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[The following lines were lately given by
the Rev. Dr. McNeile, at a meeting of the
Protessant Defence Association in Liverpool,
and received with the most unbounded enthu-
siasm. They speak the language of deep
fecling, confidence in the truth and hope in
the fatare, for our Church and Nation,—that;
all our readers must rejoice at, and desire to
anfREMEY < e :
0ld England’s awake, she is startled at length,
And majestically speaks in the pride of her

1?_. afs“trenf;,t'h.
ere’ i

s a voice i

men. - : :
Proclaiming her ripe for the conquest then.
I'here’s a voice on the air—its deep solemn

U N sk :

n the air from her millions of

Ias ceme from the cottage, has come [rom the
Aad the swell of-its chorus proclaims to the
I A RPN NN SRR
'That the standard of Protestant truth is un-
furled. L
The land is awake from the sea to the sea,
From the shore to the shore she resolves to be
free; : b ‘ '
She resolves to proclaim that no Cardinal’s
trend = _
Shall befoal the green sod where our m
have bled! : ol ,
Yes, England, noboasting ; be wise, kiss the
M'. >

artyr’s

Confess your transgressione, walk humbly with

Your wucbwora‘tﬁ these, while a bfuthyyu‘
can dfaw, ey s T

The Saviour, the Bible, the Queen and the

Law! .

 THE DOCTRINE OF BARTISH,
A short time since 3 book with the fellow-
ing title was published in New York city :—
“ Tue BiLe acainst Crose Communion.—
An Allegorical Dialogte between a professed

>
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the Baptist until now, the kingdom of heaven
suffereth violence, and the violent take it by
force; for all the prophets and the law prophe-
sied until John.”

The evangelist Mark snys, i. 1:  The be-
ginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ.”  And
to sustain this declaration, he cites the predic-
tions of Malichi and Isaiah, thereby fixing the
date of the gospel dispensation at John’s mi-
nistry. ‘

Some of the ablest Padobaptist commenta-
tors: explain this assertion just as we under-
stand it, Lightfoot says: ¢ Mark calls the
ministry and baptism of John the beginning
of the gospel.” Henry says: “In_ John’s
preaching and baptizing there was the begin-

|ning of gospel doctrines and ordinances, and

the first fraits of them.” - Calvin; who ought
to be no mean authority with our brethren,
says : “ It is certain that the ministry of John

|was precisely the same as that which was af-

terwards committed to the apostles; the same-

~|ness of their doctrine shows their baptism to

have been the same.” Scott is very explicit,
and holds the following : ** This ‘was in fact
the beginning of the gospel, the introduction
of the New Testament dispensation.” We
bring forward but one more passage, the same
as we had occasion to furnish one of those en-
dorsing Doctors not long since, when we found
him floundering in this very slough. Luke
xvi. 16: * The law and the prophets were un-
!.il.ln;bn ; smce that time the kingdom of God
is preached, and every. man presseth into it.”
We more than half suspect that'this proof
establishes our claim to John as a legitumate
brother in the gospel. Those who contend
that the ministry of John was not under the

{Christian dispensatiou, usually hold that the

present dispensation did not commence until
the death and resurrection of Christ ; the book
before us claims that it began at Christ’s
death. But dothese biblical savans know
where this puts Christ’s own ministry, and

M e o aven and an Old Mai where too it puts the ordinance of the Supper?
A nsption by the Mossenger that Tnvaer| W here but back into the Jowish dispensation
o is an essential Condition of Salvation.—| Enoughsaid. *
By Rev. mmAanz‘m.” w% ? i 4 CHRIST'S DAPTISM.

This book was us I 1 ' ; ot il gl Al g s el e i ~
that its unwarr ‘ ' - all our fellow-

found it in the Stan

| confess, but demur at sbe;guih the author and

induct Christ intothe Jewish priesthood, hav-
ing never himself been in$ucted. et

But we have another serious difficulty with
this priestly expedient of our friends. The
priest was to be consecrated at the ‘‘ door of
the T'abernacle,” and not in Jordan; besides,
how, upon this theory, are we to account for
thie absence of all the other rites of Aaronic
consecration? Where were the appointed sa-
crifices; the basket of unleavened bread; the
curious girdle ; the breastplate with Urim and
Thummin ; the mitre; the annointing oil 1—
And why did not the service continue seven

