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Quod scriptura, non iubet vetat

The Latin translates, “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:’

On the Cover: Baptists rejoice to hold in common with other evangelicals the main
principles of the orthodox Christian faith. However, there are points of difference and
these differences are significant. In fact, because these differences arise out of God’s
revealed will, they are of vital importance. Hence, the barriers of separation between
Baptists and others can hardly be considered a trifling matter. To suppose that Baptists
are kept apart solely by their views on Baptism or the Lord’s Supper is a regrettable
misunderstanding. Baptists hold views which distinguish them from Catholics,
Congregationalists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Methodists, Pentecostals, and
Presbyterians, and the differences are so great as not only to justify, but to demand, the
separate denominational existence of Baptists. Some people think Baptists ought not
teach and emphasize their differences but as E.J. Forrester stated in 1893, “Any
denomination that has views which justify its separate existence, is bound to
promulgate those views. If those views are of sufficient importance to justify a
separate existence, they are important enough to create a duty for their promulgation ...
the very same reasons which justify the separate existence of any denomination make
it the duty of that denomination to teach the distinctive doctrines upon which its sepa-
rate existence rests.” If Baptists have a right to a separate denominational life, it is
their duty to propagate their distinctive principles, without which their separate life
cannot be justified or maintained.

Many among today’s professing Baptists have an agenda to revise the Baptist
distinctives and redefine what it means to be a Baptist. Others don’t understand why it
even matters. The books being reproduced in the Baptist Distinctives Series are
republished in order that Baptists from the past may state, explain and defend the
primary Baptist distinctives as they understood them. It is hoped that this Series will
provide a more thorough historical perspective on what it means to be distinctively
Baptist.



The Lord Jesus Christ asked, “And why call ye me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things
which I say?” (Luke 6:46). The immediate context surrounding this question explains
what it means to be a true disciple of Christ. Addressing the same issue, Christ’s
question is meant to show that a confession of discipleship to the Lord Jesus Christ is
inconsistent and untrue if it is not accompanied with a corresponding submission to
His authoritative commands. Christ’s question teaches us that a true recognition of His
authority as Lord inevitably includes a submission to the authority of His Word.
Hence, with this question Christ has made it forever impossible to separate His
authority as King from the authority of His Word. These two principles—the authority
of Christ as King and the authority of His Word—are the two most fundamental
Baptist distinctives. The first gives rise to the second and out of these two all the other
Baptist distinctives emanate. As F.M. lams wrote in 1894, “Loyalty to Christ as King,
manifesting itself in a constant and unswerving obedience to His will as revealed in
His written Word, is the real source of all the Baptist distinctives:” In the search for the
primary Baptist distinctive many have settled on the Lordship of Christ as the most
basic distinctive. Strangely, in doing this, some have attempted to separate Christ’s
Lordship from the authority of Scripture, as if you could embrace Christ’s authority
without submitting to what He commanded. However, while Christ’s Lordship and
Kingly authority can be isolated and considered essentially for discussion’s sake, we
see from Christ’s own words in Luke 6:46 that His Lordship is really inseparable from
His Word and, with regard to real Christian discipleship, there can be no practical
submission to the one without a practical submission to the other.

In the symbol above the Kingly Crown and the Open Bible represent the inseparable
truths of Christ’s Kingly and Biblical authority. The Crown and Bible graphics are
supplemented by three Bible verses (Ecclesiastes 8:4, Matthew 28:18-20, and Luke
6:46) that reiterate and reinforce the inextricable connection between the authority of
Christ as King and the authority of His Word. The truths symbolized by these
components are further emphasized by the Latin quotation - quod scriptura, non iubet
vetat— i.e., “What is not commanded in scripture, is forbidden:” This Latin quote has
been considered historically as a summary statement of the regulative principle of
Scripture. Together these various symbolic components converge to exhibit the two
most foundational Baptist Distinctives out of which all the other Baptist Distinctives
arise. Consequently, we have chosen this composite symbol as a logo to represent the
primary truths set forth in the Baptist Distinctives Series.
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PREFACE.

NorHine can be farther from the intention of the following Work,
than to widen the breach among Christians of different denomi-
nations, or to minister to the increase of a sectarian spirit. There
are two extremes which I wish to avoid—on the one hand, a spirit
of liberalism that supposes the Christian his own master, and hesi-
tates not to sacrifice the commandments of God to the courtesies of
religious intercourse—on the other, that sort of dogmatism that
finds all excellence in its own party, and is reluctant to acknow-
ledge the people of the Lord in any denomination but its own.
Liberality of sentiment is not a phrase which I admit into my
religious vocabulary ; for though I love and acknowledge all who
love the Lord Jesus, I hold myself as much under the law of God
in embracing all the children of God, as in forming the articles of
my creed. My recognition of all Christians I ground on the
authority of Jesus. To set at nought the weakest of Christ’s little
ones, I call not illiberal, but unchristian. To disown those whom
Christ acknowledges, is antichristian disobedience to Christ. But
while I gladly admit, that many who differ from me with respect
to baptism, are among the excellent of the earth, I cannot, out of
compliment to them, abstain from vindicating this ordinance of
Christ. This would show greater deference to man than to God.
“Every plant,” says Jesus, ‘““that my heavenly Father hath not
pfanted, must be plucked up.” To permit the traditions of men
to pass for the ordinances of God, is injurious to the edification of

Christians, and disrespectful to Christ.
a
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Some are diverted from the examination of this subject, by con-
sidering it as a thing of small moment, and that time is better
spent in schemes of general usefulness. That baptism is a thing
of small moment, is an opinion that is not likely to have been
suggested by the accounts of it in the Secriptures. It is an ordi-
nance that strikingly represents the truth that saves the soul ; and
is peremptorily enjoined on all who believe. But were it the very
least of all the commandments of Jesus, it demands attention and
obedience at the hazard of life itself. Nothing that Christ has
appointed, can be innocently neglected. To suppose that schemes
of general usefulness ought to take the place of the commandments
of God, is a direct affront to the wisdom and power of Jehovah.
Saul alleged that he had substantially obeyed the word of the
Lord, though he spared Agag, the king of Amalek, and a part of
the spoil for a burnt-offering ; but the answer of the prophet
ought for ever to deter from the exercise of a discretionary power,
with respect to the commandments of God: ¢ Hath the Lord as
great delight in burnt-offerings and sacrifices, as in obeying the
voice of the Lord? Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice; and
to hearken, than the fat of rams. For rebellion is as the sin of
witcheraft, and stubbornness is as iniquity and idolatry : Because
thou hast rejected the word of the Lord, he hath also rejected thee
from being king.”

Many seem alarmed at controversy, and shrink from it as
opposed to the spirit of the Gospel. It is, no doubt, a grievous
thing, that controversy should be necessary ; but as long as error
exists, it is impossible to avoid controversy, except we value peace
more than truth. Can we forget that the whole life of Christ and
his apostles was a scene of never-ending controversy? He who
was love itself, contended constantly against the errors of his
time. There is not a truth or an ordinance of the Gospel that
Christians can hold without opposition. From the manner of
revelation, it seems evidently the design of God to manifest what
is in man; and to leave an opening to discover the opposition to
his wisdom in the minds even of his own people, as far as it exists.
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The arguments that are opposed to the truth on any subject of
revelation, have their effect on the mind, not from their intrinsic
weight, but from their adaptation to the corruptions of the heart.
We yield to them, because what they are designed to establish is
more agreeable than that to which they are opposed. Of this we
have a remarkable example in the disobedient prophet at Bethel.
When he was sent to denounce the judgments of the Lord against
Jeroboam’s altar, he was forbidden to eat or drink in the place.
Yet, after refusing the hospitality of the king, he suffered himself
to be deceived by another prophet. ¢ Come home with me, and
eat bread. And he said, I may not return with thee, nor go in
with thee; neither will I eat bread, nor drink water with thee in
this place. For it was said to me, by the word of the Lord, Thou
shalt not eat bread, nor drink water there, nor turn again to go
by the way that thou camest. He said unto him, I am a prophet
also, as thou art, and an angel spake unto me by the word of the
Lord, saying, Bring him back with thee into thine house, that he
may eat bread, and drink water. But he lied unto him. So he
went back with him, and did eat bread in his house, and drink
water.” Many things might be plausibly said to justify or excuse
this unhappy man. But the Lord did not excuse him. ¢ Thus
saith the Lord, Forasmuch as thou hast disobeyed the mouth of the
Lord, and hast not kept the commandment which the Lord thy
God commanded thee, but camest back, and hast eaten bread, and
drunk water, in the place of the which the Lord did say to thee,
Eat no bread, and drink no water; thy carcase shall not come
unto the sepulchre of thy fathers.” It behoves those who change
the mode and the subjects of baptism, to consider this awful
example. If Christ has commanded his disciples to be baptized
on their belief of the truth, who can change it into the baptism
of infants? If he has commanded them to be immersed, who
can change it into pouring or sprinkling ?

In stating the evidence on my own side, and in refuting the
arguments of my opponents, I have from first to last proceeded as
if I were on oath. I have never allowed myself to use artifice, or

a2
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to affect to despise an argument which I found myself unable to
answer. This is a resource in many controversialists, that is both
disingenuous and mean. I have not used one argument to con-
vince others, that has not with myself all the weight which I wish
1t to have with them. I am not conscious of forcing one line in
the word of God. I have no temporal interest to serve, by estab-
lishing my views of baptism. Interest and reputation are both on
the other side.

False first principles, and false canons of interpretation, lie at
the bottom of most false reasoning and false criticism. This is
remarkably verified in the reasonings and eriticisms of my oppo-
nents, which I have examined. The reader will find innumerable
instances in which I substantiate this charge. Criticism can never
be a science until it founds on canons that are self-evident. When
controversy is conducted on both sides in this way, truth will soon
be established. My dissertation on the import of the word baptizo,
I submit with confidence to the judgment of the really learned.
If T have not settled that controversy, there is not truth in axioms.

I earnestly entreat my brethren to consider the subject with
patience and impartiality. Though it may injure the temporal
interest of many of them, yet there is a hundred-fold advantage in
following the Lord. It would give me the greatest pleasure in
being the means of leading others to correct views on this subject.
But I know human nature too well to be sanguine. Something
more than the strength of argument is necessary to bring even
Christians to understand the will of their Lord. However, should
I not make a single convert, [ shall not be disappointed. My
first desire is to approve myself to my Lord. If I please him, I
hope I shall be enabled to bear not only the enmity of the world,
but the disapprobation of Christian brethren. I expect my reward
at his appearing. The motto I wish to be engraven on my heart
1s, “Occupy till I come.”
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As in the baptismal controversy I have taken the side opposed
to interest and popularity, I could have no temptation to become
a Baptist. Knowing the strength of prejudice on the other side,
and the odium attached to truth on this question, I have, from the
commencement of the examination of the subject, acted with the
utmost caution and deliberation. I have no pleasure in reproach
or persecution. To me, it was a very serious sacrifice to change my
views on this question. All the other points in which I differ from
the dominant sects of this country, do not give so much offence
to the world, as does the difference on the subject of Baptism. I
anticipated the end, I counted the cost, and I am daily paying the
instalments. In the present work, I have, at great length, laid the
evidence before my readers, both in proof and refutation. In both
I have acted with integrity and candour. I have, in every line,
written as in the sight of God, and with the full impression that
I shall give account. It is no light matter to attempt to influence
the views and conduct of the Lord’s people as to any part of his
will. Nothing I wish more to avoid than, in the day of God, to
be found to have led his people away from his truth and ordinances.
I have not used an argument which has not the weight on my own
mind, which I wish it to have on my reader’s. I have not over-
looked a single objection from a conviction of its difficulty, nor
given it an evasive or sophistical answer. If truth is my client, I
shall not affront her by an unworthy defence. I despise sophistry
on all subjects : when employed on the work of God, I loathe and
abhor it. I am not indifferent to the approbation of honest and



X INTRODUCTION.

sound-minded men ; to these I confidently appeal. But my ambi-
tion is, to be recognised by Jesus as the defender of his truth,
“when he shall come to be glorified in his saints, and to be
admired in all them that believe.”

I have thought it necessary to premise some observations on the
nature of the burden of proof. If they are sound, they will be of
immense importance on any subject. It is a thing on which con-
troversialists appear to be universally mistaken. As it is essential
to the manifestation of truth, it is not possible that it can be either
optional or conventional.

The nature of the testimony of the Fathers, with respect to the
meaning of the word which designates the ordinance, I have pointed
out. It is only as they testify as to the meaning of the word in
the time of the Apostles, that they can be called in as witnesses.
The word might have received any number of secondary meanings
after this period, without affecting the question at issue. To speak
of meaning conferred by progress of ideas after the institution of
the ordinance, as being applicable for proof on this subject, is at
the utmost verge of absurdity.

In order to make the work more agreeable and useful to the
English reader, I have not printed a single Greek word: and
there is hardly a criticism which men of a sound mind without
learning may not understand and estimate. My canons and
my criticisms generally apply to all languages, and require nothing
in the reader but patience and a sound judgment. The only thing
which I regret in following this plan is, that it prevents me from
using much valuable evidence supplied to me by my friends from
the testimony of modern Greek, &c.

To a highly respectable individual who sent me his views against
the perpetuity of Baptism, I reply, that I had originally intended
to treat on this point, but, on consideration, I found that it
did not lie before me, and would require to be treated in a
separate work.

I give a similar answer to many other friends who have sug-
gested points which they wished to be handled. I wish to
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avoid anything but what is essential to my main object. A writer
who attempts to do every thing at once, will do nothing well.

Some of my antagonists speak as if I were a most bigoted and
intolerant Baptist. In replying to them, I have taken no notice of
this. I despise misrepresentation ; in the end it can do no injury.
So far from fostering a sectarian spirit, no one can more thoroughly
abhor it than I do. It mars the progress of the truth, which with
every Christian ought to be paramount to all things; it dis-
honours Christ and his people; and it does injury even to the
cause which it is designed to favour. While I defend what I
consider truth, with respect to this ordinance, I cordially embrace
every lover of the Lord Jesus, and concede to him the same
privilege that I take to myself. In my mind it is a heinous sin to
despise the very weakest of all the children of God; and if ever
Christian union was important, it is so in the present time, when
all the machinations of the Prince of darkness are employed in
combination to destroy the truth. I am as warm an advocate for
Christian union as I am for Baptism. I am fully convinced that,
if Christian union were fully understood and acted on by Christians
in general, right views of Baptism would soon prevail. Among
all the causes that prevent Christians from impartial and earnest
inquiry, a sectarian spirit is the chief: it shuts them out from
confidential intercourse with one another, and disinclines them to
think of the subject.

Many seem to think that zeal for any of the things in which
Christians differ, is inconsistent with zeal for Christian union.
Accordingly, while some, on the one hand, from zeal for their
peculiarities, are unfriendly to Christian union, others, on the other
hand, from zeal for Christian union, think themselves bound to
undervalue and neglect the things in which Christians differ.
Nothing can be more unfounded and dishonourable to truth than
this. On the contrary, the greatest zeal for a particular opinion is
quite consistent with the utmost regard for Christian union. Christian
union is not founded on perfect agreement with respect to all the
will of God, but agreement about the truth that unites them all
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in one body in Christ. No difference consistent with this, can really
separate them. I press my views on my brethren: if I succeed, I
do them service; if I fail, I discharge my duty, but have no cause
of complaint against them. They are not accountable to me, and
it is the essence of popery to assume any authority but that of
argument. In the field of battle, I strike in earnest, but even
then it is the arguments, or the talents, or the harmony of my
opponent, at which I aim. I never judge the heart! I am united
in heart with all who are united to Christ.
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ON BAPTISM.

