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count of what had happened, either by cable or
muil, n notable event in the history of the An-
glican Communion would not have passed so
Jittle chroniclel, that ¢ven now it is unknown to
the greai majority of Church people.  The 1R)-
maun Cutholies and the Dissenters are wiser in
this respect.  The former flush the remarks of
this Cardinal or that Archbishop on the most
trifling affuirvs all over the world, and the lauer
#lio tiuke good cure Lo use the press as a meuny
of keeping themsolves before the public.  Self-
glovification and selfudvertising we heartily de-
precute; but there is a differcnee between Lhese
and simply making known through the medium
ol the socular press great events inthe Chureh's
history and important crises through which she
Jrusres,

1ow, it has heen asked, has the cousolidation
of the Chureh in Canada allected 18 position
with regurd to the Churchat home ? e answer
W such a mrestion is, only so faras was heees-
HATY Lo Hecure greater power for the extension
of the Chureh in Canadit and to obtain unanim-
ily of action,  So faras thisg und only so tur,
has there been any changein its relations to the
mother Church,  In ity solemn declaration the
synod said, ¢ We declare this Churel to be,
und desive it shall continue, in full communion
with the Chureh of Moghuul throughout the
workd.,”  No principles, no forms, ue crewds, no
articles ol Luith have been touched by what aas
heen done,

Our rewlers who kuow how long and earn-
estly we havoe ever promoted the idea ol ve-
union, will be interested at hearing  that the
first General Synod of the Canadian Chureh
furmally wlopted the four Home Reunion Lam-
heth Conference artieles of 1888 ax o basis on
which approach might be made towards that
ond, 1t is peculiarly gratitving o find the
Synod amuong its very carliost actions thus re-
cognising the immenso importance of” the ques-
tion of Home Reution and taking adetinite step
to advanee it

Somo prominent Church people are inquiring
whethor the Churely in other parts abroad is
likoly to fullow the example which has been set
by Canadit in raising her Metropolitius Lo the
rank of Aechibishop, I they were all to do so,
wo pght have, in addition to the two Aveh-
bishops in Canady, an Avehbishop in the West
Indies (Jamaien), Australin: (Sydney), South
Africa (Capetown), Indin (Ualeutta), and New
Zealund (Vuekland), If tho aneient  Avch-
bishopric of St. Androws wore also revived, as
same have suggestod, the Anglican Communion
would then have, with the two Unglish and the
two Lrish Archbishops, no fewor than twelve
Avehbishops,  This is, howover, not at all Hiely
al presont,  Austealin and the Wost Indies are
probably the placos which will be the firat to
follow in the steps of Canada, Asfor onrselves,
wo should regnrd it 2w a very good thing it the
South Afvican and Austealian Churches were
immediately to tako somo detinite steps in that
diveetion.  In Australin the matter has alveady
heen diseussad, but nothing practieal has yot
been  dane,  Otherwise, the island continont
might have hid the honour in this respeet also
of justifying its tithe of * Advanee, Australia”
Lmay stll b socond, it it does not delay,

* T men of the Brotherhood of 8t Aundrew
are very dear to me, They are a centre of
unity, o boud of strength, & souree of’ enthusi-
asm, a depot of supply for help, a trolley-tine
of disteibution of the supply, a power tor
awakening goad in young men's hearts and
power tor conserving it awakened, 1 Jove and
thank them all.—Bishop Tuttle, Missowrt,

POLYCIHURCIISY.

By rug ReEv, Josepy HaxyoxD,

From the Church Limes.
[coNTINUED].

I'now come to the last link in the ¢hain, and
with it to the end of my seemingly ungracious,
but really charitablo and necessary sk, I
aflirm in the last place that—

