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would more cagerly covet.  The Whigs may promote Mr Monscll to
this office, and cven the Conservatives may place in it again Lord
Robert Montagu, who has, since his retivement from office, become a
Romanist,

Whilst, thercfore, there are other important amendments neces-
sary on the details of the Bill in any view of the question, we cer-
tainly think that the whole of Scotland should carnestly combine in
demanding both security for religious instruction, better provisions
in regard to teachers, and that the effective control of our whole
oducation shall continue as heretofore on this side of the Tweed.  We
have nothing to learn, and little to expect, from England.  1f we can
procure these greab amendments on the Bill, other matters may be put
vight; but if we ave unsuccessful in this, the effective power of sccuring
and perpetuating a sound education in Scotland, will have passed
entirely out of our hands.

Tt is a most nabural question,—Why has not the Free Church as

a body, and in all her congregations, manifested a vesolute determi-
nation to get those glaving defeets in the Bill removed, which she, at
the same bime, professes clearly to see? Why, on the contrary, do the
leading Unionists of all classes nrge and press the people to take
the Bill even as it is? Simply we fear because this Education
question has donc more to open the eyes of the country to the utter
hollowness of the so-called « articles of agreement,” than all other
circumstances pub together.  Thercfore the unsound Unionists are
auxious on any terms to get the Kducation question settled and oub
of the way. But it is surcly sad, nay, ubterly deplorable and judg-
ment-like, that the whole fubwre of Scotland shounld be sacrificed,
and her noblest birthvight thus sold, by her own unworthy and un-
orateful sons, for this odious mess of Union pottage.
““ARE WE TO HAVE NO CONSTITUTIONP?”

r l\l {15 extreme scrionsness of the conflict going forward in the Free
B Chureh of Scotland arises from this, that the guestion now raised
is that of the preservation or destruction of our Coustitution.

We brush aside at the outset the assertion (and the question grounded
on it), that the Chureh of Seotland changed hor Confession in the
middle of the 17th century, and changed her formula in the middle
of the 19th century,—and why not do the same again? An utbcerance
like this, in the present discussion, is characterised by such thoughtless.
ness, if not indeed snch moral levity, as to depriveib of all vight to sexious
answer.  The Chureh of Seotland, in adopting the Westminster Confes-
sion, declared it to be “in mo respeet contrary to the doctrine of this
Church.” And in amending the formula in 1846, she did so with the
avowed purpose, not of changing, but of expressing, re-affirming, and con-
serving the principles of the Church,  And how men can allege a parallel
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between that and a proposal to make “ allowance” for the principles of
another  Church, exactly wherein they contradict owr own 011&1115 0
srpass all powers of honowable imagination. It is not by m(;ml aiﬂir;O'
of this deseription that we arc to be turned aside from our arewment 7
It would be great comfort to us, as men most carnestly desirous to act the
par ?f fair controversalists, if our opponents would cither distinetly dcn);
(vn-‘nﬂn:'m that they are roposing to alter the Constitution. The painful
::}:::1% 1‘8; tl],n( lhcslr ;»u'oi vi rtﬂu:ﬂly ()0//1, zbﬂ'u'ming'mul denying it.  Some of
hem, as Principa Liumsney, for ingtance, quite clearly admit it.  In his
speech in the Presbytery of Aberdeen, he justified his vote on the As-
sembly’s remit by considerabions drawn from what would have satisfied
the early Christian Church: and that would justify a much areater change
i our ()ons‘titution than any yeb proposed, inasmueh as it \;30111(1 expungc:
irt){n our Confession its exact exprossions of many Christian doctrines
which prior to the rise of the eounter heresics and the diseipline of siftin o
()11(4(:1(.‘\‘.‘5101.1, the Churelt was not in ciremmstances to fornlate, and thcr(i
‘(;r‘x;.x’xn_;)g‘ in circumstances to require her members formally 0 accept and
geond.
. Bt whilo  Principal Lusmsous thus manifestly admits, others,—for
edunee, and very specially Dr Raivy,—both admit and dc;ly. That the
fpnastion iw really ono of changing the Constitution of the Chureh in his lato
apteele in tho Presbytory of Bdinbugh, Dr Rainy clearly admibs by sy~
it T i quention of a somewhat peenliar kind. Tt is a anHt’i())l with
visls e Ly Bha propor prineiplen on which Chrrell Communion should be
'm;;nin{:mi,"' Agnin o sy - Pho question is, what the tevms are and
Llu‘) pl'uwl;‘)lnr( that should regulate Clineeh communion.”  Nov dm".s he
gain anything by varying it in the form of the sentence which follows
Lhin e—“ Tt most be diseussed in the way of deciding what is consistcn%;
with owr Chureh principles, regarding $he reglakion of Chureh eom-
twion” - For i a constituted Chureh like o —in a Church ‘wi‘th a
dt.»(unl;u constitution, that is regulated already : and o re-open the question
of regulating that, is o re-open the question of the Churel’s Constitution.
‘\‘V 8 do not tarry 11_01:0 to comment upon his singular décfam, that we are to
m;';n‘llntc our decision by applying (as considerately and (5:L1111]y ag we ean)
certstun. general tmpresstons.”  Wor, with all reverenee we may well say
Uod help the Chureh ! if that be trne. A more cxtmordinzu‘ly pr()pos:\i
sty has not been made in the Christian Churel since the apostles fell
:L;ahu?), Owe excellent 'l"ricu('l. should hiave felt himsclf, at this poinit;, on
l";;“(‘”»'l":ﬁ"j ‘:‘3!%:{1, :f.r(})lln, 1\"1111.(:]1 :}}‘lc sligl}tgst ‘rccollqction. of what the Charch
4y shondd bave warned him back,  But if not, little wonder
Ehat ho n'(hl('\d,A “We cannot help, therefore, differing in th:: line we take.
‘l‘ thinlc 16w tmpossible that we can help it.”  We think so too, if
yeneral impressions” ave to sebtle the Constitntion. Nover was © there-