CHAPTER L

EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE OF ARCHBISHOP WHATELY ON THE
SUBJECT OF THE BURDEN OF PROOF, WITH A VIEW TO ITS BEARING
ON INFANT BAPTISM, EPISCOPACY, AND RELIGIOUS RITES,

I ENTIRELY agree with the present distingnished Archbishop of Dublin,
that, in the discussion of any question, it is of immense importance to
ascertain with precision on which side lies the necessity of proof. But
I utterly disagree with his Grace, in his doctrine on this subject. I
shall, therefore, as the question of infant baptism is concerned in the
decision, devote a few pages to the examination of what has been
advanced by this learned writer.

“Tt is a point of great importance,” says the Archbishop, “to decide
in each case, at the outset, in your own mind, and clearly point out to
the hearer, as occasion may serve, on which side the presumption lies,
and to which belongs the [[onus probandi] burden of proof. For though
it may often be expedient to bring forward more proofs than can fairly
be demanded of you, it is always desirable, when this is the case, that it
should be known, and that the strength of the cause should be estimated
accordingly.” This passage expresses the substance of what I have
often advanced, and what 1 have always practised. ~Controversy cannot
be skilfully conducted without a perfect acquaintance with the laws
which regulate this matter. But in what follows this quotation, I differ
from his Grace in almost every step. ¢ According to the most correct
use of the term,” says the author, “ a presumption in favour of any sup-
position means, not (as has sometimes been erroneously imagined,) a pre-
ponderance of probability in its favour, but such a pre-occupation of the
ground as implies that it must stand good till some sufficient reason is
adduced against it; in short, that the burden of proof lies on the side of
him who would dispute it.”

Now I do not think that this account of the most correct use of the
word presumption, in the phrase to which he refers, is at all a just one.
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And he has given no examples from use to justify what he approves, or
to condemn what he censures. Mere assertion is no proof; and nothing
but instances from the language can have a right to a hearing on this
question. In opposition to his Grace, I contend that the phrase “ a pre-
sumption in favour of any supposition,” always implies that there is
something which renders such supposition probable, previously to the
examination of the proof, or independently of it. In proof of this, I
might allege innumerable examples. “If one opinion is universally pre-
valent,” says Zimmerman on Solitude, “it amounts to a presumption
that no one has a sentiment of his own.” Does this imply no degree of
antecedent probability ?

Dr. Johnson assigns as the strict meaning of this word, “ an argument
strong, but not demonstrative,—a strong probability.” As an example he
quotes the following passage from Hooker: “ The error and unsufficience
of their arguments doth make it, on the contrary, a strong presumption,
that God hath not moved their hearts to think such things as he hath
not enabled them to prove.” Here the word imports probability.

I may here observe, incidentally, with respect to the strict meaning
assigned to this word by Dr. Johnson, that it is an instance of what I have
asserted with respect to the caution necessary in taking secondary
meanings from lexicons and dictionaries. This greatest of lexicographers
alleges the passage from Hooker as using the word presumption for a
strong probability. But the idea of strength is not in the word presump-
tion ; the epithet strong is added to it,— a strong presumption.”

But where does this writer find any passages in which the word
presumption signifies pre-occupation of the ground? 1 can think of none
either in vulgar or in correct use. I appeal to the universal practice of
the language. When we say that there is “ a presumption in favour of
any supposition,” we always mean that there is something which makes
it probable antecedently to the consideration of the direct conclusion,—
never that it has such a pre-occupation of the ground, as casts the burden
of proof on the side of him who would dispute it.

With respect to the burden of proof, I shall submit the following
observations:

First,—If the burden of proof lies on one side of every question, it is
self-evident that there must be a self-evident principle to determine, in
every case, on which side it lies. It is often said, that controversy has no
end; but if there is not in every case a self-evident principle to deter-
mine on which side lies the burden of proof, controversy could have
neither beginning nor end. Discretionary laws can have no place,
because they have no authority.

Second,—Is it self-evident that pre-occupation, which may be acci-
dental, necessarily casts the durden of proof on the other side? It is
not self-evident. It is a mere arbitrary figment, totally destitute of self-
evident authority.

Third,—It is self-evident that pre-occupation of ground does not cast
the burden of proof on the opposite side, for this might establish error
rather than truth.

Fourth,—If proof is a burden, it is still more clearly self-evident that
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there must be a self-evident principle, in all cases, to determine the
bearing of this burden. Nothing can be more absurd, than to suppose
that a pre-occupation, implying no probability, could confer such a
prerogative.

Fifth,—Even the highest antecedent probability affects not the burden
of proof.

Sixth,—It is self-evident that in every question the durden of proof
lies on the side of the affirmative. An affirmation is of no authority
without proof. It is as if it had not been affirmed. He who denies has
nothing to do till proof is advanced on the other side. Can he refute
evidence till it is advanced ? Does not his Grace himself not only admit
but assert this, when, in his censure of those who do not avail themselves
of the privilege of casting the burden of proof on the opposite side,
declares that in such a case there is “absolutely nothing in the other
scale ?”  If, then, there is absolutely nothing in the opposite scale, can it
be necessary to fill the other scale to outweigh nothing ?

This may be brought to the most decisive test. Let the combatants
disagree as to the side on which lies the burder of proof, and both per-
versely refuse to commence the encounter; the person who affirms, in
every instance, loses his cause. If he submits 1o arguments in proof,
there is no evidence of its truth, and it cannot rationally be received.
The negative, without speaking a word, has all it needs: if nothing is
alleged 1n proof, there can be no necessity to disprove. This law of
controversy has always appeared to me perfectly self-evident; and it is one
of great importance. For nothing can be more true than what is asserted
by the Archbishop, on the importance of knowing and respecting the law
with respect to the burden of proof. When a man engages to prove, in
acase in which proof lies on his antagonist, he always injures his cause,
and in some cases he may bring it unjustly into suspicion, or even
destroy it. For sometimes the negative may be capable of no other
proof, than that the affirmative is not proved; and this is perfectly
sufficient.

The burden of proof must necessarily lie on the side that needs the proof.
This, surely, is the side that cannot subsist without an exhibition of its
evidence. If one side remains safe as long as the other proves nothing,
it cannot be necessary for that side to undertake proof. For if neither
attempts proof, the negative is proved. If I assert a doctrine, I must
prove it; for until it is proved it can have no claim to reception. Strictly
speaking, it exists only on its proof, and a mere affirmation of it is only
an existence on affirmation. If I obstinately refuse proof, I leave my
doctrine without foundation, and a simple denial of it is sufficient. No
man can be called on to disprove that which alleges no proof. What is
disproof, but the refutation of proof ? And what has no proof needs no
refutation.

It must be observed, that though the burden of proof always lies on
him who holds the affirmative, yet when he has alleged his proof, the
objector is bound to proof. That is, the objection must be proved before
it can be admitted against the evidence. An objection can have no
force till it is proved. In fact, till it is proved it does not properly

B2
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exist as an objection. He who objects, must affirm something to be
inconsistent with that to which he objects. If he refuses to prove, his
objection ceases to exist. It is perfectly the same thing as if he did not
object. If a man must prove his doctrine, an objector must prove his
objection. Every man must bear his own burden. He who affirms
must bear the burden of proving his affirmation: he who objects must
bear the burden of proving his objection. This is a rational, clear, and
self-evident law. Indeed, the very phrase, burden of proof, or if the Latin
is more edifying, the onus probandi, necessarily refers to proof, and not
to refutation. It is absurd to suppose that the durden of proof should
lie on him whose only business is to disprove. The burden of proof, as
to different things, lies on both sides of any question. The holder of the
doctrine is bound to submit the evidence on which his doctrine is
founded: the objector to the doctrine must prove anything that he
alleges as an objection. Every man must prove that which his cause
requires. If I do not prove my doctrine, it falls: if my opponent does
not prove his objections, they fall. Here each of us must affirm, and
each must prove what belongs to himself, but neither of us is to prove
that which belongs to the other. How different is this law from the
erroneous principle employed by this great logician, to regulate the
matter in question. I proceed not a step but with the torch of self-
evidence in my hand !

My view of this subject is, I find, similar to that taken by the learned
Lord Chancellor King, in the following passage from his “ Enquiry into
the Constitution, Discipline, Unity, and Worship of the Primitive
Church,” p. 41. Part II. 1691:

“ Now this being a negative in matter of fact, the bare assertion of it
is sufficient proof, except its affirmative can be evinced. Suppose it was
disputed whether ever St. Paul writ an epistle to the church of Rome,
the bare negation thereof would be proof enough that he did not, except
it could be clearly evidenced on the contrary that he did. So unless
it can be proved that the ancients had fixed liturgies and prayer-books,
we may very rationally conclude in the negative, that they had none
at all.”

I will admit the law which I here lay down, to be equally binding
in all inquiries after truth. When I contend with the Archbishop, I am
bound to proof: my opponent has nothing to do but to refute my proof.
He is bound to prove all his objections; and a merely possible solution
of a difficulty is suflicient to refute the objection. So also with respect
to every doctrine, and every institution that pretends authority from the
word of God. There is another observation of great importance on
this subject. The procedure is the same with respect to every indivi-
dual, were there no one in the world to dispute with him. I believe it
is very generally supposed that a man may safely retain such institu-
tions as he believes to have the privilege of casting the burden of proof
on the side of those who dispute them, till he is forced by his opponents.
This is a monstrous mistake. Were there no one to dispute with us
abous any of our doctrines or ordinances, we are equally bound to the
proof of what we receive. And in considering objections, we are to
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admit none that are not proved. We are fairly to act the part of both
parties. In this way only can we legitimately expect to arrive at truth.

The Archbishop refers to the procedure at law for a confirmation of
his doctrine. ¢ Thus,” says he, * it is a well-known principle of the law,
that every man (including a prisoner brought up for trial,) is to be pre-
sumed innocent till his guilt is established. This does not, of course,
mean that we are to take for granted he is innocent; for if that were the
case, he would be entitled to immediate liberation: nor does it mean that
it is antecedently more likely than not that he is innocent.”

Upon this I observe; First, though his Grace is the first logician of the
age, he here confounds two distinct meanings of the word in question,
and considers them as one. When it is said that a prisoner is to be
presumed innocent till he is proved guilty, the word presumed signifies
supposed, considered, treated in law: that is, he is not to be legally
Judged as guilty, till his guilt is established. In fact, neither guilt nor
innocence is properly presumed. If innocence is presumed, it must be on
account of something that makes guilt unlikely: if guilt is presumed,
it must be from something that makes guilt more likely than innocence.
The law anticipates nothing as to his guilt or innocence; it pronounces
no judgment till it hears the proof.

But the word presumption in the phrase, “ a presumption in favour of
any supposition,” has a very different meaning, both in common use,
and according to his Grace’s definition of it. Accordingly, while the
prisoner is to be legally considered innocent, there may be the strongest
presumption that he is guilty. He cannot, then, in the same sense, be
presumed both innocent and guilty. Besides, the prisoner’s being legally
considered as innocent, till he is proved guilty, is never designated as
“a presumption in favour of the innocence of the prisoner.” There is
not, then, even a legal use of the phrase, in his Grace's sense. In any
case in which it is said that there is “a presumption in favour of the
prisoner,” it will be understood by both learned and unlearned, both
by the court and by the crowd, that there is something that renders
innocence probable.

Second,—His Grace here confounds a law regulating those who judge
in civil matters for others, with a law that respects every individual in
regulating himself, as to his views of divine things. A jury, whatever
may be their opinion, are not to find a man guilty, but on evidence
submitted in court; but the prisoner himself is not to form his judg-
ment by this standard.

Third,—The prisoner is to be legally considered innocent, till he is
proved guilty, but this is not from a pre-occupation of the ground.
There is nothing here that can be like pre-occupation.

Fourth,—The treatment of the prisoner is grounded on self-evident
truths. If he did not commit the crime, he is actually innocent of it;
and if it is not proved that he committed it, he is legally innocent of it.
If there is no proof of guilt, why should he be accounted guilty ? Here
the burden of proof is regulated by the same self-evident principle. The
accuser must affirm and prove his affirmation. If he refuses, the charge
falls. Tt is the accuser who needs the proof. The want of proof of
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guilt, is legal proof of innocence. If there is no affirmation of guils,
there is no pretence for trial: if the affirmation of guilt is not proved,
there can be no legal conviction, All this is in perfect harmony with
my doctrine.

The author next gives an example from possession as to property.
“ Thus again,” says he, “ there is a presumption in favour of the right
of any individuals or bodies corporate to the property of which they are
in actual possession. This does not mean that they are, or are not,
likely to be the rightful owners; but merely that no man is to be dis-
turbed in his possessions till some claim against him shall be established.”

On this I observe, First,—It is true that the burden of proof lies on
him who disputes the right of the present possessor; but it 1s not true that
this is called a ¢ presumption in his favour.” It is true, also, generally
speaking, that there is a presumption in favour of the possessor; but the
sense in which this assertion will be generally admitted, is not the sense
in which it is defined by the writer, but the sense which he disclaims.
It will universally be understood to mean some degree of probability
that the possessor is the rightful owner of the property. It is never
employed to designate merely that the burden of proof lies on the side of
him who disputes the right of the possessor.

Second,—The principle on which the law proving possession as to
property, must undoubtedly be founded on an opinion of previous pro-
bability, otherwise it would be most unjust and absurd.

Third,—There is actually an antecedent probability on the side of
possession as to property. There are a million of cases against one, in
which the possessor is the legal owner. The law, then, is founded on
self-evident truth. There is the soundest reason directing the procedure
of the law in this instance.

Fourth,—To put the proof on the possessor would unhinge property,
and be most evidently unjust. Many rightful possessors might not be
able to give any other evidence of their right than possession. But with
respect to religious doctrines and institutions, there is no antecedent pro-
bability that those in existence at any time are actually in Seripture.
The vast majority of religious rites used under the Christian name are
the mere invention of men; and not a single institution of the Lord Jesus,
as it is recorded in the New Testament, has been left unchanged; and it
is no injustice to put each of them to the proof, because, if they are in
Scripture, proof is at all times accessible. There is no similarity between
religious ordinances and property. As to a man’s right to retain his
faith and practice, it not only continues till his doctrine and rites are dis-
proved by Scripture, but equally after this as before it. He is to be left
in the undisturbed possession of his religion after the clearest demon-
stration of its falsehood and its absurdity.

Fifth,—The civil law actually establishes the procedure as to posses-
sion in property: the Scriptures nowhere recognise the claims of posses-
sion as to doctrines or institutions.

His Grace, after some very just and appropriate observations on the
importance of deciding on which side lies the burden of proof, and hav-
ing illustrated them with suitable examples, speaks of him who neglects
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it as leaving out “ one, perhaps, of his strongest arguments.” Now how
does this consist with the assertion, that the presumption referred to
implies not a previous probability ? Can anything be an argument which
has no evidence ? If there is no evidence in this presumption, what
gives it so much weight ?

¢ The following,” says the author, ¢ are a few of the cases in which it
is important, though very easy, to point out where the presumption lies.

¢ There is a presumption in favour of any existing institution. Many
of these (we will suppose the majority) may be susceptible of alteration
for the better; but still the ‘burden of proof’ lies with him who pro-
poses an alteration; simply on the ground that, since a change is not
a good in itself, he who demands a change should show cause for it.”

With respect to civil institutions, there is, in the common sense of the
term, a presumption that they were agreeable to the wisdom of the
legislature when they were enacted. There can be no reason to alter
them, except they can be improved. But even with respect to a civil
law, the moment that the legislature consents to bring it into discussion,
it must prove its utility, or perish: proof of this lies on its friends. It
is self-evident that the advocates of a law must show the arguments that
support it. If these are refuted, it perishes without further assault. If
it is a useless law, why should it be law ?

But with respect to existing religious institutions, there is no presump-
tion in their favour, in any sense of the term. Their present existence is
a presumption that they were agreeable to the wisdom of the institutor,
but not that they are of Divine origin. He who holds them must
prove them. He who assails them has only to refute what is alleged
from Scripture in their support. The question is not whether the insti-
tution is useful or injurious, but whether it is founded in Scripture.
Had an institution existed from the time of Noah, it has not the smallest
authority from its age. It must prove its origin to be from God. * To
the law and to the testimony: if they speak not according to this word,
it is because there is no light in them.”