to this idea is the fact that Christ was not of]
the tribe of Levi, and was therefore not eligi-
ble to the Jewish priesthood. The apostle
siys on this very subject:  He pertained to
another tribe, of which no man gave attend-
ance at the altar. . For,” continues he, * it
is evident that our Lord sprang out of 1 uda,
of which tribe Moses spake nothing concern-
ing priesthood.” And again, as if in antici-
pation of this very mistake, he says: *“ For if
he were on earth, he should not be a priest.”
Is it not mortifying that a subject so plainly set
forth in the Scriptures should be so perverted,
merely to discourage the disciples of Christ
from following his example in baptism? We
are sometimes - tempted to ask our Pwedo-
baptist brethren what aniount of biblical know-
ledge among them is necessary to qualify one
to be a Doctor in Divinity, and to become an
endorser of books on baptism. We hope our
bréthren will pardon us, but really this Jewish
priesthood theory of theirs seems to us about
as stupid as Jewish unbelief, and much of a

piece with it.
PR e Ty, | T ewh e
And lay not careless hands on skulls
Which canuot teach and will not learn.”
Christ was indeed a priest, but not such a
one as our brethren claim. He was a priest,
forever after the order of Melchizedek, of
whose consecration we have no account in the
sacred record. Tomake himto be a Jewish
priest is. u,dex:ading to him as to substitute
sprinkling for his own ordinance, and then
call it baptism. &
. INFANT BAPTISM. 3
One of the gravest charges brought against
us in this book 1s, that we reject infant b:
tism. The truth of this charge we cordially
his comforters are disposed to associate ‘with
it. To adopt the language of one of the let-
** We donot believe there are many ele-
s of ‘pure sectarian errer in the Chuarch at
more fallacious and degrading” than ir-
t baptism. We ask our brechren for their
ipture warrant for this additional rite in
ist’s. om, and sometimes almost pity
ity in not being able to produce

once

his apnotations on Romans v. 14, says: “'Panl
does not seem to treat about infants. It was
not ¥¢;t the custom for infants to be baptized.”
Dr. I.. Woods, late Professor ig the Theolo-
fical Seminary at Andover, in his work on

nfant Baptism, frequently admits that « We
have no express precept or example for infant
baptism in all our holy writings ” Dr. Dwight,
a former President of Yale College, says:
““ There is no instance in which it is declared
in 8o many terms, that infants were baptized,”
Tertullian mentions infant baptism as early
as the third century, and he opposed it,

days?  Another and still more fatal objeciioni|* which,” says Venema, ‘ he certainly would

not have done if it had been a ({radition and a
pabli¢ custom in the Church—seeing he was
very tenacious of traditions——nor, had it been
a tradition, would he have failed to mention
o

There seems to be a universal conscious-
ness among our brethren who practise infant -
spriqkiin?,‘tha to sustain it by the direct tes-
timony of Scripture is impossible, and even to
do so by analogy, is both difficfit and hazard. .
ous,. Besides, we know they mark, as well as
ourselves, a growing dislike among their peo-.
ple to it, Why else was the Pilgrim Charch
in Brooklyn constituted without any article in
its creed, avowing it, ormaking it binding up- |
on its members to present their children for it ?
Why do we hear such lamentations coming
up from-gvery part of the Pmdebaptist Zion
because of its neglect? It is no explanation

of this state of things to charge it to the Bap-
tist lnup{m ‘the ‘masses. The faet is,
the imass of P o‘wﬁum‘lydo not know us

scarcely atall; they are taught to believe that

{we are monsters of exclusiveness; and it is -

not because of any favour with which they re-
gard our peculiarities that they are less cordial
towards their own."”

Our brethren the endorsers, some of them
at least, have come to know by an earnest ex-
perience, long before this, that it requires a
great deal of pastoral prerogative and infla-
ence to make any thing live that has not. the
germ of life in itself. If infapt baptism dies,
we acquit them of all blame in the matter.—
‘We hope not to be considered offensive for the
freedom with which we express our views on
this subject, when we say, in all soberness,
that itis a settled religious conviction with °
us, that infant baptism 1s doomed to be more

and more unpopular with the laity in Pade- .
baptist churches, and that its destruction

is as certain as that of the Papacy itself. Je-
sus said, Matthew xv. 13, #‘ Every plant
which my heavenly Father hath not planted
shall be rooted up.” Does Padobaptism

claim a divine ori C :
stitate it, or the Father acknowledge
Bible sanctiou it? - Never, never.
ther “ ge to corruption, and say, Th

Wate jtnot. for the terrible interrogatoty,
ath required this at your b‘.hﬂ"!v"
posed to.allow them to practice

2 given
L
of in

in the New Testament

Ly

my Father, and to the worm, thou art my
ther and my sister”” The history o
novation on the kingdom of Christ
be written, but written it will |

d néver been
d fill the

adventure.
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“Dr. Wall, in his baptism.