VI Ioly Scripture teaches us, and in the most
emphatic und decisive way, that, whatcver may be
the corruplions of the Church, we must on no account
separate from it. I submit to you that the Bool
of God instruets us Lo put uotorious and impeni-
tenitent sinners out of commaunion ; to Lteach us to
separate from the ervors and abuses of theChurch
(by protesting against them, by rezisting them,
by striving to reform them), but it nowhere
teaches that we ourselves aro toleave it on Lthe
contrary, il requirves us to vemain in it. Lt does
this, tirst, by the exumple of vur sacred Liord
who voluutarily—when there was no inherent
neeessiy that e shouhl do so—became 2
member ot the Jewish Church, gangrened as it
wis with hy poerisy and formalism and greed ;
Who remuined @ member—just as the prophets
had done before—und a conspicuously conform-
ing member, for He religionsly attended Loth
temple and synagogue, and Who lived and died
in it commumon,  Secondly, by the precepts of
our Lerd, Who, wmong other things, charzed
His diseiples o observe and do *wll things
whatsoerer ™ the Seribesand the Pharisees bade
them to do—those same Scribes and Pharisces
whose deads in the next breath, e dennuneed
in such scuthing words, Thivdly, by one Lord’s
Lingwages and attitude  towards the “seven
Churehes of - Asia,” one of which © was dead,”
and in another of which [lis servants, the
Choreh members, were taught to commit forni-
cation and o join in idolatries, and yet He ad-
dresses these Churches as 1lis, and never says
one word about seecession, e does threaten
o remove the candlestick out of its place (as
indeed e has donej; Ile even threatens Lo
“spew them out of 1lis mouth,” but He never
eounsels separation—not even as i last resort,if
every other means should fail. Ttis now allow-
ed by some Dissenters thatseeession can only be-
come wduty as o lust vesort—* after all means
have been teied and after it iy clear that a
majority of the Church have ceased to keep
Christ’s word and havedenied his vame,”  But
our Lord says nothing about secession * atier
all means have been tricl)” as He must have
done, it sceession ix exer aduty or a remedy.
Fourthly, by the attitude of the Apostles, who, as
their Ipistles plainly show, had to do with
frightfully corrupt Churches, yet never spoke
ol seeession, - Neithor St. Paul,” suys Wesley,
“nor any other of the inspired writers ever
advised holy men to separate trom the Church
bevanse the ministers were unholy,” nor, we
may add, for any other reason whatsoever, And
not only s, but they denounce all divisions
within the Church ; how mueh more, therefore,
soparation  from it ? For, if  factions and
strite which do sot lead to an open rupture ave
condemned, how much more would the Apostles
have reprobated the open rupture itselt. had it
ocenrred to them that men could or would
sepatate from Christ’s Church, God's Churceh ?
Bat separation is also condemned, fitthly, by
the principles of the Apostles, tor St. Paul clear-
ly held the principle of the “one bady ™ to be as
tundamental as that of the “one Lowd,” or ** onv
Npirit,” or “one God and PFathor ot all;” he
aiso held this body to be the household or fmily
of God.  But if this iy so—uand it eannot be
deniod—then it tollows that whatever the
diseases of the body, men must not leavo it so
long as the Ioad remains; but whatever the

errors or misdeeds of some members of God's
family, the others must not desert them—their
misguided brothers—and set up a new family.
“ 1t 13 only,” says Wesley,** when our love grows
cold that wo can think of separating from our
brethren.” le might with equal iruth have
added that it is only when we forgot the ex-
ample of Christ, the teaching of Christ, the
prayer of Christ, and at the same time forget the
example, the principles, and the precepts of the
Apostles thut we can think of separation at all,
I therefore submit to you that you are not ¢n-
titled to suy that though there was no Dissent
in the Apostolic age, and no Church other than
the Church of the city or country, yet the crea-
tion of separatist * Churches " has been necessi-
tated and is justified by the errors and abuses,
which have since arisen in Christendom. I say
that you cannot take this ground, because those
errovs and abuses, in England at least—and it
i3 with Bngland that weure concorned—have
not been  greater than those of the Jewish
Church, which our Suviour nevertheless did not
leave ; not greater than those of the Church of
Sirdi=, which 1Le neither required nor pormitted
men to leave @ or than those ot the Church off
Corinth, which the Apostles neither lett nor
counsclled others o leave,

And there ave, of vourse, arguments which L
might use, hal [ notlimited myself'in this paper
w an appeal o Holy Seripture. 1 might ask,
for cxample, whether secesssion can over bea
remedy for the corruptions of the Church ?
Whether that remedy, as  Irenuseus pointed
out long ago, is not worse than the discase ?
I might ask whether “union is strength,” or
division 7 [ might show that *“our unhappy
divisions " have sijenced the voiee of the Church,
have weakened her witness, have impaired her
forces, have oxasperated her members, have
brought her into profound contempt. But this
would be to travel out of my propor province,
which is the touching of Seripture on tho subject
ol polychurchism. 1 theretore proceed tosum up
my argument, which I shall put before you in
the shape of questions, to which I earnestly and
respecttully solicit snanswer. And I suguest
to you that, lying as they do at the very rootof
the matter, they should be answered one way or
another before I'am reguired to deal with objections.
[t is in the interests of truth and of reunion that
I'press tor ananswer,

1. Isthe word “Churches” ever used in
Holy Writ as it is used in the Prospectus and
procecdings of this Conference, and as it is con-
stantly used in newspapers, in pulpits, and on
platforms to  designate bodies which  have
separiated from the parent stock ?  Is it ever
given to congregations of Christians other than
the congregation of the city orcountry ¢ [f's0,
Where ?

2. Is there any Scripture precedent for call-
ing voluntary associations of Christiaus protess-
ing u particular form of Christianity—such, for
example, as Baptist principlos, or Wesleyan
principles, or teetotal views (as we have had a
“teetotal Church )—is there any precedent
for calling sectional bodies ¢ Churches 7' It so, in
what Lpistle isit found ?

3. ls there any mention of any dissenting
Charch, or indeed of sepuaratists at all) in the
pages of the New Testament; or any mention
except to condemin them?  1f thero s, where is
that page to be found ?

4. s itoris it not the fuct that the Apostles
forbid divisions within the Church? And if
divisions within are sinful, can divisions which
led to separation, to an open rupture, be sin-
less 7 [f so, on what grounds ?

5. Lsitorisitnotthecase that the Churchis
described as “one body ?”  But if so, how can
it be composed of two hundred separate and in-
dependent * bodies 7!

. If the name of © Churches ™ is never given
to separatist bodies, and ifindeed nosuch bodies
existed—notwithstanding the errors and abuses
of the Apostolic age—then on what grounls can



