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For the Christian Messenger.

June.

June with its genial air, :

The sight and odor of blogsoms fair

The violets and emerald grass,

Dandelion blooms a golden mass,

Pure white heralds of strawberry feasts,

And cherry trees clad like surplissed
priests.

Down, where the rapid stream,

Pauses under the bridge to dream,

And cool itself in the grateful shade,

By the great planks and girders made,

Er'e it is yellowed by burning glare

Of the noon-day sun with cloudless
stare.

Comes the bleating of sheep,

And of lambs that would keep,

With their dams being washed in -the
river :

Or stru lir;g out with a shake and a
shiver,

While distant flocks the chorusincreases.

Coming to purge their winter grimed
fleeces.

The birds, and morn, and eve,

Fill the sweet air with songs that weave

With chanticleers shrill note that tells.

Where homesteads lie, and with tink-
ling bells,

And low of impatient kine, and with
voices

“Of teaming life that in June rejoices.

And grateful hearts arise,
In the great chorus welling to the skies,
Of praise for God's mercies and for life,
And Spring, with radiant beauty rife,
“If now so lovely, this I fain would know
What greater beauty sinless earth might
shew.

Religious.

For the Christian Messenger.

Open Letters' on Baptism,

REPLY NO. 1L

Parapise N. S.,
May 24th, 1878.

Rev. D. D. Currie.~

DearR BroTHER,~—In your second
letter to me in the Wesleyan May
18th, you say that the Zoronto Index
and Christian Visitor affirm that the
meaning of daptizo, as given in your
Catechism are not correct, and that it
has seemed extremely strange to you
that respectable Baptist periodicals
should make so erroneous an assertion.
I understand those papers to say that
you do not quote certain lexicons cor-
rectly, and while you say that ‘“not one
statement was made in the Catechism
of Baptism without the most positive

assurance that its itions, on the . " : :
g discussigzs, i ot B good sense in not buying such lexicons
ly impregnable : ” “-.it has seemed ex-
tremely strange to me ” that in neither
of your letters you have cleared your-
self of the charge, or shewn in the slight-
est degree that the positions are im-
preguable, beyond the bare assertion
If the assertion be
erronecus, why do you not shew it to
You have only to take the ten
lexicons gou name on pages 12 and 13
ry atechism, and give under the
word baptizo ing carefully from : »
the lexic{))ns) tﬁ?‘;vyor(?s given asydeﬁni- scrupled of Baptist preachers.
In my last 1 said
I bhad seen Grove’s Lexicon and that he
did not give sprinkle ; you say he does.
Since that I have seen those of Schlues-
ner, Schrevelius, and Hedericus, and
beither of these give it; you say they

that they are so.
be 8o ?

of your

tions of its meaning.

do.

The writer in the Index when he
said not one of those lexicons (those money ! ! »
vamed in your Catechism) gave sprinkle

88 a definition of baptizo, he also said

“I am responsible: for this denial, I
make it with the definition of said lexi- | sembly of inte
cons before my eyes,” and concludes, | statement ?

“In behalf of every honest heart, that
18 now deceived by such statements ; in
behalf of the integrity of the ordinance | day which lost one of his
Wwvolved ; in behalf of the authority of
Him whom all should love to obey, do
we call upon the Pedobaptist ministry
to give this martter their earnest and

,|early attention.” If this writer be in-

.| baptizo, give]

~ Halifax, Nova )

correct why has not some one shewn |
him to be so? Surely in the Metho-

dist Chureh there are men enough who

are able to test. the assertion, yet I-do

not know that any such attempt has

been made. You must be very friend-

less indeed, if you have been so

much wronged that no one will venture

a word in your defence. And if you

have not been wronged, and what the

Index says be correct, viz: that you

falsify the testimony of every lexicon

from which you quote,” to which you

by your silence appearto plead guiity :

and if others knowing this, publish and

circulate your Catechism : are not you

and they alike chargeable with uphold-
ing as true what has been proved to be
false ?

