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REPORT of a Public Discussion -at Simcoe, on Wednesday and
Thursday, July 16 and 17, 1851, upon the Clergy Reserve Ques-
tion, the Rectories, Voluntaryism, and Church Establishments.

TAKEN IN SHORT-HAND BY GEORGE SHEPPARD.

FIRST DAY-—Wednesday, July 16.

Shortly after 11, A. M., the following Clergymen, parties to the Discussion, tool
their places around the table in the Court-House, which was filled with spectatore:—

Advocates of Endowments~—Rev. Wu. Berrrioce, Rector, Woodstock; Rev.
Bexnsaminy Cronyw, Rector, London; Rev. Francis Evans, Rector, Woodhouss ;
Rev. Geo. BeLL, Presbvterian, Simcoe. .

- Advocates of Voluntaryism—Rev. J. Guspry, Baptist,Simcoe, Rev. A. Durcax,
Baptist, Vittoria ; Rev. J. WinTErBoTHAM, Baptist, Woodstock ; Rev. W. Laxoox,
Baptist, Woodstock ; Rev. Jas. Pyper, Bapiist, Toronte ; Rev. J. GiLmore, Baptist,
Peterborough ; Rev. Dr. Burss, Free Church, Tcronto; Rev. J Ruar, Congrega-
tionalist, Toronto; Rev. W. Ryerson, Wesleyan Methodist, Simcoe; Rev. Jamss
RICI-LARDSON, Episcopal Methodist, Toronte ; Rev. W. Ormiston, United Secession,
Clarke.

On the motion 6f Rev. F. Evans, seconded by Rev. J. Gunpry, Iskaer W. Powetr,
Esq., of Port Dover, was calledto-the Chair, with Messrs, WiLL1aM WALLACE and
Oriver Magek as Referees.

The Cearrmax expressed his sense of the honour conforred upon him ; and of the
importance of the duties which were imposed upon him, coupled with a hope that he
would be supported by his colleagues and by all present. e then read a Proclamation
which had been issued by J. B. Crouse and T. W. Walsh, Esqrs., Justices of the Peace,
pursuant to a Requisition, calling the Meeting Wuder the provisions of the Act of
the Provincial Parliament, entitled ** An .Act to provide for the calling and orderly
holding of Public Meetings in this Province, and for the belter preservation of the
public peace thereat,’” and intimating. that all persons attending the Meeting would be
within the protection of the said Act. It had been arranged by mutual consent that
there should be no ejaculations or other expressions of feeling on either side ; and it
was.;uaped that all excitement and unpleasantuness would thus in a great measure be
avoided.

The Rules that had been agreed upon were then read, the principal ohes being
those which fixed the time allotted to the respective Speakers. Twenty minutes
were to be allotted to the leaders on cither side, on introducing the various Propositions;
a speaker on either side was then to occupy fifteen minutes; and the leaders were to
have ten minutes each to reply : the whole time appropriated to each Proposition
being an hour and a balf.,

After prayer by the Rev. B. Croryx and the Rev. Dr. Burns,

Rev. F. Evans said—Mr. Chairman, Ladies, and Gentlemen—In making the
preliminary arrangements for this discussion, it was agreed that a few minutes should
be devoted in the first place” on our side, to .explain our reasons for giving this
challenge—if I may so call i1; after which gentlemen on the opposite side are to
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give theirs for accepting it. It is known that the proposal originated with me, md T
shou!d be somewhat embarrassed to-day if I did not feel that I might adopt the language
of one of old and say For what have I now done is there not a cause? There does
indeed appear to be abundant cause why we who hold the sentiments that we are
known to entertain should manifest a readiness to defend them upon the principles of
reason, justice, and the Word of God. My hope and confidence is that we are entering
on the undertaking with a sincere prayer that God will defend the right. I was first
led to wish that a fair discussion of this subject should take place in consequence of"
discovering that, notwithstanding all that had been said apd written unpon it, there
still remained a very large amount of ignorance. Iatelligent individualsliave owned
to me that notwithstanding all the speaking and printing of the last twenty years; thiey
bad never had the subject fairly brought before them. What they did hear or read’
was now a little on one side, and by-and-bye a little on the otherside ; the only effect.
produced being & conviction that there must be misstatement and false reasoning
comewhere, though for the most part they were at a loss to tell where. Now, iv
appears to me, that the way Lo assist these plain, honest people, is to bring the faets-
and the arguments into closer proximity. Such a course will bring what can be-
advanced on both sides into more immediate juxta position ; but, more than this, .I
shall be much mistaken indeed if we do not find that what has been boldly advanced.
ia what may be called one-sided meetings, will be revised and corrected before it be,
produced in a meeting like this. The greatest orator thai ever lived used to call a
distinguished cotemporary and frequeot antagonist, the pruning hook of Lis periods.
If there be any gentleman who intends to play the part of Demosthenes to-day,. he:
cannot do it without remembering that he has his Phocion on the other side of the
platform. Such a reflection, coupled with the fact that speakers will be limited asio-
time, will have a tendency, I hope, to make gentlemen on both sides avoid redundancy
and clap-trap. Woe shall endeavour to bring forward what is to the purpose. and
avoid advancing that which a well-furnished antagonist wonld have no difficulty in
pulling to pieces. The procecdings of this day are to be embodied in a repcrt which
13 to go to the public with the stamp of authenticity fut upon it by the signatuare of
the Chairman, of the two gentlemen who have consented to act as Asseszors, and’
of the gentlemen on both sides who take part in the discussion. I hope that this
docurment will serve as a Fade Mecum—a guide to every homest mind throughout the-
Province—in all matters where duty calls for the exercise of an eniightened and
conscientious judgment on the subject in question. It was in the lope that sucha
docnment would be produced, containing the pith and marrow of what could be said on
both sides, that [ proposed the discussion, which I did with the full concurrence of some
valued brethren in the Ministry. At the same time, 1 have considered the objection,
that may be raiced to the proceeding as it regards us of the Ghurch of England: It
may be said, ** What if you fail?”” "But to this there can be bul one answer—we do not
intend to fail. Again, it mayv be said, ¢ This proceeding is unseemly in men of your
calling.” ¢ The servant of the Lord shonld not strive.”” But the duty of answering
this ohjection devolves on the gentlemen of the other side. Our ‘intelligent and
lvarned opponents have been for some time zealously labouring to procare the
alienation of the Clergy Reserves. In proof of this, I need only refer to the
Ezaminer newspaper of the 15th of May, 1858, passim, which lies on the table
before me: and to other newspapers of more recent dates. 'The arguments
that will ‘be produced by the Reverend Genlemen who take so pron:iuenl a
part in these proceedings, to prove that there are cases where the servant of the
Lord **may sirive,”” will ail of them apply with still greater force to our case; so
that we may leave to them the sk of furnishing our apology. We wish to retain a
property which we feel convinced of right belongs to us, for the express purpose of
promoting by its aid the spiitual welfare of the Provinee, and we feel that it is our
duty to use all proper means to protectit. I will mention another objection. It has
heen said, ** to wh.at purpose is this disenssion on a guestion which must, after all, ba
settled at the hustings #°  Suppose that the tendency of this discussion should be 1o
estub‘hsE\ the justice of onr canse, and sunpo<e that with our arguments befere therm
a majority in many coustituencies vole contrary to justice, we shall only have another
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illustration'of the fact that in matters of this kind the langnage of the majority is, Sic
volo sic jubeo—stet pro ratione voluntds: ‘‘thus I choose that it shall be; thusl
command that 1t may be : my good pleasure stands instead of argument.”” * But I do
nét think it at all unreasonable to hope that there are many who wish to be guided
in the discharge of their duty as freelolders by truth and justice. Thzee and twenty
years’ residence in the midst of a population essentially Canadian, and those years
‘spent, too, in'the most friendly intercourse with persons of all denominations—aye,
in the not unfrequent discharge of the duties of my calling towards persons of all
denominations, conducting family worship in their houses, praying with them in
sickness, rejoicing with them in prosperity, conddling with them ia affliction, setting
Christ’s Gospel before them in public, baptising their children, and burying their
dead ;—1I say that three and twenty years thus spent have given me such a knowledge
of Canadian character as leads me to believe that many would be influenced in the
recording of their votes by what they saw was right and just, notwithstanding the
bias ef prejudice, education, or inclination. A few words more I have done. An
intelligent Minister on the Voluntary side said to me the other day something in
substance: like this, ** To what parpose is the discussjon of the questions involved in
the first three propositions (Theological ones), since the subject has been treated of
by the very ablest men in Great Biitain 1°*  Te this I answer that with the highest
opinion of those who are to manage this part of the discussion o our side, I suil
expect that they will bring forth from the treasury of their wall-stored minds, more
things old than new. But while no reader of the public prints can be ignorant of the
fact that it is the fashion to treat our theological views of State endowments as
something untenable and exploded, it i3 ot no small importance that by means of this
discussion we should show that we stand on Seriptural ground, and that we stand
upon ground that has been occupied by men of vast erudition and gigantic powers of
nmiind—by McNeile in the present day, by Chalmers in recent days, and by hundreds
besides of the excellent of the earth. The propositions which we on this side appear
to sustain are as follows :—

