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To the Editur of the Reeord

Ma. Borone—1 have stated, m wmy former
letter on the subgect of the contemplated umon
between the Umted Preshytenian Chureh of Ca-
nada and our own, that there appear to me to be
two previous questions wlicl inust be deternuned
1n order to brung the coutroveesy to a satisfactory
issue—first, what are the conditions on which a
union or alliauce, or 1 may indeed add, any formal
connection whatever, can be adumtted on Senptu-
ral grounds, 19 be formed between the Churehand
the State 1 and, secondly, what are the nature
and limits of civil and politica) authority 1 What
1o it competent for the Smte 1o do, and withm
what bounds ia its action, in the nature of things,
necessanly eircumseribed U1 we can conte to n
satisfactory determintion of these two preliminary

uestions, little room will be left, in my judginent,
or further difference or discussion belween the
parlies.

But before T proceed to the disenssion of these
two questions, it may be proper to gaand my el
in lunine agamst msapprehension, by entennge
my rolemn protest agamst the doctrime wlueh the
advocatea of what 19 called voluntaryism, are saad
(1 would fam hope vnwarmntably) to entertam,
viz., thas the Siate, by iy onginal constintion and
character, i3 precluded from all legilation and
action, direct and indireet, in regand w the inter-
eats of religion. I will not believe that this 4 a
correct apprehension, or fair statement, and taith-
ful interpretation of their real principles, nnul, at
least, [ ahialt have first submitted to their eandid
judgment what appears to me to be the soun:d
doctrine—phitosophicai and seriptural—concerning
the relations and responsibilities which subsist
between the Church and State, disentangled from
the perplexity, and cleared of the confusion uad
obscurity in which it seemi to me to have been
involved, by nat distinguishing in the discusion of
the queation what gover and states anght
o b=, from what in point of fict they are, and
mat, I fear, continue to be, until christiamity shall
have had its pecfect work.  ‘I'hat it ig the duty of
thic Btate, in cvery country and nativn—whatever
be ite form of government—to seek the glory of
God and the happiness of its subjects, which sure-
ly involves as its prmary and all-parvading ele-
ment the chief end of man, that is, his moral and
religious reapousibilities,—and that this obliganon
admits of no othes limitation or qualification thaa
the measure of the State’s competeney to farther
this end,—appears to me to be a prineiple as selfs
evident and indubitable, as that it is the chief end
of man in his individual capacity 1o glorify God,
Indeed the former is a corollary from the Iztter,
or is rather implied in it and indissolubly brund
vp with it. For surely that must be the chief
end of socicty, which is the chief end of
man. That which is the supreme duty of the
individual pereon or soul, must be the duoty of
thonsands and millions united in civil socicty for
the common end of universal good, Men col-
lectively in society, living under the boad of that
civil government which, in its true nutare and de-
sign, is the ordinance of God, are bound—as far
asin them lies—in consistency with the laws of
the natural, political, and moral systems—laws
which cannot but be in harmony—to do his will
and work, moat chiefly in all that relates to the
highest interests and dutics of our race. Isnot
the social and political systemn constituted for the
very cnd of promoting the highest improvement
and happiness of every soul of man within its
pale?  And can there be any other limits to the
excraiie of s bheneficent and truly God-like
power, save what there is to all power—(that of
God—uwith reverence be it spoken—not excepied)
the simple possibility, whether natural or moral,
of s exercise? I could as caaly be persuaded
that agriculure does not come within the legiti-
mate sphere of national legislation and polity, as
that education—which Bacon calls the Georgica,
or the agriculture of the mind.—in all its depart-
ments, not only mechanical, sceular, intellcctual,
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but, a fortivrs, moral aml religgious,is not the par-
amount obyect of & nation's cate, even because it
i the vital elercat, the very life-blood of the na.
ton's well-bemng and happinese. 1 would not be
gmlty of the abairdity of seching to teason with
the man who should botdly aver, that it 1« not .
cutbent on all men as the ereatures of God 1o
obey in their ctvid amd sncial, as well as singular,
private, domestic capacity, the faws of s moral
government 3 and on the very same grounds that
it 13 not mcumbent on all men, by parity of reason,
us fallen creatures, which all confersedly are, to
be subjeet 10 the government of Chnwt in His
wedintorial kingdom, even ay to the Fatherin His
naturaf and morof kimgdom ; or in the words of
our Lord lumszelf, ¢ to honour the Son even ns
they honour the Father* I this arguinent have
any validity in its application fo erery mdividual
man, is it not cqually valid und decisive when ap.
plhied to a nultitude of menl  The conelusion,
then, appears to me like o ~eifeevident and neces-
sary truth, that states aml nations are under a su

preme obhigation, as God's creatures, niniaters, or-
gans, and ordmancea, to do whatever it may be na-
turally or morally competent for them ‘o do, in
furtherance of the glory of God, which s one with
the cluef end of man—sth v meral and relip.
ous unprovenment and perfic won, what seripture
emphatically denominates * the whale of man”
And let me add, that T know notany duty of the
Churchies of Christ and the nnmsters of the gos.
pel, more certain in itz evidence aud imperative in
itz obligation, than that of pressing home vpon the
Princes and Rulers of this world what is the para.
mount aud prunary end for wlhich the powersrhat
be are ordanad of God, namely,** to be hiz mimster
for goad, a terror to evil-doers, and & prase and
encouragement 10 all who do well,"—terms these
—of the Divine Commission, or charter of the Civil
Magistrate —comprehiensinve of the whole range of
maseality and rehiion,

