulders.

Tiie argument however stands thus; the 1 iw for

admittiTig proselytes, Exo. xii.48.says, IFhen a

stratvier shall sojourn with thee, and will keep

thepiKsorer to the Lord, lei all his mules be

circumcised, (fcc. It has been shown that bap-

tism is in the room of circumcision. Now it ap-

P3irs plain that the Apostles' practice was la

strict conformity with this law. You, Sir in the

case of the Philippian Jailor, (Acts xvi.) brmg

in oneof yourauKiliaries saying, concernmghis

hoass, ''Wiio it se.-ms were equally impressed

*' With Paul's sermon as the Jailor himself was."

Thi-! Sir, i-5 in direct contradiction to the.text,

vvhich says. He rej o'ced believinji'. The words

reioicediixid beliei^itig are in the singular nun^-^

br^r, and what is rendered, with all his house, i&

expressed in the oriji:lnal by one word(panoiki)

anudverb. Here we have an express example

of severul individuals baptized, wi.en there was

b-it one believinL% in peri^ct conformity to the

ion'*' established law of the church, cited above.
'^

You haveexpressid (p. 8.) rather a new no-

tion concerning seals. You say, *' A seal i* for
* ' - 4. J Iron

confirmation
„ i.: .^

of some tranuciion aireatdy Idi-i-., t*

ii

that there was a

confirmation

tiood, but no ground of hope,
place I!! Then the rainbow is a

'1^
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that tliere vvill bo no more fiood.?. A so|| tni-

Dexed to a jiT.mt of Innd, is n confiinmlion of
past po?ses>i'.)n, nut of fiidiro riizlil. Istiiis true?
is it sonse? You add in the ?;jme png-o, ** Cir-
** cumcision was n national mark of distinction,
«* to separate the seed of Abraham after the flesh
" from aJl other people." 1 say it was not, Gen.
XV ii. 28. Aitd Abraham took Ishmael fit's .vow,

and all Ihat leere born hi his house, and all
thai leere ho tiffhi wilh his mon&f/, ever?/ male
among the men of Abraham's house, and cir-
cumcised fhejlesh of 1heir foreskin. See also,

V. 21. Lshmaei was iiis only son then.

Another ani^nment, to prove the church
meriiber.^hipof intant:^, is laken from 1 Cor. vii 14
Else were f/our chilu'ren inirlea}?, hut no^i-fhei/

are hoi;/. This text has cost the baptists a great
deal 0^ pains, and you have bestowed en it not
a liUle. Your ovvn conclusion however, is a
suiTiclcnt rcfi'.taticn cf ail yon have advanced;
fnryon say, (p. 1,].) '* If this bo the true mean-
'* ina; of the ie\t, then it estaull-lics no diOerencc
" bctween I'lo children of believers, and those
" cf riibolicvcn?." The ;^cripti:res hov/ever, cs-
tabl;.4i a di fib renee, iherofore, your view cannot
be the true rr.caniiio;. The terms unclean and
holy, arc of freqiier.t occurrence in the bible, and
every attentive reader r.uiv oI)s(>rve, that no un-
clean thin": could be presented to God; on the
other hand the term hoi// is applied to wiiat was
dedicated or ou^'it to be dedicated to God. Luke
ii. 22, 2S. They broujL^^Iit liim to Jerusalem, to
present him to the Lord, as it is written in the lav*'

of Aloses, Fjrerf/ male ihat openelh Ihe n:omb
shall he ealled holt/ to the Lord.

Thus were the children in 1 Cor. Vii 1 1 ho-
ly. This holiness is more t!ian legiiiuiacv, U)v
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the c'lildron «f mirricd lioa(li(?ni< were qnito le»

jiHiinatP bill Viili micloan. Nor docs the Apos-

tle maintain il.al Wet uiibolievinji^ wife is sanntifi-

ed by marriauo with aer husband, but by Ids faith.

Tit.i. 15. The Apostle clearly argues that if

X\w faith of the believing, did not sanctify the un-

beliovinjr parent, the children would be unclean,

but since it does they are holy: yet you say that

this scripture estiiblishes no dilTerence, between

the children of the believer, and those of unbe-

lievers. You niii>:ht as well say there is no dif-

ference between luiclejin and holy, Paul means

the same ih\u^ by both words.

Now, Sir, to present to you the reason of

cur conduct in cno view, 1 shall recapitulate

what has been said.

1. Children were admitted into the church

bv direct divine appointment, and their rijrht

confirmed by an everlastings covenant. Ihey

possessed th's prlvilo^i^e two thon^^and years with-

out dispute, and their rijrht is still maintained by

a vast majority of Christians.

2. Their right has been recognised by Christ

the Head of tl-e church, in these words " Of such
*' is the kini::dom of God."

S. At the conmiencement of public teach-

ino; under the New Testament dispensation their

right, so fiiv fvr,rA bcin:;' q'.ieslioncd, was plainly

eonrirmed in these v^ords, The promise Is to

you and your c/i Udren. Compare this with the

prGiniJC to Abraham, " 1 will b^ a God to thee,

** and to thy seed."

4. In strict conformity to the established

• iaw of the church, uhile children were unques-

tionably niembers, the Apostles baptized house-

holds and we still do thesjime. Do you bap-

tize households?

m
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5. The Spirit of inspiration calls the chil-

dro!) of boliev^^rs IjoIv, wliv then, should the seal

of the covenant !)e denifvl to then* a.s unclean ?

(). The principle* you liave einbraced in-

volve you \n many difficulties to which you have
not adverled. Some of them 1 shall .submit to

your consideration.

1. You found your principles upon a sup*-

position that an everlasting covenant has vaniBik-

ed away. 8ir, did the word everiastin^ never
occur to your r.iind, when studying thissulyect?

2. You continually confound Abralmm's
natural with his federal need, or as Paul says,

( Horn. Ik. 7, H. ) the children of the flesh with
tlw» children of the promise. You say ( p. 24 )
*' A descent from Abraham was the very thing;
'* that entitled to circumcision, and all the pri-
*' vileges of the Jewish church." Pray Sir, were
the Ishmaelites, the Edomites, or the Midianites
entitled to jjII the privileges of the Jewish church?
They all descended from Abraiiam.

S. As your j)rinciples j>ut an end to the e-

verlastin<j: covenant, so they place a barrier in

the way cf acoomplishiuir the promises made to

Abraham and his seed Clirist. To Abraham it

was promised that, accordiii^^ jo the tenor of the

covenant, he would be the fniher of miinv na-
tions. (Gen. xvii.4, 5. Horn. iv. 17, 18.)

' But
according to your principles, he is not federally
the father of any nation, for you say ( p. 17. )
*' What nation do you conceive has succeeded
*' hi to the place of the Jews ? " 1 answer, eve-
ry christian nation. Hosea ii. 2S. I will say lo
JU^iiiem waicii were tufl mij peo]ile^ thou ciri my
2yeople ; mtdfhey shall my, thou art my God.
Rom. ix. 24, 2^,^2^. You add, '' The good peo-
*' pie of Scotland once attempted this, in theur
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**so'ienin len^np ami covenant: but it *JOon fell

** through." Wlen yon mentiini tiie term co-

veutmt, you sK^ein bevvildere<l ; for you aiijsitalvje

the solemn le«i»ueand covenant, for tl*e natu.n-

al covenant of Scodaiui
;
you mistake tbe de^si^n

of it, which was not to become Cod's people,

for they profet.>e<i to be his, and tiie object ll-ey

had in view was the coj)tinuation of the true re-

Iffiion amon^ them; it did not fall through; for

they succeeded, and tL*eir descendants-enjoy tike

benefit. 1 he ^>ood peojde in Scotland, not ex-

cluding: others, are as really the people of God as

«ver the Jews or Israelites were.

It was promised to €hrist, Psal. Ixxii. il.

AllnaHons i^ht II s(*rre lihu : and iVa. Ixxxv.i.

y. Ail ni^tioiifi ivho:ii ihca huHi mc'de slmJl

'cmucimd n-msrhip hojorethec. According: to

your prittciples no nation, as such, ci.n icrve or

worship him ; for this presupposes that they are

subjects of his kingdom. Tlie same may be said

of the commission driven to the Apostlos. On
^•our principles, It can neveribe tiuly executed,

ami so ti :e'klne:doms of this world Ciin.i>ever be-

come the kin«^doms of onr Lord, end of his

Christ, Rev. xi. 15. since all children are ex-

• <^1uded fioi« J li is k iu^d om

.

You say (p. t^G.) '' We have another objec-

^' tion against infant baptism, viz. that it destroys

*Mhe distinction, w-hiob the New T-estament
*
' makes betw^e n- tlie cLiJ roh and the wo rW .

'

' A -

^ain, '''Infant baptism has a tendeney—to brii?^

'' into the church the whole pepulatfon of Xhe

*' land." Nmv Sir, did not Christ coir.mlssiDn

iris apostles to convert and bring iiHo^Uet oh«i cb
- cfll nations ? ' Is it.not the duty of the whoie p^,-

fipnlation, of every land, 'to come into Christ's

<?hurch ? If not, pray, inform us whose ;dut;j§. it
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Is to keep out. We hope the time is coming,
when the whole population of the hind shall be

broug-ht into the church. In the meantime it re-

jects all members who have not a consistent con-
duet. You seem not to advert to the diirerence

between the cuurchos learning: ^he way of the

world, and the world's comings into the church.

4. Passing: over some other things, your prin-

ciples place the children of professing christians

in a strange situation. You endeavour (p. 15.)

to refute Mr. Jackson's arg:ument from PauP*
address to the churches of Eohesus and Colosse.

But Sir, did not the trouble you found in evad-
ing the force of it, convince you that you were "

on untenable ground, when you had recourse to

children of tv/enty or thirty years old. It is e-

vident that the authority of any law is confined
to the subjects of the kingdom. Pray, Sir, in-

form your readers at what age does the law of

Christ make it tlie duty of children to obey their

parents.

Now Sir, if the cliildren born in the church
are not members of it, what are they? You will

not say tliey are .Tews or Mahometans; they
therefore must be christians or lieatliens. Pray
tell us in your next publication to what class they
belong:.

Christ in both the old and new testaments
is called a shepherd, and you do not deny that

under the former, his flock was like other flocks

consisting: of sheep and lambs, but under the lat-

ter a strang:e anomaly has taken place, and
Clrist's sheep bear not lambs but kids, which
niuPi uv. lurUuu cjui lu leeu vvuii me g:oais. ijuc

Christ will not so g:ive up with his lambs. He
g:ave a charge to Peter, " Feed my lambs." J'phft

xxi. 15. . /

"
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5, Affain your principles afford no ground of

hope concerning the state of such as die in infan-

cy. You, Sir, seem to be much displeased with

Mr. Jack.von h»r a hint cf this kind, and say (p.

10.) '^We have j^ood hope through the mercy of

God that all infants dyin*^ in that state are fitted

for the employment of a heavenly state, and
through the death and sutfering:s of the Saviour,

are broug:ht into that rest which remains for tiie

people of G')d." But the question is what is

the ground of this hope. A christian should be

ready to give a reason of the hope that is in him.

1 Pet. iii. 15. Now your reasoning cuts oJF all

ground of hope; for you grant (p. 10.)**ihey are

implicated in the transgression of the first man,
so as to be partakers of a depraved nature, and
to be liable to pain, sickness, and death: and (p.

2i.) you say that faith and repentance are neces-

sary to baptism; and '*we never find the scrip-

tures making any exceptions in favour of infants"

Now the scriptures make faith and tepentanceas

necessary to salvation, and you can find no ex-

ception in favour of infants, what then must be

the conclusion?

You exclude them from the sheep for whom
Christ laid down his life, and will not allow them
a place in his kingdom. Now Sir, is their being

born and dying in the kingdom of Satan the way
to that rest which remains for the people of God.