1—That the endowment of the Church by the State is not repugnant to the Word of God,
nor to the spirit of Christianity.

2—That the State being a divinely appointed instrument for the prbmotion of the glory ot
God and the Welf;éte of maukind, is bound to acknowledge, protect, and support the
Churcdh, bat that in the discharge of this duty the rights of conscience are to be held
sacred.

3—That before we abandon the principle of endowing and supporting the Church, satisfactory
evidence should be afforded of the righteous tendency of the Voluntary system, and of
its su fliciency to supply the spiritual necessities of the nation.
4—That i\js evident from the wording of the Statute Geo. I1I., cap. 31, that the Clergyjof tLe
Church of England were intended to be designated by the use of the term, a Protestant
Clergy ; and that the settlement made by 3 and 4 Vic., was a compromise by which the
Church of England relinquished a part of her just right.

, 5—That neither the Imperial Parliament nor the Provincial Parliament can be accessory to
the alienation of any part of the property secared to the Church of England by the 3rd
and 4th Vic., without great and manifest injustice.

6—That irrespectively ofthe uses to which the Clergy Reserves were to be applied, the fact
of their having been reserved has proved a great boon to the actual settlers in Canada.

Rev. JonaraaN GuyprY—In rising on behalf of the Baptist Ministerial Conference
it may not be amiss to notice the reasons which induced them to commence the
discussion of the Clergy Reserve question. These were, their conviction that the
uhion of the Church with the State is both unseriptural in its nature and injurious in
its tendency—that the Church of Christ is a spiritual kingdbm, and shounld depend for
its pecuniary support upon the free will offerings of its members. They conceived
algo that the Clergy Reserves have the same evil tendency as State endowments of
religion have 1n older lands—that they have already produced much evil instead of
good to the community, and if left unopposed will involve the Province ullimately in
-all the evils that accompany National Churches wherever they exist.  Anxious for
the preservation of the Church of Christ from so baneful a connection as that with
the State—anxious that the Christian Ministry may be preserved in the independent
position which the character of their office requires them to sustain, and not to be
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degraded to be the mere hirelings and servants of any State goverx_xmen,tf-a't\x‘iqﬂ,
tnat Christianity may appear, especially in this you thful Province, 1n her primitive
simplicity and native vigour, diffusiug her unalloyed blessings to the children of men,
promoting their temporal peace and prosperity, securing their spiritual and eternal
salvation—and thus accomplishing the ends of her advqnt_. ‘¢ peace on earth.' good
will to men, and glory to God in the highest.” Entertaining these views, without
any reference to party politics or to the political aspect of the times, the Baptist
Ministerial Conference conceived the present period a suitable and proper one for the
agitation of the subject ; a period when those who differed from them were making
new and great efforts to preserve if not to increase their present e_molumqnts. arising
from the Clergy Reserve fund; aperiod when many who had immigrated into Canada
during the past few years, are comparatively unacquainted with the origin, the
history, or tendency of the Clergy Reserve grant; a period, too, when many who
were formerly very zealous for the appropriation of these funds to secular purposes,
appear to have lost at least a portion of their zeal, whether from regarding the
triumph of their principles as hopeless, or from altered views of the subject, we cannot
tell. Under these circumstances, the Baptist Ministerial Conference conceived that
it would be criminal in them to remain any longer silent. They therefore appointed
a series of public meetings, to be held in the churches of their own denomination,
where they were accustomed to labour, for the discussion of the Clergy Reserve
question, and to proceed in the exercise of their constitutional right and privilege of
petitioning the Imperial and Provincial Parliaments to appropriate the Clergy Reserves
to some secular purpose that may tend to the general good of the Province—such as
the secular education of the whole people, without reference to sects or creeds.
Whilst conducting one of these meetings in the Baptist Charch, Waterford, the Rev,
Francis Fvans requested to be allowed to take a part in the proceedings. He declared
he rose to support the following resolution, which had been moved by the Rev. A.
Duncan, and seconded by the Rev. A. Slaght : ¢ That this meeting considers it to
be a matter of greatimportance that the religion of Christ, the Son of God, should be
supported now as it was in Apostolic times, and during 300 years of the Christian
ere, in a voluntary manner, and not in the way of exaction, coercion, and unjust
taxation.”” It is but justice to remark that though the Rev. Gentleman declared he
rose to support the above resolution, the argumeats, the illustrations, and the aneedotes
with which his speech abounded had sl of them an opposite tendency.

Rev. F. Evans—This is a one-sided stalement, the correctness of which I deny ;
1 made no statements beyond a general view of the subject. This has no bearing,
however, on the matter before us.

Rev. J. Guxpry—I think you will find it has a bearing on the subject, Iam now
setting forth the circumstances and reasons which have led to this discussion.

_Rev. Dr, Burns—Mr. Evans can have no objection to allow our friend to finish
his statement, as he can afterwards interpose a caveat against receiving it with implicit
confidence, if such a step be desmed necessary:

Rev. ¥. Evans—I object to the statement.

Rev. Dr. Burns—I[ move that Mr. Gundry be allowed to proceed.

