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correspondent inust have lived in the ver>' balrniest atmosphere of
brother>' love ail his days, if ho hias not frequently heard similaz ex-
pressions fromn the pulpit. 'But as lie docs flot "-pledge himself to
defend ail the practices of the Baptist denomination," and seerna cordially
to eç'ndemn this one, we shall let it piss.

With regard to the refuisai of Baptiste to acknowledge the validit>' of
immersion when flot performcd by a I3aptist rninister, our correspondent
admits that if that can bc proveti, !lhe statements we have made are not
altogether groundless.

Hear, then, what is said upon this point by tixe IRev. Dr. Davidson,
Secretary of the Ontario Baptist Missionary Convention, inIibis lectures
on, "Baptism and Coiimrunion," pp. 238, 239:-

IlBaptists, in refusing tc, recognize the immersions of umniner8ed >o'do-
Iaptist ministers as ralid baptism, dIo not lay cbstim to IlApostolical succes-
sion as to baptism.' They dlaim to ' keep) the ordinaiîce as it was
delivered to them,' and believe that ' whatsoever is flot of faith is sin.'

Ifa Poec'obapti.t minister irnmerse a candidate, whîile hie himself is un-
immersed, an<1 does not believe immersion to be valid baptismn, mierely
for the sake of s4atisfying fixe conscience of the part>' who is immersed,
and to prevent hlm. frorn uniting with the Baptists--and the like is donc
constantly-thcn we regard the act of that minister as a sin against lis
own soul, for lie hias, while immersing the candidate, said, 'I1 baptize thee,'
&c., while at the samne time, la bis soul, lie <Iid flot beliere it was baptismi.
la flot such ail act somiewhiat analogous to ' speaking lies in the namne of
the Lord P' 1 sincerely pity fixe individual who can be so far duped as
to commit himself into the hands of such an administrator. The act is
certain]>' an immersion, but for one, I shotild be ver>' loth to acknowledge
it as regular or valid Christian bantism."

'Ne presume Dr. Davidson wiiV be accepted as, an ",,uthiorit>'," and
that bis testimion>' to the pi-actice of the denoniination will be regarded
as conclusive upon the point iii question. Besides, our Baptist friends,
to be consistent with tlxemselves, are compelcd cither to go thcý lengtli
we have described, or to ab)andon the principle of close communion alto-
gether: for if a IPoedobaptist ininister ina> not even receire the sacred
embicins of the Lor(l's body and blood at the samne table with theni, how
can hie be recogni zed as capable of validl>' administering citlier baptismn
or the Lord's supper? CGq. M. and we are entire strangers to each other,
but we will venture to sa>' that his demand for proof upon this point is
evidence that he lias had a mach more intixnate acquaintance with En-
lish Baptist Churches, whiose l)ractice is almost exclusilely that of open
communion, than with those in this country.

The rcply given by our correspondent to the third of the question.-
which we pioposcd to him for discussion, and which hie prefers to take,
ulp first, is, w'c subnxit, Ilquite beside thec mark." He has produced no
"1positive injuiiction" for the practice of close communion, axxd for the
best of ail -'sonls, viz., that the New Testament <tocs not contain one.
He infers it b>' putting two passages togethier, a mode of -argument
which Baptists won't listen to when wc employ it in defence of infant
haptism; but certainly neither the one nor the other enjoins it. We
dlaim that the Apostolic 1)ractice of household baptisto, taken la connec-
tion with the "fl ot di.Qanntilled" covenant with Abraham, wliiclî associated