On the otiier hand we hold that the in-

fants of believers have an interest in that ever-

iast&yg covenant in which God saith 1 will be a

Gutlxo thee, and to thy seed; tiiat they are sub-

jedisu.wf tiie mediator's kingdom and a part of his

fioick, to which he pavs special attention. Isa.

Xlvljv He shall fe3(1 his flock like a shepherd,
h(B afiall gather the lambs with his arm, and
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0arri/ them in hh bosom, and shall genlly lead
those that are tirith yomig.

Again, when your children survive infancy,
your principles east. impediments in the way of
their instruction, of which you are not aware.
You ask (p. 28.) '' What privilege then have the
**cliildren of a pious pedobaptist over those of a
" pious baptist? The children ofa pious baptist
"have the advantage of his prayers, instruction
" and example, and of the preaching of the gos-
" pel, and whenever they believe in the Lord Je-
*' sus with all their hearts, the doors ofthe church
*' are wide open to receive therti.'' It isgranted
that the children of both are by nature the same,
but in privilege very different, if the pious bap'
list acts according to his principles. To illus-
trate this, 1 would recommend to your attention
Horn. iii. In that chapter the apostle proves
that both Jews and Gentiles are all under sin.

y. 9. But foreseeing an objection, he anticipates
it, v. 1, 2, 3. What advantage then hath the
Jew who is in the church? Or what profit is
there of circumci;siGn or baptism ? Much every
way: chiefly, because that unto tliem were com-
mitted the oracles of God. From this we learn
that the oracles of God are committed to the
church, and this the apostle counts a great pri-
vilege. The bible is the law of Christ's kingdom

:

the source of christian instruction. Now w^hen
we put it into the hands of our children, we may
say, This is the law of the kingdom to which you
belong; you are under its authority, and bound
to conform to its rules. But if vou sDoak to
yours, according to your principles, yiu must
say, This is a good book, I recommend M to
your consideration : perliaps you may hereafter
come under it; but now you are not under it«

' /
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jurisdiction, for you do not belong to the king-
dom whose law it is. You cannot, in your in-
struction, urge the authority of Christ, as your
ctiildren are not, on your principles, of his king-
dom. ^^

You say, when they believe, the doors of
the church are wide open to them. But, Sir,
does not your own mode of reasoning stop you
even here. You cite the following words from
Dr. Campbell, (p. 7.) " There are manifestly
three thmgs which our Lord here distinctly en-
joins his Apostles to execute, lix. to convert
them to the faith, to initiate the converts into the
church by baptism, and to instruct the baptized
in all theduties of the christian life." "This is the
language" you add "of common sense and will
immediately strike every candid person as the
true meaning of the passage, and it forever for-
bids the baptism of all persons, old or young
who are not converted, dij^clpled, or taup-ht."'
This, Sir, is tl.c way in which vou bewilder your-
self and your readers. You u^e a number of
words partly agreeing and partly diftering in
sense, and by this means you are away from your
subject before you or some of them are aware.
Ihis IS the case with convert and converted, lor
every convert is converted but every converted
person is not a convert. The term convert
means one who has changed his religious profes-
sion. One gained over to the Romish taith, is
termed a convert to Popery, but the children of
I apists are not. Thus when a Jew or a heathen
embracers Christianity, he is called a convert to
Christianity, but one born of ohristian parents is
not a convert. Any person who has norieft
one religious protession and embraced another,
is not a convert, and en your principles cannot

1

1/

1
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be bapdztni. You plead that (here is no men-
tion made of the Apostles ever baptizing: an in-

fant. I say in return, there is no example of

their baptiz'ina: any who was not a convert, ^^ain-

ed from Judaism or heathenism. You pay far-

ther, that we have no instance in the first two
centuries, of any infants baptized ; and I say

that during all that time you have not an instance

of the descendant of a christian parent baptized.

So you may see that this note upon the apostolic

commission, that commission which contains the

very institution of baptism, forbids forever the

baptism of all persons old or youn^:, who are

not converts. This you say is the langua^ce of

common sense, pray then, how do you open the

door of the church to your own children, not,

converts, but remaining^ in the principles you
tcaoh them. You follow neither precept nor

example.
Nov,-, take a viev of the subject on our

principles, and the case vi\\\ be plain and clear,

I have^iven some reason for believing that bap-

tism is in the room of circumcision, and holding'

thi?, it is to be administered to converts and to

their infant seed: and where the ease is plain,

and the practice general, no particular attention

is paid to reeordiuH; of instances, f ou reason

against baptizing infanis from the consideration

that in the Acts of the Apostles, containing the

history of the church for thirty years, there is no
express mention of baptizing an infant: and arc

you not equally struck with the fact, that the

Old Testament contains the history of t' e church
for near two thousand %'ear.s with only rw^ ex-

Josh. V. we read of tlie circumcision of above

six hundred thousai^d pcr.>ons, and no nientic.n
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mconsi}

passover

views
cf an infant anions: them.

1 may here mention yo
of the right of infants to tl

Lord's supper. Mr. Jackson and you come to

close quarters on this point. He asks, why our
children have not as good a right to baptism as

the Jewish children had to circumcision: and
you retort as an effectual refutation, (p. 12.)
*' why our children have not as good a right to

the Lord's supper as the Jewish children had to

the passover." Now, Sir, do you really suppose
that the Jewish children eat the passover as soon
as they were circumcised? What idea have you
of a child eight days old, with his loins girded

and his staff in his hand, eating roasted lamb in

haste? The truth is they were circumcised when
eight days old, and had a right to eat the passo-

ver as soon as they were fit, and so it is with us.

It would be of service to distinguish the right

from its present enjoyment ; and to direct you
in this, Gal. iv. 1,^. is recommended to your
consideration.

Now Sir, 1 have given you the reason on
which we found our practice, and considered

whatever I reckoned of any weight on your
side, and several things that had hardly any. I

have referred you and the reader to the bible a-

lone, as few of our readers have the means of ex-

amining n.any authors, but every one may and
should consult the bible. Besides it is bv th«

bible alone that this point should be decided.

^



LETTER II

REVEREND SIR,

In the preceding letfef, I

h«7e shewed yon my reasons for baptiz'mg the
iiTfaiats of such ns are members of the visible

ehuroh ; in this one, I elaitn your attention to the
mode of administering that ordinance. In eon-
troversral writings, it is necessary to state the
subject in dispute plainly, that the reader may
have a clear idea of the point at issue : in this you
foil exceedingly. You say in your prefoce, " It
•' is contended for by many, that sprinkling is
** baptism. We also believe that immersion, and
*' that alone, is baptism." This is very inaccurate;
for baptism is an ordinance of religion, and pe-
culiar to the church of Christ: but sprinkling
and dipping are common actions, performed, on
various cccasiGUs, by men and by women, b]y the
])ious and the profane, by christians and by hea-
tlien«. According to your statement of the mat-
ter, baptism is practised by Turks and heathens^
as well as among christians; for they all both
sprinkle and dip, as occasions require.

Had you attended to Mr. Jackson's ex-
pression, you would not have fallen into thig

mistake ; for he, as quoted by yourself, holds,
•' That sprinkling is a scriptural mode of admi-

'n":^ja- :-'•;•J
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Tilsterine^ that ordinance." If you are nnwllHng
to learn accuracy of expression from an oppo-
nent, you may Jearu it from the oracles of God;
Num. viii. 6,7. Take the Lemfes from among
the children of Israel, and cleanse them. And
thus shalt thou do unto them, to cleunse them

:

sprinkle water ofpuriftfing upon them. Thus
you may see that the thing to be done, and the
mode of doing it, are distinguished by the Spi*
rit of inspiration. Attention to this plain and
necessary distinction, will discover many of
your mistakes, and alford tiie means of rectify*
ing them.

Again, you lead the ignorant part of your
readers into a gross mistake, by producing the
term hapto instead of baptizo. As you pro*
duce these as Greek words, many of your read*
ers will not advert to the difference: but were
you to use the same freedom with English words,
and write bmh for bushel, or lint for lintel, e-
very reader would see the mistake, and perceive
that error must be the result. Now rectifying
this mistake, discovers the fallacy of almost all

that yon advance in favour of immersion.
In your Letters, p. 32. I found, with no

small degree of surprise, the following words:
*' In the Greek translation of Lev. ix. 6, 8. ( It
" should beivj. 6, 7. ) the three terms are all

used in the following manner : And the priest
{bapsei) sh^ll dip his finger in the blood, and
(pro v/r«?«ei') sprinkle of the blood seven times

'• before the the Lord, and ( ekchei ) shall pour
*' out all the blood of the bullock at the bottom

<(

«(

t-c

<(

12XXV4. 1. 11'^
4 ri 1*<%A

TV \sri «^
«C to express baptizing, pouring, and sprinkliufic,
<* are very different in the orijs;inal, and are
** translated by three different words. See Bvid^'»
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** win on Baptism. We see also from (he text
*' fbat to baptiie does not mean to wash or
** cleanse. In short, Sir, I think when the
*' scripture sayg,that ^000 were baptized, it u
*' favourable to the doctrine of immersion, and
" so in every o^er instance.

"

Permit me, »^ir, to ask you a few questions
concern'ng- thisjiassage. How did the Greek
translation become the original? How did you
find the word baplizein the text which you have
quoted? In the Greek I find bapsei, and in

the English I find dip ; but I can find baptize
jn your Letters only. As the term baplizo^ a-

dopted into English, is baptize^ so were bapto
adopted, it would be bapt : now where did yon
find the iz, by which you turn bapting into
knptixing ? Is it consistent with common ho-
nesty to add a syllable to a word, and then im-
pose it upon the unlearned ? Both these worda
occur frequently in the scriptures: the one sig-

nifies to baptize, the other to dip.

How does this favour the doctrine ofimmer-
sion? if you produce this as an example of
baptizing, it appears far liker our manner of ad-
ministering that ordinance: the priest dipped
his finger, so do we; he then sprinkled, so do
we; he poured out the rest, so do we; but what
bearing has this on the doctrine of immersion?

Again, you say in the above quotation, '* We
*' see also from this iexi that to baptize does not
"mean to wash. " Now, Sir, can we see the
meaning of a word from a ie\i in which it doe«
not occur ? We may, however, see from thiji

^\\^ that to dip does not mean to cleanse.
This may be farther confirmed by the texts which
you produce p. 41, 42. from Dr. Chapin; such

i(

«(

**
1

I

a
(C

as, Dent. xxxiii.;85. Let him dip hisfeet inoiL
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Ruth, ii. 14. Dip thy morsel in the mnegar.—
Job, ix. 3L Yet shalt thou plunge me in the
difch. Prfal. Ixviii. 23. That thf/ foot may be
dipped in blood. You add *' Here is certainly
** sufficient proof that to baptize 1« to diporim-
*' merse. "

These appear to me very strange instances
of baptism, and on reading tliem, \ could not
help concluding, that here is certainly sufficient

proof tliat the blind has been leading the blind.

The term baptizo 1 baptize, does not occur
in any of those texts. In each of them it is bap-
to I dip. Now, Sir, consider them and see how
ihey would appear according to your view of
the term :

" Let him baptize his feet in oil.
"

—

baptize thy morsel in the vinegar. " '* Yet
slialt thou baptize me in the ditch. " " That
thy foot may be baptized in the blood of thine

enemies. " 1 v/ould suppose that the impro-
priety of these phrases would convince you that

(o dip and to baptize ore very different; espe-

cially as you say p. 38. ** that baptism represents
*' the washing away of the filth and pollu-
*' tion of sin: And again, " The two principal
" things (^ it represents ) area washing, and a
*' death, burial, and resurrection. " Is not
piunii:ing in the ditch a strange kind of washing?