Rev. J. GUNDRY-—-At another of the meetings of the above series, held in the Baptist
Church, Simcoe, the Rev. F. Evans (having previously intimated to some members
of the Conference his intention) made a proposition to have the whole question of
the Clergy Reserves publicly discussed on equal terms. At this meeting there was
much confusion,—the only ona ofthe whole series that was accompanied with anything
of an unpleasant character. The conduct of many who were opposed to the object
for which the meeting was convened was anything but commendable or reputable,
and we have no doubt has yielded no pleasure or satisfaction to their minds, upon
mature reflection. Notwithstanding the confusion which prevailed in the meeting, it
was agreed that a pubiic discussion should take place. Since that time, the rules to
b‘e observed in debats, the propositions to be discussed, the choice ot chairmen, and
tae time and place of discussion, have been most amicably and satisfactorily agreed



7

npon by both parties. "T'lre Teasons which induced the Baptist Ministerial Conference
‘to accept the challenge given by the Rev. F. Evans may be inferred from their
-attachment to the principles which they were engaged in promulgating when the
‘challenge was given. "They are perfectly willing to submit the principles they
entertain in reference to the Voluntary principle and the Clergy Reserves, to the
test of public scrutiny, conscious that if they would not bear investigation—and that,
oo, of the most oritical and severe character, they could not be scriptural, nor
worthy .of further ‘countenance. Again, they conceived that such a discussion
ag the one proposed would bring before the public a great amount of important
information upon which they might rely, and that it would be the means of regulating
and establishing the public mind, ef preserving and extending the 1nfluenee of civil
-and religions liberty in the Province. Again, they could not but hope that te a certain
-extent, however hurble it might be, such a discussion would have a tendency to free
‘the Church of Christ from some of her earth-born entanglements, which impair bo th
her beauty and usefulness, and operate as hindrances to the fulfilment of our Lord’s
sublime prayer, that all His disciples might be visibly one, that the world might be
‘brought to believe in lim. These are some of the reasons that have prevailed with
them to accept the challenge of the Rev. F. Evans. And that this discussion might
not be regarded as too sectarian in its character, they have invited the co-operation of
several distinguished Clergymen of other denominations than their own. Consequently,
‘the Baptist Ministerial Conference and their kind and talented friends, stand before
‘you this day, prepared to defend the following propositions :—

1—That State endowments of Religion in any form are anti-Scriptural.

2—That governments are the result of human necessities, and not the agent or instrument
designed of God for the direct or ind:rect control of religious faith and opinion, which.
are to be baged on the Word of God only.

‘3—That the Voluutary principle in the Church, for its pecuniary support, has Christ’s express
sanction, and has proved adequate to all the necessities that have occurred for its
maintenance aud furtherance,

4—That the term “ Protestant Clergy,” used in the Imperial Statute of 1791, must have been
used in contradistinction to Roman Catholic, and not intended to be restricted in its
epplication to the Clergy of the English Church. That,the term ¢ Protestant Clergy,”
being intended to exclude Roman Catholics only, the settlement made by 3 and 4 Vic.,
was an act of injustice, and so far from being a ¢ompromise, was a fraud wpon those who
‘were Dot assenfing parties to the arrangement.

&--That the 57 Rectories were established in violation of the public faith, contrary to the
instructions of the Imperial Government, and at variauce with the oft-expressed wishes
of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Upper Canada. :

6—That the Imperial and Provincial Parliaments have power to appropriate the Clerﬁy
Reserves to any secular purpose that is adapted to promote the general welfare of the
Province, such as the secular education of the whole people.

7—That the Clerzy Reserves have proved a source of bitter contention to the variousreligious
' sects, diffused a blighting influence over the Churches which have participated in them,
and impeded Missionary enterprise, and the general good of the Province.
Cuatruan—It is your turn now, Mr. Evans, if you desire to make any further
oxplanation. Perhaps it may have been considered that it was my duty to interfere
before ; but I think that where difference of opinion arises, the most convenient way
i8 to reserve explanation until the close of the speaker’s observations.

Rev. F, Evans—It may be the better way merely to enter a protest against the
statement ; and if anything happen afterward that ought not to be admitted, to move
that it be expunged from the report. With reference to the excitement in the Baptist
‘Chapel, I do solemnly declare thatit was first produced by the marked personalities
with wnich I was attacked ; and with regard to my challenge, as it is called, I think
1t right to state that it was generally intended to apply to gentlemen of all denominations
who chose to take part in it.

Rev. Dr. Burns—Allow me one or two minutes to say that although I appear here
at the request of the Committee, as a member of the Free Presbyterian Synod of
Canada, it is perfectly understood that there are points on which our Synod, ‘as well
a8 the members of it who may be present, may not see their way to the conelusions that
are implied in the statements of either party. We agreo in the great principle of the
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appropriation ef the Reserves in a different way then that which has been hitherto
sanctioned.

Rev. F. Evans—Really, this is mogt irregular.
CaamrmaNn—Order.

Rev. Dr. Burss—Allow me just to say that 1 do this to exculpate myself from the
charge of having accepted the invitation on the grounds, out and out, of the frisnds
with whom I ara associated. I come to plead exclusively for the abolition of the
Rectories.

Crarrmas—I am afraid that 1 cannot allow this to go any further. These maters
must be explained and agreed upon between yourselves~—that is, the parties who are
to engage in the disoussion. If these explanatory speeches were allowed here, a great
deal of wnnecessary discussion would take place, and the matter would never be
brought to a close.

Rev. Dr. Burss—The arrangement you suggest has taken place already. lhave
given all the explanation I desire to give. I was anxieus to takg) my seat here'on
understood grounds, to save myself from being charged with inconsistency in anything
1 may afterwards say.

The Court-House being now crowded, and the heat excessive, a motion was
made for an adjournment to a neighouring grove, where a platform and a large

range of seats had been prepared. This was objected to, however, and was finally
overruled.

