
TUE CRU1ICK OP SCOTLAND.

wec iontead. WVe dit] our very best be-
fore Ugie D>isruption to secure that bene-
fit. . .. The tact that now there is
a disposition to give effeet to this view
is a homage te the soundness of our con-
clusion, and the furtber tact that there
is a disposition te make clear, in the
workiniv of the Estahlisled Cburch, the
princape of spirittual independence, by
removing sundry obstacles, sbould be an
encouragement to us in the maintenance
of tlîat principle. It diti seem to hitu
moet uîîworthy of the Free Churff to
be interposing obstacles to such reforms
in a sistcr Clîurch; it seemed to bina
very inconsistent and ugenerous, and
be would bave no band in the move-
ment, except to encourage it, because it.
was in harmony with union principles."
Iremoves wlîat lias fur centuries beeti

a stunibling-block in Scotland, and the
immediate cifeet of tie renioval of that;
stumbling-bloek is to place the Presby-
terians wbo are out, and the Presbyter-
ians who are in, in a different relati;e

rition. When lay patronage i s g one,
at is difficuit to çee why the divided limbe
of Scotch I>resb)vterianisni should flot re-
unite. Had a f*en abolished, we should
neyer have had the Re-lief; and the
otber dissenting bodies prcvious to the
Free Chîurch were perpettually fed by
cases of disputed seulement when out-
rageti congregations, or congregations
that feit tîtein.-elves to have been out-
ragi. ".-ft the olul fold. Thle grounti of
the 1 .ee Churcb Disruption was flot
patronage, it was spiritual independence;
but the question of s-piritual indeperud-
ence was only raiseti because the patron-
age law compelleti the State to order
the ( hurcb to do certain spiritual acta.
When patronage is à;aolit;hed, a confiiet
between Cburch and State i ' imrbbe,
and even sticklers for spiriuainen-
ence might conment to take the chance
of a collision, the chief cause of similar
collisions in thejaast having been de-
filntively remosi--. The cases specified,
in the claim, declaration, andi prottet of
the Free Church, arase mainly through
the practice of patronage; and tbough
the State is not conféWing ber PMs
offiences in the new Bill, she is turning
away froux them into laobedience. " Tt
isexprmsly enacteti in it.that the Church
Courts bave the rigbt to decide final]y
- d conclusively on ail questions which

may arise in the course of the proceed-
ings connected with the appossitinent,
admaission, and settleznent of min isters.
It as, indeed, conceivable that the State
miglît, on some occasion. interficre, on
the~ saine ground that it took previuusly
-that tie matter on whieli it is asked
to deede is a civil matter, and involves
civil consequences.. But if the IJuLe of
Ilichitiontls anti-Patronage Bill passes,
the orly bone of contention over which
thue bate of spiritual independeneuc has
raged in Scotland will have been re-
inoved out of the way.

The case hein- so, the question that
ris" is, whether the State is not bound
to go farther, if it gocs se far ? It is
opening a door to people whuse principles
are identical, with those of naany who
are outside the Cburch. Should it not
adopt tbeue persons themacîlves as bro,-
thera? There are pre-Diaruption Fa-
thers, who were educated in the Estab-
lisheti Cburch Hal!s of Divinity. Should
ut nut -.,o-enize tbeim as eligihle to Es-
tablished Zbliurch living-s? There ame
hundreds more who since timer have hati
thîcir clerical education in tlîe Free
Church Colleges, but on lin*% substan-
tially parallel to those iii Establishe.l
Clsurcb Colleges. àlight thebe inis-
tees not become eligible to 1>arirh
Churches ? It has long been evident
that Voluntarvisni is nuL a terma of com-
munion in the U. P. Churcb. Why
shoulîl a U. 1". uninister, who mav be
willing. now that the patronage question
is removed, to go in with the Church of
the nation, be precludeti froua doing se?
Does the abolition of patronage not
couapel the question, wbether it is not
possible, as well as seaisnable, to beal
thse wounds oUrthe daughter of Zion ?

There is one obvious answer to this
line of arvment. An enlargcd suff-
rage may Iogcally involve redlistribu-
tion, and yet it ma, bc prudent or nec-
essary to postpone the one tilI we bave
accomphisbhed theother. Everytbing in-
volves a bunulred consequcnces, andi one
generalIy asivances most rapidly to the
consequences by doing thse thing. Are
we to refuse to abolish patronage, if thse
abolition of it be right, tiil we are -pre-
pareil to sabmnit a scbcme for the recon-
struction of Scotch Presbytery ? Ad-
mitting that patronage first split the
Church inte fr-agmnens, is there no roons