IRl . N . . .
Jore” more conclusively employed in such n ease than in Dr RAINY’S

inevitable corollary ... v o : 3 3
evitable corollary,—“ We cannot help, therejore, diflering in the line we

In this vespect 16 is stugular to find Dr Lomsory and Mr Precos Fik-

QUSON 1 exact accord.  Speaking of the benefib fo be derived from “ sweep-
g wway 7 all confessions and “sheologies,” My 1. Ferguson says —1f we
mul(! only ;h;wc a revolution so complete as to bring l;‘; round Tull cirele to
phq H}pl]wll(;lty and spivitualiy of the apostolic age Tt would, T think, be an
Ilnlllllll»(‘, blessing to the world”  And this, not concerning qf)iritun,l life, but
expressly concerning “ theologies.” ’ o o
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take” And sineo ho says also, “ 6 is a question in the settlement of
which there must always come in considerations of good sense,” we shall
keep firm hold of these considerations, and leave Dr Ratny’s ¢ general
impressions 7 to himself.  But only fancy what men call a “great Serip-
tural duky,” placing the responsible ministers of Christ’s Chu (,h in ¢ircain-
gbanees in which they “cannot help difforing in the line they take”
wyea, in which ik is impossible: that we can help i6” 1 Is it possible to
imagine a more solenin warning against extreme fluency in speaking to a
Presbytery?

But the leading point here is, that Dr Rarxy, in this speech, acknow-
](‘df,{(“ and ‘ulvoca,tcs an mt(,nd('d change in ‘the Constitution of the

Jhureh, under the phmscolony of a ch.mtrn, or new “ regulation, of the
Churel communion.”

In his speeeh in Tast Assembly he denied this.  Fe scorned the idea of
the Church having any Counstitution to brealk. Presenting the matter
in its clements, Mr Moody Stuart had said :—¢ Dy RAWNY main-
tains that the majority have a right to alter the Confession.  Tres
ceelesiann factund ; Dr CANDLESD subseribed 36 Dr Ramny subscribed i,
and I gabscribed it 'We hound owselves at once to the Confession
and to each other by onr signatures.  § understood that they could not
alter it without me, just as ccltmﬂ as I conld not alter it without them.”
Wow 2t awas o thes that Dr Ramyy answered :—<T have heard them chime
i [for the cheering was loud ab the rightcousness, the simplicity, the
relevaney, the foree, and the obvions unanswerablencss of this represen-
Tation] ; 4 was fo (his that Dr Rainy answered :— T have heard them
chime in with the docbrine anuounced (by Mr Moody Stuart) as a brotherly
compact.”