I hope for your own honour, and
that of the denomination to which you

belong, that yeu will loose no more
time before you make it clear that the
ten you name are lexicographers, and
that they give the meaning of baptizo
which you say they do. ,

You say that “ different editions of
lexicons of the same author give differ-
ent meanings of the word, and that‘in-
some instances different copies of the
same edition give different meanings.”
This seems to me to be your only
refuge,and I shallbe glad for your sake
(I shall indeed) if it transpire that the
lexicons you quote from, and give the
definitions of daptizo, which you say
they do, are different editions from those
which the writer in the Index had be-
fore him. This may be done very
easily. I'shall write to the Index to-
day, and ask what editions the writer
had, and you can either privately or
or through the Wesleyan,name your edi-

| tions, and we can soon settle the mat- |

ter. I den’tthink you can object to
this propofal. If, however, it should

come to pass that you have falsified
those lexicons and they instead of giv-
ing sprinkle or pour as meanings of
tmmerse or some equiva~
lent word, we then leave what you
pronounce " the best Greek lexicons ™
giving what Baptists hold as the mean-
ing of the word in question, and not
what Pedobaptists contend for as its
meaning. Take care Brother Currie
that you do not pull down your own
house on your own head. v
You also make the following state-
ments :—** Lexicographers and publish-
ers it appears,strange though it may be,
desire to make money out of the sales
of their books. . . . “ Baptists will not
patronize those publishers whose lexi-
cons give the offensive words * pour
upon,” and “ sprinkle” as meanings of
20." * Lexicons therefore have
been so changed as to suit the scurples
of Baptist preachers, and thus secure a
wider market.” In reply I beg to
say, * That Baptists only shew their

as give such meanings of tizo ; for
no lexicon worth buying would give
such meanings to that word, any more
than they would dip,immerse, or plunge
as the meanings of cheo, to pour,or ran-
tizo, to sprinkle. . *

2. You seem to have solved the mys-
tery why all Greek lexicons of any note
do not give “ pour upon ” or “sprinklg”
as definitions of baptizo, namely,— Love
of money on the part of the publishers
and lexicographers, and *‘ to suit the

3. If they give the above words as
meanings of baptizo, which, accon%ng
to you they ought to, then Baptists
will not buy their lexicons, so rather
than not have a good sale for their books
they withhold the true meaning of a
certain word, and give it a false mean-
ing to please the Baptists and make

. | these men out to be,

Scotia, Wednesday,

4. What a set of rogues you make

5. Would {ou stand up in an as-
ligent men and make that

Alas! Mr. Currie your reasoning is
as lame as & little dog I saw the other | by dip or immerse, by which they would
legsin a trap ; ,
and | am afraid you have got yourself | by which they would have offended their
into & trap in which you will lose both

conscience :—the mq/omd the word
ours, and then you will have fnothing | instead of mnsis it. The Bible

A RTLIGIOUS AND GENERAL FA

ed those remarks? Do you really |
mean to say that publishers, lexicogra-

phers and theologians would descend to

eat dirt in the fashion you describe

them ? Brother Currie, listen a mo- |
ment, I want to tell you something : — |
You know that all lexicons of any note
are against you, and instead of accept-
ifig the meaning they give of baptizo,
you brand both publishers and lexicog-
raphers as dishonest men, beeau e they
give the honest meaning of that word,
and not what you think they ought to
give. And here I ween anotber mys-
tery is solved, namely, why itvis you
give * sprinkle " as a meaning of “ dap-
tizo " in quoting the lexicons : they do
not give that meaning, but they ought
to, and as they ought to but donot, you
doit for them. Is not that preity near-
ly correct Bro. C2 You say * The
lexicons, though important, are human.
productions (that’s so) and their utteran- |
ces are to be cautiously received.” You
might have added “ when they define
baptizo.” If, however, we cannot go
to the Greek lexicons for the meanings
ot Greek words then where are we to
go? And if they are to be “ cautiously
received,” what meaneth the question on
page 12 in your “atechism,“How do you
ascertain the classical meaningofthe word
baptizo?” and the answer “ By the best
lexicons of the Greek language.”. Do
you not perceive that you are getting
deeper into the mire the more you try
to get out ? The greater part of your
letterin which you try to shew that
Liddell and Scott’s lexicon has been
tampered with is altogether aside ‘from
the subject in hand, which is, whether
you have tampered with certain lexi-
cons, and consequently all you say on
_that subject is pointless, wven if you
could prove that it has been, that will

But were you serious when you penn- of transferring it If because of this you

ted edition of the Hebrew Scriptures
because the seventy learned Jews tran-
slated the Hebrew word tabal in 2| of God which is divine ; and had it not
been for this correspondence some of
your work would have been brought to
light before this
if they had left the word untranslated ? | you live to the age of Methu-elah you
would not be able to refute or gainsay.

