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ard. Were the persecuted sons of the Covenant j astiflable in offerinig
armed resistance to the civil Powerl That they did so, on several occa-
sions, as at Druniclog, Bothwell, and Airsinoss, is historie fact. Wr
they justifiable iii offering that resistancel Let that question be answered

byakn ntirAre a people justified in taking Up armns at any time,
frthe defence of thieir civil riglîts I That they xnay do so, i5 the voice

of scripture., of re.iboii, of history. If mien may contend for* their civil
riglits, whio thien wvill say that they nny flot colitend for their reîigious
rights î If, for thieir properties, wv]io %vit 1 say that they rnay not conltend
fue thieir reliyion / lb iiot one's religion infinitely more precious to hira
titan ail other intçesets conibiiued ? It was wvhen thiose rights of con-
sicienice, wvhici 11o iinan ean takze fromn us, were nmercilessly iiîvaded-it
Wats Wlien to petition was illegal, and to remonstrate wvas treason-it was
whien the founitailis of justice %vere ail polluted-when an infuiriated
soldliery were scouring the country converting their beloved land into, a
huntiiig licld, entering thieir houses, destroying thieir property, insulting
their wvives and thieir children-it wvas wvhen ail ruilder ineans of redress
hand prove(l abortive-it ivas tiien that the dowvn-trodden s0ons of the

xcovenant girded on the sword, in defence of their homes, thieir wives and
children, their loved pastors, and esl)ecially their consciences. And who
will blarne thiern except the minions of the despot and the tyrant îi f
the English nobles were justifiable in girding on tîjeir good broad-s'vords
on the plains of iRunneiniede, that they miglit wvring from. king Jobn that
Magna Cliaita, which is the bulwark of British liberty to this day-if
the Anmerican Colonies were j usti:flablu in striking 'for their riglits and
liberties iii the days of NWarren andi Washington-if the Neapolitaris
were justifiable, a fewv years ago, in resisting the oppression of thieir tyrant
king, and even expelling hLmi fr-om the throne-tlien who will lhave the
hardihiood to say, thiýt oui' persecuted Presbyteriau ancestors two hundred
years ago were not justifiable in resisting, even unto blood, the worst
despotisni that ever traipled on the riglits and liberties and consciences
of nny people?Q,, 4th. Were Camncron, Cargill, and IRenwick, anid thieir followers justi-
fiable iii ultimately renouncing the authority of the king? That they
did so, is a fact. That they did so on rational. and scriptural grounds, 18
the questIon at issue. It will serve to, throw some liglit on that question,
if Lt lie considereci that in c--try constitutional monarchy there is a con-
tract I.etween the king and the people. As is the case in every contract,
there, la a pledge on the one side, and a conditional, pledge on the other.
There is tl2e coronation oath on thie one &ijde, and there is the oath of allegi
anice on the other. In thiat coronation oath, the monarcli swears that
ho or she will govern according te, certain fixed principles, designated the
Constitution, and in the oatlî of al' egiauce, the people swear that they wll
bear true allegiance to hlmi or lier in Mlus governing. Thus the contract,
la niutual. The ruler la as ranch under a pledge as the subjeot. It wvill
appear very evident, thon, that if there be a failure on the one aide, there
is a corresponding freedoin froni obligation on the other. If the king
viohlte his p)1edge, the people are ipso facto freed from theims If he
wantonly and persistently traxnples upon hie coronation oath, the people
are no longer bound by their oathi of allegiance. They may st off hie
authority.


