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was Dot, on his own showing, telling the Union a new fact,F¶or lie affirnîs.
thut I hiad preaclhed, five ycars before, an Ariniian sermon in presence of
the UJnion. Of tlîis sermon the Union neyer made any eonîplaint, nor did
Mr. Clarke until the late anniversary (his own expressed fear at the tinie
being, that the sermon was n 'suficiendly ArwÎinian). 110w then coulc ilmy
avowal five years afterwards, that I 'vas on the Armninian side of the line,"
lie throwing dowîî the gauntlet ? It couid only be su on the assumiption that
Calvinismi is a terin of communion iu the Union ; whiehi, toý use )2r. Ciarke's
own words, "ýquite begs the question.»

"- What passed at the late Union meeting resulted.," so says, dte letter,
from this avowal of Artitiniatnismi. Now I grain that, Mr. Ciark,-otitr.tgîngi
comnhon sense and coinnion propriety,-took occasion froni that avowail on
rny part, to attempt to rmise a side issue, and to put the Union and myseif in
a faise position. TIhe question before the bouse 'vas flot iy sentiments
(aitboughi I had occasion to refer to theni), it 'vas flot, is Cativiisnî or
Ariianisua true,? but is Calvinisin a lei-n of commun ion? T1his 'vas the
question raised by the reading of 11ev. K. M. Fenwick's paper, and the soie
question then before the Union. lI r. Clarke made a de'sperate effort, to iake,
ujy opinions the subject of discussion (for wvhichi I was couipieiicd to calu ii
to order), and lie, witb great condescension, for n Caiviist not yet more than
three years old, and with great sywpathy for au oid fellow-siuiner in the paths
of Armiinianismn, proposed to brîng in a bill to "lquiet miy titie" to a place in
the Union.

"La the discussion that followed this announcement, 31cssrs. Puiliar and
Manly inaintained that Congregationalisin bas no doctrinal character ns
between, Caivinism and Armuinianisîn ;" aud, further on, reference, is mnade
to Mr. iManly's citing the confession on which lie was received into the
%Canadian Union, as evidential that Caivinisui is not a terni of feilowsliip in
that body. Well, Mr. MNaiy's proof is quite conclusive in regard to the
Canadian Union, that Calinism is flot mnade a terni of fellowship. Does
thcn the reasoningy inmputed to Mlessrs. Puilar and Alanly by Mr. Clarke
differ so wideiy after ail froni bis own, as reported in the proceedings of the
Union in the H-amiilton Sqpectator of Jane l5tb, as foliows: Il11ev. W. F.
Charke argued that Congregationalistu had flot in its essence a doctrinal
basis, but that its principies naturaiiy tcnded, if l.eft to theniselves, to Cailvip--
isui. ........ rianent sonietimies pnsscd ' Acts to quiet tities,' and
lie would like certain brethren to know tiiat their tifle to nîeîbership in this
Union is perfect and unque8tioned, thougli tbey rnay avow tlienselves
Artw i n ans."

So niacl for M'vr. Ciarke's flrst proof that lie mnade no attack on nie, but
that 1 mnade an attack on the Union, which lie defended by opposiug my
nomination to preach tîext year nt Montreat. Now for bis second proof of
the saine thing. lt is as foliows: "Wbe appointed not long since Union
preacher at Montreal. Mr. 1'ullar preached on election for the express pîîrpose
of sliowing that the Union couid swAliow a dose of Arminianisni 'vithout
gulpiug-!" This, ho asserts, was muy avowed motive for preaebing the sermon.
Su long as Mr. Clarke rides bis present hobby the memory of that sermon
'viii haunt hixn. H-e ouglit to lie. in the circuinstances, the last man to,
ailude to that sermon. When five years ago lie had d1rified, not, was dri 'ftn.q,
to Arininianism, and was iaking preparation to join the Wesleyan lâetbod-
ists, and was attempting to persu'ade me to accompany him, bis constant plea
'vas, IlWith our sentiments, IMr. Puilar, we have no legitimate place in the
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