Did Dr Rainy not observe the ruling aflirmation in Mr Moody
Stuart’s argunrent,——this, namely =< Dr Ramy maintaing that the ma-
jority have a perfeet right to alter the Confession” 2 Did he observe that
it was against that allegation that Mr Moody Stuart had produced what
Dr Rarvy called the doctrine of a brot, herly compact ¢ 1f he did, why did
he not reply, © Mr Moody Stuart has fouuded bis argument on a complete
mistake ; 1 do nof wmaintain that the majority have a vight to alter the
Confession 77 And when he did not take that cowrse in u\ply, what con-
clusion can be dvawn,~-bub that he does maintain this as the right of the
majority ¢ And why should he not have plainly said so, instead of sub-
stituting in effect something else, by using an invidious wm‘d——tho word
“ (‘01111)&(31;,” which the denial of the frue ]n.mup]o of lstablishment had,
in the Cardross case, survounded with invidiousness?  'The entive line
of Dr Ramny’s veply demonstrates that he maintaing, and is conseions of
maintaining,-—-and in the service of this Union business, is compelled to
maintain,~ the right of the majoriby to alber the Confession.  Take the
word “ compact” as, in no invidiows bub in a perfectly honourable sense,
applicable to what Mr Moody Stunrt had said of the mutual obligations
of Dr Candlish, Dr Rainy, and himself, in virtue of their joint sulmmlptmn
of the Confession,—(and Dr Rainy's use of the word ¢ compact ™ at all
was most unjustifiable if he did not nse it as a brief index or gymbol of
what he was professing to erilicise),—and how does Dr RATRY'S next
sentence look 2 T am here, then, to say that ¥ am in a Church
that s founded on no compact. (Cheers.)”  We rejoice that we have
never gob ourselves into possession of “echeers” like these. No ery
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4l “wend back the money” could n such a cage be too strong in

i view : we could nob more carnestly desive to restore an overplus of
payment received in o meney transaction.  'What eould Dr Rarny mean?
ol he mean that what Me Moody Stuart doscribed—owny mubual sig-
unbure, namely, of the Confession and our reciprocal obligation theveby—
in u thing that does not exist -in this Chareh?  Could he mean that, al-
though. that transaction does of course take place, yet it is not meant to
hold?  Could he mean that the two can cub out the thivd; that every two
can ent oub the thivd ; thut, always, again, if there are more than two re-
maining, this can go on till ondy two remain?  And this in the service of
Union!  Indefinite digintegration an argument for Union! What could
he mean? And then, « If l.mn not in Christ’s Catholic Chureh, ¥ go out of
it at once.  (Loud cheers.) 1t is a question of our freedom.” Al this in
reply to an argument against a claim on the behalf of o majority to alter
the Confession ! Dr Rainy's reasonings have come -very generaily fo be
called sophistical.  Will any man in Scotland dare to d(,ny that the so-
phistry in this instance is as flimsy ag it is obvious?  Or will any man
allirm that there can be any hope of the slightest worthy result issuing
from diseussions in which snch desperate febches of sophistry are loudly
applanded in a packed assemblage such as gathers in the gallerics of the
Free Chureh General Assembly? And this was resorved for the pero-
ration of the speeeh, and the final clinching of the avgument for sending
down the remit to Presbyteries: “The whole question now raised is
whethey this Church is freo-—(npplange)——to consider, as a Church, on its
responsibility, such questions as theso? (Ureab checring.)  Thoy deny it.
They tell us it is 7ltra wives of the Assembly—to do what?  ‘What do you
ask the Preshyteries to do?% I'o say whebher it is lawlul to unibe with a
certain Church on the Standards as accepted by this Church.”  Is that
worthy of being called oven sophisiry?  Union ou the Standards as ac-
cepted by vinss Chuach /7 Ave intelligent human beings to bo told that we
object to that? that we eall raw wlira, vires of the Assembly ¢ Were
there none on the right hand ol the Moderator ashamed to hear that sub-
stibuted for the yeal proposal of “Union on the Standards as accepted by
TUE SEVERAL Clarches?”  Bul there it stands, on the Blue Book, page 428,
that we have doclared it to be wlire wires of the Assembly to remit fo
Presbyteries the consideration of Union with o cortain Church on, the
Standards as accepted by vins Charel /7 "What is this, b even-handed
perversion. of everything, dealt oub all vound, to friends and foes alike,
to our contention and his own too?  And for the galleny there.is left to
eheer, notling bub the grammatical aceuracy, the perfoct fuency, and the
ring, or r])ythm, or music of the sentences, aside from all consideration of
thux meaning?t  And they did-it.—~—We greally regret having been detained
50 long in ouuumun what we boldly dc!y any man to make head or tail of.
lmhmw ap :aubsl@ntmlly My Moody Stuart’s view of the matter: L am
ordained into this Chuel, resigning, we shall say, all other Life-prospects
which I might be warranted to chertsh, and dovoting to her service all: my
energics and mterests, embarking on her prospects also all bl tempora
interests of my Lumly I am Lhus ordained m terms of an ordination-
vow, This vow iy not an instrument special in wy case, or pcullm o
me. 16 s the vow taken also by all my brothers, who in this Church are
exactly vy peers. Ik has been alveady taken by all the brothers who,
in this transaction of cxueting and accepting my vow, represent o me, and

