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i Unlon with the Ohurch of Scotland.

Aer BRITION AMLIICAN PRESBYTHRIAN,

g My Dran Sm,——1 shell not wait longer
% o M1 McKay's furtho retiatks apon my
R p.ater of Septeaaber 12, With yonr leave, I
B oo offor to your readers some dofonce of
B pysell agatust hiz attwk apon me In your
EE qoer of October B, lenving lumy to wind vp
2 s obscrvation® loizurely or othierwiss, ns
1o may think beat or find mos} convenient,
Ay reasons for taking no pnrtwphw notice
of s gocondd lottor (Oat, 81) wxl!_, I trust,
% o readily understood and apprecinted.

ur, MeKoy lins entively overlooked the
in wmy fettor, Udeal not with the
wen of the Chureh of Scotland, but
with brefhren of mny own Church, of whom
1 am entitled to assunie, from tho very
ssition thoy occupy, that their views of
Gsuption _controversy are m the mam

i wn,~—the fact that I am

R

or who was wrong ot the Disruption, but
the question on what torms may we, a3
aming that we were right, and knowing at
tho samo time that the brothren of the
ier Church believe that they were right,
enler into union with thom, without either
tly motlifying their views in reference to
the merits of the Discuption Controversy,
snd yot without any sacrifice of principlo.

in reforenco to the earlior portion of my
Jotter, I cannot seo that I oxpressed mysolf
in suelt & way as to warrant the use of the
Janguage applied tome by “Presbyter”
(Sept. 20), and by Mr. MeKay. T ecannot
Lt think that tiiey ave both of them open
{o censure for the improprioty of their lan-
suage, and thin$ Mr. MoKay is unfoir in the
representmsion he gives of my views, and in
the inf tv 12 N fvawva from them.  Feol-
fogas T s e 1:be subject of Union, surely
1was wartnated, if not bonnd, to utter my
mind to my brethren, avoiding offeusive
Jinguage.  As Thave no desive to urge the
considerations referrved to in opposition to
B2 Union, I ~hall say nu more here in relation
1o them, bat sliall pass on t¢ the chiof mai-
| ter of contro vorsy.
8 1 expectodthal my viows on this matter
% ould not bo alluwed to pass  without ad-
B corso criticism, but I could not have
thought that my objections to the terms of
BB Unon would have beon met with nothing
. moro worthy of consideration thai as beeu
 odvanced by **Presbyter’” and Mr. McKay.
The lottet of tho former calls for no particu-
® jar notice.  Mr. MoKuy, howevor, regards
Iis own lettor as uuansworable buthm
P spirit” and “argument.”  As to the
ssmrat” of it, 1 thunk 1t best to say nothiag,
ud as to “argument,” I beliove 1t zan bo
hown to amount to nothung. He doos not
€ throw o porticlo of light upon the subject.
§ Ho makes no sttompt to relieve the per-
xity of brethvon or to meot thoir diffionl-
ies. Statements, the insufficiency of which
endeavored to point out, aro sim%ly roit-
mtod without any apparent thought of 1ts
oing proper tv take notico of tho argu-
B¢ smenfs of the person whosa views ho profes-
§ ses to controvert.
That I have good reason_to speak in this
way respecting Mr. MeKay's lottor will, I
hope, b ovident onough in the sequel.
Meantimo lot me state briefly the position
that T oceupy in this discussion, and from
g2 which I cannot see liow & ean withdraw.