You say, p. 41. '* Again, we are informed,
that the inspired penmen have used no other

word than baplo and its derivatives to convey
the idea of immersion, in tue New Testament;
nor have tliey ever used this word in any other

•' sense. " You add " I believe it is admitted
that the Greek is a very copious language. If

the word bapto do not signify to immerse in

its plain and literal sense, is it not surprising

that the sacred writers did net choose some o.

«(
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a
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" tber word that wonid? "

Had yon srarched Ihe .•<eii[)lu.-es with oare»
amd depended less on information, yon would
not be xo deeply immersed in error. T iie term
inimer\'ioif does not occur in our version of tlie

bible; but Ihe ide.i of immersion is implied in se-

veral passives, and expressed by different terms.
In confirmation of this, the following texts are
submitted to your cons deration: 2. Pet. iii. 6.

fVlwrebif the world lliut fhen was, hefttf/ orer-
flowed wilh ( kataJslystheis bein^^ immersed in )
ttfufer, perished. Washing clotUes implies im-
mersion: Uev. vii. 14. Thefie are the

tf who came
<*ift of f/re«t tr9()it/atwn, and (^aplynan ) hare
washed thi^ir robe!^. Luke, v. 2. h»!t (he fish-
ermen were fjonc out cfthem , and { apenlyoan )

n-ere wash h^fj their nets . j\! at. x v iii . ti . Il wen*
betterfor Ititn that a nrill-ftone were hantjeda-
botd his neck,and //«.'»'/ (kMtapon(is(he)//f^ were
dro «•>?ed ^r \mm e rsed /;/ th& depth of th e sea.

Mat. xiv. ::0. Jnd t/e:;in/t iHff {k^U\]yimtiAesihM)
to sink^ or ^q under water, he eried. It is e-

vident tlat our Lord, in tic former of these

texts, represents a state of im«i^inent dang^er: for

were drown i rig" the i<loa intended, (here would
lx» no need ofjuentionin^i'a n>illstone or tJjodi^pth

oftl:es(^a: but a person immr^rsed in deep wa-
ter, with a woi^'ht handuir to his neck, would
be in extreme dan^rer : bes'des. In the latter taxi,

Peter was not beginiiin<:: to be drowned, Jjut io
go tinder water. Luke, v. 7. Andthetf eame^
nndfilled both ships, so that thei/ be.jau ( hy-
thizesthai ) to sink er iio uiider ^vater. The
same word occurs 1. Tim. vi. 9 (bythiz-
imm ) tlroim or imiiiersc nn^i in deutrixction
und pirdiiion.

What becomes now of your infor^nation ? for
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bere are four words, kal(dlffzOy ph/HO, kaia-

ponilxo, and biilhizo, oacii of them implyina^

tlie idea of immersion, all in the New Testament,

and Doneol tlem bupto nor any of its deriva-

tives. From this you may learn, to receive

information with caution, tUi necessity of

searching]? the scriptures for yotirself, and,

that, if the Greek be a copious lani^uage, yowr

informei-sdo not dip very deep into it. Besides,

you may learn uot to express much surpri.^ at

anv piece of information, till you search and find

it true; for you may now ^' tiiat tlie inspired

penmen of the New Testane did cl oose words

that signify immerse, as often as they had occa-

You have laboured hard to force bapio into

your service, vet something; more was nwessary

;

as you maintain the necessity ofcomplete immer-

sion ; for though bapto, commonly, means I dip,

yet it does not imply complete immersion; as

may fee seen by attending to some of those texts

which you produce from Dr. Chapin ; Lev. xiv.

15 16, And th^ priest .shall takexSiome of the

loll of oil, andpour it into thepaim &f his own

left hand ; Jnd tlie priest sluMdip Ms right

finger in the oil that is in his left hmd: It is

evident that the priest could not completely im-

merse his rijjht finder in the oil uhich he held

in the palm of his left hand. Aji:ain, v. 51.

And he shall take the cedar wood, and Hie hys-

sop, and tlie scarlet, and the tiring bird : and

dip them in the blood of tlie slain bird. All

those thinj^s could not be completely immersed

in the blood of the slain bird.
»T_— I «,r^« .^ttJn^ain flinf hnnlisni renuires

compHe immersion; and «iy. p. 31- '''*''*?

" who were buried in water, were overwhelmed

I

}'



'* or covered all over with water, wlileli is the
** proper notion of baptism. "

This would require better proof than yon
can aflford. Your readers, however, on^iit'not
to complain; for you ^\\e tliem the best you can,
and inform them, p. iV,]. ihi\i " Maimorides, ( I
suppose you mean Maimonides, )

** a learned
** Jewish Rabbi, says, tFherever in the law,
** wufihin^/oflhejlesh or ofthevloihes in tnen-
" Honed, if means nofhinr; else than the idp.
*' pmg of the nhole lodif in a later; fcr if
*' ant/ man dip himself all orer except the tip
" of his Hide finger, he is siill in his umlean-
1

1

4

«

" Wf.V.V."

Conld noiiher you nor Mr. Judson find any
proof from the bible? Here your own words
to Mr. Jackson are applicable: '* Is it because
'* there is no law;i:iver in Israel, that we must be
'' thus sent to Baalzebub the god of Ekron ? "

The title of your Letters says that the sub-
ject is weighed in the balance of the sanctuary;
but I fear you have been imposed upon, and in-
stead of the balance of the sanctuary, have got-
ten that of a Jewish Rabbi, which h need for
perverting the law. It is very remarkable, that
that in all the texts which you have produced,
either from the Greek translation of the Old
Testament or from the New Testament, in de-
fence of immersion, \\\q term haptizo, which
means / baptize, occurs as far as 1 could notice,
but once: in every other instance, it is t)apto I
dip. The sum of your reasoning, if it can be
called reasoning, is this. To dip means to dip,
therefore to dip is to baptize!!

!

cc />
i ur

«* translators have not translated it into English,
'*~itis a Greek word,—it means immersion."
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I would remark Ijere, tlat thp terms baptism,

baptize, and christian, were admitted into tie

the hing:ua'j:e of Enj2:land, when the cliristian re-

ligion was introduced into the nation, and not-

withstandin<;: all the chan^j^es which the lany:uajre

has underjrone, have kept their station; so that

it would be hard, if not impossible, to produce

other three terms in the present Enj^lish lan-

guage of so old a standing. Those terms may,

therefore, be reckoned Englisli terms, though,

like many others, derived from the Greek. If

you were to tran.-late the New Testament, and

render baptism i.nmersion^ it might bo objected,

** Immersion is a Latin term and compared with
*' the term baptism, but lately adopted into the

" English language ; and wore you to translate

*' bapfize dip, it might be said,*^ This is but \W,

** Greek word di/pto in an English dress."

Resides, our translators could not use other

terms ; for neither the English language, nor a-

ny other, to the best of my knowledge, can af-

ford other words to express the meaning of bap-

tism and baptize.

To baptize, in the case of converts, means

to admit into communion by means of a purifi-

cation with watar : in tlie case of infants, it is a

recognition of their membership, by the same

means. You are so intent upon the mode of

administring baptism, that you pay little or no

regard to its principal use, namely, admission

into fellowship. The inspired writers, however,

paid more attention to this, than to the mode of

ad'ministration: Rom. vi. 3. Know ye notJhat
,vo mamf of us as were baptized into Jf^sus

_ I- J*..^^ ^,.4^ A.*t. M^^inih
L/nriSfy were IMlpi i^Vll mvu m^ Ml w(«

ing of which is, as many as were admitted into

fellowship with Jesus Christ, were admitted into
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fellowship in bis death. 1. Cor. xii, 13,^7. Par
by one Uphii are ue all bapth.ed into om- ho-
dif. Now ye are (he body of Christ, Tl^jf is,
by one Spirit are we all admitted into fellowship
With Christ's body the chnroh.

To be^admitted into fellovv.ship with Christ
and into fellowship with the olurch are n^rf?0K
of expression familiar to christians, and exphiin
those Xex\^. I submit to the judgment of the
reader the propriety of.wnch expressions as these,
immersed into Jesus Christ, immersed into the
church.

Attention to tio.^eand several other pa'^sa^--
es in the New Testament, will shew the propri-
etj, even tl:e necessity, of distinguishing tl cMib-
stance of baptism from the modeof administrino-
it, and, as soon as this plain, but necessary, dis^
tinctionismade, tl::e impropriety cfmany of \ cur
assertions will appear especially of these, *'*i|m-
'' mersion alone is baptism, immersion and bap-
** tism are synonimous terms.''

It is the mod« of administring that ordinance
which is now under consderation. Yen \u<\hr
remark p. 3^. ''That the mpanine: of the wcrd
" baptize was certainly well known as it was a
*' word in common use "among tl e Jews. 'J he
word is used by the inspired \^ riters to express
the Jewish purifications and the crdinanof now
under cons deration. To prevent t»i'^<«ke, it may
be necessary here to reirark, tlaf while 1 deny
that tobaptize means to dip, I likewise deny Mat
that It means to sprfnkle. The^'e are severalg
ofopinion, that it must mean either the oik; or the
Wilier. 11 means as lar as tfre present question
is concerned, to clennseor rather to purifv ;and
the manner of purifying mu«t be ieunied Irc'm o-
ther considerations.

((
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Yt>ualludm^to Heb.ix. 10. say(p.4.)"That
**fho Jow.-^ had divers immer::*ion.s or baptisms en-
*'joined upon tliein by the law of Moses in cases

**of eereinonibd uncleanness is evident." Here
yon give a specimen of your manner of treating

tile subjr»ct, you take for granted that those bap-

tisms were immersions; tliat should be proved
first. You, again, quote Heb. ix. 10. (p. 30. )

and would iiave those divers washings (G.bap-i-

tisnjs) divers immersions, on account of the

variety of things and per»!ons to be immersed.

Wtien I re id th<ise passages I noticed that you
did nQt pay suilioient attention to the meaning
of divers, and thought it might be owing to your
not understanding its exact meaning, but when
1 found you fp. 50.) addressing Mr. Jackson in

these words " Now if immersion, pouring, and
* 'sp rifiklifiii:, jye e.tcli baptisai, t ;ey would not be
" one bat divers baptisms." I could not avoid

su^pectii^ that the former misunderstanding

was vviliLiL DirerH means dili'erent kinds, and
js incon>4stent wiih the notion that those bap-

tfans were ail immersions. When Sisera's mo-
ther expecled tliat her son had gotten a prey of

divers colours, Jud. v. 30. had he taken a prey
consistini^: of a variety of persons and things all

of on« colour, could it, with 'any propriety, be

called a prey of divers colours?
Tliat tko^ baptisms were divers, will appear

bv an investigation of the texts to which you re-

fer for confirmation of your opinion: and, as you
freq'iently refer to the Greek version of the Old
Testament, 1 shall use the same freedom.

The first text which vou cite is. Lev. xi. 32.

There the law concerning unclean animals

stands thus, And upon ithaisoerer am/ ofthem
when they arc dead, shallfall, it shall be wn-

I.
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clem: whether it be nntj vessel of teood or^'/yent or,km, or stwk, ,dial^ecer vessel
• f^'

'™'?''«'*" «»y ««-o»-A is done, if must ,V putinto ( bapsetai ) water, that is literally, dipped
in water, from bnpto I dip.

«'Pi'ea

S9 1""^ ""'^^eference is to Num. xxxi. 21,2a, ^J. to which I add verses 19 and 24- Anddo ye abide,without the camp se„en dmis -who-soever hath killed any person, and u^hosoerer
l^'h touched any slain, purify both yourselre,and your captures on tlie third day and on theseveMday The law for purifying such pe!

onettif^T-- ^;"'- ^f'hosoever touchetl.one taut is shun t^tth u sucord, or a dead bo-"'~ *««» oe unclean seren dai/s V IS

^/ 1 V'""',^'""'''".* "''"" '«''" '*.'/*W, md dip

tnat toucheth a bone or one stain.
Al'etweniieth verse directs tliem to purify

all rmment: it means tlie raiment taken in thewar.
1
his purification was by dipping. Nexthey were to purify the ?old, silver, ^c. This

e ?
''® 5'o"e >>y makin- it pass throuffh the

hp 'w«Ji t
P"'-'fi'''^<ion was not complete till

it V 23
*"'*''"'"°" ''"' «P"nkled upon

Still they had to wash their own clothes v.