“ Every book again, as well as person,” says the author, ¢ ought to be
presumed harmless (and, consequently, the copyright protected by our
courts,) till something is proved against it. It is a hardship to require
a man to prove, either of his book or of his private life, that there is no
ground for any accusation; or else to be denied the protection of his
country. The burden of proof in each case, lies fairly on the accuser.”

The burden of proof, in the cases referred to, certainly rests justly, as
his Grace determines; but not from a presumption of innocence, nor from
a pre-occupation of the ground, but from self-evident truth. Nothing
could be more self-evidently unjust than to oblige a man to prove his
own innocence. He might be innocent, yet quite unable to prove it.
‘What other proof could he justly be called on to give of his innocence of
a crime, but that there is no evidence he did it? In some cases he is
able to do more, as when he proves an alibi; but more is not necessary.
If he is not proved guilty, he is innocent of course. His accuser, then,
must affirm guilt, and prove it.

And how could he prove that his book is innocent, but by denying
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that it is guilty, and challenging his opponent to proof? Instead of
going over every sentence, and showing that it is innocent, he challenges
his adversary to prove guilt in any sentence. If all this proceeds on the
foundation of self-evident truth, why lodge it on the slippery ground
of presumption of innocence, and pre-occupation ? It is an abuse of
terms.

“ There is a presumption,” says his Grace, “ against every thing para-
doxical, i. e., contrary to the prevailing opinion: it may be true; but
the burden of proof lies with him who maintains it; since men are not to
be expected to abandon the prevailing belief till some reason is shown.”

The burden of proof lies indeed with him who holds anything contrary
to the prevailing opinion; but not more so than with him who holds
what is in accordance with the prevailing opinion. Every opinion is to
be supported by the holders of it, with the arguments on which it rests;
and the business of him who rejects it is to disprove these arguments.
If a man is not to be expected to abandon the prevailing belief till some
reason is shown, neither is he rationally to be expected to adopt or retain
the prevailing belief till he has a reason that convinces himself, though
he is not bound to convince others. As to the burden of proof, there is
not the slightest difference between the wildest singularity and the most
prevailing faith. Every thing that claims belief must submit its evidence,
else it cannot be rationally received. Every thing believed must rest on
evidence, else it cannot be rationally retained. The burden of proof lies
necessarily on the side of the opinion believed: the burden of disproof,
or of showing that the arguments alleged in proof do not prove, lies on
the other side. Each side has its own peculiar proof.

It is not only a fantastic, but an absurd and pernicious principle, that
relieves the prevailing faith of the burden of proof. If it is the prevail-
ing opinion that the Man of the Moon has a beard down to his knees,
am I obliged to make an expedition to that planet to determine the ques-
tion by actual measurement ? Prooflies on the opinion, not on its opposers.
Besides, the very fact that his Grace gives a reason why men should
not be expected to abandon the prevailing belief till some reason is
shown, destroys his doctrine: for, if he gives a reason, then he rests not
on a mere pre-occupation without evidence.

Again, if mere pre-occupation determines the burden of proof, then
the holder of the most singular opinion should not give it up, till some
reason is shown; that is, he may cast the burden of proof on the side of
the prevailing opinion, for the singular opinion has pre-occupation in
regard to him.

Still further, if the prevailing opinion enjoys this prerogative, it will,
in many cases, be a contest which is the prevailing opinion. The doctrine
of his Grace, on the burden of proof, is perfectly absurd.

I have another observation. His Grace says: “ There is a presumption
against every thing paradoxical.” Now I ask every reader, what is the
sense that the English language naturally assigns to the word presumption
in this sentence ? Is it not a degree of antecedent probability ? But
this is not his Grace's meaning. Ile means merely that the burden
of proof lies with him who holds the paradox, without expressing any
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opinion of probability. If my observation is just, his Grace has unneces-
sarily chosen to express himself in a phraseology that is not English in
the sense in which he uses it. The expression 18 paradozical.

If it were not foreign to the present controversy, I would dispute his
Grace’s application of the word paradozical. He says, ¢ Correct use is
in favour of the etymological sense.” It is my opinion, that correct
English never uses the word for what is merely contrary to the prevailing
belief. Indeed in this respect there is no difference between vulgar and
classical usage. The word is never used, either by scholars or the
exact, in the sense in which it is explained by this writer. In its best
sense, it always implies something at first sight incredible, or apparently
false, or contradictory,—never simply that a thing is contrary to the
prevailing belief. It is said, that his Grace has an opinion on the
sabbath, contrary to the prevailing belief; but I should consider it calum-
nious, to assert that he holds a paradoaical opinion with regard to the
sabbath. The most singular opinions are not paradozical, simply from
their singularity ; I know, indeed, that one of the meanings assigned to
this word by Dr. Johnson, coincides with that given by his Grace; but
he has given no example for proof; and he gives the others which this
writer denies. Paradoxz, Dr. Johnson explains as “ a tenet contrary to
received opinion; an assertion contrary to appearance; a position in
appearance absurd.” From correct use, he exemplifies all but the first:
that he does not exemplify, and I cannot think of an example in the
English language. It is given merely on the authority of etymology,
which is no authority at all. Mere contrariety to the prevailing opinion,
is not a paradox in the sense of the English language. This is another
proof of the necessity of caution in using the authority of lexicons. If
Dr. Johnson is guilty of such an inaccuracy in the account of the mean-
ing of an English word, what may we not fear from lexicographers in
dead or foreign languages ? Nothing but examples from a language
can be ultimate proof of the meaning of words. The authority of lexico-
graphers and critics is only secondary.

¢ Accordingly,” says his Grace, ¢ there was a presumption against the
Gospel in its first announcement.” In the English sense of the term,
there was no presumption against the Gospel on its first announcement.
But I admit that proof lay on that side. This, however, is not from any
pre-occupation of ground on the other side: it was on the common, self-
evident principle, that every doctrine or opinion must show its proof, else
it must cease to have a rational existence. He who denies it has nothing
to do but refute what is alleged in its favour. This holds universally.
Indeed, his Grace himself rests his assertion on the nature of the thing,
and the self-evidence of the case, not on pre-occupation. A Jewish
peasant,” says he, ¢ claimed to be the promised Deliverer, in whom all
the nations of the earth were to be blessed. The burden of proof lay
with Him. No one could be fairly called on to admit his pretensions
till He showed cause for believing in him.” Here the author does not
rest on the authority of an arbitrary principle, but gives a reason for his
assertion. And if it is true that “no one could be fairly called on to
admit his pretensions till He showed cause for believing on him,” it is on
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the same ground, then, that no one can be fairly called on to believe any-
thing till evidence is presented.

“ Now," continues the writer, “the case is reversed. Christianity
exists : and those who deny the Divine origin attributed to it, are bound
to show some reasons for assigning to it a human origin.”

This indeed is a most chimerical principle. The same doctrine is at
one time bound to proof, at another it has the privilege of casting the
burden of proof on the other side; from the mere circumstance of existence.
Nothing can be more absurd. If at first it is bound to proof, but as
soon as it is received, it can cast the burden of proof on the other side,
its reception must be evidence of its truth, or the ground of its reception
is irrational and insufficient. Now the presumption for which his Grace
contends, is not of the nature of evidence at all.

This doetrine is utterly without foundation. Christianity is as much
bound to proof this day, as it was the first day of its publication. Its
opponents are not “ bound to show some reasons for assigning to it a human
origin.”  If they refute the arguments on which Christianity rests, they
have done their business. The establishment of Christianity considered
in connexion with its nature and means of propagation, is indeed evidence
of its truth, but no reason to cast the burden of proof on its enemies.

On what does such an arbitrary principle rest ? Do the Scriptures
teach that as soon as any doctrine or position is established, or received,
proof lies on the side of those who dispute it? No such thing is pre-
tended. Is it a self-evident truth? Instead of this, the author himself
denies this presumption to be even a previous probability. Every ulti-
mate reason must be self-evident. But here we have an ultimate reason
that has not even the nature of evidence.

His Grace rests on the simple existence of Christianity. But did
not Christianity ewist from the first day of its reception by the first indi-
vidual who received it? According to this doctrine, then, with respect
to all who from the first moment received it, proof lay on the other side.
Besides, with respect to infidels and all who have not received Christianity,
proof must still ie on it. They must not give up their old systems till
proof is submitted. There is nothing but concessions on this principle
of settling the burden of proof. Christianity on the ground of its eaistence
rests the burden of proof on those who dispute it; yet all who dispute it
have the same reason to cast the burden of proof upon it. Their belief
had, with respect to themselves, a previous existence. If each has a
right to cast the burden of proof upon the other, they never can contend.

The author himself forsakes his own principle, and in the following
passage, gives a reason why the burden of proof should now lie on the
opposers of Christianity. ¢ The burden of proof,” says he, “now lies
plainly on him who rejects the Gospel; which, if it were not established
by miracles, demands an explanation of the greater miracle, its having
been established in defiance of all opposition, by human contrivance.”
Here instead of relying on simple existence, he relies on miraculous
propagation, in defiance of all opposition. This indeed is an argument
in proof of the truth of Christianity—not a reason to relieve it from the
burden of proof.
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“ The burden of proof, again,” says the Archbishop, “lay on the
authors of the Reformation: they were bound to show cause for every
change they advocated; and they admitted the fairness of this requisi-
tion, and accepted the challenge. But they were not bound to show
cause for retaining what they left unaltered. The presumption was, in
these points, on their side; and they had only to reply to objections.
This important distinction is often lost sight of, by those who look at the
‘doctrines, &c. of the Church of England as constituted at the Reformation,’
in the mass, without distinguishing the altered from the unaltered parts.
The framers of the Articles kept this in mind in their expression respect-
ing infant baptism, that it ought by all means to be retained. They did
not introduce the practice, but left it as they found it; considering the
burden to lie on those who denied its existence in the primitive church,
to show when it did arise.”

The burden of proof did not lie on the Reformers. They who held the
established doctrine and rites at that time, were bound to show that they
are the doctrines and rites of the New Testament. The business of the
Reformers was to refute any arguments from Scripture alleged in sup-
port by their opponents. What is the thing controverted ? Is it not
whether certain doctrines and rites are instituted in Scripture ? If this
protestant Archbishop receive the common protestant maxim, the Bible,
the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible, he cannot controvert this.
And if this is the controversy, is it not necessarily the business of those
who hold them to be in Scripture, to produce the proof that they are in
Scripture ? The business of the other is to refute the alleged evidence.
This is a self-evident truth. If any doctrine, or rite, declines to show
its proof, from the admitted standard, it necessarily falls to the ground
for want of proof. To deny it is to disprove it. If it will not bear the
burden of proof, it is unproved. The opposers of it have nothing to do.
They cannot refute proof that is not submitted to them. If pre-occupa-
tion is rested on, that pre-occupation must either be evidence, or the
thing is believed without evidence. But pre-occupation is not proof, and
the Archbishop himself does not make it even probability.

Besides, as soon as the Reformers had received their new system, that
system, with respect to themselves, had pre-occupation. It was in posses-
sion, and according to the Archbishop’s doctrine, they had & right to cast
the burden of proof on the other side. There is a confusion in the
Archbishop’s doctrine, which I am surprised to find in the views of so
great a logician. Pre-occupation he at one time applies with reference
to the date of the doctrine or institution; at another with reference to
the reception of the doctrine or rite by individuals. He grants the
privilege of pre-occupation to every man with respect to his own system,
or the system of his party. There is nothing akin in these two pre-
occupations.

The distinction on which the Archbishop rests all the rites retained by
the Reformation, is indeed a very important one, but it is a distinction
that has not the shadow of a support either in Scripture or in self-evident
- truth. If a man is bound to show cause for every change, he is equally
bound to do so, with respect to every thing which he retains. He must
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submit evidence for every thing which he holds, or be charged with the
absurdity of believing without evidence. If the Reformers renounced
extreme unction because it was not instituted in Scripture, why did they
retain infant baptism, or any other human invention ?

How could the Reformers disprove what they rejected ? Was it not
by proving that the rejected doctrines and rites were not taught in
Scripture ? And was not this as easily to be done with respect to
many things which they retained, as it was with respect to those
which they rejected ? And how was this to be done with respect to either,
but by denying that they are in Scripture, and challenging their oppo-
nents to proof 7 Were they to quote the whole Scriptures, sentence by
sentence, showing as they proceeded that the rejected doctrines and rites
were not there ?  This absurdity is imported in the doctrine that proof
lay with the Reformers. It is a truth clear as the light of the sun, that,
in every instance, proof lies with the affirmative, or with the holders of
the doctrine or rite.

But even if proofof the rites and institutions retained by the Reformers,
lay with their opponents, what is it they have to prove? Ts it not
merely that the things objected to, are not instituted in Scripture ? But
the Archbishop unjustly calls for the proof of a very different thing, a
thing that in no case can be demanded. He demands of the opponents of
the rejected rite, or institution, “to show when it did arise.” I care not
when it arose. It is perfectly sufficient for my cause, that it is not in
Scripture. Let its friends trace its genealogy. This demand is arbitrary,
unscriptural, irrational. You might as well demand the author of the
rite as the time of the introduction of the rite. Do the Seriptures teach
that every rite in existence is to be continued, unless the time of its
introduction shall be ascertained 2 Ts it a self-evident truth that every
thing ought to be retained as divine, which cannot be traced to its origin ?
Here is a forged bank note that has passed over half the kingdom, impos-
ing on the best judges, but is at last rejected by the bank; will the Arch-
bishop think himself bound to receive it in payment, unless he can trace
it to its origin ? 'This bank note has pre-occupation, yet I will engage
that his Grace will shift the burden of proof from his own shoulders. His
demand is not founded on any self-evident principle of evidence, but has
been first invented for the very purpose of giving a sanction to the cir-
culation of human forgeries in the kingdom of God.

“The case of Episcopacy,” says his Grace, “is exactly parallel; but
Hooker seems to have overlooked this advantage: he sets himself to prove
the apostolic origin of the institution, as if his task was to introduce it.
Whatever force there may be in arguments so adduced, it is plain they
must have far more force if the important presumption be kept in view,
that the institution had notoriously existed many ages, and that con-
sequently, even if there had been no direct evidence of its being coeval
with Christianity, it might fairly be at least supposed to be so, till some
other period should be pointed out at which it had been introduced as an

“innovation.”

The case of episcopacy is, indeed, exactly parallel with that of infant

baptism ; and equally groundless. Hooker showed his judgment in
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declining a mode of defence which is so completely irrational. Episco-
pacy, and every doctrine and institution, must submit their proof, or
be charged as being without proof. To prove an existing institution
to be scriptural, and to introduce, as scriptural, one which has been
neglected, demand the same process. The question to be discussed is,
whether the institution is in Scripture, not whether it is in practice
among any denomination. What is the ground on which this dis-
tinction rests ? Do the Scriptures teach, that an institution in practical
existence, has a pre-occupation that entitles it to be received as Divine,
until it is convicted of human origin? Is it a self-evident truth? No
such thing : it is a figment forged to sanction the doctrines and tradi-
tions of men.

But even if proof did lie on the opposer of episcopacy, what is he to
prove ? Surely nothing more than that it is not in Seripture. Yet the
Archbishop puts him to another proof. He obliges him to point out a
period at which it arose as an innovation. I resist such a demand, as
unscriptural, irrational, and without countenance from self-evident truth.
No man, in order to disprove error, is obliged to hunt after its origin.
If I knew the pedigree and the birth of episcopacy to a moment, I would
not make use of my knowledge, without a caution that the thing is not
necessary to my case.

What is presumption in the explained sense of his Grace ? Itisa
pre-occupation of the ground, that does not take the thing for granted, or
mean that it is more likely than not. But what is this presumption
about episcopacy ? It is a presumption by which “it might fairly,
at least, be supposed to be so, till,” &c. Does not this take the thing
for granted, till contrary proof is submitted ?