.«‘
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act the part towards mo of, the Church.  Not to mention that they are
thus bound by the self-same vow alveady,—taking into account mercly that
they cxact, and T render this vow in my ordination, is it conceivable that,
speaking of this one ordination merely, I alone become hound by it Is
this merely a paecé on my side, without being o compact between me and the
Church 2 he idea of the word being a mean and dishonourable word in
its own nature, or in this connection, is simply rvidicnlous. Dr CuNNmwe-
1AM uses the word “compact,” to designate the Eternal Covenant of Grace.
Do I, then, come under obligation to the Church, without the Church
coming under obligation to me 2 'Who would make an assertion so out-
rageous?  The idea of a vow between creatures of God, binding only one
party in the transaction, is o sheer paralogism, This vow entails very
weighty obligation on my side ; and on the side of the Cliwreh the weight
of obligation is ns great.  The obligation is manifestly veciproeal.  That
inheres in the idea of it.  Laying out of view the contingency of my con-
victions as to the subject-mutter of my vow coming to be changed, and my
eaving the Church accordingly, T am hound hy i6, aye, and nntil the Church
shall release me. T it conceivable that ull this time the Church should have
been silently reserving o right to release herself, what time she may be
able to outvote met Is it possible that, on what ave actually called
“general impressions” and considerations of “ good sense,” it is pro-
posed to vegulate anew our Church communion, and I am to be—by
a dispensing power, we presumo—sct free from my ordination-vow,
and the Church from her reciprocal, and another is to he substituted
m its stead ? Tlas o majority power to do this? Yes, if T have power to
change my vow, and still continue in the Church., And, Yes, if the Church
was not bound to me by preseribing and aceepting my vow. But the
Churely dzd hind hewself to me on and hy accepting my vow.  She bound
hersell to me to the effect that, while faithinl to her terms of my admis-
sion, I should enjoy all privileges depending on my admission, and with-
out which it would have been suicidal in e to resign all other life-pro-
spocts to enter on her service.  For, service rendered, and rendered for
life, with absolutely nothing to count upon—-(we do not speak of temporal
support merely)—is an anomaly of folly or slavery—we hardly know
which, probably both,—at all events scldom manifested where ¢ consider-
ations of good sense ” have any place.  Most assuredly the Church is
bound to give me all the usual facilities {for the rendering of that service
which I have tauken myself bound to vender,  She is bound to watch over
my comfort while ¥ am faithful. ¢ Sec that he be with you without fear,
for he worketh the work of the Lord”  That is a divine injunction lying
upon her, and as binding as that by which she is under obligation o sus-
tain me in things temporal.  She is no more entitled, for instance, to
worry me, or stand by and sce me worried, in her service, than she is
entitled to sce me starved in her sevvice.  “Worry” is not,—and he that
hath an ear let him hear—worry is not a divine ordinance : it is not an
ccclesiastical institation : it is not a human function ; it is a function of
beasts: “ Let dogs delight, &c.”  'We have heard a veucrable and power-
ful man of God say, concerning this Union worry, “ 1 think it will kill
me.” Tt the Church take care! There has been wmore than cnough
alrcady brought wpon her skirts of whab she will not soon wash out.
Assembly 1867 broke men’s hearbs, and caused such tears of anguish as
the Disruption never coused.  And when fluent gentlemen stand np and
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say, L aw glad of it, notwithstanding the clements of pain and of dis-
tress which are unquestionably mingled with the ciremnstances in which
we find ourselves placed,” what if that “ pain and distress” are, on con-
siderations of so-called * good sense and geneval impressions,” inflicted in
violation of obligations towards her faithful sons, assumedin the solemnities
of prayer to God, when, with prayer and laying on of hands, she aceepted
service which she is thus ungratefully requiting 2 A majority may
prove treacherous to o vow, just as an individual may; nor is it in the
power of the multiplication table o seltle a question of morals,