With this preliminary statement of the general
ohligation of States and Nations to be fellow-
workers with God, in promoting the moral and
rehgions interests of the subyects of thar govern-
ment, let us proceed to the conrideration of the
two questions on which we helieve the whole con-
troversy to be suspended.  In regard to the frst
question, viz: What are *he condition? on which
a wwon or afliance, or indeed any formal connee-
tion whatever can be admitted, on  scriprural
grounds, to Le fonined and mamntained between the
Church and the State 1—=it seems to me that the
answer is, in promptu, casy, obvious. ‘The one
essential indispensable cond:tion of any formul
connection whatever between these Badies muat
be, that the State shall leave the Chuieh in the
most alisolute and unmolested possession of spint-
ual, and therefore, necessartly, of ceclenastical
freedomn and mdependence, responsible 1o no ha.
man authority, except in cwvil matters, nor bable
to any act of obtrusion or intrusion on the part of
the State; secured against any co-action of law,or
any influence, which, operating by fear or favour
of man, mught infringe the sights and liberties of
the Church or endanger its purity and integrity as
the body of Christ: in fine, that the State shall
in no wise, in any circumstances, or under any
pretence, interpose cither its authority or its influ-
ence, much less the terror or the foree of its pow-
er, 10 overawe or control the Church in spiritual
matters, which are not of a naturc to admit any
interference of the civil power, or any abate-
ment of the most unlimited frecdom both of coun-
sel and action on the part of those vested with the
goverrment of the Church, ¢ which, as the body
of Christ is not of the world,” as surely as* Christ,
its Diviee Head, is not of the waorld ™  Thisf 1
mistake nat, is the theory of an Establishment, az
held by the Free Church of Scotiand, fully ex-

' pounded and proclaimed in her late controversy

with the State  Now, what is this but the iden-
tical doctrine which I laid down in my first letter
as the only one compatible with what appears to
me to be the just and eeriptura) view of the rela.
tion of the Church and the S:iata as two bodics,
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which not being homogencous {n their nature, op
identical tn their ends, cannot move in the eame
otbit, or occupy a common sphere, but may, ne-
verthelesa, move paratiel and co-operate with vne
another, each in 1ts own sphere, with perdect hats
mony, implying the most absolute and enure mde-
pendence of the Church tn all wmatters that are ond
ought to be the excluave objects of the spintuat and
crclesinsuienl body  Cvil matteraare » the things
of Cuwsar,"==but ccclesiastical atters—all that
pertains to the goveriment of the Church <her dis.
eiphine,worship,and ordinances,—are “the thingsof
God,” and therefore the maxin ot her Divine Head,
* Render unto Cwsar the things that are Caxear’s,
and unto God the things thot are God's,” secime
capable of direct application to this case  In thie
hypoihetical exhiliion of the connection of
Church ol State, according to the moat pecent
and authoritative exposition of the theory, there
appears to be little which in my judgment can
throw up any material barrier between the advo.
cates of such a connection and thiose who are on
the footing of voluntanier. Dirsenters enjuying the
protection and manifold benefits of the civil goe
vernment, while they are suppotted by the five.
will offerings of their congreganons, are not mote
independent in their spintual capacity, than such
an Establishiment would be, conld the theory be
realised.

Butin every view that can be taken of the powste
bility or probability ofsuch a conneenon,in the existe
ing condition of the Clorch and of the world, whe-
ther we try the questiot. by an appeal to specula.
tive principles or to history and actual expenenee,
I feel myself constrnned to confess that the vol-
untarics appear 10 me to have the betier 1w the
argunent  For I contend, in the first place, that
the condtions which Dr - Chalmers aund the Fiee
Church have lmd down asthe only baswon wlach,
in accordance with the prinesples of scupture  such
a connection can be advocated or adnmted, are,
such as in pomt of fuct. would amount to no con-
nection at all  The only condnton, st wt car he
called such, being, that the Church shall faukfully
diccharge hier proper funcitons, mdependent alto-
gether of the powera and authontes of this world,
and subject to no other law or authority ~—to no
other Lotd or Iswgiver than Him whose kigdom
13 not of this world  In thea way it wos moct
truly gasd, {1 think by Dr. Chaliners,) that tho
Chusrch would best serve the mterests of the Stute
and of the country, and make the brst return for
whatever the patronage and bounty of the govern-
ment might counfer upon her  To this opimion
1 most cordinlly and unreservedly subsenbe.  But
what hope 13 there that such a proposal would
ever be listened to by our present race of states.
men and legisfators 2 and were such a conditoa
gravely proposed ay the bagis of a union with the
State, they would no doubg treat 1t ax did old Re-
gent Morton, Knox’zsplendid scheme of educanon,
contemptuously sigmatizng st as a *derout vn-
agination.” ‘I'hey would laugh to scomn the very
idea of an institution or body deaving it support
from the State, and yet exempted from all wter-
vention of cither the legislative or executive go-
vernments in its affaim.  1ere, then, we hnyo
another proof how much men are liable 1o fmpoco
upon themselves by mere worda and names. For,
is not such a hypothetical relation a complete de-
negation of all lormal or legal connection, since,
in this case the Chusch would receive her endow-
ments and enjoy all the benefits of State protec-
tion and patranage, with no conditton or obliga-
tion whatever annexed, rave that winch is proper
to and inscparable from her vature and desiing-
tion, as the ordinance and instnution of Christ1

Accordingly, we need not wonder, since ail other
compacts and covenants unply a reciprocaty of ob-
hgation between the contracting parties, that this
. view of the connection has been scouted by the
vast majonty of Bniish statesmen as visionasy
and chimerical.

Nay, nore, have not the leading men of the
Free Church, with the late venerable and lament.
ed Dr, Chalmers 8% their head, explicitly and of-



