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dispensation itself, which enjoins all the peculiar du-
ties which belong it. %

2. By many Pedobaptist writers, especially the
advocates of national churches, the argument from
the Abrahamic or Jewish dispensation, 1s stated in a
manner somewhat different from that which we have
been considering.

Infants, they say, were constituted members of the
vistble church ; they have never been excluded from the
church, and consequently are now members.

This argument, when analyzed, stands thus: In-
fants were constituted members of the Abrahamic
or Jewish church ; they were never excluded from
this church; therefore they are members of the
christian church. Is this conclusive? The whole
strength of the argument rests in the supposition,
that the christian church is the same with the Abra-
hamic or Jewish. How can this be proved ?

It cannot be proved, by showing, that they are
founded on the same covenant; for there is no evi-
dence, that the covenant of circumcision is the
same with the covenant of grace,

Nor can it be proved, by adducing promises and
prophecies of the perpetuity of Zion, and her final
triumph and glory. Some of these promises and
prophecies relate to the final conversion and resto-
ration of the Jewish people. Others evidently be-
long to the "true church ; to that Zion that includes
all the saints, who existed before the organization of
a visible church, and all the truly pilous, whether

* Dussert. on the Qualifications for the Ciristian Sacraments, Chap.
ii. Sect. v.
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they have belonged to any organized visible church
or not. No one denies the perpetuity and identity
of the church of God, to which the promises and
prophecies belong. In order to make the applica-
tion of these promises and prophecies bear on the
subject, it is necessary to show, that they belong not
to that church, which commenced in the persons of
our first parents, and will continue to the end ¢f the
world, but to a particular organized body, which
commenced in the family of Abraham.

Nor can the point be proved, from the apostle’s
discourse concerning the olive tree, from which the
Jews, the natural branches, were broken off;, and into
which the believing Gentiles were engrafted ; * un-
less it be shown that the olive tree represents that
particular organized body, the Abrahamic or Jewish
church, or in the words of Dr. Austin, ‘the society
of Israel.

It is evident, that the olive tree cannot represent
this body or society,as existing under the Sinallaw,
for Gentile believers are not introduced into a simi-
lar state. And is it not equally evident, that, for a
similar reason, it cannot represent this body or soci-
ety, as founded on the covenant of circumeision?
The ingrafted branches are represented, as partaking
of the root and fatness of the clive tree. But what-
ever blessings Gentile believers enjoy, they do not
enjoy the peculiar blessings, secured in the covenant
of circumcision. They do not inherit the land of
Canaan, though that was one distinct, principal
promise in this covenant. Nor can it be admitted,
that they enjoy the favor of God, in that sense, and

* Rom. xi. 16 —24.
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in that only, in which it was engaged to the posteri-
ty of Abraham.* The olive tree cannot, therefore,
represent the community of Israel, as founded on
the covenant of circumeision ; nor, for the same rea-
son, can it represent the covenant itself.

Christ said to his disciples, ¢ I am the true vine,
and my Father is the husbandman. Ewvery branch
in me, that beareth not fruit, he taketh away.’ ¥ This
may suggest the proper interpretation of the sym-
bolical lanzuage of the apostle. The olive tree may
represent the Messiah, as presented in the gospel
promise made to Abraham, and i subsequent promi-
ises, in which all the pious cordially rested, and In
which the Jews, as a nation, professed to rest. They
are called natural branches, conformably to the lan-
guage of the evangelist, ¢ He came unto s own, and
lis own received him not.” § The natural brauches
were unfruitful, and, therefore, according to the pre-
diction of Christ, were taken away ; or, in the style
of the apostle, because of unbelief they were bro-
ken off; and in their place the believing Gentiles
were ingrafted, and now partake of the root and fat-
ness of the olive tree, the riches of grace in Jesus
Christ. |

%*Dr. AusTIN. ¢ The reinsertion of these broken off branches
into the good olive tree (alluding 1o the restoration of the Jews.)
‘can mean no less than their vccupying the place, which they held,
before they were broken ofil  Occupying this place, they necessa-
rily pariake of the faness of the olive tree.  This 13 1he blessing,
the entire blessing secured inthe promise.  Buar e Lind of Canuan
iz expressly a part of this blessing. ‘Their being brought back
then under 1he covenant, must necessarily restore ihem 10 the en-
joyment of this land.? * View of the E:onomy of the Church of God,
Chap. xiv. p 305.