The Cuarrman having read the first proposition on the Voluntary side,

Rev. A. Duncax rose to commence. He said—I rise under a pressure of feeling
which perhaps it wonld be burdensome for you to listen to, or for me to attempt t¢
describe. I feel, as my brethren around me no doubt feel, that to us is t.hls day
committed & most important trust—namely, to defend the truth of God against the
influences and traditions of men, And feeling the importance of the position that we
occupy—our respousibility to the churches, and our higher responsibility to the Saviour,
I am disposed to hope that every word that is uttered will be spoken with becoming
reverence, and under the influence of a holy feeling. In ihe first place, I shall be
permitted to assert the supremacy of the Word of God is absolute in this discussion.’
‘Whatever may be the authenticity and the authority of documents, and historical
evidences, and acts of parliament, our great statute book here must be the statute
book of Heaven; and wherever the authority of man has interfered—whether with
the best intentions or in carrying out a subtle policy—with the statutes of the Lord
Jesus Christ, we are bound to maintain the one, and to pray God that the other may
be withdrawn. We have a positive rule on this point in Deuteronomy, 18 ¢hap., v
18 and 19, where speaking of one that was to succeed Moses, the Lord says: ‘I
will raise them up a prophet from among their brethren like unto thee, and I will put
my words in his mouth, and he sha:l speak unto them all that I shall command him.
And it shall come to pass that whosoever will not hearken unto my words, which he
shall speak in my name, I will require it of him.” This shows the sanction and
authority with which Heaven accompanies the revelation of its own truth; and
wherever the LordJesusChrist uiters anything like a declaration or a guidance, human
wisdom in such circumstances will not be required or accepted. The supremacy
then, of Christ in His own church is, a truth on which all His servants delight
to dwell, and when grace is given, they rejoice in yielding obedience to Him..
‘We find in Matthew, ch. 17, v. 5, that *“ while He vet spake, behold a bright.
cloud overshadowed Him, and behold a voice out of the cloud which said, this-
is my beloved Son, in whom 1 am well pleased; hear ye Him.” It is evident
from this command of the Most High, that in all matters affecting the Church of
Jesus Chr.lst, we are to hear Him, and to hear Him alone. We are 1o know not
the good intentions of pious kings—we are to know not what may be deemed a
christian duty on the part of a nominally christian parliament, We are bound
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10 hear Christ. to the exelusion of the most pious monarch on earth, or the most
religious parliament in the world. When the Holy One says, “Hear ye Him,”
surely the inference is, that all other authority in matters of religion is exclyded.
‘We find in 20d Timothy, 3rd c. 16th v., that ** All Scripture is given by inspira-
tion of Grod, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction
in righteousness.,” ~We have here the same authority, reiterating its claims, and
this reiteration must exclude all interference with what springs from Heaven,
whether relating to matters within, or external to, the Church. In Revelations, c.
22, v. 18, it is written, “For I testify unto every man that heareth the words of
the prophecy of this book, if any man shall add unto these things, God shall add
unto him the plagues that are written in this book.” It is evident then, that state
churches have not the authority nor sanction of the Word of God; and we are
confined to God’s Revelation, and are bound to yield obedience to it in all its
universality—in all its claims, extensive or minute as.the case may be. When
we take this Word of God, then, and deliver it up to a Privy Council,or to a
Parliament, or to a pious Sovereign, we are abandoning our trust, and setting
aside the authority of God, and—it may be with the purest intentions—trusting
to the wisdom of men. State churches imply the exaction of taxes for their
erection, Whether in England, Scotland, Ireland, Canada, or any other British
Colony, the existence of a state church presupposes that the community are
bound to erect places of worship in connection therewith. But we learn from
Exodus, ¢. 35, vs. 4 and 5, that * Moses spake unto all the congregation of the
children of Israel, saying, this is the thing which the Lord commanded, saying,
take ye from among you an offering unto the Lord; whosoever is of a willing
heart let him bring it, an offering of the Lord ; gold and silver and brass.” The
effeets arising frow this request on the part of God, for rearing. His first house or
tabernacle, in this world, are set forth in the same book, ¢. 36, beginning at part
ot 3rd verse: ‘“ And they brought yet unto him free offerings every morning.
And all the wise men, that wrought all the work of the sanctuary, came every
man from his work which they made; and they spake unto Moses, saying, the
people bring much more than enough for the service of the work which the Lord
commanded to make ; and Moses gave commandment, and they caused it to be
proclaimed throughout the camp, saying, Let neither man nor woman make any
more work for the offering of the sanctuary. So the people were restrained from
bringing.” It is plain that these strong and explicit passages of the Word of
God have ever been overlooked or set aside, in all the arrangements of state
churches, whether in reference to rectories or to buildings of smaller pretensions.
It is not for me to echo the general and mourntul tirade, that the people have not
the faith now which they had formerly. It will be found that when faith is small
in the church, it is still less among the ministers. When there is a faithful
" ministry, there are always found to be a faithful (Feople; and when selfishness
and the corresponding passions in the human mind usurp the sway, and seek to
transfer the burdens of God’s house from the shoulders of believers to the states
of the world, it is because the clergy themselves have become weak in the faith
—because they have turned their eyes to the world, instead of the cross of the
Saviour. We know that the church is supported in Canada frem the Clergy
Reserves, the exact bearings of which will be pointed out by succeeding speakers,
It appears to me that those who lay claim to the historical verity of an apostolical
succession, certainly ought to be clothed with apostolical authority and shine
forth brightly as apostolic examples, We know that even tithes in the Old Tes-
tament Church depended not upon the sword, but upon the power of faith in the
soul. In Proverbs, c. 3, it is said, *“ Honor the Lord with thy substance, and with
the first fruits of all thine increase: so shall thy barns be filled with plenty, and
thy presses shall burst out with new wine.” And in Malachi, 3 c., “ Will a man
rob God? yet ye have robbed me. But ye say, wherein have we robbed thee ?
In tithes and offerings. Ye are cursed wilh a curse: for, ye have robbed me,
even this whole nation. Bring ye all the tithes'into the store house, that there
may be meat in mine house, and prove me now herewith, saith the Lord of Hosts
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if I will not open you the windows of Heaven, and pour you out a blessing, that
there shall not be room enough to receire it. And I will rebuke the devourer for
your sakes, and he shall not destroy thg fruits of your ground ; neither shall
the vine cast her fruit before the time in the field, saith the Lord of Hosts,
And all nations shall call you blessed: for ye shall be a del_xghtsom_e land,
saith the Lord of Hosts.” This shows the principle of free-will gﬁ"ermgs on
which the servants of God depended, even under the Old.Testamem dispensation,”
And in Luke, c. 10, we learn that the apostolic instructions were: ¢ After these
things the Lord appointed other seventy also, and sent them two and two before
His face, into every city and place whither He himself would come. Tnerefore,
said He unto them, the harvest truly is great, but the laborers are few: pray ye
therefore, the Lord of the harvest, that he would send forth laborers into his
harvest, Go your ways: behold I send you forth as lambs among wolves. Carry
neither purse, nor scrip, nor shoes; and salute no man by the way.” Let me
then ask, who are the successors of the apostles? Are they those men who go
forth in entire dependence upon the promise of the Most High, that all their
earthly wanjs will be supplied, and remembering the command that they areto
serve Him, and rely on Him, only ? or are those to be regarded as the successors
of the apostles who keep the gospel quietly in their own souls until the govern-
ments of this world make arrangements for their temporal support? Undoubtedly
the statutes of Heaven are in contradiction to the statutes of this world; and
truly Christ might say, looking over this assembly and the propositions before us,
“When the Son of Man shall come, will he find faith on the earth ?’ How did
the voluntary prineiple work in reference to those who were first sent forth to
preach the gospel. We have an answer in Luke, c. 22, v. 35: “ And He said
unto them, when I-sent you without purse and serip and shoes, lacked ye any
thing? And they said, nothing.” This declaration is most important, proving.
as it does that—the voluntary principle is perfectly able to sustain itself where- ;
ever there are those who will receive the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ into
their souls. 'What is the gospel of Christ? Itis pardon for our sins, and the
indweliing of the Holy Spirit to purify our hearts, and to sanctify our souls.
And think you that those that have received this gospel of love into their souls,
and the well-spring of water into their hearts, springing up into eternal life—I
ask, will those who have received this Divine principle nourish in their mind the
selfish principle, which says, “I will knock at the door of a human government,
and plead that Christ’s ambassadors be fed, and clothed, and housed, out of the
general taxes of the land?” Such an one will rather say, “The Lord has
redeemed my soul, and washed it in the blood of the Lamb, and I will glorify’
Him by giving of my substance to sustain his servants in their work, indepen-
dently of any human’government.” Such, it seems to me, is the result of the
spirit 9f faith, working by love, in the mind. Such is the great vital prineiple
of Scripture, which we are called upon this day to preach and proclaim, and 10,
exemplify in our own persons. I hope that the day of Goospel light is dawning
upon this portion of the world; that the time when professed followers of Christ
trust for support to the arm of flesh, and can stand and see the sword unsheathed
that His ambassadors may be fed and clothed, will pass away; that men will
arise full of the Holy Ghost, with the Word of God in their hands, and the sacred
principles of the gospel deeply seated in their hearts; and that these will feel it
1o be an honorable and a holy calling to go forth inlo the wilds of Canada to
preach'the gospel of pardon and peace to guilty sinners, and t> stand strong in’
the faith of the Lord Jesus Christ.” A preacher of this class will say, ¢ Brethren,
1t 1s mot your goods I seek, but the salvation of your immortal sonls.” He will
be an ambassador of Christ, perhaps clothed in rags—perhaps, dishonored by the
world,—it may be, having an obscure dwelling—but nevertheless having his-
name written in the Laml’s Book of Life. The apostles worshipped in an upper
Chambgr: they went forth hungering and thirsting after the Spirit of the Living
God; like their Divine Master, they often had no where to lay their heads; they
were taught to drink out of the cup of His humiliation and suffering. And itis’
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| only this gospel, full of life and power, in the souls of the ambassadors of Christ’