Our ordination-vow, taking us bound to our Confession, settlos that we
have a Constitution, clearly enough defines it, renders ws amenable to if,
and pledges the Church, reciprocally, as amenable to it also. Deny this,
and never dream of scorning Chartism. The wildest Chartist asks a
Charter.  No revolution even was ever proposed on the footing of having
no Constitution at all.  There ean be no govermment, civil or ccelosi-
astical, magistratical or ministerial, hunan or divine, on such an under-
standing as this; which is in fact the canonising of the absence of all
understanding.  When Almighty God governs responsible beings, purely
and absolutely Sovercign though e be, He never claims to govem in
this fashion. e gives Iis government, and His croatures under i, a
Constitution. He gives them His Moral Taw: He says, “T will govern
you under that instrument and charter; and in no respect and in nothing
will I govern you aside from it”  And when we have broken His law,
and rendered the Constitution useless, except for ouv everlasting yuin, He
hath in Iis pure sovercignty rencwed it, and given us His Covenant of
Grace with the broken law, re-honoured and magnified, enshrined in it:
and again, the Constitution is cverything, even as it is definite, and intelli-
gible, and permanent; and to have faith in it, and appeal to it, has been
made of God owr first and highest duty ; and still He will never rule us
aside from it, or beyond its declarations, provisions, and vequirements.
In His infinite condescension and faithfulness, God hath bound Himself
to be amenable to this Constitution of His governmeut over men in Christ
Jesus s Son. And His work herein, most honourable and pure, has
for ever stamped the brand of shame and condemnation on all principles
of absolutism in human government,—and, by terrible immediacy of
application, specially on all absolntisin or want of Constitution in the
Charch.  No doubt, it may be deploved that there should be different
branches of the Church, with different Constitutions, preventing perfect
visible: oneness and total incorporation.  That may be with propricty
deplored in so far.  Also it may be deplored more than there is need for,
and on grounds that do not justify tho grief. Bubt in any case thab con-
sideration cannot be allowed to enter here and bar this argument.  T-was
not ordained a minister of Christ’s Catholic Church only, but of the Free
Churel of Scotland in particular, which had her own scparate distinetive
Constitution when she asked and veceived my service and wy vow.  And
when now £ demand the reeiprocal from her, of what my vow bound me
to render, 1 ask my counbrymen wlab they think of the peculiar treat-
ment I receive, when T am substantially told that there wag “no com-
pact ” at all, and that if T an nob satisfied that I am in Christ’s Catholic
Chureh, Emay go out of it at once! T think they will say, I am treated
at least in astormding moral levity, if not in moralinjustice.  Nor shall the
loud word “ majarity ” he allowed to be rung out to weaken this deliver-
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ance.  Majority ! and winovity 1 Ol yes.  We have all begn in a mino-
viby. . L owas in o mwnority of oxi, when 1 was ovdained.  And I trusted
to the Churel’s faith,  For I gave my vow to an overwhelming majority,
and the majority vowed to me. :

What’s the meaning of the word “incorporation 7 And what is an
“incorporated Union” % And by what means, and with what effect, is
an incorporation, or incorporated Union, accomplished? Will anyhody
apswer these questions on the understanding that there is “no compaet ”
and no Constitution?  Fluman language becomes useless, when all words
and idens are pub into sucl a state of flux and ovaporation as this, The
tails of comets are understood to bo composed of matter so highly atbenu-
ated, that up or down through thelr substance, the lightest feathers would
gravitate towards each other with a violence fatal to the permancnce of
their form,—just like the different parts of Dv Rawy’s speeches about
“ compact.”

Our doctrine that o majority has no right to alter the Confession or
Jonstitution of the Church has been called “glavish doctrine.” No
man, surely, can understand what we say, and bring this charge against
it. And yob what we do say s said in plain enough language,— too
plain, in fact, to permit us to doubt that the snplicity and intelligibleness
of ibis what gives offence,  'We challengo them to establish their vight
to change the Constitution of the Church withont our consent; and
they answer, il Dr Rarwy speaks Tor them, that “the worst thing
hat could happen this Chureh would be if she flinelied from giving forth
her mind on such challenge as we have now received.”  Therefore they
quite understand the challenge, and they meet it by an appeal to liborty.
At is “slavish doctrine,” says Dr Bucmawaw.,  Says Dr Raiwy, “1t
raises the whole question of our libertics.”  And he calls it a “ bhunder”
and “worse than o blwnder”  Bub our Protest that it is wllre vires of
the Ueneral Assembly to do anything to upset the Constitution of the
Chureh, or that Confession on condition of fidelity to which every
member sits in the Assembly, by a commission, namely, requiring bim
bo “deliberate, vote, and detormine, according to the Word of Glod, the
Confession of Faith, and tho other standards of the Chureh ;”— our
LProtest, wo say, that it is witra wires of the Assembly to violate the
comutission, in virtue of which they convene and ach as an Assembly,
fras proved, and will continue to prove, the salvation of the Free Church
of Seotland.

