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course suchquestions must be angwered in the affirma-
tive ; but unless we assume that the disobedience
of Pedobaptists evinces want of love both to Christ
and the brethren, his questions are perfectly irrelevent,
and we know he will not dare deliberately to assume
this ; for he knows many of them evince as ardent
love to Christ, and to the brethren, as is evinced by
Baptists, In reference to Mr. Hall’s calling external
rites the terrestial attire of religion, he says :— It
would not be seemly to receive into our family and
entertain n man destitute of garments. The decencies
of society :dlemand that he shall be clothed. But it is
equally unseemly to introduce to the sacred Table
those who are not furnished with the vestments of the
former ordmance.” This, in our view, would apply
equally forcibly to publicly associatinag with them
under any civcumstances.

The fact is but too notorious that the obligations
of humility end love are brought into competition
with the punctual observance of the external .rite of
baptism in consequence of the introduction and pre-
vatence of Pedobaptism, and the Communion contro-
versy arising from it. Baut in proportion as the mind
i3 free from prejudices of education, &c., and is per-
vaded by genuine humility, and that charity which
vaunteth not itsel. there will be a strong inclination
to forbearance, and & deep repugnance so fur to
assume infaliability and claim the right peremptorily
to dictate to recognized brethren what is their dury
in reference to an obedience to Christ. Nor does it
consist with the obligations of humility to say 10 our
brother, who, we may be constrained to admit, is
more eminent in piety than oursclves, “ Brother, un-
less you adopt my views and practice respecting
baptism you cunnot have the privilege of communing
with me at the Table of the Lord.”

We now notice, briefly, a few of the Dr.’s extrava-
gances.

And first, on p. 39, we find him objecting to Mr.
Hall for saying that baptism is @ mode of professing
our faith, alleging that he ought to have said the
mode, &e.  OF course, in hiz opinion, it is the only
mode by which faith can be professed.  If the Dr.)’s
opintons were right it would certainly follow that
the uaimmersed ought not to be communed with;
for if immersion be the on?y mode of professing fuith,
of course they have not professed faith, and to com-
mnne with those who have not even professed faith
woull look too like bare-faced latitadinarinism. It
i3 rather surprising that the Dr.shonld have advanced
this, aware ashe must be of the Apostle’s declaration,
Romans x., “ With the heart man believeth unto
righteousness, and with the mouth confession 13 made
unto salvation.”  And the Dr. himself declared that
Fuith ought, in all cases, to be professed before bap-
tistn ; bnt this contradictory assumption is nvecessarv
to the theory of close communion.

AN EXTRAORDINARY INSINUTATION.

On p. 109 Dr. Howell observes, “If God has some
secrei code by which he saves those who habitually
violate his revealed will, it is for his own government,
noy ours.”

What meaning the Dr. intended to convey by this
i3 rather uncertain ; but after reading it, and its con-
tovt, several times over, we have concluded that he
must have meant something like the following, viz.—

“Pedobaptists being habitual violaters of God's re-|

venled will, 7f they are saved, must be saved by « code
different from that by which others are saved; a
code too which God has not seen meet to reveal | ”
But can this be the deiiberate opinion of Dr. Howell?
if so, surely hig orthodoxy needs to be inquired into.

Conflicting statements of the Dr. in regard to the
purposes for which the Supper was instituted :—

Ilis 7th chapter is for the discussion of this
question, and in commencing he quotes the words of
institution as proving it to be commemorative, and to
show the Lord’s death till he comes. " Itis,” he says,
“to be invariably administered and received for these
purposes, and for no other.” But on his 224 p. hetells
us “it is called a sucrament, because it is a public de-
claration of alleziance to our Lord Jesus Christ;”
ang ‘“the eucharist because it is an act of personul
adoration and thanksgivingt~ God.” And on . 111
he calls not only commemoration, but also ““a testi-
mony of our united love and obedience ta our Lord,
purposes alone sunclioned by the word of God.”  On p.
105 he admits that the Supper was appointed to be a
test of our love and confidence in each other. though
not so much so as of our obedience to Christ ; and
further says, that * As it is a sacred feast, &c., mu¢-
yul Christian affection among communicants is very
becoming and Jdghly necessary.” In the same chapter
(p. 114) he calls the opinion that the Supper is de-
signed as a test of Christinn fellowship, and that ene
purpose of its administration is to express mutual
Christian fellowskip, @ mistaken notion, an esploded
dogma. Verily, these are not exsily reconctled.  And
other similar iustances could be pointed to, but let
these suffice.

In his 8th chapter he discusses the three prominent
considerations which influence Close Baptists to de-
cline fellowship with Pedobaptists. A {ew rematks
on the first of these seem called for, it is, that fellow-
ship with these would invelve an abandonment of all
those principles on bhoth ordingnces held by Close
Baptists.  But is this a necessary consequence ?
What ave their p-inciples on both ordinances ?
Tirey hold that bapusm is an indispensible pre-
vequisite to the Supper; and that the commission
is equivalent to a law positively prelibiting the ad-
mission to the Supper of any one whom they, as
Baptists, deem unbaptised. Granted. if these pricei-
ples had their foundation in truth, communing with
Pedobaptists would involve their abandovment. He
assumes that they are proved.  But where is the
proof ? It is the opinion of Close Baptists; and
Pedobaptists, in general, are understood to hold the
swme opinion. Waiving, howerer, taking into accouant
the vast difference as to character between the n-
baptised in relation to Pedobaptists, and that of those
unbaptised in velation to Baptists, we remind thie Dr.
that Pcdobaptists may be, and we belicve are, all in
error in respect tothis, . e., as fur as their Close Com-
munion amounts to rijecting recognized Christians.
The truth is, as we firmly believe, the principle re-
mnins unproved by citber Baptists or Pedobaptists.
The assnmption that my communing with a Christian
who bolds a view of a doctrine difierent from mine
necessarily involve an abandonment of my own view
of it, is a notion-too childish to require refutation.

The Dr. is certainly very reckless in his assertions.
For instance, hie assures Pedobaptists that Open Com-
munionists differ from them more widely than Close.
Itis true that Open and Close Baptists hold the same
views as to their being unbaptised ; but while the
Open bold that their error is to be ascribed to in-
voluntary mislaxe or misconception, the Close brethren
charge them with conspiring in design to overthrow the
law of God, and with rebellion against Divine authority !
Or. Howell, moreover, charges them with foul con-
ception ; insinuating that, for all their pretentions,
their only object in secking fellowship with Baptists
i3 to get them to acknowledge the validity of their
infant baptism ; and but for that, be assures us, they
have no desire to commune in Baptist Churches, lle