If this reasoning be correct. it follows, that Genille believers can-
not be considered as werafied into the olive tree, because they do
not inherit 1he land of Canaan, which is expressly a purt of the
blessiug secured in the promise, and represented hy the fuiness of
the olive, +John xv. 1, 2. $Johut i, 11
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Nor can it be proved, that the churches are the
same, by showing, that they are alike in some
respects. Much labor has been expended, 1n ex-
hibiting those points, in which the churches are
alike. But surely, two things may be alike in many
respects, and still not be the same. It 1s granted,
that they are not alike in all respects. The very
point, therefore, necessary to be proved, is, that they
are alike in that respect, which concerns the ques-
tion, the mode of introduction, or the requisites to
admission. To ascertain whether two institutions
are alike in any one respect, we must form an idea
of each, from all the information we can obtain, and
compare the ideas.

On examining the Scriptures, with regard to the
Jewish church, we find, that it was a select race,
composed chiefly of the posterity of Abraham, in the
line of Isaac and Jacob. To be descended from
Abraham, in this line, was sufficient to introduce
the subject into the Jewish church. Persons of
Gentile extraction, also, who were purchased by
Jews, or wished to enjoy the privileges of Jews,
could be introduced into this church by circum-
cision.* Whether any other requisite to admission
was appointed by God, we are not informed. This
church continued nearly two thousand yeurs. At
length, Christ came, and according to ancient pro-
phecies, set up his kingdom 1in the world.+ He
abolished the distinction, which had so long sub-
sisted between the posterity of Abraham and other
nations, and either in person, Or by his Spint,
selected his followers from both Jews and Gentiles,
thus making ‘in himself, of twain, one new man.’ §

* Exod, xii. 44—49. - f Dan. il. 44. 1 Eph. ii. 16.
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On examining the Scriptures, with regard to this
new kingdom, the Christian church, we learn, from
the formation of particular churches, and the instrue-
tions addressed to the members, as well as from
addresses made to both Jews and Gentiles, who
were without, that it is a society, composed of select
individuals, who, not merely collectively or nation-
ally, but personally, profess faith in Christ: credible
evidence of personal piety being the requisite to
admission. Whether natural descent, or any reli-
glous rite, is sufficient to introduce the subject into
this church, we are not informed. We have, there-
fore, no evidence, that, in that respect, which con-
cerns the question before us, the two churches are
alike.

It has, however, been supposed, that the church
membership of infants, is supported in the following
passage: Suffer little children, and forbid them
not, to come unto me ; for of such is the kingdom of
heaven.” *

In the Gospels of Mark and Luke, it follows,
¢ Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom of God,
as a little child, he shall not enter therein’{ We
cannot suppose, that our Lord used words, n such
different senses, in the same speech, as would una-
voidably mislead his hearers. In the latter passage,
the kingdom of God denotes heaven, and to receive
the kingdom, as a little child, is to receive it with
the humility and docile disposition which character-
ize children. This passage explains the former. Of
such, says Christ, is the kingdom of heaven. Does
he mean, of such in age and size, of such in the

* Matt, xix. 14. + Mark x. 15, & Luke xviii. 17.
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moral temper of the heart, or of such in humility
and docility of disposition? His subsequent remark
determines in favor of the latter meaning. Nor is
this a singularapplication of the phrase. On another
occasion, he says, ‘Except ye be converted and
become as little children, ye shall not enter into the
kingdom of heaven’* He certainly does not mean,
Except ye become as little children, in age and
size, but in humility; for he immediately adds,
“ Whosoever, therefore, shall humble himself, as this
hittle child) &e. t

The following passage also has been supposed to
favor the church membership of infants: ¢ For the
unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and
the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband ;
else were your children unclean ; but now are they
holy.” %

The holiness ascribed to the children, cannot be
moral holiness, for it is ascribed to the unbelieving
parent also. Nor can it be ceremonial or federal
holiness, securing a title to church membership, or
any church privilege ; for though it is ascribed to
the unbelieving parent, he is not considered a mem-
ber of the church, or entitled to any church privilege.
Nor is this interpretation consistent with the apostle’s
reasoning. It appears, that the Corinthians had in-

* Matt, xviii. 3. )

1 Mau. Sugfer little children. Mark. Suffer the little children.
Luke. Suffer iitile children. It should, however, be observed, that,
in the original, the expression is \he same in each gospel. Thear-
ticle is umtormly inseried ; though, by our ranslators, it is onutied
in rhe Gospels of Matthew and Luke Without the article, the
words of Christ seem to form a general direction concerning litle
children ; but, with the article, they evidently form a particular di-
rection, concerning those children, whose approach the disciples
were preventing.

11 Cor, vii. 14,
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