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jroyal cf tbem. We are doscesndcd from
e r, and under nsany obligations te ber,

but wu are stili independent of ber, and
in uo respect under lier contrel." The
Presbyterian Church in Ireland is an in-
dependent Church ; she is iiot uîsdcr tse
control of any other portions of the vi4i-
ble Churcli; and he -commîssioners,in tlîat
stop cf wvlich the Church subsequently
approved, exercised their own itidepen-
dent judgmunt when, having witnessed
the ioruptien, and Isavin g considcred
the position in which the Ecclesiastical
Establishiiient and the Froc Clisrcli of
Scotland thon respectivoly, stoed, they
presentud their Conmmission te the Geone-
rai Assembly of the Froc Church, deciar-

in" tibat it was in that bîody iliat they
found the proper representatien of thuq
Chureh of <heir flithers:. Iii acknowledg-q

inu the Froc Church as tiseir parent
Church, they did net place theznselves
under ber control, nor did they iii the
slightestdcgreeceînpresnise tlieirinclepen-
dence; byt they certainly thereby de-
clared t.hatthey regarded the FreeCliurth
as znaintaining the pi-inciples of the
Churcis of Scotland front which <bey
were an offsheot, they duelared that tlîey
beld by the samne rinciples fer wliich
the Free Church had been coatending,
that they fully sympathizcd wiLh ber as
suffering in detènue of tlicir contîon
taitli, and that they desired te, raintain
ivith ber the communion %vhicb they bad
bitherto held with the Chtirch of Scot-
lansd. Nothing less thaî-t titis can be
anderstood as iînplied in acknowledging
the Free Church as their parent Cliuroh;
and assuredly ail ibis is impiied in the
relation in *which the Frc Church of
this Province stands t0 the Free Cliurch
cf Seotland. :Sew, Mlr. Trotter, the
Convener of the Cummitte on the Union,
in forwarding the communication frein
the Presbyterian Synod te the Free Sy-
mod, in June 1849, accompaniud it with
a letter in which he says oxpressly,
16 that in case of uniting, ouràcerrespcii-
dence with our respective moilber Ciiurch-
es, mnust be placedl on the saine foi~.
It is truc, the bodies are flot naîxxvd who
are bere spoke-n of as motîser Cubsrthes;
hut as it is Weil enough k-nown tîtat tho
Froc Synod te in correspondeuice ivitît
the Froc Church of 'Scoland as its pa-
rent chureli, se it is presuiincd that
they judgod corretiv, 'whesî thev
understood the refèence te he niadt
te, tlîe Unitedl Presbyterian Cîitireli
in Scoilatic, aq the parent elitirch-I
cf the Prosbyterian 1,ynod. i'hey un-

dorstood the condition thus intimatcd to
bc, that, in case of' uniting,the corrospon.
tience af the, United body vwith the Prc-ci
Cliercli ani with the United Presbyteri.
ait Church of Scotland sbould bc placed
on1 precisoîy the sanie footing. The
brettîron el the 1reâbyterian Synod, in
their reply, secin willing te keop zhis
cOndition out of* V'iw. In a publicadion
aIse wlîsch profciss ss te be the corrospon-
denco between the twe bodies in refer-
ence to the Uniqu, both Mr Trotter't
Lutier antd the Letter trem the P&resl)v-
erian Syied, te whiclî tie Lotter fro;xi
the Froc Sinod wvas an Answer, are a-
wanng tie reason ef' wlîich Inay he
best epained by tiiese who issued that
publication. Iloever, wben titis con-
ditie n, laid down by tlie Presbytcrian Sy.
noël, is coîîsidered, it wvill be seen that the
Froc Syrîod hiad ne reason te suppose
that they woere makina an ultreneous re-
ference te thuî Unied Presbyterian
Chupcli of Seotland They had ne wish
te speak ef ihiat body at ail ; but wbcn
it Nvas proposed, as îhoey understood it,
that tlîov shotild bc as clesely connected
with thé United Presbyterian Churcb as
with the Free Church of Sctland, they
feit that they ivero laid under an obliga-
tion te give a reason -%vhy they could ntio
go into a Union upen any such conditi-
on. The writer efthese Remarks von.
tureg te think that (bey wcre quite right
ins this view of the case; and, uotwitth-
standing the disclaimer of the breibren,
in their'PRoply, as they have net thcugblt
preper te uanse any other body wvhich
%vas meant, as their niother church, lic
eannot belp stili belleviîîg that the), are
cennected with the United Presbyterian
Church, that they are of course iniplica-
tod ini he r preceedings, and that the Free
(Jîiurch were warranted in referring te
the prepesed cwîsnexieiî with that bedy,
as an insuperable obstacle te the propos-
ed Union. He roadily admits, hewever,
that the followingr Remarks in defonce
of this ])artieular.pait of the Froc SynotVs
Answer are quit> inapplicable, if thp
hroîhren of thte Preshyterian Synod can
shoiv that the, chutreli te which they re-
forred as their nietiier church ivas net
the United Presbyterian Church, but
4 1 ntally difierent body and one wbicb,
as provided fer in tM Basîs of Uni-

Anhods hi1v ndhonestly by theWest-

ln speaking of the correspondenca
with the Fiee Church anl the United
Ilresbvterian Chtirch of Scotland se te