Wo have:been scoustomed Lo beliose,nad
wa do believe, thut she posit.on assumed by
B tho Lrothven of tho other Chureh in 1844,
and occupied by them evor since, was id-
cousistent with the principle of the Chureh's
dishner and ndependent jurisdiction, in-
volved in the Presbyterian doctrine concern-
& ing the Visible Chiurch end Christ’s Head-
ship over 1t~-n prineiple not only contend
ed for in the controversy that iesued in the
Disruption of 1848, but maintained by tho
Scattish Church in all its branches, up to
ihat date,  Wo diffor among ourselves on
the subject of Establishments, and some
of us mny-be of apinion that the indepen-
deace of the Church must ba affected by
allizuce with the State. Bu whatever dif-
farence of opinion may oxist amoung us on
that point. the fact cannot be disputed that
both tho Established Church of Scotland,
and these who sought relief from the op-
¥rossion of a dominant Moderatisi, maiu-
tainod the great principle, And I may add
in roferenco to the cstablishmont, that it
was thought, up to the time of the Non-
Intrusion Controversy, that it becamo ap-
parent fhat they claimed, notwithstanding
the strongest remonstranecs of mony emt-
k nont legal authorities, to have a supromacy
iu matfors in which hithorle tho Church
udieatorios hiad Laen supposed to possess a
recognized power, supremo and irrovorsi.
Rblo.  Wo hiavo alwnys hold that in 1844 the
4stablished Chureh of Scotland,by consent-
fing to tho encronclunonts of the chiof au-
horitics upan!the jurisdiction of tho Churchy
vetad inconsistently with the Church’s in-
dependence. On tho other hand, tho broth-
en with wliom wo are negotiating about
Ynion maintain, or are underatood or re-
presonted as maintaining, that we put on
uwarrautablo  coustruelion upon thoir
ion in 1844—that it did not_invelve on
heir iext tho sacrifico of tho Chureh’s In-
sponidence, or arything inconsistent with
t, and that they held the principle as fiun-

5 we do. Well, then, what we desiro is
his, Holding, as they say they do, 88
nly as we do, the grent prinoiple, while
e diffor fror them in this, thet we hold
flrat cortuin action of theira wes inconsis-
at with it, whila thoy hold it was not, wo
o propavoed, (thatis, on the supposition
at ol existing relations are cancellod, so
at thero way be no offence to tho foal-

8 and gonvictions of eithor party), wo
¢ prepaved, 1 sav, to consign to o0 livion
B0 mattor of inconsistency, alleged on the
s side and repudinted on tho other, pro-
od such o placo bo given by tho Unitod
o to tho principle itsclf that wo ane

ena doubf thet 113 a fandemental prmer-
ple of the Chuareh.

_ M McKuy in dnw letier objects fo this,
in languayge winel I venture to eall wnwar-
rantable, if not highly reprohensible, and
for reasons which,tho more 1 think of them,
tho move I am convinced, »re without any
weight. He spenks of nie as makwmg o
sdemnyd,” namy the word seveeal timaes, 7
mako ne demand, 1 stated mdeed what L
considered indwpensable to Union,  To de

setibe such & statownous s o demand 18 »
misso of langauge,  purdy somothing s
indisrensuble to Unien, «ven in the judg

mer. those of my brethivon whose views
e L.rthest removed from mine,—we shall
say the cessation of connection with the
Clwch of Seotland, It they ~uy such sep-
atation is mdspensable tu Tuion,is it prop

er to spesk of thom ay Tmandiag it?  As
little is it vight for Mz, MoKay to spenh of
me as demanding anything, iusinunting, as
such an expression ducs, s unperntive aud
peremptory mode of asking what we think
reasonuhle, that cannot justly be chmged
agamst me,  Thero ave other instancea  of
My, McKay's misuse of language that will
call for notico before L am done.

Beforo giving his reasous for vefusing to
recode to our proposal, My, MoKay puts it
in o form which I ean only regard a8 oqui-
valent to evading the point at issue. Re-
forring to our desire to have a full, express,
and authoritative exhibition of the prineiple
na fundamental in the Umted Chureh, that
Clirist has appointed in Hia Church o gov-
ernment dirtinet from and not subordinato
to that ofth: oivil magistrate, and tbat
the ¢ vil magistrate doos not possess jurs-
diction, &e., e reprenonts this as bemng, “m
fewer words,” a dewire onour part for “a
declaration from the adherents of the
Chureh of of Scotland, that they believe in
the Headship of Christ over His Chureh.”
TIe theu proceeds to give veasons why he
cannot consient to the making of such a dee-
laratien. Now in point of fact, we do not
want such & declaration. What wo dosire
s of o mueh .anre definite and spesific
character. I domot-chargean evasive de-
aign on Mr. McKay; buthe has no nght to
put our proposal in this geueral form with-
out taking any notiee of the faet that, in-
stond of asking for sueh a declaration I made
1o question of theirbelieving in the “Head-

being raade apparent that a
lo. which we régard as in-
ootrine of the Headship, is
in the Uuited

necessity of itr
cortain prine
volved in the

considered fundamental
Church.