In the foregoing extract it is assumed that if episcopacy existed at a
certain period, it must be of Divine origin. This I deny. Were I
writing against episcopacy, I would trample on the evidence with regard
to its date. I care not if it was coeval with Adam, if it is not appointed
in the Secriptures. It is also insinuated that there is some degree of
direct evidence for episcopacy. Does this mean Scripture evidence ?
Will the very learned and liberal Archbishop of Dublin venture to
assert, that the Scriptures make the bishop an officer superior to the
presbyter ?

It 1s here supposed that the fact that episcopacy notoriously existed
many ages, is ground to believe that it is coeval with Christianity, unless
the period can be pointed out at which it had been introduced. The writer
is universally acknowledged as the first logician in Europe; yet this is
not logic. It might be coeval with Christianity, and not be Christian:
it might have existed many ages, and not be coeval with Christianity,
even although the period of its introduction could not be pointed out.
Freemasonry has existed for many ages. Are we to believe the brother-
hood that it is of Divine origin, or that it was instituted by Hiram the
great architect of Solomon, unless we are able to trace its origin ?

“In the case of any doctrines, again,” says the writer, “ professing to
be essential parts of the Gospel revelation, the fair presumption is, that
we shall find all such distinctly declared in Scripture.”
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Here, it seems, his Grace abandons his defined sense of the word
presumption, and uses it in the sense which he condemns—the common
English sense, importing a degree of probability. I ask every reader
whether this is not the sense in which he understands the words last
quoted. Does he not mean that the thing referred to, is more probable,
or more likely than the contrary ? It respects not the burden of proof,
nor pre-occupation of the ground; but the antecedent probability of the
thing asserted. Why is the thing to be presumed? Is it not because
of its probability?

‘With respect to the assertion itself, while it is not only probable, but
self-evidently true, that every thing revealed by God, will be revealed
with a sufficient degree of clearness, and that every thing is revealed
which he commands to be believed or practised, yet as to the manner
and degree of clearness of the revelation, there can be no just anticipation.
Here the anticipations of human wisdom have always failed. How a
thing is to be revealed, we learn from the revelation, not from our own
anticipations. It is sufficient if a truth, or duty, is revealed in any
manner. Has the Archbishop a design of protecting, by his presumption,
disbelief of certain doctrines, as not being essential parts of revelation,
because their opponents may allege that they are not distinctly declared
in Scripture?

“ And again, in respect of commands or prohibitions, or to any point,”
says the author, “ delivered by our Lord or his apostles, there is a pre-
sumption that Christians are bound to obey.” Why speak of this as a
presumption? Can anything be more certain than that all the com-
mands and prohibitions delivered by our Lord and his apostles, are to be
obeyed by those who profess subjection to him ?

“If any one,” continues the writer, “ maintain on the ground of tradi-
tion the necessity of some additional articles of faith (as for instance that
of purgatory) or the propriety of a departure from the New Testament
precepts (as for instance in the denial of the cup to the laity in the
Eucharist) the burden of proof lies with him.”

In such cases, instead of calling for proof, I would assert that the things
supposed are incapable of proof. It is assumed that the things referred
to are not in Scripture; but are additional articles of faith. Now, if the
Scriptures are the only standard, how can anything not in the Scriptures,
be proved from the Scriptures ? If any man adds tradition to his standard,
we have not a common standard, and cannot reason as to the conformity
or nonconformity of certain doctrines to our standard. We must dispute,
not about doctrines, but about the standard of our doctrines. If any one,
professing to be guided by the New Testament, asserts the propriety of
a departure from New Testament precepts, I would not call on him for
proof; I would assert that the thing is absurd. How can a standard
teach that it is not a standard?

“ Tt should be also remarked, under this head,” says the author, ¢ that
in any one question the presumption will often be found to lie on differ-
ent sides, in respect of different parties—e. g., In the question between a
member of the Church of England and a Presbyterian, or member of any
other church, on which side does the presumption lie? Evidently, to each,
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in favour of the religious community to which he at present belongs.
He is not to separate from the church of which he is a member, without
having some sufficient reason to allege.”

In the Archbishop’s sense of the word presumption, this appears to me
a paradoz in the worst sense of the word. It is impossible that two
parties can have previous possession of the same thing. Onemay have
pre-occupation of one part of the disputed property, and another of another;
but unless they are as clever as St. Dennis, who kissed his own head, they
cannot be both put in possession of the same thing.

And the paradox is obviously founded on a confounding of things
that are different. The presumption of the episcopalian is not the
presumption of him who holds the bishop and the presbyter to be the
same officer. The pre-occupation of the episcopalian, as the Archbishop
formerly stated, is a present occupation preceded by a previous occupa-
tion of notoriously many ages’ duration. But here the pre-occupation
respects present possession, that is, to have authority with none but them-
selves respectively. In this kind of pre-occupation, the episcopalian is
only on a footing with his opponent. And this is a most useless pre-
occupation that equally belongs to all opinions, and is to have influence
only on those who hold them. This cannot affect the burden of proof,
The pre-occupation in which episcopacy glories, is not the pre-occupation
here recognised.

If this is presumption, and if presumption has the privilege of casting
the burden of proof on the other side, then every man has a right to
decline defending his own opinions, and to cast the burden of proof upon
those who dispute them. Can anything be more monstrous ?

It is worth remarking,” says the author, “that a presumption may
be rebutted by an opposite presumption, so as to shift the burden of proof
to the other side: e. g., Suppose you had advised the removal of some
existing restriction: you might be, in the first instance, called on to take
the burden of proof, and allege your reasons for the change, on the
ground that there is a presumption against every change. But you
might fairly reply, True, but there is another presumption which rebuts
the former: every restriction is in itself an evil; and therefore there is a
presumption in favour of its removal, unless it can be shown necessary
for prevention of some greater evil; Iam not bound to allege any specific
inconvenience; if the restriction is unnecessary, that is reason enough for
its abolition: its defenders therefore are fairly called on to prove its
necessity.”

It is true that a presumption may be rebutted by an opposite presump-
tion, if the word is taken in its common English sense. But I cannot see
how this is true according to the sense in which the word is explained
by the Archbishop. If one thing pretends pre-occupation, how can it
be rebutted, as to pre-occupation, but by proving that its pretensions to
pre-occupation are false? If by pre-occupation it has the privilege of
casting the burden of proof on its opponent, how can this burden be cast
upon it, except it is proved not to have the pre-occupation which it
preténded? One of them only can have pre-occupation, and consequently
that one only can have presumption. Can each of them be before the
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other ? This would be like the seven ladies, who were each of them
handsomer than another.

A change is in itself neither good nor evil; it is good or evil according
to the nature of the thing changed: consequently it cannot be a sound,
just principle that ““there is a presumption against every change.” A
presumption, in the English sense of the word, that lies against a change,
must be founded on the supposition that the thing sought to be changed,
was at first the result of wisdom, or at least of deliberation. This is the
case with respect to all laws. DBut mere pre-occupation has not the
smallest authority. And though when a legislator calls for the change
of a law, it is implied that he considers it either bad or useless, yet in all
cases the defender of the law is bound to prove the utility or inno-
cence of the law: his opponents have nothing to do but to disprove
his arguments and show that he has failed to prove its innocence, or
its utility. If they succeed, the law is justly dead.

‘What does the learned author mean by presumption when he says that
“ there is a presumption in favour of the removal of every restriction,
unless it can be shown necessary for the prevention of some greater
evil 7 If every restriction is in itself an evil, can certainty be more cer-
tain than that it should be removed, if unnecessary? Here presumption
turns out to be self-evidence, and the restriction being unnecessary, is never
enough for its removal. Here presumption is more than probability, and
rests on self-evident truth.

But does not the Archbishop here abandon his own doctrine ? Has
not the restriction pre-occupation? According to the author, then, the
burden of proof falls on those who dispute it. Yet he puts the burden
of proof on those who defend the restriction, on the ground of self-evident
truth. ¢ Its defenders,” he asserts, “are fairly called on to prove its
necessity.” If so, pre-occupation has no authority.

The following passage, quoted by the writer from Dr. Hawkins, is
entirely in harmony with my doctrine. * In no other instance perhaps
besides that of religion, do men commit the very illogical mistake of first
canvassing all the objections against any particular system whose pre-
tensions to truth they would examine, before they consider the direct
arguments in its favour.” Now if the arguments in favour of a doctrine,
or system, are first to be considered, who is it that is obliged to state
these arguments ? Must it not be the person who holds the doctrine or
system? How can the objector reply to arguments that are not laid
before him?  And it is perfectly the same thing with a man examining
his own system, or doctrine: he must first consider the arguments in
proof, and afterwards the objections: for it is an important truth that
is stated by Dr. Hawkins, that “there may be truth, and truth supported
by irrefragable arguments; and yet at the same time obnoxious to objec-
tions, numerous, plausible, and by no means easy of solution.” I go
farther ; there may be truth liable to objections that to us may be
unanswerable, while the proof is irrefragable.

But the next quotation is not in accordance with this. He adds, ¢ that
sensible men, really desirous of discovering the truth, will perceive*that
reason directs them to examine first the arguments in favour of that side
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of the question where the first presumption of truth appears. And the
presumption is manifestly in favour of that religious creed already adopted
by the country.” Reason directs to begin the inquiry as to the truth of
any religion, by examining the evidences alleged in its favour, whether
antecedent probability be favourable or unfavourable. But it is monstrous
to suppose that there is a * presumption of truth” in favour of the religion
of a man’s country. What relation to truth has the relation of a man
to his country ? According to this doctrine there is a presumption of the
truth of every religion in the world. What is the value of that pre-
sumption in favour of any religion, which is equally a presumption in
favour of every other religion ?

Upon the whole, the doctrine of the learned and scientific Archbishop,
on the subject of the burden of proof, is neither scriptural nor philo-
sophical: it is self-evidently false. Presumption is not pre-occupation
of the ground, and pre-occupation decides not the privilege. The
burden of proof cannot be directed by any arbitrary principle, but
must be determined by self-evidence from the nature of the theory.
The side that affirms needs the proof; and the side that needs the proof
must produce it. Infant baptism, then, and episcopacy, and all religious
rites, must show their authority in Scripture, or perish with the other
human inventions discontinued at the Reformation. “Every plant
which my heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be plucked up.”

T will close my observations on his Grace’s doctrine, with stating a
presumption. I appeal to every man of candour, is there not a vehement
presumption against the supposition that infantbaptism is in Scripture,
when so eminent a scholar as the Archbishop of Dublin labours so
hard to find it a slippery foundation in pre-occupation? Were it in
Scripture, Dr. Whately is the man who could defend its title against
every opponent.



CHAPTER IL
THE MODE OF BAPTISM.
Meaning of the word sapro—Difference between BAPTO and BAPTIZO.

SectioN IL.—TrHE word BAPTO, from which is formed BAPTIZO,
signifies primarily, to dip; and, as a secondary meaning obviously derived
from the primary, it denotes to dye. Every occurrence of the word may
be reduced to one or other of these acceptations. It has been said, that
it signifies also to wash ; but, though thisis given by the lexicographers as
one of its meanings, and is admitted by many Baptist writers, it is not
warranted by a single decisive example, either in the Scriptures, or in
classical authors. It has also been said that it is a generie word, and,
without respect to mode, or inclusive of all modes, denotes any applica-
tion of water. So far from this, the idea of water is not at all in the
word. It is as applicable to every fluid as to water. Nay, it is not con-
fined to liquids, but is applied to every thing that is penetrated. The
substance in which the action of the verb is performed, may be oil, or
wax, or mire, or any other soft matter, as well as water. Except when
it signifies to dye, IT DENOTES MODE, AND NOTHING BUT MODE.

Barro and BAPTIZO are considered by most writers as perfectly iden-
tical in their signification. On the other hand, there are writers on this
subject, on both sides of the great question, who have assigned a difference
of meaning, which is merely fanciful. Some have alleged, that the
termination zo makes baptizo a diminutive; but utterly without coun-
tenance from the practice of the language. Others have erred as far on
the other side, and equally without authority make baptizo a frequentative.
The termination zo has no such effect as either class of these writers
suppose; and the history of the word, both in sacred and classical use,
justifies no such notion. It is true, indeed, that early church history
shows that Baptism was performed by three immersions; but it is equally
true, that this is neither scriptural, nor indicated by the termination of
the verb. Even had Christ appointed trine immersion, the frequency
could not have been expressed by this word. We should recollect that
the word was not formed for this religious ordinance; but, being taken
from the language, must be used in the common sense. The termination
zo does not make a frequentative according to the practice of the language
in other words; and the verb baptizo is not used as a frequentative by



THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 19

Greek writers. It could not become such, then, in an ordinance of Christ.
‘When Tertullian translates it by mergitare, he might wish to countenance
the trine immersion; but it is strange that he should be followed by
Vossius and Stephens. It is strange, also, to find some Baptists still
speaking of baptizo as a frequentative verb, since they cannot suppose that
it is such in the ordinance of baptism. It is a sufficient induction from
the actual history of a language, and not speculations from theory, that
can settle a question of this kind.

The learned Dr. Gale, in his Reflections on Mr. Wall's History of
Infant Baptism, after giving us a copious list of quotations, in which
bapto and baptizo are used, says: “I think it is plain, from the instances
already mentioned, that they are exactly the same as to signification.”
As far as respects an increase or diminution of the action of the verb, I
perfectly agree with the writer. That the one is more or less than the
other, as to mode or frequency, is a perfectly groundless conceit. Yet
there is a very obvious difference in the use of the words, and a difference
that naturally affects the point at issue. This difference is, BAPTO 18
NEVER USED TO DENOTE THE ORDINANCE OF BAPTISM, AND BAPTIZO NEVER
siGNIFIES TO DYE. The primitive word bapto has two significations, the
primary to dip, the secondary to dye. But the derivative is formed to
modify the primary only; and in all the Greek language, I assert that an
instance is not to be found in which it has the secondary meaning of the
primitive word. If this assertion is not correct, it will be easy for learned
men to produce an example in contradiction. That bapto is never
applied to the ordinance of baptism, any one can verify, who is able to
look into the passages of the Greek Testament, where the ordinance is
spoken of. Now, if this observation is just, it overturns all those specula-
tions that explain the word, as applied to baptism, by an allusion to dyeing;
for the primitive word that has this secondary meaning is not applied to
the ordinance; and the derivative word, which is appointed to express it,
has not the secondary signification of dyeing. BapTo has two meanings;
BAPTIZO in the whole history of the Greek language has but one. It not
only signifies to dip or immerse, but it never has any other meaning.
Each of these words has its specific province, into which the other cannot
enter; while there is a common province in which either of them may
serve. Either of them may signify to dip generally; but the primitive
cannot specifically express that ordinance to which the derivative has
been appropriated; and the derivative cannot signify to dye, which is a
part of the province of the primitive. The difference is precise and im-
portant. Most of the confusion of ideas on both sides of the question,
with respect to the definite meaning of the word baptism, has arisen
from overlooking this difference. Writers, in general, have argued
from the one word to the other, as if they perfectly corresponded in
meaning.

To show that derivatives in zo are equivalent to their primitives,
Dr. Gale gives us a number of examples. Now, in every thing essential
to his purpose, this is perfectly true; and in innumerable instances, no
variation may be capable of being traced. Yet I apprehend that such
derivatives were not introduced merely to vary the sound, but that they
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were originally designed to modify the action of the primitive verbs.
The termination zo, when employed to form a derivative, appears to me
to have served some such purpose, as the Hebrew causal form, and to
denote the making of the action of the verb to be performed. Mere
speculation is of no value. The most ingenious theory, not confirmed by
the use of the language, ought to have no authority. To ground any-
thing on conjectures, with respect to a subject that concerns the faith or
obedience of the people of God, would be not only unphilosophical but
impious. But that my observation is just, may be fully verified by
examples. There cannot be the smallest doubt, that the Greeks did
form derivatives on this plan. Could I produce no other instance, the
following, from Alan’s Varia Historia, would be sufficient to establish
my doctrine. It occurs in the anecdote he relates with respect to the
beneficence of Ptolemy Lagides. ¢ They say that Ptolemy, the son of
Lagus, took great delight in enriching his friends. He said that it is
better to enrich others than to be rich,” 197.* Here plouteo is to be
rich, and ploutizo, to make rich.

