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annouinced to lîim that a union hiad been effectcd between these two
gralnd divisions of the kedecmer's ariny."

And why might it not be 1 0f course, there can be no suclb organic
union lietween us as there is hiein, brougrht al>out bctweeni différent
brîanches of the Presbvterian and Methodist Bodies, since the very
principle of Independency forbids it. WVe are not "la Chrh"but

chrh 1Y cd en wihu aw, so far as Synoical control is con-

cernicd, but " 1111(er law to Christ." But wliy, if lirolier Christian
clîarity and forbearance were in exercise, iinîght we flot coine to sone
11u(lerstaflding, at least upon M.Nissiona.ry grounid, accordinig to wvhichi the
fir-st occupant of a newv field, whiether Baptist or Congregat-ionalis t,
should be left in undîsturbed possession, until there vas miterial for
hir0 strong churclies 1 It iz, easy to see that this cannot be, so long as
the princîple of strict or close communion is inaintainedl by our Baptist
brctliren. Býelievers in Christ oughit to have, and inuist have telloiwshîî)
at thie, Lord's Table, and if conscientious.'geinlss cannot have
it with their immersionist brethren, they ilust have churchles of their
own. And thus the separation continues. If, however, Baptists ivl t

admrit us to thicir fellowshilip on the same terns on %«hicb w-e are willing
to admit themi to ours, viz., that of every Chîristian being Il fully per-
suaded. in bis own nîind," thiere will be but littie difficulty abolit eflèct-
ing sucb a union as is possible in the circumstances. We put the
question to theni, therefore, why migbt it uîot be ? Would thiey h.e any
less worthy of the naine they bear, if they %vere to conforîn iinor4 to, the
l)ractice of their Englisli brethreii (nsost of whoni are ycpen communion-
ists), and less to thiat of the Americans 1Do they tlitnkz the Lord. Jesus
Christ, Il hoth theirs and ours," is more glorified. by thieir separating
fromi us on tlec disputed. point of the iîode of' laptislui, thani lie Nvoudt be
hy a visible unity between us in Ilim 1 Wc wait for a reply.

PRIN-"CE ARTIIUR'S VISIT.

"Why can there ho no other w-ny devised for entertaining, Prince Arthur,
and introducing him to thie Canadian publie, but a bal? A large portion of
the comnuunity deem dancing an irrational amusement, the reminant of bar-
banic tiiînes, and inconsistent with the spirit and precepts of Chris3tianity. It
is generally an accompanjînent of the drinking, usages of society. whichi tom-
perance mon are labouring to destroy. WVhy should the drinkiug, and danc-
ing portion of the conimunity take the Prince and Governor-General in hand,
as if they were the whole people ? Could we not have a public meeting of
welcome, with miusic and addresses, and a programme that ail loyal citizens
could unite in Surely ail the loyalty of the country is not posseseed by the
wine-drinkers and dancers! "- Christian aTuardian.

THz RECEPTION 0F THE PRINcE .- Does it not show rather a paucity of
invention, as well as a rather 1ow state of religion amongst the people of this
Dominion, when nothing can ho devised in the way of a public fete in honour
of Prince Arthur, but halle, halle, hali8! Everywhere dancing is the ordler
of the day, or, rather, of the night; and, though we thinik it bass injurions
than wine at public dinners, there can ho no question that it suits the moral
sentiments of only a portion of the community. Now, we would ask : Are
the religious people, who, on principle, decline to attend halls, of no account ?
Can. nothir.g ho devised in which ail could join, without sacrifice of principle,
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