should deny the Headship of Christ over
the Chureh,” and referred to the admiasion
of it by & dignitary of the English Church,
who hag, since my firat_latter was written,
told his novthern frionds that the Scoteh

Christ's Hoadship over it, belongs to the
smno category of error as the Romish doc-
trine of transubstantintion e, tooswould
say with 3¢ MoKay, that ho holds ¢ this
important truth as fully and broadly * as
wo do. Does he menn that he holds it as
including the principle of the Churel’s in-
dopendent ndministration of tho law of her
Icad ; or doos hie monn, in accordance with
the current usage of tho word broad, that
he regards it us being fully and consiatently
held by those who will not admit that great
principle 2

Mr. McKay quves threc reasons why the
brothron of the Church of Scotland canuot,
in his judgment, accede to out proposal.
'Mhe first 18, 'That ** Christ 8 Headship over
Hig Clureh 18 oxpressad as clearly aud sat
isfactorily in our Contessiou of Fuith” us
we a10 capsblo of setting it fos ¢k su words.
Tu referonce to this, lot mo iomind your
readers thet it 19 umply the_reiteration of
an objection to ofir proposal which I took
up n my first letter, in wlucli, bosides ro-
ferring to the duty of the Cliurch to be eare-
ful, espocialily at she present timne, to know
what sense those who sign her Cunfession
attach to its statomonts, I presented the
truo state of thoe caso by supposiug o col
trovorsy, ending 1n distuption, to \ have
avisen on the subject of mspiration. There
is no call tosay anything moreon this point,
except that Mr. McKay's letter cannot roa-
sonably be regarded as o reply fo mine,
whon, instead of replying to what 1 plead
in defonce of my position, he vimply reitor-
ated what I pleaduganst. Asio Liis repre-
aontation ot our request as & proposal to
another instance of hi

1 can only eay it1s

misuso of words,

aftor o grent controversy, that we ara

anea,
a5 one in reiation to & gmeat tundamental
prineiple.

Mr. McKay says, secondly, That « to ac-

knowledgment that they had in sowme way
denied.this great truth.” T cannot soe thia;
and we cortainly do not present our pro-
posal with any such view, 1 havesaid thut
I wae quito save * that if we had given
thom any grouud, n their Jatlgm'r»t. to
guspect our goundness npon ANy Pomt. we
would have been notonly willing

ous to give them nny rabisfaction they could
possibly require.” Weo agk no more froim
thom.  But lot mo call the atteation of
your readers to & distinetion referrod to in
thoso words: “We way greatly wrong
brethren by charging them with holding au
civoneons prineiple, becauso they held
what, in our jud;;mmt.im’o_lveg it; orwih
not holding on immpartant yr_mcxple. beenue
of thoir doing what, in our judgment, is in.
consiatont with it.”
will be ndmitted to bo n soun
great importance in controversy, mnch as
it may be overlooked or Jurg‘gumed. And
I repeat that I can coneive of brethren
holding the groat principle whielr 13 the
chief mntter of our anxiety and perplexity,
while thuy may have been chargeable with
what was, in my judgment, inconmstent
with it; and that we wish no ncknowleady.

d one, and of

raent of ineonaintency or ooR

wrong-domg, but snupiy such & recoguition
vad axhibition of the privciple ws may re.
mave donbta and Years which we think wo
lave good remsom tu entectmn.  Lven if
Mr, MeXKuy hind thought that tho distinetion
was not a sound one, or that it did not ap-
ply i the piesont cave, and that I am in-
cvnsistent iu rayiog that I wish ne confes-

mun of wiong-lewny, whils 1 ash that the
puncple to qiestion shall bo distinetly and
sxpiosily ceoguized as fndomental, it
sowed Jwue bien well I he had vefrained
ficna the uw of -]y worls as ¥ pitiable ”
and ¢ fomfully dishoncst.””  And what shall
I say of the way in which, fu I secoud
lettar, he misreprescnts mo in velation to
the porplesity we me in? I had spid that,
wiile T judied of the scntiments of the
siuthiren of (e Chureh of Sentland chietly
by the position they oeenpied fa lawful

which ean be no other than o nullity with-
oul invajon, on hey port, of the prerouas
Siva of the Lord Jesus Christ.
I vy,
Youis tvuly,
Jazens MIDDLEMISS.
Elora, Dec, 1, In72

Basis of Presbyterian  nion m “ictoria.
Editor BRiTisg AMLARICAN Fihkwsy Inpian.