: that can over awe the wiciedness of this world, and cheer, enhighten and elevate
the lost sheep of the House of Israel. With the Bible in our hands, and this
gospel in our hearts, we can say to the king upon the throne, “ We are under the
government of the Lord Jesus Christ;” and ean say to those that hold the na-
tional purse, “ We have no claim upon it, and were you disposed to offer to us a
modicum of your revenue, we should abjure it, because Christ has promised that
He will be with us to the end ot the world.”

Rev. G. BeLr—I was very happy indeed to hear the opening remarks of my
reverenc. friend who has just sat down, because of the great stress which he laid
upon the supremacy of Seripture in this matter. Proceeding to the subject which
is more immediately before us, I maintain the scripturalness of a state endow-
ment of religion, on the great principle of the supremacy of Christ Jesus over
the nations of the world, as well as over individuals.” The Word of God
expressly declares in the book of Proverbs, c. 8, v. 15, “ By me, kings reign and
princes decree justice;” and it does appear to me that the inference to be drawn
from this is, that thepeople of a nation have a right to expect thatthey shall be
ruled in accordance with the Word of God. They have a right to expect that
those principles which the Bible lays down, shall be acted upon by their rulers,
as well as that they shall act upon them in the obedience which they render to
those rulers. Notice another of the declarations of Scripture on this point in the
2nd Psalm, v. 10: “ Be wise now, therefore, O, ye kings; be instructed ye judges
of the earth.,” This is a plain declaration that kings and rulers shall 100k to the
‘Word of God for instruction as to their duties. Then, again, in Jegemiah, c. 10,
our Lord is called by the title, * King of nations;” in the 89th Psalm, v. 27, it is
said, “I will make him my first born, higher than the kings of the earth,” or
as it is often translated, " Most High, above the kings of the earth;” and in
Revelations he iscalled, “ The Prince of the kings of the earth,” and the “King
of kings, and Lord of lords.” All these passages shew most conclusively that
the rulers of this world are under the law of Christ, as much as the individual
christians of which the christian church consists. If an individual, then, has a
moral responsibility owing to his position in this world, so have communities, so
have the governments of nations as the organs of the communities over whom
they rule. That this is an evident truth, in accordance with Scripture, we learn
from the circumstance that moral characters are ascribed to nations and commu-
nities in Scripture. 'We read, for instance, of “a righteous nation,” ‘an
ungedly nation,” and so on; showing that there is a national and official respon-
sibility and moral character, and, as a necessary consequence to be deduced from
this, the possibility of national and official sin against Christ as the King of
nations. The great duty of rulers, then, I presume all will admit, is, the glory
of God; but on this I do not now enter, as it will be discussed afterward. God
has expressly declared, “ The kingdoms and nations that shall not serve me shall

erish,” 1f we seek an illustration of this truth, we find it in the 5th prophecy of