Why have owr friends never daved to say, your Protest is fonnded on
o false asswmptiont  Why have they never thus met it in the teeth?
Why have they never complained that we are stamping the brand of
ullre vires on a mere faneiful contingency of our own conjuring up ¢
Why have they never said that were they doing what we suppose, that
would be wltra wires?  When wo use that phrase, in what respect do
they mean to say thab we speak injuwiousty ¢ Will they tell g plainly
whether they condenn owr use of i, beeause they ave wol doing that
samo wllre oires thing which we condenm, or because, though they are
doing the thing which we condemn, they believe it to be not wléra wires ?
Not one of them hag expiseated that.  They scem to reserve two strings
to their bow.  But there is a simile drawn from two stools, as well as
two strings ¢ aud they should take care.  We say they are alteving the
COonfession and the Constitution without our consent : and we add,
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most fearlessly, bhah this is wltra vires.  Will they say that this is what
they are doing, and that it is not wltra wires?  Or will they say this
is not what thay are doing ; and that, therefore, we need nob consider
the ultravirescloment ab all 2 If they say this is aof what they are
doing, why do-they nob grapple with us there, and prove what they say ?
For, if this ds et what they are doing, neither they nor we need washe
time and temper vu an abstract question of the limits of the wires of the
General Assembly, Theiv logic on this point is o muddle.  And i
behoves to:he v muddlo, to conceal or mystity the fact that they cannot
answer onr Protanl,  They can only rail at it.

And to thinl of railing ab it as “slavish 17 Tn order that there may
be liberty, musb thers ho no Coustitntion?  Must there be nothing that
the General Aasombly is not “free” to tamper with and change?  Arve
thera to “be-mo limiks Lo the powers of the Assembly,—or oven of
Presbyteries, which havo higher powers than the Assembly, as they have
been too long v vindicating. o long have they heen in vindicating
their power and indopendence, that rather than thwart Assembly
potentates, thay will send up hypothetical answers to remits—answors
upon “agsamptions,” which the very idea of the word implies that they
know are.nof verificd.  Lut speaking even of the Church—to let alove
Assembly-and Presbyteries,—is she not free, except on the understandi ng
that she has 1o spocinl Jaw of her being, as specially the Ifree Chureh
of Scotland? 1Is sho nob froe, except on the footing that no buman
being can point to avything permanmt in her sbructure, organism,
identity—in one word, the word that will not consent to be evaded or
evited-—her Constitution ? T it true that this Chureli has no NV, HO
that in the nature of things it is simply impossible and inconceivable that
she should do anything abnormat 2 Ts she simply a generaliserd ceclesi-
astical phenomenon, which by her own sweet will may take shapo at any
time with all the apparent Tawlessuess of the Awrvora Dorealis?  Is thab
our far-famed Free Church of Seotland b And is-she nob “ free,” except
for that? And even in that, mush the Assembly be not her snanasler, bub
ford 2 We know, ab least, of one minister of this Clureh who would
have sisted procedure on his ordination-day, had such doctrine boen
promulgated amidst the ordination services.

And what—3it has been asked—ivhat is “leadership” without o Consti-
Enbion?  Wor some time it has boen bad enough with that.  We have

dind aiender in the Tast, and a leader in the West, and o leader in North,

80 Tar s and the afluirs of the Tree Chweeh have somebimes been
conducbed on telegraphic wires along the sides of the plain rectilineal
triangle $0CID.*  And we have got colleagues aud suceessors in the
leadership.  And the Unjon Committec has become glaringly o com-
mittee of leadership 5 and even inside of it they have (heir leaders, as
that poor man was content to own—(mercifully they didu't give his
name, onfy ““a member ")-—who asked if anything had been done
about the proposed new formula, and was contented to receive for
answer, in a deliberative hody of which he is himsclf “a member,”
—“ At yes, yos, yes; some of us have thought of a proposal ubeut
that, and it has been well received ” 1 Bub 3F such is leadership with
a Constitution, what would it be wilhout one? Is there not some-

lidinburgh, Clasgow, and Dundee,
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thing in the Bible about the relative circunferences of  some-
body’s little finger and of his father’s loing?  ADb, brethren ! take
care of “ slavish docbring,” by all means.  Nothing could be more proper.
Only make yowrsolves suve as o where it Jies.  And see that you solve a
problem, in which we fear yow will ot little help from Euclid ; — 7%
destroy the plain rectitineal Lriangle, KD, Then go on with the similar
and smadler triangle, KA W ; remembering that similar triangles are to
one another in the duplicate vabio of their homologous sides !

