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tukes. [First, they are greatly mistaken
when they think that their term ¢ God.
Iy is equivalent to the deseription winch
the Svceders gave of those with whom
they would still hold communion with
the Establishment, The  Seceders did
not consider themselves very well quali-
fied to search the heart and to try the
reins of the children of men, so as to be
able to say  who of them wure * godly”
and who were not: but they knew that
they could judge of a man’s profession—
that they could form some opinion of his
conduct ; for these are visible things.—
Accordingly, they do not say, with the
brethiren of the Presbyterian Synod, We
reserve “the right of holding Christian
and ministerial  communion with the
Godly within her pale” (with all defer-
ence, that wight have kept them in com-
munion with Moder~tes still, miserably
misguided though these men wera in
their management of the atfairs of church
govermuent) ; but they say, in their Pro-
test, as given in the fourth Article of
these Remarks, ¢« We still hold commu-
ion with all and every one who desire,
with us, to adhere ta the principles of the
true Presbyterian, Covenanted Church
of Scotland, in her doctrine, worship. go-
vernment and discipline : and particular-
Iy with every one who are groaning un-
der the evils, and who are atlveted with
the grievances we have been conplain-
ing of ; whoare, in their several spheres,
wrestling against the same.”  Secondly,
when this mistake is corrected, and, in-
stead of the term “ Godly,” the descrip-
tion which the Seceders themselves gave
of the persous in the Establishment with
whom they would he willing to hold com-
munjon i3 inserted the brethren of the
Presbyterian Synod are gricvously mis-
taken in imagining that there would be
found a single person in the communion
of the Istablishment, from the Modera-
tor of the General Assembly downwards,
with whom they would be at liberty to
hold communion, on the ground that they
correspond with the description given.
These brethren say, “our fathers of
the Sccession raised their standard against
the Erastianism of the Church of Scot-
land long befove the members of the Free
Churck thought of unfurling their ban-
ner” This may be allowed to pass as
true; for it is not Likely that any of the
menbers of the Free Church are old
cnough to have been capable of unfurling
any banner in 1733. It is, however,
more to the purpose to obscrve, that the
banner of the Free Church was not un-
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furled for the first time when the pro.
cession moved from St Andrew'’s Charel:
to take up their position at Canonmills,
on the 15th of May, 18513, ‘That banuer
fioated over the General Assembly in
1547, When, in the time of Charles 11,
the state intervfered with sacred things,
and required the Seottish nation to adopt
new mades of worshap, + in obedience to
the law of the lane " that banner, the
banner of the Church of Scotland, waved
in the breezes which fanned the temples
of those who, forsaking house: and lands,
betook themselves to the moors, and the
mountain sides, that they might obey the
law of Christ. It was under that banner
that the *“outed ministers” returned,
when, upon the Revolution. they regain-
ed their position as ministers of the ks-
tablishment. Jt was for the purpose of
upholding that banner that the first Se-
ceders, as has been shewn, separated
from the Moderates, Tt was to uphold
that banner that others, at the same time,
kept their places in the Establishment,
where they could still consistently strive
to prevent the guaranteed privileges of
her constitution from being  trampled
upon by their oppressors, the Moderates
It was as upholding that banner that,
when at length in the providence of (od
they beeame the majority, they prosecu-
ted those measures of retorin which glad-
dened the heart of every true Seceder,
and which drew within the pale of the
Establishment numbers \vLo worthily
borne thas name. It was when consist-
ently acting unde: that banner that the
Church of Scotland was resisted and ob-
structed by the unconstitutional interfer-
ence of the civil courts. It wasin de-
fence of that banner that, in her Claim
of Right, agreed to in 1842, she sought
redress of the grievances of which she
had so much cause to complain. When
that claim was rejected, when the en-
croachments of the civil courts were ra-
titled by the acquiescence of the State,
when it was made distinetly known  that
the bencefits of the Establishment were no
longer to be enjoyed but upon the con-
dition that the Church should submit to
the control of the civil power; dotermin-
ed still to obey God rather than man,
it was under the same bamner that the
Church of Scotland, for the second time,
forsook houses and lands, manses, glebes,
and stipends ; and left an Establishment
that was now to have a banner flaring
over her head inscribed ¢ Obey the law
of the land.”

‘T'his was not a Secession. It was the



