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{o remain n the Dstablishment. And
altiough it has been the fashion with
somc 1o resolve the whole matrer into the
aungry paseions of the hmman heart, and
to raise an outery pavticularly against the
Free Chuaren for what they have been
pleased to call the bitterness of feeling
with which she conducted the controver-
sy, it would not Le casy to poat out a
case in which principles so important
were contended for, in which the contest
was spread over sucha length of tiwe,
and in the progress of which so much un-
just and injurious treatment was et
with; in which, nevertheless, there was
less of drproper feeling manitested, than
vas by the Free Church in the “ ten
years' contlict.”  The detail, short as 1t

15, wiich has been given in <ome of the,

preceding Ardcles, shows that it was in-
deed a contest for principle: and the
more fully the principles for which the
FreeChurch contended are examined and
tried by the standard of God's word, the
more clearly will it be seen that they are
principles which should be maintained
by the Churcl. Umiversal, and which no
Jength of tie can ever render obsolete.
It may suit the views of some to say that
they think the Free Church ot Scotland
was vight i the cause which she main-
tained, and that if they were in Scotland
it s with her rather than with ths Estab-
lishinent that they would join; but that
stiil, in this country, ihere is no ovcasion
for keeping up the diflerence. It these
vrineiples, howe .r, are Bible principles
1 Scotland, they are not less Bible prm-
ciples in Nova Scotia.  The breadth of
the Atlantic cannotalter their character
and if there are those m this country who
tuink it right to kecp up a connexion
with the Scontish Establishment as it now
is, and to aticmpt to give an appearance
of respectabiluy as 2 Church to that ab-
jeet* creature of the State” which con-
sents to be “lafd prostrate,” as Dr. Me-
Culloch of Greenock expressed it, “at
the feet of the cinvil magistrate;” thea
there is a duty laid upon all who wonid
faithtully muuntain the Bible principles
for which the Church of Scoiland has
struggled from the days of the Keiorma-
tion, to protest against any such connexi-
on—to mainiain all the more strenuously
the interests of the truth, and, like the
Presbyterian Church in Jreland, as for-
merly noticed, to show by their adhe-
rence 10 the ¥ree Church, where it is
that they find the body that truly repre-
sents the Church of theirfathers Those
who profesg to be Seceders, should not
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need to be reminded that God's word de-
nounces judgment< against every corrupt
ecclesiastical system  \While christian
charity mav rejoice to recognise the
workmgs of’ divine prace in those who
may be the members o' a Church which
they may feel themselves bound to pro-
tes. against as corrupt—and FreeChurch-
men may think with warm emotion of
those whom they still regard as christian
friends whom they have left behind in
the  Establishment : yet enlightened
christian friendsiip would remonstrate
with those who are unhappily enrangled
insuch a connexion, would point out to
them the danzer of their position, acd
wauld press upon them the call of God’s
word, * Come oat of her, my people, that
ye be not partakers of her sing, and that
ye receive not of her plagues.” God's
neople though they are. they occupy a
dangerous position, and it will be their
wisxdom to leave it without delav.

‘The Synod of the Free Chureh, in

their Answer to the communication which

they had received from the Presbyterian
Svnod, refer to the United Presbyterian
Church in Scotlard as presenting a third
obstacle to the proposcd Union.  They
say,  The United Preshyterian Church
in Scotland, which was formed lately by
the nnion of the United Secession and
the Reliet’ Churclies, is now regarded by
you as vour parent Charch  We have
10 wisit 1o reivr unnecessarily to that bo-
dy, but since union wits you would in-
volve us in commnnion with them, we
must state in all plainness that this forms
another vbstacle which we cannot over-
cowe. fo the contemplated union.” The
brethren of the Pre<byterian Synod, in
their Reply, seem now to be unable 1o
understand  why any reference should
have been made to the United Preshy-
terian Charch. In a passage alreauy
quoted in this Article, they say of the
differences between the Free Synod and
themseives, © the amount of them is, that
we do uoy dislike the Established Church
of Scotland so heartily as they do, and
that we are more favourably disposed to-
ward the United Presiyterian Churea.
They du not object to our faith or prac-
tice, but only to our feclings toward third
pm‘tics, with whmn we are nol counects
ed, and for whose acts we are not respon-
sible.”  Again they say, * But supposing
all their objections to the United Pres-
byterian Church to be well-founded, we
repeat that in her proceedings we are
not at all implicated, nor did we ever ask
from our Free Church brethren any ap-