Bub to returmn.  'What could leadership be without a Constitution, but
despobisiu double distilled?  Just fancy hundreds of thousands of pious
people turned over night into Unitarians by a vote of the Gleneral Assent
bly! But this is absurd, is it? Why? On the doetrine against which
we contend, why is this absurd?  If one chapter of the Confession can
be confiscatedd Lo the United Preshyterians, why not another to the
Unitarians - What diffevence in principle is there between expunging
the 2nd Chapter of the Confession, and expunging the 23rd 2 Why not
anew formuda to operate on the one chapter as well as on the other?
Let it vead thus, in its reference to the chapter on God and the oty
Prinity ;¢ And in signing this portion of the Confession, you are not
understood to approve of anything in it that teaches, or may be sapposed
to teach, drrational principles.”  Is not that a concession to Unitarianism,
which says that the doetrine of Thrce Persons in one Godhead is irra.
tionalt  Docs not that quelity ont the doctrine of the Trinity? s it
“slavish doctrine ” to say thab b is wltre vires of the General Assombly
to send down the proposal of such a new formula as that, or $o negotiate
with & Unitarian Church (so-called), and send down a proposal to aecept
the sccond chapter of the Confession, in that case, as aceepled by the
several Churches?  Is that “slavish doetrine?” My Moody Sbaart’s doc-
trine is, that you are not entitled, “to change the Confession without
our consent, any more than we without your consent.”  Will you assail
it here on o plea of freedom ? Must you be free to cut out fthe Confes-
sion of the doctrine of the Trinity from the Church’s Constitution? Ts it
not enough if you be “free” to become Vnitariang individually, if you
think yon sce reason, and then leave this Chureh?  But mush you claim a.
right fo stay in, and seelc her conversion to Tnitarianism ?

What logic would there be in replying, that you could not elaim to deal
s0 with the seeond chapter of the Confession, but that you do eclaim to
deal so with the twenty-thivd 2 Is not one chapter of the Confession ns
good as another on which to test a principle that refers to an asserted vight
to alter the Confession?  And if it would be wltra wires in the one case,
why is it not wltrw wires in the other?  You will hardly reply that the
truth coneerned in the one case is more solemn and important than in the
other.  That is alien from the question, Hor the (uestion is, sinee fres
eeclesiam faciund, can two change the one Confession against the third ¢

It is utterly impossible to blink the obvions fact, that the present pro-
posal is to abandon the Constitution of the Free Chareh, in just her dis-
tinctive characberistic as o distinet bLranch of Christ’s Chareh in Scotland,
and substitute the Congtitution of the United Presbyterian Church in its
stead. And this is to climinabe from our Constitution and Confession as 1
Chawch, the doctrine of Christ’s Tleadship over the Nations, It is utterly
useloss to reclaim against this vepresentation.  “ You are not entitled,”
sald Dr Canbnsi, “to parade me throughout the whole country, and
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stigmatise me ns an apostate, representing me ag abandoning the doctrine
of Christ’s Headuhip over the Nations, unless you demonstrate by the laws
of logic that the more loaving the question of Civil Bstablishments open
necessarily involves tlak”  Hlere it will be observed that parading him
throughout the whole cowntry as an apostate,” is Dr CANDLISH'S own
branslation of our nverment that he is proposing to alter the Constitution
of the Free Chuvel,  1e calls, moreover, for the services of the laws
of logie,” to prove thal, he is doing that, and that he is doing that in the
particular way ol “wmoroly leaving the question of Civil stablishments of
veligion open.”  But with all deference, the laws of logic are not at pre-
sent requirecl o prove that; hecause ¢ merely leaving the question of
Establishnont opon” is ot all that Dr CAxprIsH is doing.  He 15 doing
that ina very specint way by which he does a greab deal more than that.
He is “expunging” that portion of the Confession which affirms the
Civil Magigteabo's, that is, the Nations duty to the truth and Churcl of
God.  Ho in expunging, or proposing to this Chureh to expunge and
make arowanos for expunging, the only confession which the Wost-
minster Confossion makes of the Nation’s subjection to Christ, or Christ’s
supremacy ovor the Nation, 16 is trifling with o great question 4o say in
bar of this, that the ordinances there spoken of are called not the ordi-
nances of Chwist but of God, and that civil magistracy is called an ordi-
nance of God. 1t had not in any earlier chapter been said that Civil
Magistracy is o natnral, <ot a supernataral, ecclesiastical, or mediatorial
ordinance.  As agningt Krastianism, it behoved that that be said now and
hore, when this topic of the magistrabe’s power is first particularized. But
in the eighth Chaptor «Z power had been declared to e subjected to
Shrist : and as alf power inclndes the Civil Magistrate’s power, the com-
plete doctrine—at once Anti-Erastion and Anti-Volantary—is obtained
by combining the Confession’s deliverances in these two chapters severally.
"This combination, therefore, is the avowal by the Westminster Symbol of
the doctrine of Christ’s Headship over the Nation,  And Dv Candlish zs
proposing to the Church—say he what hie may—to abandon the doctrine
of Christ’s Headship over Nations, by proposing a formula which qualifies
out that portion of the twenty-third Chapter which affims the positive
duty of the Civil Magistrate. Thercafter the Clurch would be in worse
civeumstances than if that twenty-third (‘hapter had never heen there o be
oxpunged.  Ior the doctrine in that case might have been found by iu-
ference,—or, as De Candlish will allow of 1o inferences from the Confes-
sion, it might have been found, as the part is found in the whole,~—in the
eighth Chapter, which subordinates and subjects all power to the Mediator.