"clothes
^ Plyneisthe plunge

) your

whi'l''?'
^"' V *'" investigation of a passage

vpr L'r VToAnce p. 30. to prove that the d-
r^i*!?*r^,r"'''i?<^dHeb.ix. 10. were all

bmto 2
.

^l"''^ ^T
^?"''^"^ ^'^^^

:

1
.
10 dip bybopto,2. ^pnnkle by periraino, 3. to pas.throualgU ..ic =7.-0, by several terms, 4, to wash by
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I cannot pass this qnotaf'nn of vonrs with-
out some remarks. You produced it to prove
the baptisms mentioned by the Apostle were im-
mersions, and so g:rant, that the Jewish purifica-
tions are called baptisms by the spirit of inspira-
tion. If this witness, upon cross examination,
turns against you, whom have you to blame?

Again Num. x'lx.ld. which 1 produce to show
the manner in which persons were purified, is

one of those texts, which you produce from Dr.
Chapin to prove baptism by dipping, only you or
rather the Dr. stops short, and onlv produces
these words And ft clean per 'ion sh'dl takp h>f<i-

sop and dip it in the water. Why did he not add
and sprinkle? This shows how near a person
may come to the discovery of truth and vet miss
it.

Now, Sir, as you cite this text in defence of
dipping, may not I plead it in defence of sprin-
kling? 1 refer to the candid reader, I refer to
yourself, vvhether the dipping or the sprinkling
constituted the purification. If you say the for-
mer, then the hyssop was baptized and the per-
sons left in their uncleanness: if you say the lat-

ter, then here we have persons baptized by sprin-
kling. If you say that this text does not refer
to baptism, why then do you and Dr. Chapin
quote it?

If you quoted those words from Dr. Chapin
without consulting yourbible, you may now see
whether your guides have been leadiuir you ;and
if you read the whole verse, it required no sm^ 1

1

degree of boldness or pi*5yud'ce to say, as you
do, p. 9. ** I think you will find those who are
** most conversant with Jewish customs, nro of
** Opinion, that these baptisms were literal im»
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« mersion. " Why voter io those who are oon-

biblej To the lasv and to the testimonv, ifthey speak not according to this word, ft is

1 .„ffT "'^'^
''^ "" ''^''* '" "'^"- 1^^- viii. 20

.vh^ihL^-^"^^''''""
"''"•'•'" '-cad Numb. xix.whether dipptng- or sprinkling was the eeneramode by which persons w^re'^purified from ct

Moses!
""*''"''"°<'«^ "'^^''r*"? «o the law of

Sprinkling was not the only mode, and tothose mentioned may be added' rinsing. Let
«' hafh f

!,
.•

^vhomsoever he touoheth who

^^
xedlm hands m water, shall be uncLn. And-every vessel of wood shall be rinsed. " The

Inn"^ "'/'f" ""^t"
''^''°"« «••« *l=e subjects, isconfined to M-ashing the face, hands, aV.d f^et.When he m,.shing of the body is denoted, a dif-

ferent term ,s used. Exod.x^ix.i.-AndAa.

« 1-f "^f'""«<!le of the congregation, and(lou-
»e.s) Shalt wasa tliem with water." The samenord ,s used Acts, ix. 37. "Whom when they
had washed, fliey laid in an upper chamber.-

i his vv^as done by the application of water to thebody, for Aaron and his sons could not be im-
n>crsedaf(hedoorofthetabernae|p,andfewwill
be disponed to think that the body of Dorcaswas washed by immersion.

Having thus examined those baptisms or pu-
rificafions enjoined by the law of Moses, instead
of finding tliem all immersions, lavina- aside fl.^.'
use of oil and blood, there appear no fewer than
than five dilT.'rent modes, expressed in the Greek
by a« many difTorent terms, illustrating the A-
posUe s expression dii-em baptisms.
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I use the terms purification and purify, rather
than wasliin^ and wash, because the terms are
raorefjeneral, and can with greater propriety be
applied to the different subjects to be purified^
and the diiferent materials to be used in these pu-
rifications. It seems rather improper to speak
of washing gold, silver, &c. or washing with oil
or blood.

It may be remarked here, that our Lord ap-
pointed two positive ordinances, commoly call-
ed sacraments, in his church. First the Lord's
^upper, in which he ordered bread to be blessed,
broken, and eaten, and the cup to be drunk, in
remembrance of his death. JJow as those actions
were well understood, no new directions were
necessary, and it is quite needless to search Greek
authors for the meaning of the word supper.

In like manner, when he, after his resurrec-
tion, instituted the sacramant of baptism, by
which convert:^ were to be admitted into the
church, as baptisms were in frequent use among
the Jews, he gave no directions about the mode
of administring it; and only enjoined, that it be
administered in the name of the Father, and of
tie Son, and the Holy Ghost; and for a new
purpose namely to distinguish christians from
the rest of the world.

Our Lord made no alteratioji in the mode of
baptizing. This is granted by yourself, other-
wise there would have been qUr reason for your
being at so much pains in attempting to prove
that the Jewish purifications were all immersions:
and you say (p. S2.) '' The meaning of the word

".-j^w^T„ Trc*cs vcTi laiiiiy vvuii Kiiuvvii as 11 was a
*' word in common use. " In this meaning we
ought to understand it, and it is of no use to
search the Greek classics for its signification

j
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for, if the hoatben had not snch an ordinance
they could not use the term in the same meaning
with Jews and christians. Inattention to this
tias^iven rise to much cavilling* on the subject

It may be of service now, to state plainly thepomt at issue. It is agreed upon by both par-
ties, that christians, by the command of Christ
have to undergo a purification with water ; and
tlie question is, whether the water is to be ap-
plied to the person, or the person put into the
water, therefore sprinkling and pouring are on
tile one side, and dipping and immersion on the
other.

No^y, as J maintain the former, and vou the
latter, to be the scriptural mode, I shall sub-
mit my reasons, for your consideration.

1. ^My first reason is, that after a close exa-
n^jnationof li-e divers baptisms under the Old
lestament, J cannot find asingle instanceof one
person dipping another by way of purification.
1 here were immersions of clothes and vessels ce-
remonially unclean, but persons were uniform-
ly cleansea by the application of water, and ex-
cept Aaron and his sons by sprinkling-. In thismanner was the tribe of Levi cleanled. Num.
vm. t), 7. In this manner was every leper cleans-
ed, Lev. XIV. 7. In this manner was cleansed e-very one who touched a dead body, or a grave
or a bone of a man, or came into a house in
vviiioii was one dead. Num. xix.

Now, Sir, can you give a single instance ofone person dipping another by way of cleansing
or pnrifymg? No you cannot, nor of a precept
to that eheet in the bible.

^

II. My second reason is, that Paul, treating of
the divers baptisms, mentions only sprinkline:
as the mode: Heb. ix. 13, 14,-lJ), 2L For

'U.'^



nance

,

eaninj;^

to this

11 bject.

ily the

h par-

Christ,

r; and
be ap-
to the

are on
3n the

)u the

I sub-

3 exa-
J Old
3f one
ation.

Is ee-

tbrm-
d ex-
[1 this

eans-

ed e-

rave,

t?e in

ce of
islng

!cept

ng-of

iling

For.

if thp blood ofhitfh and of goats, and the ash-
es of an heifer sprinklhig the ftnrlean sanvtifi-
efk lo the pnriftpng of the flesh ; how nmrh
more shall the blood of Christ. For when
Monies had spoken erer

if precept to all the peo-
ple according to the law, he ^sprinkled both
the fmok and all the people. Moreotwr he
sprinkled wifh blood both the tabernacle and
all the cessch' of tlie ministry. Enoug-h has
been said already te expose your notion that the
divers baptisms mentioned v. 10„ should be ren-
dered divers immersions, had you read the con-
text, and considered the connection, the Apostle
would have led you tc sprinkling instead of im-
mersion. Tiie person who can read the ninth
of the Hebrews, and believe that divers baptisms
montionod v. 10. were divers immersions, is cer-
tainly very dee[)ly immersed in prejudice.

I II. My tliird reason is, that the Water in bap-
tism is a symbol of the blond of Christ in itscleans-
inii: efficacy, and this is called the blood ofsprink-
ling^: Heb. xii. 22, 24. Bd we are come tmto
ttie mo tint Zion, and unto Jesus the medi-
ator of tfie new cocenant, and to the tylood of
sprinkling. 1. Pet. i.2. Elect according to the
fore/aiowledqe of God the Father thro' sane-
tijication of the Spirit, u^to obedience and
sprinkling of flie blood of Jesus. You may
perhaps say, the Apostles in these texts do not
mean baptism. To this I would anwer by ask-
ing, to what do they allude? Accordingto our
view of the subject, these texts refer to the blood
ofiJesus in its purifying efficacy, as prefigured
by those purifications under the former, and by
baptism under the present dispensation. What '

do you attach to these words, the blood of
sprinkling?
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-^^y/^"*;^*^ reason is, because T find tlmt

s are brought into tLe

a
wbeu (be Geuiile nation
church, they^iurcii,tiiey are sprinkled ; IsQ. 111. i^. Sosnau
he sprinkle many nations. It is evident, that
the prophet is speaking, in the context, of the
suirerin§:s of Christ, and the glory which would
follow; for he mentions his visage as marred
more than any man ; and then the success of tie
gospel, that which had not been told them shall
they see, and that which they had not heard
would they consider. Now it is evident tiiat
the gospel, when first sent into a nation' will
bring to tiieir ears what they formerly did not
hour, and their considering* it is the means of
tueir embracing the gospel, and their coi-eque»it>
udmissjon into the church by baptism.

The Spirit of inspiration foretold that many
nations would be admitted into the church
ana thjs text informs us that many nations shall
be sprinkled. According to our view of the
subject, when nations embrace the christian reli-
gion and are baptized, this, premise is so farac-
coj«piished

:
but how do you suppose it is or will ^

!f
^^^*7"Pl'-^^^^ ? Have you a promise in aH

i^eHibletha.t many nations, or any nation, ore-ven one individual sjiall be immersed

?

y My fifih reason is, the promise to the Jews
at tiieir conversion

; Ezek. xxxvi. 26. ThenliUiispru^a^ clean wafer nponyou^andye-
shall be clean. Tie preceding verse shews, thai «

tiiis promise is to be accomplished, when thev.
ai>e gathered out of all countries, and the follow-
intr verse agrees so well with the tenor of thenew covenant, that there can bp no Hn«K* ..f u« -

referring to that dispensation. This p'ronriW I

'

TnTlf ' f^^ly aceomplished, by the admission:,
into tiie church by baptism of such Jews as have

- *fi!am<vimf-'»,^v*m»mfm
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embraeoil the christian reli|[>;ion, and have been
baptized; but lis full accom[)l!shment shall be,

when they as a people are grafted into their own
olive tree; Rom. \i. <fl. I cannot however find

any account of their immersnion on that occa-
sion.