Dear Si,~-By the kindness of Professor
Campboll, your roaders, and Mr. Stie. eape-
cially, hiavo been favoured with the ¢ Basis
of Umona: « Formuia of the Presbyterian
Chureh of Victoria.”  Professor Campbell
has told you what hesaw and heaad 1n the
two assomblies of Scotiand n 1861, m the

tTung surely), some of 1y brethren aaid one
thing alout thew, while others =nid the re-
verte 5 aal fhat this wis o case of perplev-
ity. Tlus puiplevi'y, cecasioned by con-
fliting terlimeny, he ropresentd s o mani-
fest opeuness o1 my part to receive any ovil
report and unwillingness to beliove any-
thing favourable. Shall Tray this is * piti-
able™ and * fearfully dishouest?” Cer-
tainly not.

Mr. McKay says, thirdly, That to accedo
to our 1equost would, he conceives, kelp to
confirm me i my beliof $hat I ao right in
chargm £ them with denying Clirist's Hewd-
slup. Now I wn fully persuaded that the
effect upon our munds would be yuite diffor-
ont fiom what Mr. K. concoives, Speaking
dofinitoly,the chargo 1¢ not that thoy denied
Chuist's IToadship, but that they acted in-
consistently with & principle involved in it,
viz.. The Churel's indopendent jurisdiction.
In reforenco to this, my conviction issueh
that L beliove it is not likely to bo afiected
m any way. DBut it is not to this that our
dutference hao referonce. We nre not dis-
cussing who was night and who was wrong
at the disrupuon. If our views of the old
controversy are nuos likely o be altered,
we do not sk them to modify theirs. Bu,
1 ropeat, to charge with doing what yo xe-
gard as cousistent with a prineiple 18 one
thing, and to charge with nob holding that
principle 13 another thing.

In rolation to the formor,.my conviction

Surely this distinction !

<hip ofChrist overHigChurel,"but placed the t n relation to

S
l

I said. “ Tt is not conceivable ! present negotintious,
that any wman calling himself a Christian 1 codod to. our suspicions

dpotrine rospecting the visible Chuxeh, and | gmltf
v

18 not likely to be affectod imany way. But
the®latter, 1.¢;, in rolation to
the questior whethor the brothren of the
Chureh of Stotland hold as fundamental
the great principle under consideration, my
views must depend gieatly on the 1ssuo of
1t our requost be ac-
xll bo romoved,
if not, they can oniy bo strengtiened inty
conviction.

As Mr. Mchaymsists that Ihnvo as good:
right 108 he cxpresses lumself). to make
confosson of eclusm, as he has™to plead
to tho s of denying the Headslup
of Chnst, lot me say, that if I had beon
awaroe that the argument on that point had
been Fut othurwise than chypouxoﬁcn\l ¢ L
would not have usad expressions regarding
it that 1 have donc. Buv it 18 certamly
most fallacious, aud I am surptised that
any one can ploadt. The simple fact that
he sinfalness of schism nevor has been and
nover can be qunshoned, makes the alleged
call for its exhibition wanting in the first
elomont of paraliohsm, with tho necessity
for the exnbition of n great spuntual prim-
eiple that has baen 1 controversy for ages
ig still in controversy, and will be in con-
troversy so long as ithe Charch 15 n distanet
institution m theworld. Asto Mr. MoKay's
wav of puthng tho argument, onough has
already been saul to show tuat neither di-
rectly nor by mplication do we wish hum
or any one clse to plead guiity{o the sin of
denying the Headship of Christ. Nv goud
cnuss ean be benetited by such anjargu-
nont, and only & bad causo cau be in.ueed
of 1t.

1 trust I am done with Mv. McKay, who,
like + Presbyter, does really nothing muce
than make a noiso, if 1 be not to thirow
dust in peoplo’s vyes, though not, I am per-
sunded, enough to mar the vison ol auy
constdernto resder. And whils neithox of
them contributes anytlung. that s fitted to
hghten any difficulyy that prosses on our
minds, all that T seo and heur is fitted to
deepon our perplexity and zoufirm our sus-
picions. As Iam almost vilified for entor-
tnining these suspicions, atlow mo to justify

|
!