But 16 could not be found there now, affer that particular part of the
whole had been expressly climinated and expunged.  We do not choose to
use Dr Candlisl’s frec translation about “parading him,” &e., but we
vepeat, that he s, as o public ceclesinstic, by the policy which he presontly
supports, abandoning the doctrine of Christ’s Yeadship over the Nations.
The proof, we take leave to say, is complete and unanswerable,

Now, such tampering with the Constitution of this Church thero has
never heen sinee the effort of the Stewarts to force Episcopacy upon us.
Since that time it is utterly unprecedonted. The Moderates were un.
taithful to the Constitution, in the way of not acting up to it. They did
not conform their policy to it; but they never dared to conform it 1o thein
policy.  'There it stood: on it the faithful party leaned : their faithfanl-
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noss was just their conformiby o the Constitution : the Constitution pro-
tectod them : they protected the Clonstitution : and when they at last
trimphed, their preicuph was the triwmph of the Constitution. But we
aze W hoe treated by owr brethren now, as the Moderntes never dared to
front (heme.  Lhe policy of the WModerates was inconsistent with the sole
sapromacy of Christ over the Chureh: but they never proposed o ex-
punge that docbrine from the Confession,  Our friends are proposing to
expunge the correlative doetrine of Christ's Headship over the Nations,
and wo foll themn their attempt is wltra wires. We tell them, in other
words, that their success would be merely their Secession from the Free
Clureh 3 and that we are nmumerous enough o make that obvious when it-
CONES-—As We pray ik may never come. Our contention with them is,
that thoy ought 10k o qcoode from this Chureh: for assuredly they will
not carry the Chuweh with them.—Ts that not a clear enongh stating of
the lists in this conflict?  Will they meet our east, as we have now put
7 "This, wo say, @8 our ease in $his conflict: and they are bound to meet
ws on bhe issue as we have pub it, or to show that we have put it wrongly.

They are proposing Revolution.  'That is only another word for “ alter-
ing the Constitution.”  And il they do nob wish to crash the crisis on o
the eatastroplie, they have gob abundantly sufficient warning and reason
to procecd no furthor. Revolution, whether in Church or Stato, 18 emi-
nenbly serious, and by no_means to bo transacted in torms of clap-trap
deninds of < compaet,” and clap-trap appeals to freodom.

Tt i pladn, in the first place, to simple and unsophisticated reason, that
Revolution, to justily itscll, mustapp sal 1o necessity.  Youinust plead neces-
sity, if you are to justify this change. You Tawve tried that. You have tried
o plead, and play wpon, congeience, —the “consciences of a great nuniber
of dear Driends on the vight,”  Bub $his is very dangerous; for the con-
soiences of these deay {riends can get no voliof by a ¢ declaration” of a
(toneral Assembly.  The Clarch ovdained them, not the Assembly. And
wnbil you drive your ¢ Qeclaration” through the Barrier Act, your dear
friends conseionces will he exactly where they were.  Meantime,—we are
sorvy Lo he driven o say it,—if it s with them a case of conscicnce, the
door of the United TPresbyterian Church is open for them $o enter indi-
vidually. Fhey will hardly plead Lhab conscience forbids them to accept
the inumediate relicf for conscience which lies ready to their hand. ‘They
will bardly say thab theiv eoclesinstical conscience requires them fo violate
thelr pursonal conscionce, and to stay in the Church and educate other
people’s consclences when their own are in bondage. This would be too
ke My Tos Crincne, who had a big conscience and a little one, and
who las pus on rvecord some interesting < minutes” of their “ negotia-
tions” with-cach other.  Their formulas differed precisely in zespecet of
LATTTUDES and ALLOWANGES.

A case of necessity arising from conscience will. brook mo delay ;
and it was a very dangerous move in the game when the altempl was
made to place it on this footing. Morcover, it i perfectly rdiculous
to alfirm the existenee of a large number of dear [iieuds with con-
seionces in this condition. Is there one singlo minister i this Church
who will stand forth and say, that his comscience s in such a sbale that,
it Union on the footing preseutly propoged is not accomplished, he must

of necessiby join the United Presbyterian Church ¢ What au awlad aspect
that manw’s conduct asswnes if ke consents to reserve & question of expedi-
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