VI. My sixth reason i.^, that this bears an nna-
lo;i:y to baptism with the Holy Ghost. We be-

lieve that this was by pouring, for this simple rea-

son, that the scriptures say so expressly : and so
does Mr. Elder. You however endeavour to

press this into your service and say (p. ol.) '• It

" filled all the housG. This is that which our Sa-
" viour calls baptizing with the Holy Ghost. So
" that they who sat in the house were as it were
''immer>eJ in the Holy Giiost, as they who were
" buried in water, were overwhelmed ir covered
'* all over with water, which is tiie proper no-
"tion of baptism." Had you read the passage

Acts ii. 2. you would have found, that what fill-

ed the house was a sound, if persons are baptiz-

ed by being immersed in a sound, we likewise

immerse; for we never administer the ordinance
in silence, and the person baptized is surrounded
with tlie sound. You are very zealous for im-

mersion, but not v^ery particular about the thhig

in which the person is to be immersed ; for a per-

son is baptized by being in a house filled with

sound, or by being plunged in a ditch 1

Again you say (p. 44. )
*' The baptism of the

" Holv Ghost and fire which John declared Je-
*' sus should baptize with, meant that extraordi-

"took place on the day of Pentecost, when th^

^*ho?ise where thev sat was filled, and fhev werG

^^filijd with tlie Spirit, and cloven tongue-^ as of

"fire sat upon their heads^ and tiiey vvere ena-
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**bled to speak forlh the wonderfiiJ works of
** God in various lan^rnaires. 'J'liis was termed
*' baptism in allusion to bein^ immersed in water,
*' because the Spirit was poured forth in such rich
*'etFusions, tliey might be said to be immersed in

"it."

In this dispute pouring* and immersion are Hie
opposite sides of the question, therefore an ad-
mission of tl:e one, is a denial of the other, if it

was pouring, it was not immersion. The Spirit
of inspiration calL-; it pouring, and you in the a-
bove quotation twice call it pouring, how then
can you, with any degree of con>istency, Ci<ll

itimmersion? You say, ''They miglit be said to
** be immersed in it." Your vvords will amount
to this, The truth is, it was poured upon them,
but to help in a *^ trait, they might be said, in op-
position to truth, to be immersed in it.

You however think, that it might be called
immersion on account of the richness of the effu-
sions : but let the effusion be ever so rich, it is

still effusion. You may with equal propriety-
maintain, that a thing is so very black, that it may-
be said to be white ! !

!

But, Sir, might they be said to be immersed
in the cloven tongues, as of fire, which sat upon
their heads ? Those cloven tongues were the fire,

and the symbol of tlie gift of tongues, which was
bestowed upon the disciples.

Having produced sufficient plain and posi-
tive proof that sprinkling is the scriptural mode
of administering: baptism, I shall now pay some
attention to the evidence which may be gather-
ed from tlie circumstances of the places in which
we have an account ofbaptism being administer-
ed. And here 1 remark, that had 1 no oti er
source of information, 1 would be at a loss how



49

to administer the ordinanco ; but witii the posi-

tive proof wliicli the scripture atf^rds, tiie cir-

ciimstanops of tlie place are evidently in favour

of sprinklinji;.

It appears from your letters, that Mr Jack-

son reasoned chiefly from this topic, it maybe
of use here to make some general remarks for

the sake of such as are not in the habit of tra-

cinii^ investigations of this kind.

First, I remark, that from places in which either

mode might be practised without any serious in-

convenience, no evidence can be obtained.

Secondly, When the circumstance of the place

is such, that the one mode might be practised with

ease, and the other would be attended with seri-

ous difficulty, if the historian give no hint of the

difficulty or how it was removed, there is reason

to conclude that the mode which caused no dif-

ficulty was followed.

Tiiirdly, The concl^^ion should be drawn from

an examination of all the places of which we
jiave an account.

You addrass Mr. Jackson (p. 30.) in the fol-

lowing words, ''Your next argument in favour
" of sprinkling is drawn from the passage of the

*^ Israelites through the Red sea. Paul says, 1.

"Cor. X. 1,2. Moreot^er, brethren, I would not

have f/ou ir/norant how that our fathers were

'under tlie cloudy and all passed through t/ie

sea, and were all baptized unto Moses in the
*' cloud, andiMihfi sea.'' This passage immers-

es you in a difficulty from which it is not easy

f<\v xT(\ty fr» ovtrlnitia voiirvsplf. vou. Iiowever. make

a bold effort, and cut the knot which you cannot

loose, by informing your readers, that "The A-
** postle did not mean that they were literally

** baptized, but taey passed throug^h something

IC

<(
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^' that was figurative of baptism." If the «po^
lie does not mean tliat tfaey were baptized, why
does lie !^ay Jt? If lire principle once be admit-
ted, that the A postle does not mean what he says,
whither will it lead? Here we have decisive
proof that to baptize and immerse are not syno-
nymous terms; for the Israelites were baptized,
but they were not immersed : the Egyptians were
immersed, but tliey were not baptized.

Next comes the baptism of llw three thou-
sand on the day of Penlecost, Acts, ii. 41. con-
cerning which you say, p. S2. " If the candidates
•* were sprinkled, I tliink the historian would
*» Imve told us so plainly. If I am rightly inform-
*^ ed, there are words suitable to express the ac-
" tions of pouring and sprinkling, in the Greek
«* language." Your information is correct aa
hra^ it goes, it is the truth, but not the whole
truth ; there are in the Greek language words
suitable to express the actions of pouring and
sprinkling, and likewise to express dipping and
immersing, but the historian uses neither of them,
I thi^nk, if the candidates were immersed, the hi-

storian would have told us so plainly, for he was
a Jew, and the three tliousand were Jews and
projselytes, and would understand the term in
its common meaning. You admit that the Jew-
M\ puri^Cations were baptisms, now they had
an opportunity of seeing lepers purified by
sprinkling, every one who touched a dead body
w-as sprinkled, every one who t^ttehed a bone
of a man was sprinkled, every one who touched
a grave was sprinkled, every one wtm w^ais in a
house wherein was o«ne dead, was sprinkled, and
every one who oame into the house, was sprin-
kled . Now, the number of persons dying in J e-
ttasaii^ltt w onld be considerabie, and every death
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^otild igi'v^ an occusion for laany sprwiklwigii

Num. xix. II,— 10. Thus they* ii?v(l frequent
opportunities of t^e^ng: persons purilied or bivp-

t/izjed by «privkkliii^. How cafo yon pradutje^a
*iiygle msJtantse ofa case wiiicsh wowW aU'ord tliem
an 'Opportunity otf i«eeing oue perKo« dip -err vm-
«ierse'ftn<©tlier?

There is 'owe leading" error into vvhidh yrwo

have JfaHen ,'Or vather wilo whioh you are »Iwl , viz

.

iaklvi^bapti) lor ti^etpikw
; yon aie at g^roat 'pnins

ito sl*ow that bctpto jt in« to <dip. Nowit fe

•g^ranled tliat itfri^nenti^ doesso, tberefopeyour
lalfeK>ur lis H^ ; bn't the point which you hdve
to -priive is, that ^fipifo^fnd ba,pHzo are Ibe same.
This however y<*n never attempt, Flease w^hen
you write next, (prove this : but as our readers,
rn g-enera^junderstannd Bngtish better than'Grreek
you may begin by ^praving fhaft a ViHa and^ V S-
tftjn are exactly fhe same : ^be «ame argt>»iien>ts

tvill answer •equally W€»W In^eaeii case. 1 have
shewed aJh-eadyj^at'&a^j^/o adapted iwto BngliiH»h

wen^ld be %«pt. You reason on the swppositnm
that the historian says they v^^ere bapfed, but the

mys they 'werebqpMzed. Jn'Oflm^tinua^tion/ctf the

same topic, you say to Mr. Jackson,
'( p. 3d. ')

*' Tha ne!Jrt<dbstadle which you find, is want of
*' water." In rejily to this you oberve " that
*' fheire were in 'the tem-pOe at fl^erusalem themc)!-
***ten *9ea, and a numberofearers of brass for '^he
** dipping-of the priests. There was rfko the pocft
*' (?f ^Bethesda, and thaftof Slloam, -the Jews
^' Were'in'theconstanft practice ofimmersing:'them
"i^hfes on religious accounts, and therefore
•*«would have many conveniences in ^o iarg«*a

^^city as Jerusalem." ITour own account of tl^e

matter shews, that the supposition of the 11 ree

thousand being immersed is attended with very



:i:

serious difficulties of which the historian takes ji#

notice. You are under the necessity of siiewing'

your invention, you send some to the temple,

some to Bethe^da and Siloam, and tlie rest are
scattered th^ou^'h Jerusalem in quest of conve-
men^'es. We shall only inquire how it would
fare with those who would go to the temple; here
new difficulties would occur, they would find

that the lavers were for washing the burnt offer-

ings in, and that the sea was for the priests ( nip-

testhai) to wash in. 2. Chro. iv. 5. It has been
shewed already ihainipto is confined to the wash-
ing of the face, hands, and feet, and is never ap-
plied to the washing of the body. They would
be informed besides, that the law of that houise

made no provision for dipping persons, and
moreover they would be told, that a fellow call-

ed Nebuzeradan had come long before them,
cut the sea in pie es, and carried the brass iQ Ba-
bvlon. Now as the historian does not give the

least hint that any difficulty attended their bap-
tism, we have reason to conclude that none oc-

curred.

The only other instance with which I shall

trouble you, is, the Phillipian jailor and family,

Mr. Jackson, as quoted by you, (p. 34.) says,
*' It is evident they were never out of the pri-

son walls. " You seem to grant thisj and at-

tempt to remove the difficulty, by informing
your readers from Mr. Judson, " that there ig

*' a tank viz. a cistern of water in the prison
** yard in Calcutta." This is an uncommon way
of removing the difficulty, it takes for granted,

that whatever is in Calcutta is likewise in Phiiip-

pi, that whatever is in Calcutta now, was \a

rhilippi in the time of Paul! It was well for

Paul and Silas that the jailor, instead of puttings
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them into the stocks, did not put them into th^

T^Iack Hole ; for no doubt there was a bhick hole

in Philippi, similar to tlie famous Black Hole of

Calcutta.

These examples are sufficient to show that

there are many difficulties attending the suppo-

sition', that the apostles baptized by immer?*lon ;

such difficulties as have cost the Baptist:^ a great

deal of trouble : and there remains much for

them yet to do, before they can give a rational

account of the manner in which thev were sur-

mounted. You may plainly see, tliat your own
account of the matter needs great improvement
before it pass with any thinking person.

I shall now lake a view of those places which
you produce in proof of your opinion. You
say, p. 43. *' We think it evident, upon the first

*' reading of our translation, that John baptized
** in Jordan." In Jordan means tlie place where,

;is in the wilderness, in Enon. That John bap-

tized in Jordan is bevond doubt, but where is

the proofthat he dipped or immersed those whom
he baptized. The inspired penmen of the New
Testament mention dipping and baptizing and al-

ways express them by different terms. Now the

point at issue is not where John baptized, but

how he baptized, and all that can be learned from

the circumstance is, that, if dipping were the

mode, the place was convenient for that purpose,

and if sprinkling were the mode, it was equally so.

1 believe from what the sacred historian says,

that both John and those whom he baptized were

in Jordan, that is, between the banks of the riA er;

and I cannot conceive, in uis circumstances, uow
he could baptize them otherwise, for Jordan Is a

large river, and no person can stand on the bank
of a large river and lift water out of it to sprin-

fi

1

.•V ( ?
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kie upon those Mio are likfewi^fe npbti the batik^

neither could he conveniently, if at all, stand in

the river and sprinklie those who stood on th^e

bank ; but when both went down into the i-iver,

he could sprinkle them with ease. My reason
for believing that John baptized by sprinkljng-is,

that the sacred historians do not give the least

hint of J olin's introducing: any innovations in lti&

mode of baptizing. We are agreed that Johii
baptized accor'ding to the Jewi&^h manner, but
in this we differ, you suppose that the Jewish
purifications '' v/ere literal immersions. "(p. 29.)
1 "have proved that persons were purified or
cleansed by sprinkling. You quote a Jewish
Rabbi in support of your opinion, 1 quote the
law of Moses in support of mine. Tlie candid
reader will judge which of these deserves the
greatest degree of credit.

