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led to read a with care and attention, that I might understand your N icw
of the subject.

Your first inquiry, as being solemn and important, is worthy of be-
mg proposed tu the reader , but I cannut agret, n itj y ou rcspecting the
criterton by w hclih personts ouglht to judge of their spiritual statc.

I thmk ie marks of the new biîth are so clearly rcxuakd in the New
Testament, thatall personsi wvho wvill read t itih praycrfýl attcuitiri may
easily perceive vhetuer they have expcritiiced it oi- not; and 1 think
further, that when ive presu either tu bpeak or vrite on this subject
fvr the benefit of otiers, our ,tatemcnts zshould not only be scriptujal,
but alsa correedly apphed, as it is evident there is nothing more likel .to
lead the unsuspecting inquirer astray than to bring forth scripture anàd

apply it to cases for vhich it vvas never intended. Now Sir, it certainly

appears to me that you have done this in sa> ing thakthe watcr and the.
blood are two of the witnesses whose testimony is necessary to inforin the

behever that he is buta tf God, or if ý ou please, that he is a membe.'of
the Kngdom of God. IL is true the Apostle John in his first Epis:lI
v. 8., speaks of the water and the blod, in connexion with the spirit, as
bearmng witness to the personality and *divinity of Jesus Christ. But
when speaking, of belig ars he says, " Herby know we that we dwell
in him, and he in us because ,he hath giveçn us of his spirit." And

agam, " Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is born of God,"
"In this the children of God are mnanifest, and tie children ofthe devil:
whosoever doeth nut riglteousness is not of God, neither lie that loveth

not his brother." Now, with these passages before us, let us tead the

epistle thiu.gh, and see if ever the apostle speaks of the ivarer and the

blood as havung any thiqg to do vith the believer'seidnlce of his adop-
tion into the family of God , and if he does not, wvhy should any person

make use of his vords, and apply theu to a subject for which they were
never intended ?
-Let us now notice your remarks on " this mundane system." Your

argument appears very plausible at first, because of the analogy between

the creatton of the wqrld and the new birth; but on exanining the sub-

ject more closcly, and at the same time noticing the conversation which

took place between Nicudemius and our Lord, I can find nothing ià the

whole narratuve that will furnish us with the slightest ground fo'r believ.

ing that our Lord had any reference whatever to the foundation of the

earth. It is also evident that Nicodenus did nob understand our Lord

un that sense-and thcrefore it must be improper for one, wbo take'Mhé

lberty of explaining our Lord's u ords, to endeavour to do it by a subject
whiâh was quiite foreign to the text.

Your nqury on the same page is u orthy of remark: " Would thé Sa.

viour, thmnk you, ube au amibiguous % ord vher addressmng an inquirer on

a subject of so great importance ?" To this I reply, if the words " born of

water" mean Batpim, then they are ambiguos vords ; irasmuch as there

is not aother place in the New Testament in which the words are us6d

in that sense. Not only so, but in all the conversation there is not ano-
ther word that could have anytendeùcy to persuade Nicodemus thatthe

*new birth spoken of by our Lord neant baptism. If the words born

of .water and the spi.ri'ae to be µndeptod i4 ,figurative s s, as ae