[not help you in the least. [t ‘Would be
bad enough to tamper with one, but
what shall be said of the man who treats
TEN in t;xat way, and mmufacturesftwo
of them? Ali yoy say, quoting from
the Gravee-'Dit.sl'eb; dob:ltqe. to shew
that Baptists manipulated Liddell and
Scott’s lexicon to suit their purpose, is
shattered to a thousand fragments by
Dr. Graves’ reply to Dr. Ditzler (who
made the charge) in pages 527-529 of
the same work. It is too long to tran-
scribe here, and surely you could not
have read that when you wrote letter
number two, orif you bad, you appear to
have ignored, or conveniently forgotten
it. So the points drawn therefrom are
quite pointless. May Isuggest to you
the wisdom of not quoting from that de-
bate, for I can quote also, and as Dr.
Graves so completely extinguished Dr.
Ditzler : so also could my quotations
from him extinguish yours from Dr. D.

You misrepresent the Index and
Visitor when you ask me if I do not
“ gee that it is very easy for Baptists to
say that they have Liddell and Scott,
and all the great scholars,and a host of
others besides, who give the rendering
you (Baptists) need for baptizo and not
one of whom, * absolutely not one’ gives
sprinkle or pour.” That is not what
those papers said, and you ought to
know it ; what they said was, that not
ene of the lexicons you name im your
Catechism gives that meaning. You
speak of the Baptist Denomination as
issuing a mutilated edition of the Eng-
lish Bible, because they translated the
word baptizo by smmerse. 1f King
James’ translators had done their duty
they would have done the same thing.
They knew well the meaning of the
word, otherwise why do we find that in
the Episcopal prayer book now in use
(revised in 1660) that the Priest is to
dip the child in the water, and while
doing so, saying, I baptize thee &e?”

Nay, Nay wy good brother the
Bible Union's translation of that word
is a most faithful one, and the transla-
tors thereof were unfettered in their
work,and therefore did their duty : K‘izs
Jame's translators  were fettered,
therefore instead of translating the word

have offended the king,or by sprinkle,

eft to stand upon.

MILY NEWSPAPER.

— i

June 12, 1878.
1 ask you, Is the Septuagint a mutila-

Kings v. 14. by “baptizo ?” and the
English translators by “ dip?” And
would'not the term be more applicable

Is the German a mutilated edition
because it translates the word baptizo by -
taufen which means to dip, or immerse ?
Will you pame an unmutilated edi-
tion that translates it by pour, of
sprinkle.

Will the day ever come when the
Methodists or any - other Pedobaptist
Church will issue such an edition ?
Would you or any. other learned
member of the denomination to which
you belong if asked to send a transla-
tion of Mark, xvi. 16 to the Wesleyan or
any other religious paper render it
“ He that believeth and is sprinkled
&c,” or Rom. 6. 4. by * Buried with
him by sprinkling?

You say that “ so far as such a par-
tisan book can, it unchristianises
all Christians who are not immersion-
ists,” To this I reply :—

I. Ifa man is a Christian, no man
can unchristianize him.

2. We do not hold nor teach that a
man becomes a Christianby being bap-
tized, which in your catechism you
labour hard to prove we do.

3. We do hold that no person has
been baptized who has not'pbgen im-
mersed. -

4, Whatever consequences may fol-
low persons not being baptized, rests
with them, and not with us.

You say we have issued mutilated
lexicons adapted to the, necessities of
eur creed. I was about # describe
that assertion ; take the will for the
deed. In the former part of your let-
ter you say that publishers and lexi-
ccgraphers did it to “ suit the scruples
| of Baptist preachers, and thus secure
a wider market.” Which statement
are we to believe ? Are the Baptist
preach2rs of the latter part of your
letter and the publishers and lexico-
graphers of the former part identical ?

¢ Mutilated lexicons,” say you “ are
probably now in every college and ac-
ademy in the land. Why should not
mutilated lexicons that do not favour
sprinkling or pouring be as plentiful as
mutilated Bibles that teach immersion?”
From this then it appears :—

1. That it is probable that in every
college and academy in the land there
are lexicons that do not favour sprink-
ling or pouring. Good for both college
and academy say I.

2: That Baptists have been dishon-
est enough tomutilatedlexicons and have
succeeded in getting such lexicons into
said institutions.