You say, (p. 44.) "As an additional argu-
" tnent, we observe It is said John, iii. 33. That
" John was baptizing in Enon, because there
" was much Waaler there. We Conceive this to be
"a proof that bap'tism is immersion; because
'' pouring or !!(p rink ling do not require much wa-
** ter." This would have some weight, if there
were any diflicuTty in sprinkling where there ii^

much water, but as sprinkling may be practised
v.'here ihe're 'is little water and where there
is mtich, your argument has no force. We do
tiot provHuce any instance in our favour, from
an opinion that sprinkling was practicable,
but from the consideration that immersion, from
several circumstances, appears impracticable.
When we take a view of all the places in which
we have an account ofpersons baptized it amounts
to fnis, there is one place, viz. Jorditn, in which
persbhs might be immeraed or sprinkled, there
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are two place:*, Enon and where the Ethiopian

eunuch was baptized, concerning which it is un-

certain whether tliey were fit for immersion, they

were certainly fit for sprinkling, all other places

are against the practice of immersion.

Besides we do not found our opinion on the

circumstance of the place alone, but consider it

in connection with the express precepts and pro-

mises of God, but you have neither precept nor
promise for immersion in the whole scriptures.

You propose some questions (p. 43.) saying

"But I W'Ould ask if John sprinkled what neeJ
of his going to Jordan at all?" Here, Sir, I must
confess my ignorance. Will you be so good the

next time you write, to inform me, if he immers*
ed, why he went to Bethabara beyond Jordan,

wliere he also baptized?

If you are the faithful disciples of John, you
should pay attention to him in the wilderness,

and in Bethabara beyond Jordan, as well as whe^
he is in Enon or Jordan, but when John is in any
pLioe where tliere is not plenty of water, his di:^-

ciples, of the present day, seem to neglect him.

You ask again, *' Do those who sprinkle go
** to rivers in order to perform it." 1 freely grant

they do not. Permit me now to ask you a ques-

tion, Did Christ or any of his Apostles ever go
to a river to baptize? While you imitate tie

partial example of John, we follow the unifornji

example of Christ and his Apostles, who neve^

went in quest of a river, but b^pJ^ize(J in tl\e pl^f

h.

It i

a
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LETTER III.

ii

REVEREND SIR,

In mv first letter, I shewed

you my reasons for acknowledging infants mem-
bers of the visible church ; in the second, my rea-

sons for administring baptism by sprinkling.

This letter will contain detached remarks, some

of them referring to the mode, and some to the

subjects of bapUsm. You say, (p. 4G.) " Ano-
" tiler proof that baptism is immersion, we de-

*'rive from the intention of baptism; which is to

"represent a death, burial, and resurrection.

<' This we conceive, is already taught in Rom. vi.

"3, 4. and Col. ii. 12. Know ye not, that so
** mmii/ of us as were baptized into Jesus Clirist

''were baptized into fiis deat/i ? Therefore we

"are buried with him l)i/ baptism into deaths

"that like as Christ was raised up from the

"dead btf the glory of the Father, even so we

"also stiould walk in newness of life. Burt-

"ed with him bif baptism, wherein also, ye are
'" risen with him tfirough thefaith ofthe opera-

" lion oj urua. i uu aiAU, ^^p. x..y ^^^3.^1-.=

<«sion is tlie only translation of the word bap-

" tism that could at all suit these passages. Let
" us see how the word washing, which you (Mr.
«' Jackson,) contend is the meaning of baptism^
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«• would arifwer It vr^ul then read, So many
" of us as were washed hito Jesus Cnrist were
*' washed into his dealh. Therefore we are bu-
'* ried with him by washing* into death. Bat
*' let us substitute immersion for baptism; and
*' you will see a great beauty in the passage. It
*' would then read, So many as were immersed
*' into Jesus Christ, were immersed into his death.
*' To be immersed in any thing is perfectly in-
'' telligible, but we can barely conceive how a
*' person could be poured, washed, or sprinkled
" into any thing or person." You are so intent
on the mode of administring baptism, that you
pay no attention to its principal use, viz. admis-
sion into fellowship. Your assertion that the in-
tention of baptism is to represent a death, buri-
al, and resurrection, needs proof, and tie texts
which you have quoted afford none. Could a
convert be admitted into fellowship with Christ,
or his body the church, by any representation of
his death, burial, and resurrection ? By bap-
tism converts i^re admitted.

When you say a death burial and resurrection,
I suppose you mean the death burial and resur-
rection of our Lord Jesus Christ. Now immer-
sion affords no representation of these. The
wildest imagination cannot trace any resemblance
between dying on a cross, and immersion in a
river or pool of water ; and it would require a
mind de.ply tinctured with prejudice, to disco-
ver the resemblance between laying a body in a
dry sepulchre, and immersing a person in wa-
ter, (pray Sir, *n what was the body of Christ
immersed, when it was laid in the sepulchre?)
and there is nothing in immersion, to represent
a resurrection. Perhaps you will say, lifting

he person out of the water represents it. To
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this I answer, lifting out of the water is not im-

mersion, but the very reverse : you may nay

that day is nig-lit, with as much propriety as that

lifting out of the water is immersion. You sup-

pose that you have the command of Christ for

immersing your converts ; but wtiere is the com-
mand for lifting them out of the water? You
should therefore omit this part of your present

practice, tiil you fifid a command for it, and so

it will be immersion into death. You may pos-

sibly say, the second quoted text says, ye are ri-

sen with him. Yes, Sir, risen with him by the

faith of the operation of God ; but that is very

diiferent from raised by the hand of the baptizer.

You shew Mr. Jackson the impropriety of ren-

dering baptized into Jesus Christ, washed into

Jesus Christ, but as you maintain (p. ^8.) that

" immersion is indeed tiie only way of washing"

wlierein lies the ditierence ? You say " immer-
** sion is the only translation of the word bap-
" tism, that coi Id at all suit these passages." The
word baptism needs no translation, for it has

been shewed already, that it is one of the oldest

terms in our language, and the substitution of

immersion would pervert the text.

Do you, Sir, act agreeably to your own view

of the text under consideration ? You say '* we
"are buried withh'ri by immersion into death :"

Do youimmenjie your converts into death.

You think " tliere is great beauty " in these

words, *' so many of us as were immersed into

'* Jesus Christ, were immersed into his death.
"

I must acknowledge, that 1 cannot see the beau-

tv of the idea 5 and would have reckoned it too

ridiculous to be admitted by any sensible person,

had 1 not met with it in your letters. You say

to be immersed into any thing is perfectly iatel-
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Irgible. In some cases H is, in others it 15 not :,

to be immersed in water is, bat for one persf>n
to be immersed ittto another is scarcely, and for
a person to be immersed into the death of ano-
ther is perfectly unintelii^ible. You would al^
ways transkte hapHz4>, immerse, and according
to your version 1 . Cor. x. 2. would read. And
were atl immen^ed (e\s.) info Mos^eft, It is the
same preposition (ei.vinto) in both texts. What
idea can you form^ of upwards of six hundred
tliousand mew all immersed into Moses.

It may be of moresetnriee to shew the mean-
ing of those texts. It may be remarked thau bm-
ried—mifkis, m the original, expressed by one
compound word. Similar compounds occur in
other epistles, as: Gal. ii. SO. cruvified—mith,
EpK ii. 5*, 6. qmekemd^—wiih, raimd-wHh,
made—sit—wUh .

'I'he preposition: {fijfn^ with) in all these ex^-
awples implies concomitancy, but in none of
them likeness m resemblance ; and the doctrine
taught in those texts is, that christians have fel^

lows-hip with Christ in his death, burial^ resurrec-
tiofi, life, and exaltation. Now the Apostate's
meaning may be clearly seen, he is dissuading
from living in mn, and reasons in this manner,
** Know ye not, that so many of us as were by
*' baptism admitted into feliowship with Christ,
*' were by that baptism, admitted into fellowship
*'iTr his d^ath. Therefore we are, by means of
" tliis fellowship into which we are admitted by
" baptism, buried with him into the death of the
^^'•bodiy of sin. v. 6/'

In your view of the text tiiere is no attention
paid k) these words, unto deciih^ yet death is

whfttthe Apostle insistson in the contJpxt: v. 2;
yt>€ are demi, v. 6. our old man is crucified, v. 8.
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if we be dead nith Christ, v. 11. reckon ye aU

so yourselres to be dead.

Fellowship with Christ in his death, is a pow-

erful motive to mortification, and the means by

wiiich, through the operation of the Spirit, it is

effected. All that you would substitute for this

is, How shall we live in sin, for immersion is like

a burial. You may see force in such an argu-

ment, 1 cannot.

The title page of your letters w^ould induce

one to believe, that your notions are chiefly, if

not altogether, supported by scripture, but a

perusal of them shews, that you rest your cause

on human authority ; and much of even that will

fail you vvhen examined.

The number of authors which you quote is

respectable, and any person who peruses your

letters, must allow you the honour ofbeing a per-

son of very extensive reading. To examine

them all would be attended with much trouble,

and but little advantage ; as the question should

not be decided by the opinion of men, but by the

word of God ; and to disregard them altogether,

would be allowing your letters a degree of au-

thority to which they have no just claim.

Your authorities may be reduced to three

classes, of one of those you give only the name,

without giving their words. This was very pru-

dent. One specimen of this kind occurs p. 30.

speaking of the divers washings mentioned Heb.

ix. 10. you say, '' Grotius, Whitby, and M*-
" Knight, all eminent critics, and all pedobaptists

'< are ofopinion that these words should be trans-

" lated divers immersions." On consulting Oiose

" authors 1 find Grotius saying, '' These washings

*'are called various, because there was one mode
*' ofcleansing the priests, another for the Levites,



y,0|||ikMiiM<MMMM«H*«

!^ 1

^' and another for the Israelites.'*

Whitby paraphrases the verse thus, **
( As

** being" conversant) only in meats and drinks,
" (to be abstained from by these worshippers,

)

"and divers washings, (to be used by the priests
*' officiating-, Exo. xxix. 4. by the Levites, Num.
*'viii. 7. and by the people defiled, Lev. xv. 8.
•^ before they might enter into the temple.)" Now
Sir, can any person read those texts, and be-
lieve that Grotius or Whitby believed or said that
they were immersions ? Dr. M'Knight renders
it immersions, so that of the authorities which
you produced, two are against you, and one in

your favour.

You produce the words of a second class.

You (p. 21.) quote the following- words from
Curcellaus, "The baptism of infants in the two
"first centuries after Christ was altogether un-
" known ; but in the third and fourth wasallow-
*'ed by some few. In the fifth and following* a-
"gesit was generally received. In the for-
" mer ages no trace of it appears." You said,

(pp. 19,20.) " From these it appears that there
" is no proof of infant baptism till about the close
"of the second, and beginning of the third cen-
"turies, and then Tertullian appears opposing
"it." What, Sir, Tertullian about the close of
the second century, opposing infant baptism, a
thing altogether unknown ! !

!

Again, speaking of the African council of 66.

bishops, you say, ( p. 20.) " This council is in-

*Meed a proof that infant heipilsm prevailed at
««that time, A. D. 253. in Africa." Did itpre-
vail and yet but allowed by somefeitl

JL s^u OCS.J VP* ^^' ) ' *" •^^« *-"• "XlO. illU iVjeie-
** yitan council at the instigation of A ustin de-
" creed the necessity ofInfant baptism." Now

-1

-I

i

li
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"

^ if* infant baptism prevailed in Africa A , D. ^6S.''

What need was there for the instigation of Aus-

tin, to have it decreed A. D. 413. At that t me
«' it was generally received."

This is no very consistent evidence, taking it

as found in your letters, and a little cross exa-

mination of the witnesses would contradict the

assertions which you wish to establish.

