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In regard to Mr. Ure's thed particular, that
tho wurd of Go { impases now dutes upon rations,
we hold 1t to bo a geaturtous aseer wn, fuanded
on the tistaken view, already refeired tn, which
has been adopled by the Free Chaich. of whatas
meant 10 seripiuro by Christ's being King of na-
tions.  Bat porhaps 1w speahing of new duties
thero 1a only batween us a diff-rence in words,
Both Churches hold that the magisrenie’s duties
are allcivit, I 0, what now duoties do the scrip-
tur«s imprsol  Mr Ura does notspecity, but he !
msiances legisiaton respecung  tho  Sabbath,
Bat this cannot bo for the sanciification of the
Satbath, for thats a spirawal duty, te which
the Magwteate 13 1acompetent. It is only to '
prozorve that outward order which i3 necessary

to cnable the citizens to fullow their spintual

dutics withnut molestation.  This is no new !
duty, but belongs to the same class wah the pre-

ssrvation of oatward order on evory niYier neces-

sary occasion. A3 long as tho Free Church holds |
with vs that the Magistra 0’3 dutiey are alo civil,
it seems to bo mere trfling to spoak of new
duncs. There may be a greater varely of tho
samo class of duties, but theeo 13 no new class.
As well upught wo say, that new daties are in-
pasod on the Maawtrate, since Radway Cars
havo been set in mottun, or Steamboat pavigation
employed,  Our broturen may be acsured, how-
ovor, that wo have aa much freedom as them-
selves 1in petnioming Parhameont for the formanon

orenfarcoment of walutary laws for external order
on Sabhath, and for a1l other such matters which |
affoet the moral and rehgious interests of the

commumity.  Asas well known to ali who ars
acquaited with the history of the Unned Pros-
byterian Church. 1t has been in the habit for
genorations of approaching tho civil govern-
ment 1n regard to matters of public 1nterest.”
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UNION—LETTER FROM REV. R. URE.

Mz. Eviton:

My attontict has been directed to 2 comma-
nicatson 1n tho last number of the United Pres-
Sytersan Ql1gizine, in roply to o letter of mino
an the sabject of Union, which appeared in your
Joueanl some months ago ; and as you may pro-
bably think 1t proper tu transfer the communica-
tion alluded to, or at Joast the most of i1, to tho
columas of the forthcommng nuher of the
Record, T beg to uffer for your acceptaace, some
{cw str.ctures upon it.

The tone which perva’es somo parts of he
reply, and particulariy tfio iatroductory portion
of 1t, would not, L suspecy, bear to be very closely’
criticised. Such terms as thosoe of * haughtiness,”
o yirulence,” and “‘slander,” which the wnter
apphes to the conduct of former espositors of
our distinctive principles, do not seem to bo re-
markable for their adaptedaess to foster right
lecling, or to help lorward, in any degree, the
good cause whieh ho professes 10 have at heart.
This, however, involves merely a question of
taste, or an affur of style, in the discussion of
which, wo have no disposition to detain the
rcader.

Tho writer, I observe, is inclined to find some
faul: with mo, for indicating what [ concorved 10
be the amount of concession demanded of us, in
order to a union batween tho churches. In my
for.ner lester, I ventared to cxpress the opinion,
that thero would bo no serinus difRculty in tho
way of such union, provided our church wore
not asked to suppress its united testimony to '
other prnnciples, 1o referonce to the power or
duties of the Civai Migistrato, bosides thoss im-
mediately connegted with the question of eccle-
siastical “establishments; cnd in roply to this,
we are told, that thero was no asking opgtheir
pari, that wo should suppress our testimony on
any paaciplo 10 refercace to tho Magistate’s
power. What doosthe wiiter wish us to under-
siand by this statement? It is truo therc was

: the vm ed testmony vt & churel |
been mdalginyg a tarther error, i imagiting, that
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surrender on our side, of any prnciple, viewed
sumply as a mattee o sadivadaal apiiion, batis

"1t 50, that we have beon wmstaken in sppposing, |

that a disnacton has boen geaeraily recogmsed
as existiag, between matters, (ol open to tne vas