3. That the tutors of such institu-
tions must be very verdant not to have
made that discovery.

4. That Baptists have a much larger
influence over the said institutions than
they ever dreamed of.

But now brother Currig as you have
made this discovery, do you not think
it is your duty to write to the tutors of
these institutions and tell them what a
trick the Baptists have played them ?

Have they found their way into
Mecthodist colleges and academies ?
Then I should hope as you have made
the matter public through the recognized
organ of thatbody that they will very soon
be extirpated, or you could suggest to
the various tutors and students that as
their lexicons are in a mutilated ‘condi-
tion by not having sprinkle as a mean-
ing of baptizo, they write it on the mar-
gin, or scratch out immerse and write
sprinkle in its place. The thing is very
simply done, and should be attended to
at once.

You tell me that *‘so long as the
Baptist  denomination accepts and ap-
proves mutilating tactics in this thelogi-
cal controversy, you, (that is I) am not
likely to be delivered from the thraldom
of doctrinal error.”

“ Matilating tactics ” ! Is it the au-
thor of a Catechism of Baptism that
thus writes, if so then he should be the

Union translated the word instead

charge.
pronounce their Bible a mutilated one, | unpleasant; but T have charges of “this
very nature against you my erring bro-
ther,not however; of mutilating lexicons
merely which are human, but the word

s s K 3 Samcrocaman et
- 0 SERITS. )
Vol. XLII., No.24.)

—

Mutual recrimination 18 most

: charges which should

To your Catechism 1 refer. And as

regards the *“ doctrinal error” of be-
lievers’ immersion, I would that no
greater error ever afflicted the church
than that; a lesser never did; and as
to the thraldom never was 4 man more
content therein, or feel more gloriously

free than
Yours &ec., :
J. BROWN.

e
For the Christian M- ssenger.

Our Foreign Missions.

No. §. CASTE.

As the celebrated institution of caste
exists among the Telugus,as in all other
parts of Hindostan, and as such frequent
reference to it is necessarily made in
missionary letters from that country,, it
seems desirable to devote a portion of
this series to a consideration of it.
I do not attempt a full explanation-of
it, as that would be next to impossible
for anyone to give, but a Hindoo, if in-
deed even he could explain all its intri-
cacies. Being a religious as well as so-
cial distinction, and closely interwoven
with the whole life of the people, it is
very difficult to reach a clear under-
standing of it. It has been called * a
labyrinthine maze,which baffles research,
and bewilders with its convolutions.”
Perhaps the following definition may
be approximately correct. Caste is the
fixed, unalterable separation of the peo-
ple into various distinct grades, or class-
es, one above the other ; the most un-
mixed, exclusive, and tyrannica! aris-
tocraey on earth at the top, and the poor
despised down-trodden outcasts at the
bottom. It does not depend on respecta-
bility, education, wealth, or anything of
the kicd, but is irreversibly fixed by
one’s birth.
It is peculiar to the Hindoo nation,
—Burmese, Siamese, and other Orien-
tal races having no such system.
1t i8 a very ancient institution.
Though it may not have existed in full
force at the time the Vedas were writ-
ten, yet it must have originated very
early, as the Institutes of Menu are
full of references to it; and the earliest
historic accounts show that it was then
in operation.

It appears that originally the Hin-

ing four great classes.

1. The Brahmin caste. The mem-
bers of this first and highest grade were
believed to have sprung from the head
of Brahma, the Creator ; and therefore
they occupied the most exalted place
in the State. The affairs of religion,
the best educational advantages, all
the highest offices, and influential posi-
tions were in their hands. They alone
had a right to read the holy Vedas and
Shaster, and interpret them to the low-
er classes. The priests are usually of
this caste. The Brahmins are gene-
rally the most intellectual and learned,
and also the proudest and most intoller-
ant of the people. They are the Phari-
sees of India.

2. The Kshatrya caste This was
the class to which warriors and kings
and rulers usually belonged. They
were supposed to have originated from
the arms of Brahma. 1t might seem
strange that their kings were of. the
second caste ; but it was greater to be
a Brahmin than to be a king. The
Brahmins have more infinence than all
the rajahs and maha-rajahs in India. In
fact men in the highest political posi-

subtle Brahmins. The rajah of Pitta-
poor, near Cocanada, was disposed to
sell a piece of land to Bro. McLaurin,
a very suitable and desirable place for
mission premises, but the Brahmins
heard of it, and brought such pressure

last man in the world to present the

to bear upon the rajah-that he dare not

doo people were divided into the follow-

tions are completely in the hands of the