You say, that Tertullian opposed infant bap-

tism, but you do not give a fair statement of his

sentiments, he believed, and taught that all sins

committed before baptism were completely

washed away by that ordinance, and he was a

Montanist, a sect who never restored to their

communion, those who fell into any gross sin,

such as fornication, and therefore, he strongly

urges the propriety of delaying baptism, and be-

gins with infants, and then adds, " For no less

*' reason the baptism of unmarried persons, such

*' as never were married and widows, should be
" delayed, until they are married or confirmed in

" continence." His own words are, " Non mi-

"noride causa innupti quoque procrastinandi
" &c." Here we find, that Tertullian puts tlie,

baptism of infants, on the same terms with that

of all unmarried persons ; for if he reckoned the

one lawful and the other not, he would not say
** non minori de causa" for no less cause, should

the unmarried be delayed.

You introduce Austin, hut say n^othing of hi*

testimony in this case. He asserts both the right

ofinfants, and the universal practice of the church

saying of infant baptism, "This the church has

"always possessed; has always maintained."

The cause of this declaration deserves attention,

Felagius denied the doctrine of original sin, Au-
stin wrote against him, and, among other things^
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uri^ed him witli this que.ition, Why are infint^
baptized for the remission of sin, if they have no
sin? Pelaffius could not deny the fact, yea he
asserts, " That he never heard of any who de-
** nied the ri^ht of infants to baptism,"' and toa-
void the force of Austin's argument, maintained
*' that baptism was not to infants a seal of the re*
''mission of sin, but of admission into tlie king-
*'dom of heaven, which is open only to the pure
"in heart."

I appeal to every candid person, whether
Austin and Pelagius, or those who lived a thou-
sand years after them, had the better means of
knowing the practice of the primitive church.

Except Tertullian and Austin, your autho-
rities are moderns, such as lived since the refor-
mation, and it would be an easy matter, from a-
mong tiiem, to produce a number on each side
of the question. I shall only trouble you, at the
time, with one, F. Spanhem, in his History,
speaking of the rite of baptism during the se*
cond century, says, " Infants were held fit sub-
*' jects for baptism. Iren. lib. ii. Cap. 39. Bap-
*'tism was administered in any place during all
*'thls century, as in fountains, rivers, beds, pri-
*'sons, private houses. It was frequently per-
*' formed by immersio nudi corporis in aquam,
*'seu viri essent, sen feminae, seu infanfefi.''

Of the third class of your authorities, you do
not give even the names; yet you expect that
your readers will believe their report. Those
might, in justice, be dismissed without ceremo-
ny; but as the truth or falsehood of the infor-
mation is of importance, I shall examj.no it.

You say, p.' 40. *' Now it is admitted that
*« the whole Greek nation say that it (baptism )
*' means immersion " Pray* Sir, by whom is
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this admitted ? By you It may , Uy ine it is net

:

and what follow.s will show which ot us has the

better reason for his opinion.

A^ain you say, p. 42. '' As a further proof

" of the meaning of the word, we appeal to trans-

" lators. Those men who translated the New
*' Testament into other lanp^ua^es, ou^ht to be

" ^ood judges of Greek. The New Testament

«' has been translated into the language of the

'' Syrians, Armenians, Persians, Romans, <fec.

«* Now linguists tell us, that in all these langua-

«' ges the word baptizo is translated by one which

«* means to immerse."

I suspect, Sir, when you consulted your lin-

guists, you made a considerable mistake, and in-

stead of baptizo took bapto. If one were to con-

sult a Dictionary for the meaning of the term bu-

shel, and stop at the term bush, do you think his

information would be correct.

As you have appealed to translators, to trans-

lators let us go, but I must distinguish these

words, and that the reader may judge for him-

self, 1 present him with a specimen of each.

Baplfzo I baptize. Bapto 1 dip.

Modern Greek.

Mark, i. 4. John (e- Luke, xvi. 24. Send

bapfhen) did baptize Lazarus (na boutese)

in the wilderness. thai he may dip the ti p
of his finger in water.

Roman Vulgate.

Fuit Johannes in de- Mitte Lazarum ut in-

serio bapfixans. tinyat extremum sui

digiti in aquam.
Rpza's Version.

Baptizabat Joannes Mitte Lazarum, ut

in deserto. intingat extremum di-

gitum suum in aquam.
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Casteliio's Version,

oannes Mitte Lazarum, qui

summo di^ito suo in a-

qua inUnc/o, mihi Im-

guam refrifj^eret.

French, De Sacy's Version.

Ainsi Jean etait dans Envoyez moi Lazare,

le desert, Baptixant. afin qu'il Irempe le bout

son doigt dans I'eau.

Enj^lish Version.

John did Baplhe'in Send Lazarus, tht'e
the wilderness. mai/ dtp tl^e tip of his

finger in water.

Hy taking a view of these texts, you may see

that ail these tranj^lators distinguish baptizo £

baptize from bapto I dip, adoptine: the former

for a reason already assigned, and translating

tlie latter by dip, or a word of the same mean-

ing. The confounding of these words, is an im-

position so gross, that I do not recollect the

like, except in the Amoricaa Baptist Magazine,

wiiere the same frequently occurs.

1 have ditierent times remarked, that these

words should be distinguished, and this may be

a proper place to shew my reasons.

1. The terms are different in the original, as

has been shewed.

2. No inspired writer uses the term bapto when
speaking of the ordinance under consideration.

3. All translations, to which I have access,

distinguish them, as may be seen by the speci-

men given above; to which more may be added.

4. The meaning of the terms is different, to

baptize includes the idea of purification or clean-

sing, but in cases of dipping the subject may ei-

ther be cleansed or polluted, as the instan-

ces which you produce sufficiently illustrate*

i;

I:
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Attention to this alone will enable any persoa
who can read the bible with understanding, to
jud;i:e in this ca.*e, though he have no aequain-
tance with Greek. This is so evident, that it
forced itself upon you, when writing your letters,
and you acknowledge it, notwithstanding the im-
plicit faith which you place in vour guides.

You say (p. 38.) *« It (baptism) represents to
" the repenting believer the remission or wash-
'' mg away of his sins," and confirm it with two
texts m which baptize occurs. This is agreea-
ble to the sentiments of christians in gefterah
But (p. 3^.) you say "We see also from this
''text, that to baptize does not mean to wash or
'• cleanse, for the priest did not wash or cleanse
"his finger in the blood, but dipped it." It has
been shewed already, that the word baptize does
not occur in the ver^e referred to, and the plain
f'dQt is, tlie priest did not baptize his finger, but
dipped it. Again you say (p. SS.} " Now bap-
'Mismtobe rightly administered, must repre-
" sent these things. The two principal are, a
*' washing, and a death 6i:c." Again you sav (p.
41.)afier quoting some textsin which 6ryjo/o, I
dip, occurs, and you say iustly, *' No one
** ran pretetid that it means to* wash or cleanse
" in these instances. The finger of Lazarus was
" not to be dipped for the sake ofcleansing ; nei-
" ther was the sop to be dipped for cleansing."
This is perfectly correct for the finger of Lazarus
was not to be baptized, but dipped ; and the sop
was not to be baptized, but dipped. When you
cite texts in which the term bantize occurs voii
find ** a washing one of the principal things" Im-
plied, but when you cite texts where the word
dip occurs, your own judgment shews yon, that
there is no cleansing implied. I am surprised

<j
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tbat the plain oo^irs^i^ourrAoMi^^^
you did not convince you, that you ^*er.

'^^^%'h.H Sir is not tte only contradiction into

whiS you h;ve been led. I ff^^y^Z^
rr;£d'sKsreSf.d''onap.Li:::-^
. S;i «n them by the law of^^'^^^
" ceremoBiai ancteanne*s is eviden ,

but it doe..

" not MPear from setiptnre, nor Irom any au-

.'SnStory, that the Jew. ever practised a-

.i;"^h uing as the immersing of one persoi^

«fn^ M- by another, as a re%iou« nte, trit the

^.commgof Jobntbe Baptist." And you say

/nTv' It wr. f«^low that the baptism otJoun,

"Va;\he only bapli.«x i» ««=, previous to our

« Lord'^riving cJmmendment
tohis.di.*iple9to

" bZtm'' No.vr, if the tew of Moses enjoined

^•.«pf* baDtisniiS hose were m use before the

o^ L o?jX^he. BaptiM. Again, if ttere was.

r!t?hthki« one person immersing a«ather

Tn wate, Z>«gthe.llew., tte diver* baptisms

Ben«S;rHeb^ix. 16. were nat, a« far a. per-

Xw^the subject., immersions a. you ».sert

^^^A*2ai» YOU. 8»y to Mr. Jacksow, (p. T7.)

-HeiTJuTd observe, your first aad b.t *r-

"glei^t* are draw^n frocn.source, wh^^ch we

"tkce no great confidence ins via. haman an

" SuTrHT' Now Sir, yo«r letters ar. ^""''^'^

with hLfttt authority. You say again in the

TaiTe bZ " What mmi the pWn unlettered;

"Xis't ^ do? M.«.t he iearn. Hebrew and eo«.

»Lih fhe .I»w,i»h Rabbins, before he can- ol»t.un

"iisfi.ction «.sp.otinga gospel -;^'"«--;^

Yet if. tiiia same- person, consult your leHers

heis Inferredip, 33.) to a. Jew.8ii U-Dbi, and on
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his authority alone rests the nece^.itv ..f

.

plele iinmer.^ion.
"ece^sit^ ot com-

"."^
"fSet:,s ;",^srrjr?f

"

lieve, rhat you express tl.e houetttnthr^Ji fyour heart
;
but a person may h^unZZ Ienoe ofan undue ^as witho'urbein/ en^^.f '^^It, audi am persuaded tliat fliK i« vn ,twrong information and strone- nrt; " h f'^"

I'd you far from the truth Xee'nT.he'lr'!under consideration
«*P«eung; tiie subject

ofthif^r^^irfsuEn ^prf"te;'>:::
account of Mr. Merill's turning Ba.f^/^"
(P.SS.J "The result was thaMhT B p^t" mi'^n.er was invited to bury a number S hemwith their Lord in baptism." Does fh« «1-

^

ever call baptizing pe'ople burjl? he„forwould any person, except a Baptist use ^,eh.m inner ofexpression ?
' '

"''° *

'1 he Spirit of inspiration says Lev v!v 7And he .halt sprinkle npon hln thaiis ZLcl-ansed from the leprisu, JerenZZ. J^sh.41pronounce him Ueun ThTs you wo^ldeorreC, and say, (p. 38.) " sprinkling and no",r

il'*-»^<rnl I.sprmklecleun water npon von «»rfye shall be clean, and then sav 1 nrT 1^ '
,

-mersinn^i''*^''^^
"npertect figure of washing ;im-

When you asserted, that "immersion is in-

f;
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" deed the only way of wash
sider what you isai'd ? D
face every time you wash it ? is not

ing",''did you con*
o you immerse your

immersionan inconv-enie.it way of washing- a house ? Be-
sides, how do you keep clear of infiuit bapdVm ?
J^o your poopJo never wash (heir infants? If
tiiey do, you say " that immersion is the'onlv-
way, and that "immersion alone is baptism."