aniel, vs. 22 and 23, where a message is sent to Belshazzar: “ And thou his son,
0, Belshazzar, hast not hambled ¢hine heart, though thou knewest all this; but
hast lifted up thyself against the Lord of Heaven; and they have brought the
vessels of his house before thee, and thou and thy lords, thy wives and thy con-
cubines, have drunk wine in them ; and thou hast praised the gods of silver and
gold, of brass, iron, wood and stone, which see not, nor hear, nor know: and the
God in whose hand thy breath is, and whose are all thy ways, hast thou not
glorified.” The manner in which the King of Heaven was not glorified by Bel-
shazzar was by his taking the vessels that belonged to the temple of God—the
chureh—and applying them to secular purposes; a lesson surely, and an example
to modern rulers, who would take the property of the church and apply it to-
secufar purposes—no matter what those secular purposes may be. Further, it
is upon this principle alone, I conceive, that a missionary of the eross of Christ
has a right to go to a hostile shore, to preach the gospel. "Were he not to go upon
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- {his principle~were he torbidden to enter a country, and threatened with punish.
ment if he preached the gospel there,—I cannot see how he could do otherwjse,
consistently with his duty, than submit, unless he had this hxghgr authority an&
felt on the authority of Scripture that nations are bound to receive the gospel~
that they are bound as communities to submit themselves to the command §f
Christ, and therefore that he is sustained by a higher law than the law qt' natjon,
I look upon all the commands of God—the whole decalogue—as obligatory.tn
kings and governments of all kinds; and if so, t-hen.the first and second com-
mandments are obligatory upon them—thereby making it necessary that the
should make a public profession of religion, and—as a necessary consequei
flowing from this—that it js their duty to support the chnrch of Christ. The
Guestion is not if it be the duty of a state to establish and support z_nalse religion,
but if it be the duty of a state to endow and support the true religion. It isno,
it it be the duty of the church to seek alliance with governments that are immo-
ral—with the world that lieth in wickedness; but if it be the duiy of the church
to seek alliance with, and endowments from, a christian government—one that
recognizes in all things the ordinances of God. The yuestion is, if it be the duty
of a state to afford positive favor and support, or merely to give negative protec-
tion. It is not if the church can exist without state endowments, tor this we.all
admit; but if it be the duty of the state—the non-performance of which is the
commission of sin against Christ—to extend endowments and favor to the church.
And lastly, it is not if the state have authority in the church, for that we do not
admit; but if the state have authority to make arrangements with respeét to the
outward support and comfort of the church. Having laid down these principles,
then, I say, thg supremacy of Christ Jesus involves the duty of recognizing him
as the appointed head over all things; and it becomes-the duty of those who are
under his authority to support and sustain in every possible' way the gospel of
Christ in the world. Surely, then, states have some means of serving the
interests of the gospel. The Word of God expressly declares that the civil ruler
is designed to be a minister of good, and a terror to the evil. Surely, the gospel
is something that is good. Surely, offences against the gospel are something that
is evil. Our opponents must show, then, that the gospel is not good, before they
can show that governments have nothing to do with it; and on the other hand
they must show -that offences against the gospel are not evil, before they can
shew that the state has nothing to do with them. Upon two reasons, then, ]
would ground my argument for the scripturalness of the civil establishment and
civil endowment of the church: first on the example, and second, on the: predic-
tions, of Scripture. First, of the example. The Jewish Church existed in the
Jewish nation. There was there a union of church and state, although the
peculiar provinces of the church and state were separate and distinet. ~There
were separate tribunals and separaie rulers over the civil and over the ecclesias-
tical affairs of the church and nation. There was a legal countenance and
endowment given to religion, showing necessarily that-it cannot be wrong {0
give one or the other the legal countenance and endowment which were given
and continued with the expressed approval of God, The ceremonial observances
of the Jews ‘have passed away, but the lessons which are to be derived from
them, are still ours; and thus the apostle-—although the christian ministry is
essentially different from the Levitieal priesthood-—argues for the necessity of
supporting the christian priesthood, from the nature of the support rendered to
the Levitical priesthood.” The judgments which descended upon Israel were
different from ‘the ']udgments that may come upon us, yet they are an example to
us. That which is moral—which existed as moral amongst the Jews—is still to
remain. It was in force before the Mosaic rites, and continues afterward. - The
moral prineiple is not dependent on the mere concomitant circumstances of the
ceremonial law.' It.xs the same in all the degrees of the church’s developmernit—
under the Mosaic dispensation, and under the complete development of Christ.
But, again, the Old Testament Church was not a mere ceremonial thing. ~The
established church of Israel was not merely ceremonial; and the conduet
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solemnly enjoined and pursued in building or repairing the House of o, .=
eonduct which commends itself to the heart of every man, as worthy of all time
and of every country. And when Jehosaphat sent forth teachers throughout the
whole land to teach the Word of God, the result was that the blessing of God
descended in a most emphatic manner upon the land. That was an example
that was not ceremonial-—an example for state systems of education atthe present
day, of which religion should form an essential part, and without which, a systetn
of education would be a curse and not a blessing to a people. The system of
religion as established amongst the Jews was intended to be a witness to the
world ; and if the civil establishment of religion were an error, that very estab-
lishment was fitted in the fullest manner to perpetuate that error in the minds of
all the mations of the world. The state of Israel had, then, laws respecting
religion—laws which came from God, and which were therefore true and right.
But there are other examples besides the Jewish, about which there can be no
question, in eonnection with eeremonial things. I weuld allude to the case of
Cyrus, who issued a proclamation deelaring that the temple of God in Jerusalem:
should be built; and further, to the example ot Darius. In Ezra, c. 6. we find a
proclamation for carrying out the former proclamation of Cyrus, and further
appropriating the tribute of a certain portion of the empire for the purpose of
carrying out this object of building the temple at Jerusalem. In Ezra,e. 7, we
find another proclamation of Artaxerxes in which he, in the first place, appoints
voluntary contributions to be made to carry out this object, which was to receive
supplementary aid from the public treasury,—precisely in the way in which the
Clergy Reserves are appropriated now in this country. In the second place, {
rest my argument on the predictions whieh are given in the Word of God of the
support and endowment of the Chureh of Christ by civil governments. Thus, in
the 52nd Psalm, vs. 10 and 11: *“ The Kings of Tarshish and of the Isles shall
bring presents: the Kings of Sheba and Seba shalloffer gifts. Yea, all kings shalt
fall down before Him ; all nations shall serve him.” And in Isaiah, c. 49; v. 23:
* And kings shall be thy nursing fathers, and their queens thy nursing mothers.”
‘We frequently hear in the present day that the whole duty of civil governments
—aye, of a christian government—is to leave the church alone. T ask, what
parent, having a proper sense of parental responsibilities, would consent to leave
the bringing up of his children to a nurse whose highest sense of duty was, that
she should leave the children alone 7 In Ezekiel, c. 45, v. 17, we read: * And it
shall be the Prince’s part to give burnt efferings, and meat offerings and drink
ufferings, in the feasts, and in the new moons, and in the sabbaths, in all solem-
nities of the House of Israel: he shall prepare the sin offering, and the meat
offering, and the burnt offering, and the peace offerings, to make reconciliation
tor the House of Israel.” In Daniel, e. 7, v. 14, it is declared : *“ that all people,
nations and languages should serve” Christ, I wish to notiee the word people.
1t may be said that this term is applied only to people individually, but when it
is foliowed by the word nations, 1t is evident that reference is made, not to the
people individually, but to the people in their corporate eapacity ; so that while
tie people individually are to serve Christ, the nation, as a nation, under the
christian church, are also to serve him. In Revelations, c. 11, v. 15, we read :
“ There were great voices in Heaven, saying, the kingdors of this world are
become the kingdoms ot our Lerd and of his Christ, and be shall reign for ever
and ever.” This speaks not of the people of this world, but of the kingdoms;
showing that the kingdoms, as such, are bonnd to become the kingdoms of Christ.
in Revelations, ¢. 21, v. 27, it is said, that “the kings of the earth do bring their
glory and bonor-unto it,” that is, unto the christian church. Besides these passa-
wes, frequent mention is made of nations, and of the services which they are
to render to the ehurch; but to these I cannot now more particularly reter. It
must be acknowledged by all then, that there was once a pecuniary provision
which conld not be withheld from the church, without violating the law of God,
and subjecting the people,so doing to civil coercion. If this be forbidden in the
New Testament, show us the probibition. Until the prohibition be shown, thut
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the same principle ought now toregulate human governments v?hich -regu:late&
human goveinments then, A nation is bound to profess the religion of Christ, if
it be trae that there is such a thing as a moral responsibility connected with that
nation or community. Does not every one admit that a necessary concomitant
10 the profession of the truth of the gospel s, that pecuniary support dis a duty
incambent on the professor? If .a nation then, profess the gospel of Christ, itis
bound to contribute to the pecuniary support aad diffusion of the gospel, The
christian religion is fitted to do all for a nation, in all its interests, social, political
and religious. In all its interesis, religion does much—we may say, does every-
thing—for a nation. Surely, it is net inconsistent with Scripture that a nation
should do something to support and diftuse that which does all for dt. If the
kings of the earth are the nursing fathers of the church, and the queens of the
earth its narsing mothers, I think that not mere teleration is implied, but autho-
ritative protection of the true religien. The idea that all creeds are alike, and:
that all religions are alike, 4s an idea springing from heathen sources, and is one
of moiern invention, The equality of all belief, whether true or false, is not a
principle which is to be found in the Word of Ged at all. It will be said that
the recipients of the benefit. are those who are to contribute to the support of the
gospel. True, and it is because a nation as a nation receives benefits{rom chris-
tianity, that the natien is beund to contribute to its pecuniary support.

[Time expired.]