We have another instance in Heraclides, “of whom he provided
many with a supper.” Deipneo is to sup; deipnizo signifies to give a
supper.

Such, then, indubitably was originally the use of derivatives with this
termination, though in many cases they and their primitives may be
interchangeable; and although in some the distinction cannot at all be
traced.

In this view baptizo would signify originally to make an object dip.
Its use then, would be to apply to the dipping of things too heavy to be
sustained by the dipper. Its use in classical occurrence, I think, will
accord with this. Compared with its primitive, its occurrence in profane
writers is very rare, and it generally applies to objects that are too
heavy to be lifted or borne by the dipper. It applies to ships which are
made to dip by the weight of the lading. As to the general idea of dip-
ping, the primitive and the derivative are interchangeable. The primi-
tive may be used with respect to the largest body that can be immersed;
but it will not express the modification denoted by the derivative. The
derivative may be applied to the smallest object that is dipped; for it is
evident, that if we dip an object in any way, we cause it to dip or sink.
I shall illustrate this observation further when examples actually come
before us. In the mean time I observe, that whatever may originally
have been the modification of the termination in question, the difference
in the use of BaAPTO and BAPTIZO is clearly established. To ascertain a
difference, and to account for that difference, are two very different
things. In the former our success cannot be doubted, whatever may be
thought with respect to the latter,

From some instances in the application of this word, Dr. Gale was
induced to suppose that it does not so necessarily express the action of
putting under water, as that the object is in that state. But this is
evidently inconsistent with the essential meaning of the word; and not at

* See my former edition for the original of all my translations.



THE MODE OF BAPTISM. 21

all demanded by the examples on which he founds it. ¢ The word
baptizo,” says he, ¢ perhaps does not so necessarily express the action of
putting under water, as in general a thing being in that condition, no
matter how it comes so, whether it is put into the water, or the water
comes over it.” Now, were this observation just, every thing lying
under water might have this literally applied to it. But every one
acquainted with the Greek language must acknowledge that the word has
not literally such an application. In any particular instance when this
word is applied to an object lying under water, but not actually dipped,
the mode essentially denoted by it is as truly expressed as in any other
instance of its occurrence. Indeed, the whole beauty of such expressions
consists in the expression of a mode not really belonging to the thing
expressed. The imagination, for its own gratification, invests the object
with a mode that does not truly belong to it; and if that mode were not
suggested to the mind, the expression would lose its peculiar beauty.
Common conversation exemplifies this mode of expression every day;
and mere children understand its import. When a person has been
drenched with rain, he will say that he has got a dipping. Here dipping
does not lose its modal import, but immediately suggests it to the mind,
and intends to suggest it. But were the English language one of the
dead languages, and this expression subjected to learned criticism, it
would be alleged that the word dipping does not denote mode, but wetting,
without reference to mode. '

The very example alleged by Dr. Gale is formed on this principle.
It is brought from the works of Aristotle. ¢ The Phenicians who
inhabit Cadiz relate, that, sailing beyond Hercules’ Pillars, in four days,
with the wind at east, they came to a land uninhabited, whose coast was
full of sea-weeds, and is not laid under water at ebb; but when the
tide comes in, it is wholly covered and overwhelmed.” Now, though
the water comes over the land, and there is no actual exemplification of
the mode expressed by this word, yet it still expresses that mode; and
the word has been employed for the very purpose of expressing it. The
peculiar beauty of the expression consists in figuring the object, which is
successively bare and buried under water, as being dipped when it is
covered, and as emerging when it is bare. In the same style we might
say that, at the flood, God immersed the mountains in the waters, though
the waters came over them.

No example can more clearly disprove the notion, that this word
denotes to pour or sprinkle a little water on an object. The thing here
supposed to be baptized was wholly buried under water. The beach
is said to be baptized when the tide comes over it. Can any child, then,
be at a loss to learn from this, that baptism means to lay under water ?
Should we say that God baptized the earth at the flood, we should use
an expression exactly like the above. Who, then, can be at a loss to
know the meaning of the word baptism ?

This example tends to confirm my observation with respect to the
peculiar import of derivatives in zo. 'This was a large object, that was
not supposed to be taken up and dipped, but to be caused to dip, as it
were by sinking.
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The distinction which I have observed between the use of bapto and
baptizo, will enable us to refute the interpretation of the word baptism
by Mr. Robinsop of Cambridge. “The English translators,” says he,
‘did not translate the word baptize, and they acted wisely; for there
is no one word in the English language which 1s an exact counterpart of
the Greek word, as the New Testament uses it, containing the precise
ideas of the evangelists, neither less nor more. The difficulty, or rather
the excellence of the word, is, that it contains two ideas, inclusive of
the whole doctrine of baptism. Baptize is a dyer’s word, and signifies
to dip, so as to colour. Such as render the word dip, give one true
idea; but the word stood for two, and one is wanting in this rendering.
This defect is in the German Testament, Matt. iii. 1: ‘In those days
came John don Tauffer, John the Dipper; and the Dutch: ‘In those
days came John cer Dooper, John the Dipper.” This is the truth, but
it is not the whole truth. The Saxon Testament adds another idea, by
naming the administrator, John le Fullubtere, John the Fuller. The
Icelandic language translates baptism skirn, scouring. These convey two
ideas, cleansing by washing, but neither do these accurately express the
two ideas of the Greek baptize; for though repentance, in some cases
accompanies baptism, as it does prayer, yet not in every case. Jesus
was baptized in Jordan, but he was not cleansed from any moral or
ceremonial turpitude by it, nor was any repentance mixed with his
baptism. Purification by baptism is an accident; it may be, it may not
be,—it is not essential to baptism. The word, then, conveys two 1deas,
the one literal, dipping, the other figurative, colouring; a figure, how-
ever, expressive of a real fact, meaning that John, by bathing persons
in the River Jordan, conferred a character, a moral hue, as dyers, by
dipping in a dyeing vat, set a tinct or colour; John, by baptism, discri-
minating the disciples of Christ from other men, as dyers, by colouring,
distinguish stuffs. Hence John is called, by early Latins, John Z'inctor,
the exact Latin of Joannes Baptistes, John the Baptist.”

Mr. Robinson was a man of talents and of extensive reading: but
whatever other accomplishment he might possess, the above specimen
shows that he was no critic. Such a combination of the primary and
secondary meaning of a word, is unphilosophical; and, I am bold to
say, that in no language was it ever really exemplified. It is a mere
speculation, and a speculation that no man at all acquainted with the phi-
losophy of language could indulge. Did Mr. Robinson suppose that
baptizo had this double import in common and classical use? If he did,
he must have paid no attention to the various occurrences of the word;
for in no instance is his observation verified. Did he suppose that the
word, in its appropriation to the ordinance of baptism, received this new
meaning ? If he did, he supposes what is absurd, and what cannot be
exemplified in any word in the Bible. If words could receive such an
arbitrary appropriation in Scripture, the Book of God would not be a
revelation. Words must be used in Scripture in the sense in which they
are understood by those who speak the language, otherwise the Bible would
be a barbarian both to the learned and to the unlearned. ¢ Baptize,” he
says, “ls a dyer’s word.” Baptize is not a dyer’s word. Bapto,in a
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secondary sense, signifies to dye; but baptizo never does. IT IS STRICTLY
UNIVOCAL. What a ridiculous thing to suppose that, by immersion
in pure water, Christians received a discriminating hue, like cloth
dipped in the dyer's vat! What mark does it impress? Are we to
take the explanation of the import of an ordinance of Christ from the
creations of genius, rather than from the explicit declaration of the
Apostles ?  Such a meaning the word in question never has. Such a
combination of primary and secondary meaning no word in any lan-
guage could have. Such a meaning has nothing in the ordinance to
verify it. It is infinitely more important to resist such explanations of
baptism, even though their authors should agree with us with respect
both to the mode and subjects of that ordinance, than to combat the
opinion of our brethren who on these points differ from us. It is the
truth itself, and not any ritual ordinance, that our Lord has appointed
to be the bond of union among his people. A disproportionate zeal for
baptism may sometimes lead to danger of seduction from the Gospel,
by fraternizing with its corrupters, from agreement with them in a
favourite ordinance.

“ Not long before the death of Professor Porson,” says Dr. Newman,
¢“T went, in company with a much respected friend, to see that celebrated
Greek scholar at the London Institution. I was curious to hear in what
manner he read Greek. He very condescendingly, at my request, took
down a Greek Testament, and read, perhaps twenty verses in one of the
gospels, in which the word dapto occurred. I said, ¢ Sir, you know there
is a controversy among Christians respecting the meaning of that word.’
He smiled and replied, ¢ The Baptists have the advantage of us!’ He
cited immediately the well-known passage in Pindar, and one or two of
those in the gospels, mentioned in this letter; I inquired, whether, in his
opinion, baptizo must be considered equal to dapto, which, he said, was
to tinge, as dyers. He replied to this effect; that if there be a differ-
ence, he should take the former to be the strongest. He fully assured
me, that it signified a total émmersion. This conversation took place
August 27, 1807."

I should like to know in what respects this eminent scholar considered
baptizo.to be a stronger term to denote émmersion, than its primitive
bapto. 1 wish we had his opinion more in detail on this subject. As
expressive of mode, the derivative cannot go beyond its primitive. As
to totality of immersion, the one is perfectly equivalent to the other.
But, as I observed before, bapto has two senses, and baptizo but one; and
therefore, in this respect, the word used, with respect to the ordinance
of baptism, is stronger in support of immersion, as being univocal.
Perhaps this was the meaning of the professor. The additional modify-
ing meaning, which I pointed out in the derivative, adds nothing to the
strength of signification as to mode, though it sufficiently accounts for
the use of the derivative to the exclusion of the primitive, in every
instance, with respect to the ordinance of baptism.

The just and most obvious method of ascertaining the meaning of a
word, is to examine its origin and use in the language. It may wander
far from its root, but if that root is known with certainty, the connexion
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may still be traced. The derivative, however, may reject ideas con-
tained in the primitive, or it may receive additional ideas, which can
be learned only by being acquainted with its history.  That BapTIZO is
formed from BaPTO is a thing beyond dispute. But as I have shown
that they are not perfectly coincident in their application, I shall examine
them separately, contrary to the general practice of writers on both
sides of the question. I shall give a copious list of examples, as it is
from this that my readers will be enabled independently to form their
own judgment. This method will, doubtless, appear tedious and unin-
teresting to many; but it is the only method entitled to authority. For
a writer on controverted subjects, to give merely his own opinion of the
import of his documents, accompanied with a few examples as a speci-
men of proof, would be the same as if an advocate should present a
judge and jury with his own views of evidence, instead of giving them
all his facts and circumstances in detail, to enable them to decide with
knowledge. A work of this kind is not for amusement, but requires
patience and industry in the reader, as well as in the writer. If the one
has ransacked documents to most readers inaccessible, to collect evi-
dence, the other should not grudge the toil of examining the evidence,
seeing it is only by such an examination that he can have the fullest
conviction of the truth. Is the meaning of this word to be eternally
disputed ? If one party says that it has this meaning, and another
that, while a third differs from both, and a fourth is confident that all
three are wrong, what method can legitimately settle the controversy,
but an actual appeal to the passages in which it is to be found ? These
are the witnesses, whose testimony must decide this question; and
consequently the more numerous and definite the examples, the more
authoritative will be the decision. And as it is possible to tamper with
evidence, the witnesses must be questioned and cross-questioned, that
the truth may be ascertained without a doubt. Instead, therefore, of
making an apology for the number of my examples, and the length of
the observations that ascertain their meaning, the only thing I regret is,
that I have not every passage in which the word occurs in the Greek
language. Never was the meaning of a word so much disputed: no word
was ever disputed with less real grounds of difficulty.

Section II.—As it has been supposed by some to be a generic word,
signifying every application of water without any respect to mode, I shall
first give a specimen of examples, showing that it not only signifies
mode, but that the idea of water is not in the word at all. The nature
of the fluid is not expressed in the verb, but is expressed or understood
in its regimen.

Near the end of the Sixth Idyl of Theocritus, the word is applied to
the dipping of a vessel in honey. ‘Instead of water, let my maid dip
her pitcher into honey-combs.”

Here such abundance of honey is supposed, that in the morning, the
maid-servant, instead of going to draw water, will dip her pitcher into
honey-combs.  Not water, then, but honey, is the substance, with
respect to which the verb in question is here applied. And that dipping
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is the mode there can be no question. It would be absurd to speak of
pouring, or sprinkling, or washing, or wetting an urn into honey-combs.

Aristotle also applies it to the dipping of hay into honey for the
curing the flux in elephants. ¢ Dipping hay into honey, they give it
them to eat.”—Hist. Animal. lib. viii. 26. Though it would be possible
to sprinkle hay with honey, yet it would be absurd to speak of sprinkling
or pouring hay into honey. The preposition eis, with which the verb is
connected, forbids it to be translated by any other word but dip, even
were it possessed of different significations.

The same author, in his Treatise on the Soul, applies the word to wax.
“If one dip anything into wax, it is moved as far as he dips.”—Lib. iii.
12.  This surely is not an application of water. Nor can the mode be
any other than dipping. Neither pouring nor sprinkling, washing nor
wetting, can be imported here.

In the last line of the First Idyl of Moschus, the word is applied to
immersion in fire. Speaking of the gifts of Cupid, it is said, “ For they
are all dipped in fire.” This is a baptism in fire, and, beyond dispute,
dipping was the mode.

ZElian applies the word to ointment : Stephanon eis muron bapsas.—
Lib. xiv. cap. xxxix. ‘Having dipped a crown into ointment.”

The learned friend who writes the Appendix to Mr. Ewing’s Essay on
Baptism, translates this example thus: ¢ Having tinged (imbued or
impregnated) with precious ointment a crown (or garland),—the crown
was woven of roses.” This translation, however, is not made on sound
principles of interpretation. It rests on no basis. The author has not
produced one instance in which the word bapto incontestably and con-
fessedly must signify to imbue, except in the sense of dyeing. To tinge
a crown of flowers, is not to imbue it with additional fragrance, but to
colour it. The author violates both the Greek and the English. When
we speak of the tinge of a flower, we refer to its colour, not to its per-
fame. 7o tinge with ointment to give a fragrant smell, is not an English
expression. The translation labours under another disease. Eis muron
cannot be translated with ointment, but must be rendered into ointment.
To tinge into ointment is a solecism.  The verb then cannot here
be translated tinge, or imbue, or impregnate, even though it had these
significations in other places. The expression cannot bear any other
translation than—‘ He dipped the crown into ointment.” The learned
writer thinks it improbable that a crown of roses would be dipped in
viscid oil in order to improve its fragrance. I admit that it would not
be to my taste. But does the gentleman forget that it was the oddity
of the thing that induced the historian to mention it ? Had it been a
common thing, it would not have had a place in Alian's anecdotes.
The person to whom it was presented, observed that he accepted it as a
token of the good-will of the giver, but that the natural fragrance of the
flower was corrupted by art. It is no improvement to gild a statue
of exquisite workmanship. Shall we, therefore, force the words of the
historians, that assert this of a certain Roman emperor, to assume
another sense ?  Shall we say, that, as it was no improvement to the statuc
to be gilded, the language must signify merely that it was washed ? To
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proceed on such principles of interpretation, would render the precise
meaning of language utterly unattainable. It is absurd and chimerical
in the highest degree. In some points of view, I respect this writer
very much. But he reasons without first principles, and therefore, has
no basis for his conclusions. He is extensively acquainted with Greek
literature; but had he all the writings of the ancients in his memory,
he cannot be a critic, so long as he multiplies the meanings of words in
an arbitrary manner, according to his view of particular exigencies. In
his very next example, he makes the word bapto signify to purify, from
a different exigency. dJamblichus, in his Life of Pythagoras, relates, as
one of the directions of the philosopher to his disciples,~—oude eis perir-
ranterion embaptein, which the writer of the Appendix translates, “ not
to purify in the perirranterion.” Here, again, he proceeds without first
principles. He has not alleged one instance in which the verb must
signify to purify. He has, then, no ground-work on which to rest
this assumption. And the preposition eis, occurring here both sepa-
rately and in conjunction with the verb, determines that the action of
the verb was directed into the perirranterion, or basin. Besides, as a
matter of fact, they did not purify in it, but out of it. Persons sprinkled
at the door of a Roman Catholic church are not said to be purified i
the vessel that contains the holy water. But the writer alleges that the
perirranterion was too small for dipping.  Very true,-if it is meant that
it was too small to dip the body in; but it was not too small to dip
the thing that is here understood to be dipped, that is, the sprinkling
instrument. Had the writer considered that the phrase is elliptical, as
referring to a thing so well known that the regimen of the verb is
understood without being expressed, he would have had no necessity
for giving a new and an unauthorised meaning to the word bapto. In
the next direction given by Jamblichus, we have a similar ellipsis.
“Nor to bathe in a bath,” that is, nor to bathe the body in a bath. We
ourselves use the same ellipsis. Pythagoras prohibited these things to
his disciples, because it was not certain that all who had fellowship with
them in the perirranterion and bath were pure. Do not dip in the
perirranterion ; do not use the perirranterion; do not dip the sprinkling
instrument in order to purify. Nothing can be more unphilosophical
than the conduct of this writer. As often as he meets a difficulty, he
gives a new meaning to suit the situation. Now, though I could make
no sense of the passage at all, T would resolutely refuse to adopt any
meaning but one that the word confessedly has in some other place. 1t
is not enough to say that such a translation will make sense; it must be
the sense that the word is known to express.