Crieties of private <ciiseat, and tise panciples

wich 1t may bo judicd necessary 1o wctude in
Or, lave wo

the united testimony of a Church to any prineiple,
may wul propeioty bo said to be suppressed,

- whon the ponciple ceases to appear 10 tho series
s of arneles which she recogmises as her crecd,

and when 1t 1aifs 10 be regarded by her as a
p v at which aay or all of her otlico bearurs may
repadote at pleasare, wathout evoking oa ber
part, ~ither challongo ot enquiry I 1t 13, wo
think, obvious, either that tho writer nusappro-
heads the anport of the linguage wo empivyed
to express our ineamag on the point in quesuion,
or that he d-fforg materralfy with us 1 the cons
straction 10 be pat upon the courss pursued by
tho commitee of s Synod, who had been, as
we supposed, deterred trom mecting with u<, on

" the simple ground of our continuing to maimntain
* a3 a portion of our creod, the principics referred

to 1 our Sy-iodxcal delsverance, and of winch a .

 sammary was attempted to be givenin my tur.
" mer letter.

Let usnow examine the statement which the
writer gives of lus views 1n relation to the main
questton at isaue between us.

We obtserve with satstaction, the exphicit ail-
mission he ntakes, as to s concurrenco 1n the !
fiest parncular snnounced 10 our foimer letter, an
1 whely we affisined 1ho subjection of natoas as
such to the mural soveroigaty ol the Alnughty. |
tHe acknowludges s beliet in such witngs as .
! nativnal sms and v 2uonal dutics; ~nd he even |
goes the lengtly, it wo have not mizeonstrued tne |
language employed, of recognising the divine
word as th= siandoard by which natonal sins and |
duues are to bo determined. Wo are ata losy,
however, to harmoniso these prelimuary aduns- |
sions with the hinc of remark which the writer |
adopts, when he comes 1o discuss our sccund @
position, which hiad refercace to the transter of |
all aurhority aund power to Chnst, as Medsater.

Llo states, indeed, that though net prepared to
assent « sunplicrtes” 1o our ** theory” on this
pownt, he 13 nat vawilliag 10 accept tho* practe- {
cal resalts” wo affirm 10 be tounded vpon 1t — |
And what waore these resolts, as we ondeavoured |
iiefly 10 defiae them, undor thig head w our tor-
mey fetter 3 They wero simply these:—In the |
first nlace, an obligation, an the pact ol nawons
favoured with the hght of wspiration, te recog- |

* mige openly, or officially, the ausitorniativo char-

acter of the divimo word ; and secondiy the con- |
scqueat oblizauon, develving upun them, to
frame their fegislature and admimstrant acts o
Rarmony with the direc:10ns of this divine statuto |
book, the authonty of which they had recognised |
If tho writer really acquicseos 1a these * pracls-
cal results” our controversy with lum 1> at an ¢
end ; for in this case ko has adinuted to the fuli- |
est extent, the principles for which we contend, |

of any conucction between the authoruy of
Christ, and the authority of tho word of Chnst,
a thing, wo presume, which ha will not feel 10+
clined to do. We are afraid, however, that tho
subsequant statemonts aad reasonmgs of the
weitor, will be found, on examination, 1o be quuo
as much a2t variance with these pracucal resuits
of the principle n quesuion, 23 they are with
tho princ:ple 1self. 1f wo havo succeeded in ap-
prehending corcectly tho view ho advances
relation to the rleadship of Christ over nsuons,
it amounts to ting,—that the moral authority of
Christ, or his right to exact obedicnco o his
word, extends only to that portion ot the natioa
and that section of its rulers, who aro reaily con-
verted men, or who are at least professors of
Chrimiagity, and in good sianding wauh the

no askiag, on the part of ovr brethren, for the

christian chuorchi; and henco 1t fotiows, 10 accor-
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danco with this viow, that as “ civjl rulers, for
the most part, ani natons siways, are mixed
companies” there can be no su b thingns a y
national oblistien 1o yold sud njsion to the
authority of the Medintur, untid at teast tho are
rval of “ihat tlessed peried when the prople
shail bo ail nghteoue