Rev. T. WinTerBoTHAM— We are discussing the important question, whether
state endowments of the christian religion.are scriptural or anti-scriptural. My
young brother who has last spoken, supposts the scriptural foundation of state
churches. Lec us examine the arguments upon which he has based this plea.
The first is, the supremacy of Christ the Son .of God, over-all nations and king-
doms. Now I contend that the supremacy ef .Christ completely overturns all .
state religions, because he is the King of kin‘gs, and the Lord.of lords; and the
responsibility of kings to Him is just the same as that of the beggar., The
kings of the earth who stand at the head of national .churches, assume the
prerogatives of the Son.of God, and are called heads of the church. Therefore,
if the supremacy of Christ is to be carried out te its full exteat, state churches
and state endowments can have no existence. Qur young brother’s second
argument for state churches and state esdowments, was drawn frem the Jewish
church —the Jewish establishment—under the Old Testament. But let me
remind this andience that there is a perfect and an obvious difference hetween the
nation of the Jews, and all nations that now exist beneath the sun. 'The nation
of the Jews was the chuarch, and the church was the nation. This cannot be
asserted of any nation now. The nation of Israel was the chureh of God, and
God was the lawgiver; but now, human kings and human parliaments are the
lawgivers. The church of Israel had an endowment annexed to it, but it was by
the auathority of God. New, national endowments are by the authority of men.
'The tithes and the endowments under the @1d Testament, were given to the tribe
of Levi, instead of the inheritance which:ithey had given up. They received no
inheritance, and therefore they had the tithes in lien of it. 'Whe.amongst the
bishops, and archdeacons, and rectors of the state-endowed church of the present
day, has given up ar inheritance, for the clergy reserves or for any ether of the
privileges that they enjey? I observe, again, that the endowments of the Jewish
church were not enforced by coercion. Our brother has asserted that they were,
but no instance can be brought to sustain his assertion, The obligation to pay
tithes and bring first fruits rested between God and tire people alene. There was
no magistrate to persecute,—no constable to haul away te prison those who did
not pay,—no soldier to shoot down the widew that could not raise the necessary
tithe, as at Rathcormac. No coercjon of this pature existed in the ancient church
of Israel; and beside this, we say that the whole structure of the Jewish church
was completely different from the existing structures of the world, becanse no
human wisdom or authority was then permitted to legislate at all. The only
authority was that of God. He spake and gave the laws, But now, human-
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parliaments speak and give the laws. God commanded ‘the rituals and the pay-
ment ol the tithes. He alone exercised prerogative over all—kings, and judges,
and priests and people; and I-want to know if this is so now. Look at Canada.
Does not our respected Governor General appoint the rectors? Does he not
exercise in church affairs a direct authority? “This was not the case in Old
Testament times. God then commanded who should be priests, and he prescribed
their duties; and therefore, onr brother’s argument from Jewish customs falls
dead to the ground—particularly when we remember that all the Jewish customs
were wiped away when the Son of God came to establish the,gospel church. He
put aside the former dispensation and established the present, The Jewish
church and customs having accomplished their object, the New Testament
church has been established. . Where, then, is the authority of state endowments?
‘Where are the commands to establish national churches? Absent entirely.
‘We have no law to enact them—no rules to regulate them. Our young brother’s
argument for state churches and state endowments was drawn, in the third place,
from the example of Cyrus, and Darius, and Artaxerxes, and the building of the
temple at Jerusalem after the Babylonish captivity. 'When I heard this argu-
ment, I thought that our young friend felt himself in a dilemma when he found
it necessary to go into heathen countries for an example for christian practices,
and christian order, and christian state chnrches: and I thought, moreover, that
the example was a little wide of the mark. Butthe facts concerning Cyrus, and
Darius, and Artaxerxes are all the same. It was the decree of Cyrus that the
temple at Jerusalem should be built, and why ? Because that wicked nation had
robbed the Jews; they had stolen the utensils of the temple—they had desolated
the country of Judea—and Divine Justice demanded that recompense should be
made to the injured Israelites by the rebuilding of their temple; and this was
the sum of their whole proceeding. Let, then, those who plead for mational
churches proceed upon the same prineiple. Let them go and pay back the spoils
of the church-rates in England. Let them pay back the spoils of the annuity-
tax in Edinburgh. Let them make recompense for the ruinous consequences of the
tithe system in lreland. Having done this, they will be able to say that they had
imitated the example of Cyrus and Darius, and, further, that they have done a’ good
work. My arguments to prove that state endowments of religion are absolutely
anti-scriptural ;in every sense, are the following : Because state endowments are
at variance with the equitable discharge of the duties of civil magistrates in nations.
Every magistrate is to do justice to all, and the magisirate who takes from me and
gives to Brother Evans .is not a just magistrate at all. Experience shows that state
endowments, followed out to all their legitimate consequences, interfere with the
proper execution of justice and equity in all the dealings of men, in regard to life,
liberty, and estate. All these proceedings, or interference, by the magistrate, are
wicked ; and therefore I say that state endowments teach magistrates to sin, because
they:take the goods of some people, to support the religion of other people. Thus, in
Canada, the clergy reserves are given to support the churches of England and
Scotland, while other religious bodies have no chance of being placed on an equality ;
and I eay, therefore, that the magistrates are guilty of the sin of injustice, and that
this guilt is traceable to the influence of state endowments.

The Crsrman—I don’t think that this is relevant. 1 hope that the speaker will
-confine himself to argument on the question before us.

Rev. T. WinterBoTHAM—I contend that the seriptures do not sanction injustice
by the magistrate in anything, and that endowments which teach magistrates to be
wicked, are anti-scriptural. If you can pronounce that irrelevant, Mr. Chairman,
you may. 1In the second place, I argue that state endowments of religion are not
scriptural because they place civil rulers in a false position. State endowments have
introduced a system into the British Empire which places rulers and parliaments in
the place of God. Ispeak this with reverence. These powers pass acts of parliament
setting forth what the church shall do—what the bishops shall do—what the rectors
shell do. The Church of England must, then, obey the Parliament of England,
although that body is composed. of wicked men—a great number of them, Iam sorry
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to say, being infidels, and others libertines. To these wicked men, nieeting s
London, the Church of England is subject : she must obey all that they enact, "She
dare not disobey their enactments, now, I say, a system that leads to wickednesslike
this, can never be justified by the Word of God. In the third place, 1 maintsin that
state churches are repugnant to God’s word because they lead to violence and perse.
cution. Show me an endowed church in the last 1500 years, that has not beena
persecuting church—from the Roman Catholie, which is the worst state endowsd
church, to the church of Scotland, which is the best, show me a single endowed
church that has not been a persecuting church. So far as the Roman Catholics are
concerned, all know that their church has been a persecuting one from the hour of its
birth, and that it will be so until its death. [Time expired.}