!

cede to onr request wauld be a practical uc- | thoy say turther,

l

i

!
|

fession of that she hws

myself, which I believe I can do, in the
judgraeat of every caudud person. Biothren
Inghly esteemed and favoralle to Uaivn

tamper with the standards of the Clurch, | o 5 (0 gve, as nearly an I can, words T liavo
" S | heard useld) shat they ato aware that soino
Wodonot wish to touch e e opmion that while the Church's

the standards ; we grnply wish tho assur- { legisiative power 18 Dot to be interfered

with, she shou'd be held, in her adimiaistra-
uve capacity, to her own lnws, by the civil
authorition—the view presented by ** Pres.
bytorian” 1 Iug first lettor {Ost, 8)}—and
that this opmion may be
a mntter of fotboarance on our part. If
tins informution does not surprise me, it
oxottes nstomshment and approhonsion that
1 should have to arguo the point with any
of my own brethren, that this opinion m-
volves the total surrender of the Chureh's
indopendence,  To suy nothig of the -

wab desiv- | trmsie absurdity of tho opinion, ace broth-

ren loswiy sght of she elomentaiy trath
that the Chineeh s raling function s, sirietly
apeaking, purely adininistrative j that Christ
is the ouly logsintor of is Church; thut
that fIo has not delegated to Church vffiecrs
a power to make laws for His Xin,dom, or
to modify them m any way, but has com-
wntted to them the administration of the
laws He Himself has jmposed ; that it be-
langs not to Church officers to legidate (in
auy proper sense of the termy), but ouly to
declaro and apply the law of the land?
Who will say that the information of these
wrothren i ineorrect, and that X am bound
not to believe thewr 2 Am I nut, rathor,
beand to call npon the Clureh to awaly
from het apathy m relution to one of the
wmost umportant aml diskinetive of all her
priuciples, wud to tako hood leat sho be juz-
wlod out of 1t Rud awuke somo day 4o find
gob, inafend of i, e hige-

wony ot vndorsement of that umon, It s
wteresting to know from the pen of such an
oye and car witness, that **one or two dissen-
tientz trom the Unon who appenled to the
IFrec Assembly to obtam recogmtion as stil
roprosonting the Free Churcliot Scotland
1 the colony recetved no countenauce from
the Assembly ", Let those who take excep-
tion to our basws on the ground of the ab-
sence of & distinct article on the headship
¢ read, wark and inwardly digest” the
above statement. '

1have now bofore me the abnidged roport
of the proceedings of the I, C. Assembly of
1860, as contained mn the Home and Foreign
Record of the Church for the month of June
1 that year. Irom that report 1t would
appear that at that assembly also at least
one dissentient from the Unmou m Victoria
had appeared, claiming to bo recogaized as
tho representative of the Fiee Church of
Beotland m the coluny.  The kd of recop-
tion met with 18 shown from the quotation
following :

« Noxt tullowod a long discussion on the
memortat of Mr. Miller, Melbourne. The
space at vt disposal renders the sertion
ot that disuission impossible, and indeod ali
that 18 here exsentialis the deliverance of the
Assembly. which was as follows .—

That the Assembly having heard the Rv.
Wia, Miller, of John Knox Church, 3el-
bourns, Victoria, welcome hum asn Froee
.Church Mimster who has laboured devotodly
for soveral yearsin a distant land , and with
regard to the position in Australia of him-
seif aad certaun othor brethven referred to
by him, the Asscibly, having respect to the
deliveraucs of 1888, decline to recugnize
Mr. Miller and these brethrennsthe “'Free
Presbytenian Church of Victora,™ in ecclo-
swastical felloiship with the Free Cliurch of
Scotland, but renew the oxpression of their
earnest hope that the parties who have beon
atvariauce hony yeb seo their way to recon-
cliation and rd-uhion, atid respectfully sug-
-gest to the Presbyterian Clnimg of Victorid
toadapt wny measures competent towards
the femo al uf any obstaclos to such re-union,
oxisting in provious doliverinees of thé
Free Synod of Victoria.? ~

“the delivérance 6t 1858, and {ius littlo bit
of ecclesinstical history would be very wmper-
fect without it, It isa Jong but 2 happy
deliverance. I willgive you the final part
of it, which in this cure i3 the best part of it,
n8 tt’wxll apply equally to our Church and
our times :—