¢ Christian Magis ratea.” e tells ux, “are his
(Christ’s) servante, ani are 1o discharge theis
e duties 1o arcordance with bz lawa * « They
are n ther offical copacity,to judge and enact
for the hanour of Christ, and do all  therr power
to have the laws of he land contormed to the
prnciples of God's word * * Whist every
Chriavian Magisteato 18 1a his offimal capaciy 1o
act us a Chisura, he 13 only bound for humself ;
and althouzh doubtlesy obligations he on thoso
who are not professors to ombraco cheiaanity
and to act lor Clinist, yet till they believe for
therr own saleation, lhey nsader can, nor
are they requued to yield ary obedience to
Christ”” L.t attention bo givon to tho last
clause of tas abovo senience, which wo have
taken the Liberty of placing in wahes, and 1t vl
be at once observed, to what ex:ent tho  e-
o of the writer, is really 10 harmony with hie
profossed ncceprance ol the * pracucal results,”
of our prnciptes.  Untid & ruler behieves tor s

- own safvation, o 18 not, wo are told, reqamred,

a9 araler, to ubey Christ, 1. ¢. ho is not required,
Like tho Chrisian Mamistrate, * to diecharze hs
il daties in accordance with Chrst's laws,”
nor 1o o all i lus pawee to have tho laws o
tho land conformed to the principles of God's
waord.”

Let us look back for a liule at the two-fold
ground, vpan wiach this stranze abndgment of
the moral domunon of Chn:t,)s auempted to bo
tased.

In the Grst placo, “ no such service,” he rr-
marks, tht 13 o such service as that which he
hag desenibed, as obhigatory on tho Christian
Mugisteate, * s required or could b= aceepried
from mon in an unregenerato siate, orif at-
tempted, it wonld be formal, not real, and an ast
of grass presumption and hypoenisy.”  Does the
nuthor of tlus statement, real'y desiro us .o be-
ltove, thit ualess wa ean fect assu-ed that an in-
dividaal 13 1n 2 regoncrato state, it s wrong 10
toll him that he 18 bound to obey the presepts
of tho divine word?  Must wo insist nn ablaim-
ing aroliable guarantee as to the realuy of a
man's converstun, Or tust we ecen wait uniil he
chivoses 1o make a prufession of Chnst aniry, bo-
toro we venture 1o toll him that he is required
on tho authonity of the Gud of the Biblo to por-
form such and such retative dutios? Tho writer
wo apprchond, has failes into the nsiako of eon-
founding two quosuions, widely distinet from each
other—iho question, namely, as to the qualiry ot
man‘’s obedience, ard rhe mneasure of his moral
quatficstions, and the question asto tho abli-
gations which devolve upun the man, indepeon I-
cnuy aliogether of the nataro of his state, or the
comploxton of his chara -rer in the mzht of God.

‘"hus i3 2 sTrious mistake, and it wourd be no
difficalt task toshaw, that tho theory oa the sab-

unless indeod, h2 chooses 1o deny the cxisience | ject of moral abhigauun, which grows out of i,

18 aliko esroneous in principlo,gnd mischievous
i 18 practical consequences, if consstenily
carried out. Lt ussuppose, that the writer who
propounds this doctrine, s a minister of the go
psl, and that in tho chdis+ of events, and in the
discltarge of lus winisierial wo:k, hois eal'ed
upon te address a congregation, in which there
happeas to bo a goodly sprinkling of our Pryvin-
cial Sepators and other civil functionaries, and
that he is anxtous not to lot the opportunity pass
withoat giving this lauer class of his auditnre,
tho benefit of his views on the dutics of the
Magistracy. Ho teils them accordiegly, that
they are bound o mako tho vaw of the Bible,
or the requirements of Christ, the standard of
theic official conduct; that they would be
chargoablo with guilt, if, for fastance, they
shoald Jond their saoction to any relaxzation



