
THE COMMUNION QUESTION AGAIN. 0

We liad hoped that our correspondent would have stuck to bis own
inotto-"l reasoning and not railing"-but are scrry to observe a1 grow-
ing tendency, ini every fresli communication, to use liard wvordý, in default
of liard arguments. He once wrote of us, "lkI is evident. at a glance,
that the editor of that periodical (the "lO. I.") thinks for himnself. His
first remark in the above letter woulrd seem eitlier to imply a withdrawal
of his good opinion of us ini that respect, or to cast a doulit upon our
honesty, in arglling as we have done. Are, Mien, our strict Baptist
brethren the Any people who " think for themselves 1"

Wcre we disposed to employ his own phrase, we should say that in
the opinion of 1not a few Ilintelligent readers of the Nlýw Testament,"
the Ilshuffliiig" lias been ail on his side in tlus dliscussion. Thus far, at
Ieast, in spite of our tlu-ice-repeated refèrence to it, we have been unable
to extract from him a single remark abouý the 141th of the Romans. Will
he kin'lly look our arg,,ument squarely in the face, and tell us the mean-
ing of the 3rd and 4th verses of that chapter I G. M. must know very
well that ive neyer raised the question, Ilwhether a Pedo-Baptist may,
or may not be a Christian." He bas himself tacitly adxnitted that hie
lnay, and w(3 shall certainly not dispute it. But our brother mnust surely
be the subject of scme sad mental obliquity, if he cannot' see thiat ulhat
admission has a most important bearing upon the issue between us. If
it have Dot, wliy is lie so shy of the chapter referred to 1

The retort about Ilholy water and wax candies," lias so mach of the
appearance of an attempt to Iltirow dust in people's eyes," that we
should really so have regarded it, had not our correspondent so indig-
nantly denounced sucli ways. It is very easily met, however. The use
of tiiese articles is one ont of many Romish inventions, dating long after
the completion of the Sacred Canon, which, whule amply condemned by
its general principles. needed no specific prohibition in tlie Apostolic age.
But baptism liaving superceded circumcision, in the administration of
whicli, children liad always been associated with their parents, there was
a moral certainty that it would be administered to them, as circum.-
cîsion liad been of old, unless it were expressly limited to adults. That
Euch was the actual resuit, the prevalence of liouseliold baptism, ini our
judgment, abundantl- proves ; and that snch -%as tlie Divine intention,
we take to be equally evident from the conspicuous absence of any such
limit&tion. Wliere now 18 the analogy between thie two cases 1

0f course, with these views, we do not admit that "the Scriptnres are
silent" on the subject of infant haptism; but wve none the less value our
brother's excellent admonition iii regard to Ilabiding by our Master's
orders," and hope hie will keep tliem. in view when next about to turu
some conscientious Pedo-Baptist brother from the Lord's table !

As to our proving that baptism up>on- profession of faith was to be con-
fined to Jews and heathen, it will be quite time enougli for us to do that,
when G. M., or any one else, can adduce fromn the New Teatament, an
instance of the opposite character, viz., that of a child boru of christian,
parentage, being baptized on bis making sucli a profession ; or of a~ Juda-
izing teacher coinplaining that Christianity eut off the childien from. the
covenant relationship which the Patriarclial and Mosaic economies as-

aignd them.
4M~ question as to how far thequotation from Dr. Davidson repre-
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