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In his Vepty, hia Lordahip uti'^ri^J not one word to lead

the gentlemen proaenling the A'iJrpss to believe the charges

in any pai't or measure triiB—on the contrary, hin Lordiiliiu

deacribea the contents of the letter an " rniltni; accusalinna"

against him, l.<h1 profesiea to be " filled with grief und astoii*

jshmeni" thut any CUrrgymiin could be guilty of such cm*
du:t. Of Cf.ursf, every person who heard this declaration,

nr subsequently read it, felt hii* LouKship hud been most
foully mist'epresent^d, and the " Kecnrd," tje.serviniri; condem-
nation for allowing such gross unfounded accuaatimis to ap*
pear in its columns.

Completely to alloy nil 8n»pici)ns as to his Lordship's real
views ou the subject of Uu|itidm;il Uegr>iieriiti<in, his Lordship
in his chariie to the Clerfiy on the 21st Sep'.ember, in the
aame year,(1847) says, page 40 :—

••The first 6ulij<;ct of diticussion iind disputation. nod with which,
1 am itirorined, my nninu hns been strangely mixed up, is, whiit is

techiiicitlly called, BnptieniHl Kegenenitiua. Uliy. ur un what
grounds, it should be iisseited thni I am an advocnte ut'that ductrioe,
except on the presumption tliut 1 contend foi the plain and full

meaning of the Catechism, Articles and Offices of our Church. I
really cannot conceive ; fur to the best of my remembrnncc, I wiia
never called on to express, and never did express, any public opi-
nion about it."

^
Now,who, on hearing or reading this passage,would believe

bis Lordship guilty of holding the doctrine? Who. on the
contrary, would not give him credit for being wholly innocent
of it? But hear him on the next occasion of his writing on the
doctrine.

A Sermon, by the Rev. Edward Paiker, on the doctrine of
Baptismal Regeneration, had found its way to some of thu
Clergy

; on hearing this, his Lordship addressed a letter to
them,condomntng the sermon. " It will be quite sufficient, I

fiesuiiie." (said he) " to show that the doctrine of lluptismal
Reget'eration it held by our Church." " I might^content
myself with informing or reminding you, that the Judge of tlie

CourtufArcbes haa recently decided judicially that Baptismal
Regeaeratioo is certainly held by the Church of England. "

** He has decided, I say. that Baptismal Regeneration is held
by the Church of England, and further that a Bishop is justi-

' fied in refusing institution to any Clergyman who denies it
;"

indeed, the whole letter was a labored attempt to prove such
«o be the doctrine of the Church of England and of ^Scripture,
and his Lordehip has said he would discountenance and dis«

courage atjy Clergyman whu held views contrary tw kis; uuj