«The Goneral Assembly recognize the great
dusirablenesss of union among all Presbyter-
1aus, ‘holding the head, which is Chust,” in
{those large and important colonies, as of
the ubmost cousequonce of Presbyterinuisa
and the eause of true relizion , and they en-
tertain a lively hope that ou sacl @ bases
as that whil has been adoptcd in the ne-
goliations of the Free Synod of Victoim
with the other Synod there, and of which
all the parties cuncernod appear tu have ap-
proved, a strong united Church may speed-
ily Le raised up, ombracing all sound heuited
Presbytorians in the Australian Colonies,
and prepared to go forth in the name of her
only Kiugaud Lorl, on the uuble entorprise
of doing  His work, contending for Iis
truth, giving battle to all farns of sin and
error, and crime, aud winning souls to Him
through Hisown blessing on the fuithful
preaching of His own word.

The roport says farther that the deliver-
ancoproposed by Dr. Candlish was unani.
mously adopted. (Theitalies in tho quota-
tions aro not in the original but have been
authorized by the wiiter, )

Now, sir, e sco from the aforegoiug thnt
the Freo Chwich of Scotland  has anume
monsly 1ecogmzed a uuion ou n basis in
which nu distinet article on the heudship is
found. T think it is very hkely that what
they have done hefore they will du ngiin.
It the contemplated Unionin Canada is roa-
lizod and recognized, of course dissentients
from the Union will not be recogmsd.

Tuimon such a basix stood the test? On
this pont soms information will he furnsh-
ed in our noxt. Iu themoan time,
I am yours truly,
. Wa BeNserr.

Springville, Dec, 8th, 1873,

{Onr eateemed correspomdent is slightly i
ecror a8 to the writer of the commmnication
secumpanying the Basis of Tmon in Vie-
tona.

Church. Moutreal, for the document ro-
fo.red to. L. B. A, P

— ——

Dablin,

Dr. Manning.

ba no true joy—Carlyl.

tho best books, - Sydacy Sl

1 iut surb Your readsis wodlifltliiﬁp tokuow {'
H

But thequestion may be asked how has !

Weare indebted to the Rev Robort
Campbell, M. A.. Mimster of St. Gubriel

It is saed that the Raman Catholica con-
tomplatu the establishment of a wuversity
m Looulon «imilar to the ous proposed in
This dectsion anpiirs to have
botn enqo to after the Ogztorl uvation %o

. Alingh to lo joyons must flow from a
Joyous heart, for witho 1t kinduess there can

soutid, 13 flbion of & logislative supromacy, .‘T.)m! Abstinencs as a Torm of Com-

|

munion,

1341tax BT ANEIHIOAN PROYOVIERKY

In common with ethara,I expected much
from the vigorous mannor in which the
, Gronssion of thia subjeot was entorsd on
i by your correspondenta, B, Btroith was
| confidont that s friend, Prof. MoVaram,

had boon mwunderstood, aud sgemed to
‘ come out very strong,  So far as I have
seen,the Profusser lisn given no sign,yet Mr.
Stratth only designs to gavo o short noto of
esplanation, and apparently backs down
irom the high stand he seemodtotako, Mr.
Scott has put tho matter very fairly in his
fust, to wich no arswer seeins forthcoming.
Have Proi. McLaren’s dofendors no
answor? Does thic Trofessor himself think
i beneath  his dignity to set the maiter
ught, and sutuly the minds of those who
havo been secking light?  Or does he find
it casier to deal with such sheptica as con-
not reply or call in question his argnments?
Surely no question of the preseut day de-
mands mora ecarnest consideration {han
thus, the duty of the Cliurch with respeat to
the use of intovicating drinks! Mauy of
our ministers may labour for years and
searcoly moot with n single live akeptic, but
who can move out of his dwelling without
mecting with some poor devotee of the rum-
bottle? Whore is tho Session that has not
in some form or other to make a record
from tho influence of the intoxieating cup ?
Suroly, then this subject demauds lace,
and o very important place.fto, mnour Thao-
logical books and lectures.