Another difficulty with respect to a passage in Suidas de Hierocle,
induces this writer to translate bapto, to wet. He might as well trans-
late it, to dry. A person was scourged before the tribunal, “and,
flowing with blood, having wetted the hollow of his hand, he sprinkles
it on the judgment seat.” The word, however, never signifies to wet ;
and even this translation does not suit the writer's own commentary.
He explains it as referring to the catching of the blood flowing from
his wounds, or letting the pouring blood fill the hollow of his hand. To
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wet is far enough from representing such a process. There can be no doubt
that the word bapsas is here to be translated in its usual sense. ‘“And
having dipped the hollow of his hand, he sprinkles the tribunal.” It
may be difficult to conceive the process, but of the meaning of the
expression there can be no doubt. If the blood was flowing down his
body, he might strike the palm of his hand on his skin, and gather up
the blood in the hollow of his hand. Whatever was the way in which
the operation was performed, the writer calls it a dipping of the hollow
of his hand.

In the Nubes, Aristophanes represents Socrates as ludicrously dipping
the feet of a flea into wax, as an ingenious expedient to measure its leap.
“ Having melted the wax, he took the flea and dipped its feet into the
wax.” Here the liquid is wax, and the mode can be nothing but
dipping. Such an instance determines the meaning of the word beyond
all reasonable controversy. .

But, though the word is most usually and properly applied to fluids,
it is often applied even to solids that are penetrated. Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus applies it to the thrusting of a spear, bapsas, between the ribs
of a man. In like manner, we might say that a soldier plunged his
sword into the bowels of his enemy.

In Matt. xxvi. 28, the action of putting down the hand into a dish is
expressed by this word, when the hand was not actually immersed in the
fluid at the bottom. ¢ Who dippeth his hand in the dish.” Now, it is
true that, according to ancient manners, the fingers were actually dipped
in taking up food from the dish; yet it is quite proper to speak thus of
the action of putting down the hand in the inside of a bowl or dish. An
excise officer might be said to dip a vessel even when empty; and we
speak of plunging into a wood. Miners also speak of the dip of a rock as
being north or south, by referring to the direction of its sinking or slope.

Lycophron represents Cassandra, foretelling the death of Clytemnestra
by the hand of her own son, as saying, * with his own hand he shall dip
his sword into the viper’s bowels.”

Here the word is applied to the penetrating of solids, in the sense of
thrusting or piercing. In like manner, we speak of burying a weapon
in the bowels. Pouring, sprinkling, washing, have no countenance here,
but are entirely excluded.

Ajax is represented by Sophocles as dipping his sword into the army
of the Greeks. In all such instances, there is a figurative stretch of the
word with a fine effect on composition; but the whole beauty of the
expression consists in the reference to the proper and modal meaning of
the term.

Section III.—Having proved the application of the word to mode,
without respect to the nature of the fluid, I shall now at random produce
examples.

In the Thirteenth Idyl of Theocritus we have an example of it, in the
account of the drowning of the boy Hylas, who went to a fountain to
draw water for the supper of Hercules and Telamon. ‘The youth held
the capacious urn over the water, hasting to dip it,” &c. Can anything
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be more definite than this? Can any one be at a loss to know how a
pitcher is filled with water at a fountain? Can an unprejudiced reader
demand a clearer example than this, to show the modal meaning of
bapto 2 Even the unlearned reader may judge for himself in this matter.
Indeed, from the connexion in which the word is found, he may, in
almost all the examples, judge whether the translation of the term is
natural or forced. I hope, then, the unlearned reader will not pass over
even this part of the subject as altogether beyond him.

The word occurs in the Hecuba of Euripides. “Take a vessel, ancient
servant, and having dipped it in the sea, bring it hither.”

Dr. Gale informs us, that the explanation of the word in this place, by
one of the Greek scholiasts, is—* Baptein signifies to let down anything
into water, or any other liquid.” Can we wish for better authority for
the meaning of a Greck word ?

Aristophanes, in the play entitled Eirenc, affords us an example of the
word: “ Bring the torch, that I may take and dip it.”

Dr. Gale observes, that the Greek Scholiast and Florent. Christianus,
preceptor to Henry IV. of France, refer this to the manner of purifying
among the Greeks, by dipping a lighted torch in water, and so sprinkling
the persons or things to be purified. This explains the Pythagorean
precept, quoted in Mr. Ewing’s Appendix.

Dr. Gale has given us some fragments of this author, preserved by
Harpocratian, where the general meaning is more obscure, but in which
the peculiar meaning of this word is not at all doubtful. “ When I have
dipped, 1 will cite the strangers before the judges.” ¢ This passage
would have been very obscure,” says he, “ and I do not know whether
anything would have given light to it, if Suidas had not attempted it;
for I take this to be the passage he refers to, when he says, ¢ when I have
dipped the oar,’ &c., which helps us to the sense of the word bapsas, in
this place, though it does not clear up the whole. Or, perhaps,” says
he, “it may be a metaphor taken from the dyers, who say, for instance,
I will dip it, and make it a black.” Athensus has preserved two other
fragments of the same author, in which the word occurs; one is, “ what
a wretch am I, to be thus dipped over head and ears in brine, like a
pickled herring!” We have, therefore, the authority of Suidas, that
baptein applies to the dipping of an oar in the water.

Aristotle, speaking of a kind of fish, says: “ They cannot bear great
changes, as the ¢mmersion of them into cold water, even in summer.”
Can anything be more decisive ? We could not speak of sprinkling,
or pouring, or wetting a fish into water.

Speaking of the remedy for the bite of a certain kind of snake in Africa,
he says: “ Of which the remedy is said to be a certain stone, which they
take from the sepulchre of a king of ancient times, and, having immersed
it in wine, drink.” Here the virtue of the stone is supposed to be
extracted by the wine in which it is dipped. They do not sprinkle the
stone with wine, nor powr. wine upon it, but they dipped the stone, and
then drank the wine in which it was dipped. Even the unlearned
reader can be at no loss with respect to the mode imported by the word

in this process.
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The same author applies the word to the immersion of animals in
a pool of Sicily, which had the property of resuscitating them when put
into it after suffocation. What can be more satisfactory than this ? If
anything can be more decisive, it is an example from the same author, in
which he tells us, that it is the custom of some nations to dip their
children into cold water, soon after birth, in order to harden them.

Herodotus decisively fixes the meaning of this word, when he applies
it to the Scythian ceremony of dipping certain things in a mixture of
blood and water, in concluding an alliance. “ The Scythians, in con-
cluding a league with any one, make it in the following manner. Hav-
ing poured wine into an earthen vessel, they mingle with it the blood of
the parties, making a slight incision in the body by a knife or a sword.
After this, they dip into the vessel a scimitar and arrows, a hatchet and
a javelin. When they have done this, they utter many imprecations;
and they who make the league, with the most distinguished of the com-
pany, drink the mixture.” The phrase apobapsantes es ten kulika, can
mean nothing but dipping in the bowl. Pouring, sprinkling, washing,
wetting, and all other fancies, are entirely excluded.

The setting of a constellation is termed, by Aratus, dipping into the
sea. Is there any doubt with respect to mode in this example ? When
the sun, moon, and stars descend below our horizon, when we stand on
the shore, they appear to dip in the sea. All nations speak in phrase-
ology that imports this. We have some beautiful examples in Virgil.

The same author applies the word, just in our manner, to the setting
sun: “If the sun dips himself, without a cloud, into the western sea.”

Again he says: “If the crow dips his head into the river.” Can any
one need a commentary to point out the mode imported by the word here ?

‘ Constantine,” says Dr. Gale, ¢ observes, from an epigram of Her-
molaus, He dipped his pitcher in the water. The mysterious Lycophron
affords us an instance parallel to this in Callimachus: dipping with
strange and foreign buckets.” And again, to this may be added what
Aristotle says in his Mechanical Questions: “ The bucket must be first
let down, or dipped, and then be drawn up again, when it is full.” Can
anything be supposed more specifically to express dipping, than bapto,
in these instances ?

Homer employs the word in the Odyssey, in a situation where the
meaning cannot be doubted. He compares the hissing of the eye of
Polyphemus, when bored by a red-hot stake, to the hissing of the water
when a smith dips his iron in order to temper it.

¢ As when the smith, an hatchet or large axe,
Tempering with skill, plunges the hissing blade
Deep in cold water. (Whence the strength of steel.)”
COWPER.

No one who has seen a horse shod will be at a loss to know the mode
of the application of water in this instance. The immersion of the newly
formed shoe in water, in order to harden the metal, is expressed by the
word baptein. An instance of the same kind we have in the Apocry-
phal Book of Ecclesiasticus, where iron heated in the furnace is said to
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be tempered by immersionin water. The note of Didymus on the place
is: “The dipping of red-hot iron in cold water hardens it.”

Anacreon, in his Ode on the Arrows of Cupid, represents them as
forged by Vulcan, and dipped by Venus in honey, into which Cupid put
a mixture of gall.

The manner of poisoning arrows by dipping their points in the
poisonous matter, sufficiently explains this. Here we see, also, that
this word applies to honey, and even to gall—to poisoning as well as to
washing.

Herodotus, speaking of a custom of the Egyptians, employs this word
in a sense entirely analogous to the use of baptizein, in the ordinance
of baptism. He applies it to a ceremonial or religious purification of
the person and garments, by immersion in a river after defilement.
“The Egyptians consider the swine so polluted a beast, that if any one
in passing touch a swine, he will go away and dip himself with his very
garments, going into the river.” Here is a religious baptism, for the
purpose of cleansing from defilement; and it is by immersion, expressed
by baptein. Can any one require a more definite example? The per-
son dips himself; therefore it is bapto, to dip, and not baptizo, to cause
to dip. All the occurrences of the word in the Septuagint are confirm-
atory of this view of its meaning.

Ex. xii. 22. “And ye shall take a bunch of hyssop, and dipping it
in the blood which is at the door,” &ce. The effect of the thing done is
not washing : it is smearing. 'The mode is not pouring or sprinkling,
but dipping.

Lev. iv. 6. “And the priest shall dip his finger in the blood, and
sprinkle of theblood,” &c. Here we have the action both of dipping
and sprinkling; and bapto applies to the former, while raino applies
to the latter. Can anything be more decisive than this?

Lev. iv. 17. ¢ And the priest shall dip his finger in the blood of the
bullock, and sprinkle it,” &ec.

Lev. ix. 9. “And he dipped his finger into the blood.” He could
not sprinkle or pour his finger in#o the blood.

Lev. xi. 82. “It must be put into water.” Literally, “It shall be
dipped into water.” This cannot admit even of plausible evasion.

Lev. xiv. 6. “ And shall dip them and the living bird in the blood,” &e.

Dr. Wall has asserted that the word bapsei here, cannot be understood
dipping all over; for the blood of the bird in the basin could not be
enough to receive the living bird, and the cedar wood, and the scarlet,
and the hyssop, all into it. 'To this the answer of Dr. Gale is perfectly
satisfactory. The blood of the slain bird was received in a vessel of
running water, in which mixture, as appears from verse 51, the things
were to be dipped. It may be added, that this makes the figure have a
beautiful allusion to the double efficacy of the blood of Jesus Christ.
It washes as well as atones; and though this might be exhibited by sepa-
rate dippings, yet the union is seen more clearly in the combination of
blood and water. But thatthe word baptein is employed when only a part
of an object is dipped, is most freely admitted; and the same thing may
be said of the very word dip itself. Thuswe speak of dipping a pen in ink,
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when only the point of the pen is dipped. What should we say of the
foreigner who should allege that the English word dip, when applied
in the expression, They dipped the man in the river, does not necessarily
imply that they dipped him all over, because he finds from the expression,
dip a pen in ink, it is applied sometimes when only a part is dipped ?
Yet grave doctors, when they criticise in a dead language, make them-
selves such fools! and their folly is concealed only by the circumstance,
that the language is dead with respect to which they make their silly
observations. Every person at all accustomed to philosophise on language,
knows that such a figure is quite common; but that it never alters or
affects the proper meaning of the word. The figure, in fact, is not in the
verb, but in its regimen. In all such expressions, both bapto and dip
have their proper and entire significations, and express mode, as fully as
when there is no figure. The expression, dip a pen, determines mode as
clearly as when the object is sunk to the bottom of the sea, never to arise.
A writer must be perverse indeed, who indulges himself in such quibbles;
yet some of the gravest and most learned writers have urged this objec-
tion. It must be observed, that Dr. Wall, though he is a friend to infant
baptism, is decidedly in favour of immersion. With respect to all such
elliptical phrases, I observe, that they are used only about common opera-
tions, when the part to be dipped is so well known as to prevent obscurity.
But granting to the authors of this objection all their demands, I hope
we shall find them dipping at least a part of the body of the person
baptized. It is strange to find Christians arguing that the word, though
it signifies to immerse, may be applied when only a part is dipped; yet
in their own practice, dipping neither in whole nor in part, but substitut-
ing pouring or sprinkling in its place,

Lev. xiv. 16. “That the priest shall dip his right finger in the oil
that is in his left hand, and shall sprinkle of the oil with his finger seven
times before the Lord.” Here, also, we see the characteristic distinction
between dipping and sprinkling. The action of putting the oil on the
finger is expressed by bapto; that of applying it to the object, by raino.
The word occurs again in the Hlst verse, with reference to the same
process as that described in verse 6.

Numb. xix. 18. ¢ And a clean person shall take hyssop, and dip it
in the water, and sprinkle it upon the house.”

Deut. xxxiii. 24. “Let him dip his foot in oil.” Here the great
abundance of oil is expressed by representing the possessor as dipping
his foot in it. The unlearned reader may perceive, that in all these
instances the meaning of the word in question is so clear and definite,
that even our translators, who were no practical immersers, render it as
we do. Can it then admit a doubt, that this is the proper rendering ?

Josh. iii. 15. “And as they that bare the ark were come unto Jordan,
and the feet of the priests that bare the ark were dipped in the brim of
the water.”