It you can imi.arlially review your own prin-
ciples, you will find (hem involved in inconsis-
tencies. There are two positive ordinnnces in
t.ie church, called sacraments. Now when Ran-
(ists treat of admission to them, thev shift Heirground, and change their principles.' Thevholdwhen treating- of admission to baptism, that nonec»n have a rig:ht (o a positive ordinance withoutan express precept or example in the New Tes-
tament

:
yet they admit females to tie Lord's

supper, though there is neither express preceptnor example for if. How can you recono leyour practice in this instance?
To come closer still, when Baptists are dis-

cussing tlie right ofadmission to bapli..m, theydeny the very principles to which they have re-course to prove the mode: for, when "ascertain-
ing: (he proper subjects of baptism, all inferences
are rejected, and no(hing but express prooffrom (he New Testament will satisfy then

, butreating of the mode, the least shad,w of an m-ference will on this side, pass for full demon-

ic!"*"'
/"yP^^on who has read the biblewith care knows that there is no express com-mand f„P „„„ ,„ -mev^^e another in the serin-

hence
Hut .Tohii did baptize in Jord. ""7/ ""•—•uapiize m Jordcin,

you infer, that he dipped. It has already
hewed, that John mi^Hit either immer^orJier numer-e or

pnnkle in Jordan, for U»e words in Jordan in<
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form us where, but not how, John bapliz.ed, as

mav be seen by comparing; these phrases, John

did baptize in Jordan, John did baptize m the

wilderness. Besides, there are several conside-

rations, which tend to shew, that John acti.aMy

SD.inkled, for that there were divers baptisms

under the Old Testament is beyond eontroversy,

—that there were express precepts, and exam-

nles beyond number for one person spnnk mg

another, has been fully proved.-youjraat that

" The Jews never practised any such thmg as the

« immersing ofone person in water by anol^jer,

tlwre is not the most distant hint given, that J obn

introduced any innovation in the mode ot bap-

tism, and the whole of his ministry was under

tlieOid Testament dispensation ; for that dis-

pensation ended at th» death of Christ. Now,

wiien these considerations are kept m view, cae

anv person believe that John immersed ?

You not only draw inferences from very weak

premises, but from such as, 1 s»PPO«e, yeudo

not believe yourself ; for you say (p. 4^.) ' Fhe

'< word baptism (baptize) was rendered by ler-

" tuUian, the oldest of the Latin fathers, tingere,

"the term used for dyeing, which wasimmer-

" sion
" In this, as in other instances, you give

your readers a very partial account of tl« mean-

L oftte term. The English of tmgere .«.»

Ains. Diet, given thus, I. to dye, ^. «»,*l>>^'»l^lf.

3 to wash, 4. to paint. Tertullian alludrag to

] Cor. 1. 14. says of Paul, Tinxit Crispum et

Gaium, &e. Now, Sir, how would you trans-

1nt« Tertullian's words? would you sax He dvr<l

Crispus and Gains? Do yon really believe inat

Paul dyed Crispus a«d Gains? Uhe^^ ^t
dvethera, from what do you mfer that he im.

ttiersed them ? The words however may be rent

on.
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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
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by Moses, settling every punctilio of our relf-

gion, to tliis law we must attend, and it contain*

no precept for circumcising]^ infants, Tiiey

might say, prove to us that Moses or any of the

prophets ever circumcised an infant, or taught

tliat an infant should be circumcised, and then

we will grant their right. What would you say

to this ?

You would exclude infants from the seal of

tlie covenant, because they are not capable of

professing their faith, but this would exclude

them equally under every dispensation. If you

suppose taith le^^s necessary under the former

dispen^sations, please read Heb. xi, with atten-

tion.

Again you reclvon the silence of thehistorians^

of the first two conturies on the subject ofinfant

baptism, a decisive argument against it. Now,^

those Jews might say, we have the history of

tlie church from the giving of the law by Moses,

to the time in which the canjn of scripture was

closed by Maldchi, and, during all that period

not a single instance of circumcising an infaif

l>o you suppose that the silence of the sacred

historiansduringall that period, is a proofagainst

infant circumcision during the Mosaic dispensa-

tion? And if you do not, what weight can \ou

attach to the silence of the historians of the New
Testament?

I would remark farther, that you take a

strange view of the New Covenant, and, without

any reason which I can see, suppose it different

irom au oiue. ? uveuiiijis icuvjmcvi n* o^ujj^i".- j

and that, in a point in which tiiey all agree, viz.

including infants Several covenants are men-

tioned in my first i-tter, and the benefits confer-

red m each extended to infants, as well as to a-
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dults ; the covenant made with Noah secured in-

fants, as mucli as adults, from being destroyed

bv a flood, the covenants made with Abraham
extended to hi infant seed, and so of all others.

1 did not include tlie covenant of works or of

grace among those then specified, and only men-
tion then* no^v, so far as to say, that they include

infants ; for if infants were not included in tlie

covenant of works, how came any of them to

die? and if not included in the covenant of grace

how can any be saved ? Now as infants are in-

cluded in all other covenants recorded in scrip-

ture, I would ask, what reason can be assigned

for excluding them from tiie new covenant? 1

know not what you can say to this, unless, per-

haps, that infants are not expressly mentioned in

it. Should vou sav this, 1 would ask you. In

what covL-^nant are they eapressli/ mentioned,

except that ererlasiing covenant by which their

rii?ht is secured ? and if the EVERLASTING
covenant of God be not sufficient to secure the

continuation of that right. Pray what is?

1 have hitherto been speaking of your prin-

ciples as a baptist, permit me now to address a

few words to yourself. The zeal which you
shew, for what you conceive to be truth, com-
mands my respect, and I shall mention some
things, which, I think, have led you into error.

First you have depended too much upon infor-

mation unworthy of credit. A perusal of these

letters will shew you, that much of your infor-

mation will not stand the test of strict inquiry.

Again, you have exercised your own judgment
too little. 1 would advise you to review the subr^

ject, take a view of the texts brought forward in

defence of immersion, and consider if there be a-

ny thing like baptism included in them. Your
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own jud^ient shewed you once and a^in, that

there is; not
;
yet you preferred the judgment of

others to your own, and so were k I astray.

Permit me, Sir, to mention some principles

which should be kept in view in the investiga-

tion of religious truths in general, and bear upon
this subject in particular. The first is^hat God
is one, and always the same in nature and pur*
pose: hence it follows, that the plan of redemp-
tion from its commencement to its consumma-
tion is one, revealed by degrees, as God in his in-

finite wisdom saw meet. 1'his is quite inconsis-

tent with the notion of God's erecting a church,
and after a while letting it become extinct, and
beginning another. The New Testament dis-

pensation is the accomplishment of the promises

made to the church under the former dispensa-*

tions ; Paul taught none other things than those

which the prophets and Moses did say should

come. Acts, xxvi. 22. Hence it follows, that

comparing the promises under the former dis-

pensations with their accomplishment, is the best

means of ascertaining the meaning of several

passages of scripture. There is one thing which
renders this course diflReult to the inattentive

reader, the Old Testament scriptures were writ-

ten in H( jrew, and the New in Greek ; hence
the terms are, in several instances, different.

These texts Acts, vii. 45„ Heb. iv. 8. appear to

many readers obscure; but when they under-
-stand that Jesus in those texts means Joshua,
the passages are clear. In like manner a per-

son reading the Old Testament, never meets
with the term baptism, and hence rashly con-
cludes, that there was no such thing ; but this

mistake may be rectified by reading the epistle

to the Hebrews: Paul mentions baptisms under

.]

>
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the former dispensation once and asrain. One of

the texts, in which it occurs, has been consider-

ed already, the other Heb. vi. 2, where Paul

mentions the doctrine of baptism^ refers to tlie

Old Testament purifications, for under the pre-

sent dispensation tliereisbut one baptism. Eph;

iv. 5. • , . . lu A-e
It is necessary here, to keep m view the dit-

ference between the Old Testament scriptures,

and the Old Testament dispensation, the former

of these ended with Malachi, the latter, with the

death of Christ. j . j
You, Sir, seem to me, not to have adverted

to these principles, and from the manner in

which yon mention John's baptism (p. 4.) con-

) sider him, as introducing a religious rite entire-

'

ly new into the church, and that his hearers had

nothing but his profession to induce them to be-

•i lieve, *' That his baptism was from heaven."

Now' if you compare Mai. iii. 1,2, 3. and iv. 5.

with John i. 19, to 25. you will see, that John's

baptism was the accomplishment cf Malachi's

prophecy, that the Jews expected it, and did

not consider the rite a novelty, but only inquir-

ed what right he had to perform it; as is plain

from the question proposed to John, IFhf/ bap-

tizfist thou then, if thou be not that Christy nor

FAiciH, neitfier that prophet ? Whence it is plain

> that they expected that Christ and the messen-

ger sent before him would baptize, the matter

> will appear plain, if the same term which is used

in the prophecy, be likewise used in the accom-

plishment, and the word purify substituted^^for

baptize. John i. 2b, will then read thus, Why
parijiest tfioii tlien, if thou be not the Christ,

nor fjtiafi, neither thatpropfiet?

There is still one passage in your letters^ ofe
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which 1 would make some remn-ks,You say p.50.
" Luther iu his transhition of Mat. iii. 1. says In
*' those days came John the dipper. Why wag
*' John termed tlie baptist or dipper? Because
*'he baptized or dipped his disciples. This ac-
** counts in a satisfactory w ay for our being call-

**ed baptists."

Now, Sir, I must remark here, that Luther
did not use the term dipper ; for he did not tran-
slate the Bible into English, but into German.
The term dipper therefore, is but the translation
of a translation. Why then should we leave the

original and go to a translation, which we must
again translate : or must the mere English scho-
lar renounce the present version, learn German
in order to understand the meaning of the term
baptist, as applied to John, and all this to be led

into a mistake ; for baptist is n«>t derived from the

word which means to dip, but from the one wh'ci
moans to baptize. Were there any necessit 1

for changing t-ie term, according to the language
in which the New Testament was originally

written, it would be baptizer. Baptistes is form
ed from bapfho in the way in which basanistes
is formed from basmiizo ; and according to the|

language of the Old Testament scriptures, it

might be rendered purifier.

John tlie Kaptlst was an eminent servant o

God, but there are tvvo very great improprie-

ties in your conduct respecting him : all the true

disciples of the Baptist became the disciples ol

Christ, is it not then a backward motion, for tlie

disciples of Chri.t, t'j call themselves the disci-l

pies of the Baptist?

Afirain you make the baptism of John the ori*

gin of your baptism, and are at some pains (p.

4^,.) to shew that'* John's baptism was christian!
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•< baptism." Now, Sir, when, do you suppose,

did the Jewish or Old Testament dispensation

end ? 1 know of but one opinion on this subject,

viz. that it ended, when Christ said it is finished,

bowed his head, and gave up the Ghost, and the

vail of the temple was rent from top to bottom.

John's baptism was therefore a Jewish purifica-

tion or baptism, one of those mentioned Heb. vi.

2. ix. 10.

Again, christian baptism was instituted by

Christ, after he arose from the dead : on this

likewise, there is but one opinion. The best

Baptist writers grant, that Mat. xxviii^l9. con-

tains the institution of christian baptism. What
then is the propriety of insisting on examples of

an ordinance before its institution? Besides,

John's baptism was not administered in the name

of the Father, and of tlie Son, and of the Holy

,j Ghost, as christian baptism is: and thisistiie

t principal difference between those baptisms in

point of form.

Finally, John's baptism did not answer the

ends of cliristian baptism, it did not " draw a line

"of distinction between God's professing people

"and the world," for the whole Jewish natioii

were God's professing people, till they finally

rejected and crucified their kin^, for, during our

Lord's ministry, salvation wasof the Jews, John,

iv. 22. John's baptism was not an ordinance

for admitting converts into the church, for, like

all the baptisms of the Old Testament dispensa-

tion, it was administered to such as were alrea-

dy in the church, and to them only.

You are sensible, that we are discussingthis

subject under a very high degree of responsibili-

ty. Upon the closest investiiration of the sub-

ject, i must consider your letters, as haviltg.4
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tendency to exclude from the chnrch ar ordi-
naiire of divine ini^tilution, and to substitute in
iLsplace,a rite founded i>pon human supersti-
iwn. Ihave considered every thing which you
havea^^ancpd in support ^your opinion and
practieii^arrd shewed you the reasons ofmine If
you consider the.se letters, examine their con-
imU9, and make the result known through the
Si'.we ehanijel, ali due attention shall be paid it
\t Ue and health be continued to

'

Your Humble Servant.

DUNCAN ROSS, tl
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