It has been said that the Chureh iz not
warranted in making total abstinence a
term of communion, and that should she
do s0, she would drive from her palo many
of her pious and devoted members.  As to
the latter of these propositions, I must say
thet I do not think so il of our Chwre
mernbers, Ware the matter brought bo fore
thom iu this form, Choose batwoon yeur
cups ond your Church, I sm confldent
that fow, if any, would go out from the
Church of their oarlf fathors, and of their
enrly choice. DBut the groat question is tho
Bible aspect of tho mattor.  Does the Bible
warrant the Church in making total absti-
nencon term of communion? This is as-
sumed to be & diflicult c\uestiou, and por-
hiaps it is. To my mind it seems liko the
Bible aspect of human slavery, to be n sub-
ject of which God will give light to His
Church, by opening her cyes to the enor-
muty of the evil of intempernnce,and of the
hiquar traflic, and thus reach her iutellect
through her hoart. Itseems that tho prac-
tieal good senso of the Church has already
reached the solution of tho question, and
giv. .o dooision from which -she cannot go
back. At tho lnst meotingof the General
Assembly, » motion was earriod, without
amondment or dissent oSored, appoinling &
committeg to draft a petition, to Eo signed
by the Muderator, praying the Dominion
1 Parlinnient to pnss & Prohibitory Liquor
Law. Thiacovers the whole ground. If i
bua right for the Church to potition the State
to pass a prolubition law, it is right for her
to use her own power and prohibit the usc
of wtoxicating liquors within her own pale.
Wit sho asks the State to do for her 1is
vight for hor to do for horself.  Perhaps
somo moiwbers of the Assembly can give
another svlution of the Church's action,
than that whieh T have given; if solet them
speak out, and set this matter right. I be.
{ liave 1n the duty of the Stato to prohibit
thio manufacture, sale, and uso of intoxi-
cating drinhs, excopt as s modicine, and
with snch vonviction, cunfirmed by thelate
 wotivn of the General Assembly, I'ean find
| no mediums_cuurso, but thetthe Church
« vaght to maho tutal Abstinence & term of

cummunion.
Tho Church canuot ask tho State to be
more virtious than herself, and henco
{ Bible argunens or no, she is shut up tu
{ prolubition as far as her own mnembers are
| concorned. It would look hard to have the
{ members of the Domuwion Parlinment il
{ back our petstion inour face, and tell us
| thut we caunot bo swcers in tlus mattesor
; we would use our own authority in puttin,
! dolwn tho uss and the abuse among ouv-
solves.

Yours, &e.,
PRroRIBITION,

Fatlier Grassi, who for thirty-six yeara
purformed successively in Rome the duties
of priest, cunfossor, curate, mitred abbott,
Lout preacher and lastly incumbent of the
great Basilicn, Santa Maria Maggiore, but
whko has naw, as wo have nlreaﬁy stated,
thrown ofl the crrors of Romaniam, has
been summoned before the Inquisition to
recant or vndure the penalty., Ayainst the
| malsico of the Roman Government he went

to the ** Holy Office,” attended by threo
s fiicuds, who wero, however, uot admitted
1
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to the room whore for an hour he stood face
to fnec with tho Inquisitors, whomn he thus,
addrersad -~ Oh ! you Inguisitors, Pon.
tiffx, Cardinuls, nud Prelates; God spoaks t
sou ! To what hava you brought the v
Church ¢ She that was so pure, so beautsiful
so plonous, you have betrayed, violated,
despuiled, womnded, and cracified by your
! doctrines, superstitions, and immorslity,
and sealod her tomb by yowr blasphemons
dogume: of Infallibility. ... Bus the
Lireath of God has for ever oxtitnguished the
fivo of Inquisition and swept away yanor
wwer , thereforo T stand befory yon to-day
and declare these truths, whils you dare e
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touch & hair of my hoad.” Aftor this beld
Jangangee, he was allowed to return to tas
{riv: dw, sind has ~inco preached mory than
onee ut the Protestant Vatican Missiu.:,
Futher Grasst h-d o touching faresrsll with
hin nuaecintos, six of whot are now eugiver .
L into the truths of Proteatantisii. Seveis!
| other prests wroala at presont veuking in

structivn. and recently the superice of i

oouvent sent to a Proteatant ministor for

We shoutd sezuswan the mand te koop ; tencts nud poriptures ta distributy anome
tha host company by int-ala~ v g it only to

the inmates.  The work of ovmngelicat.on
hopefully progroadsy iu, Rewe