Ruth ii. 14. “ Dip thy morsel in the vinegar.”

1 Sam. xiv. 27. “ And Jonathan heard not when his father charged
the people with the oath; wherefore he put forth the end of the rod that
was in his hand, and dipped it in a honey-comb.” Here the mode is
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most determinately fixed. He stretched forth his rod, and dipping the
point of it, ate the honey off the rod.

2 Kings viii. 15. “ And it came to pass, that on the morrow he took
a thick cloth, and dipped it in water.”

Job ix. 81. 'What our translators render, * yet shalt thou plunge me
in the ditch,” &e., in the Greek is, Thou hast dipped me deeply in filth.
Here we not only have the mode signified by this word, but evidence
that the word is as applicable when the object of dipping is to defile, as
when the object is to wask. It denotes the mode only, without any
reference to the intention with which it is used.

Psalm Ixviii. 23. “ That thy feet may be dipped in the blood of thine
cnemies, and the tongue of thy dogs in the same.” Here the person is
supposed to wade through blood, to denote the great slaughter.

In 2 Mac. i. 21, the word is used to signify the drawing of water from

"a deep pit (compare verse 19): “ He ordered them to draw,” literally dip.

The use of the word in the New Testament is exactly the same as in
the examples which have been quoted from other writers. Matt. xxiv. 23,
has already been referred to. The same transaction is related Mark
xiv. 20: “It is one of the twelve that dippeth with me in the dish.”
John xiii. 26, relates the fact, omitting the circumstance that the betrayer
was dipping with him in the dish, and giving a circumstance omitted by
Matthew and Mark, namely, that Jesus pointed out the betrayer by
giving him a sop, after he had dipped it. The word here refers to the
dipping of the bread in the bitter sauce. Neither pouring nor sprinkling
could have any place here.

Luke xvi. 24. “ And he cried and said, Father Abraham, have mercy
on me; and send Lazarus, that he may dzp the tip of his finger in water,
and cool my tongue.”

Rev. xix. 13. “ And he was clothed with a vesture dipped in blood.”
The glorious Redeemer is here represented as going forth to thede-
struction of his enemies, and, as an emblem of his work, he is figured
as clothed with a vesture dipped in blood. This gives the most awful
image of the approaching slaughter. Dr. Gale, indeed, has alleged some
reasons, to prove that we have not here the genuine reading. * The
authority of Origen,” says he, ¢ whose writings are older than any copies
of the Old Testament we can boast of, and therefore that he described
from more ancient copies, must be more considerable than any we have.
Now he, in his Commentary on St. John’s Gospel, cites these words from
ver. 11, to ver. 16, inclusively, almost verbatim as they are in our
edition, but reads sprinkled, instead of dipped; which makes this
passage nothing to our purpose. However, I should not think this single
authority of Origen sufficient to justify my altering the word; but I have
likewise observed that the Syriac and Athiopic versions, which, for
their antiquity, must be thought almost as valuable and authentic as the
original itself, being made from primitive copies, in or very near the
times of the apostles, and rendering the passage by words which signify
to sprinkle, must greatly confirm Origen’s reading of the place, and very
strongly argue, that he has preserved the very same word which was in
the autograph.” These reasons, however, do not in the least bring the
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common reading into suspicion in my mind, and I will never adopt a
reading to serve a purpose. Misapprehension of the meaning of the
passage, it is much more likely, has substituted sprinkled for dipped.
The warrior is represented as going out, and not as returning, and the
garment is emblematically dyed to represent his work before it was
begun. Dr. Cox’s reply to Mr. Ewing’s observations on this verse, is a
triumphant refutation of the objection which misconception has founded
on this passage, and must silence it for ever.

SectioN TV.—Before 1 proceed farther, I shall advert to some examples
in which bapto has been supposed to signify to wask ; butin all of which
it retains its own peculiar meaning.

Aristophanes applies the word to the cleansing of wool in warm water;
must not wash or cleanse, then, be one of its meanings ? By no means,
Let us examine his words: “ First they dip the wool in warm water,
according to ancient custom.” What is asserted is, that they dip, or
immerse, or plunge the wool into warm water. Washing is the consequence
of the operation, but is not the thing expressed by the verb, It might
be rendered by wash in a free translation; but this would be to give the
sense, not an exact version of the words. Had he used the word pluno,
then the washing would have been expressed, and the dipping would
have been necessarily supposed. Both these words might be used for the
same thing in many situations; still each of them would have its peculiar
meaning. Accordingly, Suidas and Phavorinus interpret baptousi here
by plunousi. Tt argues very shallow philosophy, however, to suppose,
that on this account the words are perfectly synonymous. We could,
even in our own language, say indifferently, that sheep are dipped in the
river before they are shorn, or sheep are washed in the river before they
are shorn, yet this does not make dip and washk synonymous in our
language. }

Words may be so far equivalent, as in certain situations to be equally
fitted to fill the same place, when each continues even in such situations
to have its characteristic meaning. Ignorance of this important principle
in the application of words, has led writers into the greatest absurdities,
in determining the meaning of terms in a dead language. Whenever
they find one word used in explanation of another, or where another
would serve the purpose, they think the words are synonymous. This
is a false first principle, and all reasonings founded on it must be
unsound. Yet this is the most plausible argument that Dr, Wall and
others can find to prove that bapto signifies to wash., Suidas and Phavo-
rinus explain it by pluno, therefore they think it must signify to wash.
To convince the unlearned reader of the fallacy of this principle, let him
open an English dictionary, and try if all the words given in explahation
are strictly synonymous with those which they are used to explain. Yet
on this principle, it is supposed to be irresistibly evident that bapto sig-
nifies to wash, because baptism is referred to in the expression, ¢ having
your bodies washed with pure water,” Heb. x. 22. 'When a person is
dipped in pure water, he is washed; still dipping and washing are two
different things. Baptism is a washing, not from the meaning of the

D
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word itself, for as far as that is concerned, it might be a defilement; but
because it is an immersion in pure water.

The passage from Herodotus, in which he represents swine as an
abomination to the Egyptians, coincides entirely with this doctrine. If
an Egyptian touches a swine, he runs immediately to the river and dips
himself. That he dips himself, is the thing expressed; but as the pur-
pose of the dipping is cleansing, or religious washing, the same fact might
be substantially reported by saying, that he washed, or cleansed, or
purified, or bathed himself in the river. Yet bapto no more signifies to
wash or purify here, than it does in the translation of the LXX., with
respect to Job, when applied to plunging in filth. The word has here
its own peculiar meaning, and makes not the smallest intrusion into the
province of lowo. Mr. Ewing’s remark on this passage is truly surpris-
ing. The Egyptian, it seems, performed this operation on himself, but
the Christian is baptized by another. And can Mr. Ewing really think
that this is anything to the purpose ? Was it ever supposed that it is
from the verb bapto that we are to learn whether a believer is to dip
himself, or to be dipped by another, in the ordinance of baptism ? It is
enough that the word informs of the mode: other things must be learned
from their proper sources. From Herodotus, in the story of the Egyptian,
we may learn the meaning of the word; but from Scripture, we must
learn whether the operation is to be performed to the believer by himself,
or by another. Was ever anything so unreasonable, as to expect a
perfect coincidence between an ordinance of Christ, and a superstitious
custom of heathens ? The meaning of the word is quite unaffected,
whether the person dips himself or is dipped by another. Does Mr.
Ewing doubt whether bapto can apply when the operation respects a
thing different from the agent ? This cannot be his meaning, for almost
all the examples of its use refer to such cases. Does he mean, that
among the innumerable things which are said to be dipped, as expressed
by bapto, a human being is not to be found, except in the case of one
performing the operation for himself ? If this is his meaning, it is not
to the purpose; for though an example could not be found in which one
person is said to dip another, the command of Christ warrants the
practice, and the word bapto will apply to one thing as well as another.
But, as Dr. Cox has observed, there is an example in the case of the
drowning of Aristobulus, which we shall afterwards consider: and we
have already seen an example in the Scythian custom of immersing their
new-born infants. But I will never consent that any such example is
necessary. The demand is founded on a false principle of criticism.
A passage from the Hymns of Callimachus, in which this word is mis-
understood by some, is set in its proper light by Dr. Gale. My
opinion,” says he, “is confirmed also by Callimachus, in his Hymns,
when he says: ¢ Ye Grecian watermen (they furnished private houses
with water, as some do among us), dip not your vessels in the river
Inachus to-day.” The hymn was made on the solemnizing the festival
of washing the statue of Pallas; which ceremony was performed by
persons set apart for that purpose, in theé river Inachus, a little before
day; from this river the inhabitants were usually supplied with water,
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which makes the poet, in veneration to the goddess, charge the water-
men here not to dip their pitchers in the river on that day.”

This, however, is of importance, rather for the understanding of the
poet, than for ascertaining the meaning of the word in question. For
whether the purpose of the watermen was to wash their pitchers by
dipping them, or to fill them by dipping them, dipping is the only thing
expressed by the word bapto.

In Dan. iv. 80, and v. 21, this word is rendered by wet in our version,
which may seem an insuperable objection to the uniformity of its signi-
fication of mode. This instance is thought to support their opinion, who
assert that bapto is a generic word, denoting the bringing of anything into
a state of wetness. But there is here no exception to the peculiar
meaning of the word. The term wet gives the general sense of the
passage well enough, but is by no means a translation of the word in the
original, nor of that employed by the Septuagint. It ought to have been
rendered according to the usual modal meaning, which, instead of
being harsh, would have found corresponding expressions in all lan-
guages. By employing a general word, our translators in this instance
have lost the peculiar beauty of the original, without in the least adding
to the perspicuity. The words of the Septuagint are,  His body was
immersed in the dew.” In the translation,  His body was wet with the
dew,” the general effect is the same, but the eloquence of expression has
evaporated. But a soulless critic will reply, “there was here no literal
immersion; the word cannot then be used in that sense.” Were we to
pass through the poets, conforming their language to this observation,
what havoc should we make of their beauties ! How dull and lifeless
would become their animated expressions! I have seen no explication
of this passage that appears to develop the principle of this application,
though the general sense of the passage is well enough understood. As
the theory of generic meaning in bapto, including every application of
water without reference to mode, has no other plausible foundation but
the common version of this passage, it will be of importance to settle the
question, though it should occupy some pages.

Dr. Gale affords us many materials to prove that the word has here
its ordinary sense; but I think he fails in his attempt to analyze the
expression. IHis observations on the copiousness of the eastern dews are
much to the purpose; a part of which I shall transcribe. ¢ Philosophi-
cally speaking,” says he, ¢ the hottest climates and clearest skies naturally
abound most with dew, which is also confirmed by constant experience.
It is commonly known to be so in her Majesty’s Leeward Islands in
America,—where one season of the year, when they have no rains for a
considerable time together, the fruits of the earth would be burned up,
were it not for the dews that fall plentifully in the night. That incom-
parable mathematician, Captain Halley, observed, when making some
experiments in St. Helena, that the dews fell in such abundance as to
make his paper too wet to write on, and his glasses unfit for use without
frequent wiping. And as to Africa, in particular, where part of Nebu-
chadnezzar’s dominions lay, Pliny tells us the nights were very dewy.
Egypt has little or no rain; but is fed by the overflowing of the Nile,
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and by constant nocturnal dews; and Nehuchadnezzar kept his court
in a country of near the same latitude, and consequently of the like
temperament.”

This is very useful as a ground-work for the analysis of the expression ;
but it does not in the least give a reason why a wetting with a copious
fall of dew is called an immersion. Had this monarch been wet even by
a shower-bath, why is his wetting called a dipping? If all the water in
the ocean had fallen on him, it would not have been a literal immersion.
The mode would still be wanting. Our opponents, if they know their
business, may admit this, and still deny the consequence which this
writer draws from it. Nor does this gentleman succeed better in ana-
lyzing the expression. ‘Hence it appears very clear,” says he, “that
both Daniel and his translators designed to express the great dew
Nebuchadnezzar should be exposed to, more emphatically, by saying, he
should lie in dew, and be covered with it all over, as if he had been
dipped; for that is so much like being dipped, as at most to differ no
more than being in, and being put in; so that the metaphor is easy, and
not at all strained.” But Daniel does not say that Nebuchadnezzar
should lie in dew, and be covered with it all over. Had this been his
expression, it would have been quite literal. Dr. Gale absurdly supposes
that bapto means to cover with water without reference to mode, and at
the same time metaphorically alludes to dipping. Neither Daniel nor
his translators say, that Nebuchadnezzar should be ag wet as if he were
dipped; for if that had been the expression, there could have been no
dispute about it.

Dr, Cox’s reply to Mr. Ewing, with respect to the analysis of this
expression, appears to me not quite satisfactory. It was,” says Mr.
Ewing, “ popped upon, not even by effusion, but by the gentlest distillation
that is known in nature.” ¢ To this it has been generally replied,” says
Dr. Cox, “and I think satisfactorily, that a body exposed to eastern
dews would be as wet as if plunged into water.” Now, this is valid, as
proving that the body ought to be completely wetted in baptism; but it
leaves the mode unaccounted for. Mr. Ewing might grant this, yet still
insist, from this passage, that mode is not contained in the word.  Many
persons do plead for a copious effusion of water in baptism; and they
might yield to the above reasoning, still contending that the mode is not
essential, or that it is not immersion. The most complete wetting by
dew or rain is not dipping literally. If we would fairly meet this
passage, we must show, not merely that Nebuchadnezzar was completely
wetted, but that a wetting in one mode may be figuratively designated
by the words that properly denote a wetting in another mode. I will
not hide one particle of the strength of our opponents’ cause, nor an
apparent weakness in our own. Let Christianity itself sink, rather than
use one insufficient argument.

Dr. Cox continues: * The passage, however, merits a little more
detailed explanation. The verb is used in the passive voice, in the
second aorist, and the indicative mood, implying consequently that the
action was past, and indefinite as to time.” It does not seem to me, that
the voice, tense, and mood of the verb, have any concern in this debate.
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In all voices, tenses, and moods, a verb must have its characteristic
meaning. “It does not,” continues Dr. Cox, “imply the manner in
which the effect was produced, but the effect itself; not the mode by
which the body of the king was wetted, but its condition, as resulting
from exposure to the dew of heaven.” Without doubt, the verb expresses
mode here as well as anywhere else. To suppose the contrary gives up
the point at issue, as far as mode is concerned. This in fact makes bapto
signify simply to wet, without reference to mode. -

Dr. Cox gives an illustration, but unfortunately it can give no relief,
as it fails in an essential point of similarity. ¢ Suppose,” says he, “ by
way of illustration, we select another word, and put it into the same
voice and tense; as eblabe upo sou, ‘he was hurt by you.' It is obvious
that this representation might refer to an injury done long ago, and
would predicate nothing of the manner in which it was inflicted,” &c.
Very true. Nothing of manner is here expressed, and for an obvious
reason, nothing of manner is expressed by the verb blapto. But will Dr.
Cox grant that this is the case with the verb bapto? If he does, about
what is he contending ? Bapto not only necessarily implies mode, but
literally expresses nothing but mode. Instead of literally denoting
wetting in any manner, it does not literally include wetting at all. This
is as true in this passage, as it is in any other. Mode is as much
expressed here, as it is in the commission of our Lord to the apostles.
The difference is, that the thing that is here called an immersion was so
only figuratively. I claim this passage as much as I do the plainest
example in the New Testament.

That the word in question ought here, as in all other places, to be
rendered immerse, is necessary from the following reasons:

1. It is utterly unwarrantable to give a meaning to the word which it
cannot be shown to have in some unquestionable examples. To assign
a meaning not so justified, is to reason without first principles—to build
without a foundation. This suits the visionary, but can never be the
resource of true criticism. Now, the whole history of the word does not
afford a single example in which it must signify to wet. Whatever,
then, may be the principle on which this wetting of Nebuchadnezzar is
called immersion, immersion it is called.

