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certainly do receive them  just as Christ received us, Wo
ebject to receiving them to. church fellowship, on the strength
of a ceremony invented by Romo: wo do not receive them
as the Popoe receives numbers; but verily we receive them
just as Christ does.  If Christians Joubt this, let them tost
us; let theoy ask us to bapuze them into the iellowship of
the church. ) we rofuse, then it will be tune enough to
charge us with not receiving them as Christ does.

Again, it is assumed, that tho command to receive one
nnol?wr, means that bapized Christiuns must receive to the
table of the Lord unbaptized Chastians ¢ but to whom was
tho command given? To whom did the Apostle say,
4 Whercforo reccive ye one unuther ns Christ alsoreceived us,”
We reply, to a body of believers who had afl been buried
with Christ in baptism ; and never was any man received
into an dPostolic church, who had not subnutted to this ordi-
nance.  They belioved, were baptized, and added to the
church.  The Spirit of God has set his seal to this order;
thorofore it is the order in which Christ receives men into the
visiblo church.

Wo regret to see it stated by tho author of the prefaco,
that the Regular Baptists in Canada, nund in the United States
gonerally, reject from thewr communion tho<e who * hold the
sentimert of {rec communion > Tlus is a mistake; and our
good brother ought 10 huv+ botter injormed himseld) before ho
gavae it to the world as authenue,

There are few 1zen for wham we entertain a freling of
higher respect, thun we do towards the editor of this tract;
but when Chunst’s laws are an juestion, we know no man
after the flesh.

But to the tract itself, which comes to us so well endorsed.
We mny say of it general that it is a re-cchoing of some
of’ Robert Hall’s sentients, although a hittle more suicidal,
T'ho writer admits and denies in onc breath that we have
Senipture precedent for confining nembership to iinmersed
believers. 1t has often been said of Pedo-baptists that when
contending with Itumanists, they employ Baptist weapons ;
and when contending with Baptists “thoy employ Popish
weapons. ‘Lhat thas 18 equally true of open-cammuniunists,
the following comparison will serve to show.

The open-communionist says.  © There is no law in all
the New Testament which enjoins baptism in all circum-
stances, as an indispensible pre-requisite to admission o the
Lord’s Supper.”? Fage 11, The Pedo-baptist says: Judea
was a warm climate, and immersion might be practised
there, but there is no lave ju all the New 7Testament
which enjoins nmmersion in oll circumstances ; in a3l chmates.
(Deoddnige, Calvin, Baxier, &e., urge this very plea.)

‘I'he open-communionist says: “We have no example
in Seripture, of any smcere {ollower of Chirist being
on any prelevee chatever, denied the privilege of sitting
down with s brethren at ihe table of the Lord.”
The Pedobaptists snys : We have no example in Seripture
of any sincere follower of Christ boing on any pretence what
sver denied the privilege of having s infant baptized.

‘The apen-comimumonist snys: ¢ 1 e have no precedent foe
wlhzitting nobantised persons, neither have von for REILCTING
them.”  The Fedo-vaptist suys the same with reference to his
t.abies.

Such principles of rensoning, if carried out to their
Begituninte resulix, would subwert every principle of Protest-
antisin, und furnish a0 warrant for attending to the inventions
of Popery ;5 for it wight be urged, no devout Christian in the
duys of the Apostles waz ever denied tho privilege on any
pretence whaterer of celebrating high mass, or praying to the
virgin ; and il the open-connunionist should roply : the
Aposiles knew nothing about such practices, neither did the
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Apostohic chuchos!  “T'rus,” the Catholicmight rejoin, * bus
the cases aro not purallel.  You look to the Bible, alone and
aro misled ; but we aro enlightened by tradition, and thus pre-
served frum error.?  The Bible and Tradition 1s thé religion
of Rome.  ‘L'he-Bible and the Prayer Book is.the religion of
Episcopacy. The Bible, and the vamying circumstances in
which (hristians, by following ervor may be placed, is the reli.
gion of open-communionism—while it is boostingly said thag
the Bible, and the Bible along, is the religion of Protestants,

The author of the tract, asks, what would we have done
with uncircumeised persons had the cavon of Scripture
closed with, the 9th Chapter of Acts.  Our reply is that we
cannot tell what would have boen the result of an imperfect
revelation of the mind of God to man, but we can tell, that
to depart from the pedfect canon is rebellion,

Aaain, our author, afier admitting that in primitixe times.
baptized believers only cane to the table of the Lord, and'
after having denied that this is a precedent for us in our cir-
cumstances 3 proceeds to fight against the authority of .pre-
cedent, with an eatuestness which evidences with unmistak-
able cortainty that ke is not at all satisfied, that wen. with.
the Bible in their hands will admit his pewises. He exalts:
the imporiance of % general poducipls,’ and then interpreis
the word of God by Ais tiew ol m.0se general principles.
He wdduces the ease of Peter in the house of Cornclius to.
prove, that the Apostle was converted from the sentiment,
that it was unjawtul for a Jew to associate with one of ane-
ther notion, by a general principle.  On \lus we remark, 1.
Peter had been in tho habit of calling. the Gentiles “ com-
mon,” or unclean. ‘I'be voice smd unto him, @ What Ged!
hath cleansed, that call not thou common.’> “I'lns was soine<
thing inore than a “general principle 27 it was a posiTIVR:
comyann to Peter, to change s semtiments and his practice..
2. But the voice of Ged led Peter to reccive those Gentiles,
and the all-important question arises, did the subdued Apostle:
receive them into church fellowship without beptism 2 What.
saith the inspired record 2 When Peter 'saw the Spirit dese.
cend vpon them, he said ¢ € Who can forbid water, that these
should not be baptized who have received the Holy Ghost as
wellas we ¢ And he commanded them to he baplized in the
name of the Lord.? When Peter rehiarsed these facts 10 the-
Church at Jerusalem, the brothren there were satisfied with
the reception which those C enviles had met at-ithe hands of
God and man, and so would any buptized Church on. the
face of the earth ; but this, like every other passage iu the New
Testamont, bearing upon the question, gives open-commu~
nionism a tatal stab under the fifih rib,

We have next amilitary figure, in which the -author’s
suppositions overlook the point at issue. Aud while on this
subject, we would say to parties on both sides of this contro-
versy, that (0 compare the positive commands of God, 10 the
orders of a King; and the oidinances of the Gospel, “10 the
colour of a coat, on the length of a feather, or the size of a
cockade,” issuperlatively preposterous.  We could very easily
turn such a figure to our own account, but not without:
insulting God.  We say this in full view of the fact,.that
strict-communionigts will be rebuked by cur remarks, es welk
as our brethren who oppose them.

Catitolicus everywhere aims to produce the impression, that
strict-comnunionists do rot admit the force ol general princi-
ples.  He also assumes that the genera¥ principles of the Gos-
pel 20 to establish the dogma of open-comnmunion.  Tnboth of
these positious the good mnn is utterly ot fault.  'Withus the
positive commaads, and plain examples, and general princi-
ples of the word of God, are alike authoritative ; and the mans
who urges any one of these to set aside another, is just ascer-
tainly in error asitis that God's word is in harmony with itself,
T'o co-operate with a Bible or Missionary. Society, guided by