2. This is confirmed, as Dr. Cox has observed, by the original. The
word in the original signifies to dip; if so, why should not the Greek
word by which it is translated have its own peculiar meaning ? How
can mode be excluded, if it is in both the original and the translation ?

3. The Syriac version, as Dr. Gale remarks, renders the original in
the same manner as the LXX. ¢ The authors of the ancient and valu-
able Syriac version,” says he, “ who were of the neighbourhood of
Babylon, and well enough acquainted with the large dews in those parts,
and endeavoured to give an exact literal translation, have shunned this
error.” If, then, the Syriac translators have rendered the original by a
term that signifies fo dip, why should not dapto in the translation of the
LXX. have the same meaning ? To me the reasoning of Dr. Gale is
entirely satisfactory.

4. The expression is intelligible and beautiful in our own language,
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and, I have no doubt, might be exemplified in all languages. Alluding
to the flood, we might say, that God immersed the world in water; or of
a rock when covered by the tide, that it is immersed in the sea. Do we
not every day hear similar phraseology ? The man who has been
exposed to a summer-plump will say that he has got a complete dipping.
This is the very expression of Daniel. One mode of wetting is figured
as another mode of wetting, by the liveliness of the imagination. The
same figure meets us almost in every page of the poets. Virgil will
supply us with instances in abundance :—

“ Pestquam collapsi cineres, et flamma quievit;
Relliquias vino et bibulam lavére favillam.”

They washed the relics, and the warm spark, in wine.

Who washes ashes, and bones, and embers? On the principle of
Mr. Ewing’s criticism, we might, from this passage of Virgil, deny that
lavo properly signifies to wash, and assert that it denotes to drench, to
quench, to wet, to moisten, &e. What avails it, then, to tell us that
Nebuchadnezzar was wet with the gentlest distillation in nature ? The
effect of that gentle operation may be so like that of another more violent
operation, that the language of the imagination may designate the more
gentle by the characteristic denomination of the more violent. A wetting
by dew may, in the language of animation, be called a dipping. Lan-
guage violates the laws of natural philosophy, as well as of logic, without
scruple; or rather it does not at all own subjection to them. It owes
allegiance only to the laws of mind. Things most absurd, if explained
according to the laws of natural philosophy, and most untrue, according
to the laws of logic, are true and beautiful when tried by their proper
standard. Why did Virgil make such an application of the word lavo
here? Was it for lack of proper terms to express his ideas? Of
these he had abundance. Was it to deceive or puzzle? Neither; for
his meaning appears at a glance. He uses lavo for the same reason that
the Holy Spirit, by Daniel, used the word signifying to immerse, when
speaking of the wetting of Nebuchadnezzar by the dew, to enliven the
style. Every reader must observe that much of the beauty of this pas-
sage in Virgil is owing to the use of the word lavo in this figurative,
catachrestic scnse. Literal accuracy would have been comparatively
tame. And had not the word bapto been a term whose meaning affects
religious practice, the above expression of Daniel and the Septuagint,
instead of tormenting commentators and controversialists, would have
been admired as a beauty in composition. ¢ Wetting by the gentlest
distillation in nature,” would the critic say, “is here, in the most lively
and imaginative language, figured as an immersion.” But what is an ele-
gance in the classics, is a ground of never-ending quibble to theologians,
who, instead of secking the laws of language in the human mind, subject
the words of the Spirit to the laws of logical truth. No doubt, were
Virgil of authority in religion, and were rites and ceremonies to be deter-
mined by his writings, the above expression would have been as vari-
ously interpreted as that in Daniel. Many a time we should hear, that
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lavo, from this example, does not signify to wash, but to wet, to moisten,

to drench.
Virgil affords us another example in the same word:

““I1li alternantes multa vi praelia miscent
Vulneribus crebris: lavit ater corpora sanguis.”

In the encounter of the two bulls, the black blood washes their bodies.
Here it might be said, in the spirit of Mr. Ewing’s criticism, the black
blood could not wash; nay, it would defile the bodies of the contending
animals. Lavo, then, cannot signify to wask, but to smear. But every
one must see that the word lavo has here its peculiar signification, and
that the whole beauty of the expression depends on this circumstance.
Every man who has a soul at all, knows well that lavo is here much
more beautiful, than if the poet had chosen a term literally signifying to
smear. That which was a real defilement is called a washing, to express
figuratively the copiousness of the blood that flowed from the mutual
wounds of the contending bulls. This gives a feast to the imagination,
where literal expression would afford no food. Audire habenas, to hear
the reins, signifying to obey the bridle, is an expression of the same kind.
Indeed, it is impossible to open the poets without being presented with
examples of this phraseology.

SectioN V.—Having examined those examples in which this word has
been supposed to signify to wash or to wet, but in each of which it is to
be explained according to its characteristic meaning, I shall now proceed
with other examples. The word occurs, as might be expected, very fre-
quently in the writings of Hippocrates: and as, in medical use, there is
occasion to refer repeatedly to every mode of the application of liquids,
in the voluminous writings of this great physician there can be no doubt
but we shall find the characteristic meaning of bapto. -Accordingly, we
do find it in numerous instances; and in all these, I do not recollect any
but one, in which it has not the sense of dip. In that one, it signifies to
dye, according to its secondary import.

The first occurrence of it which I have observed in this author, is in
his treatise De Superfet. p. 50, edit. Basil. “Dip the probes in some
emollient.”

At the bottom of the next page, we have another example: “ Dipping
the rag in white sweet-smelling Egyptian ointment.”

In the treatise De Victus Ratione, p. 104, the following example
occurs: “ Let the food be cakes dipped hot in sour wine.”

In the treatise De Usu Humidorum, we have the following example:
“But for the sake of cooling the wound, wool is either sprinkled with
the sour wine, or put into it, or it may be dipped into the coldest water.”

In continuation from the last words, the following immediately suc-
ceed, p. 113: “ As a cooler, black wine is sprinkled on wool, whereas
beet-leaves and linen are for the most part dipped.”

In the treatise De Morbis, we have the following examples, lib. xi.
p- 145: “ Dipping sponges in warm water, apply them to the head.”

In the next page, at top, we have the following example: “ As an
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external application, dipping sponges into warm water, let them be
applied to the cheeks and jaws.” A similar example occurs near the
top of the next page: “ Dipping a sponge into warm water, apply it.”
Page 149: “ Give garlic, dipping it into honey.”

In page 151, we have the following example: ¢ Let him not sup soup,
nor even dip his bread into it.” In the Appendix to Mr. Ewing’s Essay
on Baptism, written by a friend, we find a very odd view of this passage.
1 shall quote his observations at large. ‘ Hippocrates (de Morb. lib. ii.)
uses baptesthai to denote the application of a liquid to the skin; zomos de
me phoreito me de baptesthai, ¢ neither sip, nor pour (or sprinkle) broth;’
using baptesthai in this sense, I suppose, from the idea that the applica-
tion of the liquid would strongly affect the place to which the application
was made; at all events, it would require no small ingenuity to discover in
this passage the idea of immersion.” In this criticism there is a compli-
cation of errors and false principles. 1. Why does the author translate
baptesthai by pour or sprinkle? Is there one instance in which it con-
fessedly must have this meaning in the whole compass of Greek litera~
ture ? If not, to apply such a meaning in any particular emergency is
to reason without first principles. 2. If the author read the whole of
the works of Hippocrates, as I am convinced he did, must he not have
found a multitude of examples in which the word bapto unquestionably
has the meaning dip ? He might reply, such a meaning could not apply
here. But even if he could not find any view in which the usual mean-
ing of the verb could apply in this instance, would it not have been more
candid to grant the usual signification of the word, and confess a diffi-
culty, than to assign a meaning altogether at random, without a shadow
of authority either from the word or the context? 8. How does he
bring the skin of the patient into requisition in this place 2 Where does
he find this ? Neither in the expression, nor in any usual ellipsis. He
might as well have supposed the feet or the head. 4. Isit a fact that
broth or soup would have such a mischievous effect on the skin ?  The
solution of this surpasses my medical knowledge. 5. It requires no inge-
nuity to find here the proper meaning of the word baptesthai, as import-
ing to dip. It is well known that at table the ancients dipped their
bread into the soup, or other liquid which they used as a seasoning.
‘What, then, can be so natural as to fill up the ellipsis with the bread
which was dipped ? An ellipsis of the regimen in things so common
was quite usual. The evangelist uses the same ellipsis, where he says,
“ he that dippeth with me in the dish,” that is, he that dippeth kis kand
with me in the dish, as another evangelist expresses it; or ‘“he that dip-
peth Ais bread with me ™ might, with equal propriety, be supplied as the
supplemental matter. 6. The elliptical matter must be supplied by the
connexion. In an ellipsis we are never left to wander abroad to look for
the thing that is wanting. It is always omitted, because it is so obvious
that it cannot be missed. This is the principle on which ellipsis is used,
and on no other is it justifiable. Were it otherwise, all language would
consist of riddles. This is the reason why ellipsis is so common in con-
versation, and about the most common things. What is omitted is
omitted because every hearer will instantly supply it. We say ofa
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man, that he is a great drinker—drinker of what? Drinker of water ?
No. Drinker of milk ? No. But, without the smallest hesitation, we
understand it to be drinker of ardent spirits. Just so in the present pas-
sage. The elliptical matter must be supplied from the connexion, and
this leaves no doubt what it is. The writer was giving direction about
the food of his patient. In the words immediately preceding, he pre-
scribed boiled mutton, fowl, gourd, and beet. In the passage quoted, he
forbids him to eat broth, or even to dip—dip what ? Dip his bread, or
his food, whatever it was, in the broth. What else could he mean ? In
this view, the passage has a natural and a rational meaning. In some
cases, a patient might be forbidden to partake freely of broth, when he
might be permitted to season his morsel by dipping it in the savoury
liquid. But in this case, it seems, even this indulgence was not permitted.
But upon what principle could the skin of the patient be supplied as the
supplemental matter ? It is not in the connexion, and is as arbitrary as
if we should supply the coat of the patient. It may be added, that, in
the immediately succeeding connexion, the patient is permitted to eat
fish. The whole passage speaks of diet. 7. Whatever is forbidden in
a medical prescription, must be a thing that is likely to be done, if not
forbidden. No physician would agt so absurdly as to prohibit what
there is no probability his patient would do. Now, there was no proba-
bility that the patient here would sprinkle broth on his skin, had the
physician been silent on the subject. I never heard of any such custom;
and against even accidental sprinkling he was sufliciently guarded, by
the circumstance that he was not permitted to use the fluid as food.
There was surely no danger of sprinkling his skin with broth, if he was
not permitted to eat broth. This gloss is one of the wildest that I
ever met.

The word occurs again in the same book, p. 153. ¢ Dipping linen
rags into water, apply them to the breast and back.”

Lib. iii. p. 163. “A livid blister rising on the tongue, as of iron
dipped into 0il.”

P. 164. ¢ Having dipped a piece of fine linen into moist Eretrian
earth, well pounded and warm, cover the breast round with it.”

In the treatise De Internarum Partium Affectibus, we have the fol-
lowing examples from the same author :—

P. 193.  Dipping beet in cold water, apply it to the body, especially
to a new pain; or dipping rags in cold water, after wringing out the
water, apply them.”

In the same page we have another example: “ Let him eat green mar-
joram, for the most part dipping it into honey.”

P. 199. Having prescribed a variety of things to be eaten by his
patient, he adds: ¢ These are of a very dry nature; and let him not dip
them into the broth.” This passage 1s a decisive commentary on the
ellipsis which Mr. Ewing’s friend has -so strangely misunderstood. The
different kinds of food here mentioned are prescribed on account of the
quality of dryness, and the patient is expressly forbidden to dip them in
the soup or broth, as was usual. He is not forbidden to sprinkle his
skin with broth, which no man ever thought of doing; but he is for-
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bidden, in the eating of the things prescribed, to dip them in the soup,
which he was likely to do, had he not been forbidden.

P. 202. “Burn it with spindles of box-wood, dipping them into
boiling oil.”

P. 203. ¢ Let him use radish and parsley, dipping them into vinegar.”

In the treatise De Natura Muliebri, p. 119: « Dipping (the flies) into
the oil of roses.”

P. 226. ¢ Dipping the softest wool in a pipkin.”

P. 228. “ Dipping the balls into the juice of the fig-tree.”

P. 231. ¢ Dipping (the plaster) into white Egyptian oil.”

In the treatise De Morb. Mul. the following examples occur:

P. 249. “ Taking a sponge, or dipping soft wool into warm water.”
And in the next line: “ Then dipping again the sponge, or the wool,
into pure wine.”

P. 250. Speaking of a number of things boiled together, he says:
¢ Then dipping wool into this.”

P. 254. Speaking of a certain mixture, he says: “ After this, having
dipped it into the oil of roses, or Egyptian oil, let it be applied during
the day.” In the same page, we have another example: ‘ After supper,
let her eat onions, dipping them into honey.”

P. 257. When a blister is too painful to the patient, he orders it
to be taken away; and “dipping wool into the oil of roses, let her
apply it.”

P. 258. “Having boiled nitre with rosin, and forming them into a ball,
dipping it into the fat of a fowl, apply it.”

P. 261. “ Dipping the ball into white Egyptian oil.” ‘Having
dipped nut-gall into honey, or the gall of a bull into Egyptian oil,
let it be applied.”——7b. “Make an oval ball, and dip it into white
oil.”—1Ib.

P. 262. “Then put a fine rag about it, in wool, dipping it into
Egyptian oil.” ¢ Dipping (the thing prescribed) into white Egyptian
0il.”—1b.

P. 263. “ Having rolled a bit of galbanum the size of an olive into a
piece of linen, and having dipped it into cedar-oil.”

P. 264. Having prescribed different kinds of flesh to his patients, he
directs, ¢ Cooked without pepper, dipping it into vinegar.”

P. 269. Speaking of wool rolled round a quill: “Dip it either in
white oil, or,” &c. And within a few lines: “ Dip the feather in
vinegar.”

P. 278. “ Dip the leaden instrument into cold water.”

P. 279. « Apply the fat of the deer, melted, dipping soft wool into it.”

P. 279. ¢ Dipping wool into ointment.”

P. 280. “Put this mixture into clean soft wool, and let her dip it in
white Egyptian oil.”

P. 284. “ Dipping the unscoured wool in honey.”

P. 288. “Form it into a ball, and dip it into some liguid.” “Roll
around a quill the gall of a bull, rubbed; and dipping it into Egyptian
oil, apply it."—7Ib. ¢ Or cyclaminus, the size of a die, with the flower
of brass; or a head of anemone, bruising it with meal, and putting the
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mixture into white wool, around a quill, dip it,” as directed above. For
eirion, some read elaion ; dip it into white oil: oleo albo intingito.—Ib.

P. 289. “ Having pounded finely a drachm of the fibres of flax with
the stalks, steep them thoroughly for the night in the sweetest white
wine; then, having strained and warmed it, dip the softest wool in it.”
Literally, dip in it with the softest wool; just as we might say dip the
liquor with the wool, instead of dip the wool in the liquor.

P. 290. “ Mixing myrrh and rosin together, and putting them in wine,
dip a piece of linen in the mixture, and apply it.”

De Steril. p. 292. “ Dip the probe in the unguent.”

P. 293. “ Working them into a little ball, roll it in wool, except the
top; then having dipped it in the sweetest oil, apply it.”

P. 297. Speaking of a mixture the size of a nut-gall, he says:
“ Dipping it in the ointment of fleur-de-luce.”

P. 299. ¢ Taking lead and the magnetic stone, rub them smooth, and
tie them in a rag; then having dipped them in breast milk, apply them.”

¢ Dipping unwashed wool into honey.”—1b.

De Morb. Pass. Grass. p. 839. Speaking of a shoe-maker who was
killed by the prick of his awl in the thigh, he says, “ The instrument
dipped about a finger’s length.”

P. 362. ¢ Dipping sponges.”

De Ratione Victus Acutorum, p. 383. “ Dipping hot cakes in black
wine and oil.”
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