Rev. B. Croxys—TIt devolves upon me to meet, as far as time will permit, the
arguments which have been advanced by the two gentlemen on the other side. One
of those gentlemen pleaded from the scriptures of the old testament for the voluntary
principle, as that whieh existed in the Jewish churech. He quoted from Exodus, ¢.
35, where we read concerning the building of the tabernacle, to show that it was by
the voluntary contributions of the people that that work was executed. But whenwe
turn to the passage we find that this was by no means the case. The words are,
** This is the thing which the Lord commanded.”” The command of God goes first.
Is obedience to that command the purely voluntary principle of which these gentlemen
now speak ? It was God’s command that we should keep the Sabbath. Are ws
therefore to suppose that it is a voluntary act in us to kesp the Sabbath? In the
same chapter (Kxodus 35) we find 2 command given by Moscs that the Sabbath
should be kept as of God. The children of Israel were to keep the Sabbath, and
those who did not keep it were stoned to death. That is not much hke voluntaryism,
as explained to us by these gentlemen. 1In the same chapter, we have the command
of God that the children of Israel should bring of their substance to rear the temple.
Is that voluntaryism 7 We read that they did bring as they were commanded ; and
when enough was brought, they got the command to stop, and they ll stopped.
They were voluntary in stopping as well as in bringing, but all was done under the
command of Ged, who enforced it. If they had not obeyed 1t,’would they have been
cutirely harm!ess in the sight of God? Most assuredly not. As the sabbath. breaker
was stoned, so would have been those who did not bring of their substance to build
the tabernacle of the Lord, ~Again, tithes were not a voluntary offering altogether;
for if they were not brought in, pains and penalties were incurred, although one of the
gemlemen has sald that there was no pain or penalty. The soul that did nothing in
tithes was ** cut off”” from Israel. How was this done? We find in Exodusec. 3,
that if a man byoke the sabbath he was taken and stoned by the people. This was his
punishment because he had trespassed the command of God. That soul, then, was
“cut off”” frem lsrael. But all the arguments of the first gentleman tell against all
endowments, of every shape and form. We are here to-day speaking of state
endowments, and, assuredly, lif hie can prove that all endowments are wrong, stato
endowments must fall with the rest. What he said concoerning ministers of the
Gospel going forth, and not taking aid from the state, will tell equally against
ministers of the Gospel being supporred front any scuree—by any endowments
whatever. But how do people act in the present day 7 How do these voluntarics,
a8 they style themselves, act in this matter 7 When they send the Gospel to heathen
lands, how are the individuals who proclaim that Gospel supported 1 By those to
whom they minister 7 By the heathen, who have not yet reeeived the Gospel at their
hands? Why, 1 was reading but yesterday an account of Williams’s Missionary
labours in the Pacific, and know that this is not the case. Chrisuans in England
and elsewhere, by their contributions, raise meeans for endowing missions, aod send
forth missionaries, and supply evervthing necessarv for their aupport, while they
labour in the lands to which they aresent. Here, then, is the principle of endowment.
And if individual chrisiians in England may raise endowments for pious missionaries,
Why may not endowments be furnished in any other way by a Parliament or a Prince?!
Assuredly, if endowments may be employed for the glory of God, and aa the
instrumeut for making the Gospel of Christ known throughout the eanin. that is all
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that can be expected from them ; for endowments can do nothing to bring home the
Gospel to the hearts of men : That is the work of God’s Holy Spirit. He alone can
order the unruly wills and affections of men, and convert the sinner to the Saviour.
Fadowments are externals—instruments—means of conversion, and of bringing the
Holy Word of God within the reach and hearing of individuals; and if we are to use
‘endowments of individuals, assuredly we may use endowments of societies and states,
"The last gentleman spoke of a wicked parliament, sitting in London, and he said
that we are bound to obey that parliament. I hope sois he. I, at any rate, feel
bound to obey that parliament, or rather the law of the land, proceeding from them.
Bat with regard to anything that parliament can do to interfere with the spiritualities
of the church, we spurn their fnterference altogether. They cannot interfere with our
spiritual functions. They cannot make a minister. They may take a minister
already made, and may put him in a position where he can do the work of an
evangelist—where he can proclaim Christ to men—but they eannot make one. That
is the work of the church. Wae retain that in our own hands. No power on earth
can force our church to admit an improper man, They can take a man thus made
—thus having the seal and sanction of the church—thus independent of them—and
can place him in a particular position ; and while he works there, in that particular
calling, the state may support him, even as individuals et home may support a
missionary in the Sandwich Islands. But, again, the gentleman who has just sat down
“ has said that the system of endowments is wicked, because it makes the,magistrate
take from him something, and give that something to some one ‘else. This kind of
statement may do very well in popular assemblies, where, just at this moment, a
thing is spoken to produce effect, and draw forth a cheer, but it will not do with
reasoning men, when they go home and reflect. The’ll see thai it is a falsehood of
the grossest kind. No such thing as this is done. Drawing arguments as he does
fromm taxation at home, in Ireland, and tirroughout the continent, he fails altogether
when he comes to apply them here, because they are wide of the mark. We speak
not of taxation, of taking from him and giving to another; but we speak of that
which has been given, of that which has already been bestowed, which has been rightly
and justly, and legally bestowed, for the maintenauce of religion in this country; a
portion of which is taken by the state, and given to one denomination—and the
remaiader of which is offered to all other denominations. He says, other denomina-
tions Yo not get any. Itis offered to them, however. All know that there is a
certain’ portion of the proceeds of the sales of the clergy resefves remazining in the'
kands of government, of which all Protestant denominations in the country are invited
to partake. I may.be wrong, bat I think this is the case, and therefore it1s not fair—
it is what is vulgarly called clap-trap—to say that what is taken from him is given to
Brother Evans., Thatisnotdone. No injustice of the kind is perpetrated. Half of
the clergy reserves remain in the hands of government, and that gentleman may eome
and take a share if helikes. He says his conscience will not let him take any. His
consciencs, then, is to be the measure of my conscience; and if 1 conscientiously
believe that endowients ought to be furnished by the state for the maintenance of
religion, he comes, and with that liberty of conscience which he appears only to
kuow by name, he says, ¢ Ah, but your conscience shall have nothing to do with
the matter—mine shall govern.”” Such is the principle on which that gentlemen
would act [ am as folly persuaded in my consctence that endowments—whether
from individuale ar christian governments—for the maintenance of religious instruction,
are good and right, and lawful, as endowments for the maintenance of education—
nay, more so. If I am thus persuaded, ought I not as a British subject, to avajl
* myself of an endowment thatis already provided 7 Ought I not to do this as belonging
to a body who wish to see endowments employed in carrying the gospel throughout
the land. And, shall the censcientious convictions (for of course, convictions are
conscieutious) of any section of the community, be brought in as a measure of my '
feelings or of my actions on the subject? I think that 1rue liberty of conscience
should be allowed to each and to all in the country ; and as christian men, may we
notemploy the endawnents that may have been provided, and which aie as rightequa
as endownents springing from individuals—as righteous as the endowments eollected
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by the London Missionary Society, anq wh_ich, to their honour be it spoken—they
have so nobly employed in the dissemination of the Gospel throughout . the Souih
Sea Islands, and various other parts of the earth 7 This gentleman has alsp said that
the Levites gave up an inheritance, but that no bishops or rectors have given.upan
inheritance for what they now get. He must know that in this country every man’s
time is his money.  The inheritance which God has bestowed on me are my talents
—whatever they may be—and the education which brought these talents into the
market. 1f he had brought his great forensic talents into the market, might he not
have obtained a competency through means of them? Or might he not, by some
honest calling, earn sufficient to maintain and support him, by means of these talents?
But he gave them all vp—1 dare say exclusively—to the preaching of the Gospel, all
these powers he employs for the good of the church and the benefit of mankind—and
ought he not to receive sumethiag for his labour? He says the Levites gave upan
inheritance in the land. Waell, in the present state of this country—where there are no
great inheritances amongst us—are 1ol every man’s {ime and talents his inheritance?
1f we surrender these, and devote ourselves exclusively to the ministry ofthe Gospel,
assuredly the gentleman will not say we ought to labour with our own hands, at some
trade or calling, 10 order that we may support ourselves? Perhaps he does this—I
don’t know. Perhaps he receives nothing. Perhaps he does not get enough to
support him while he preaches the Gospel. We know he has a high scriptuoral ex-
dmple. The Apostle Paul, though he claimed the right of living by the Gospel—
1though he based this on law and example—though he said, they that preach the
Gospel should live by it even as they that practice any other calling ; yet still, be
wronght with his hands, that he might not be chargeble upon the churches, while
he proclaimed the Gospel amongst them. Thus, though he asserted his right toa
maintenance while he preached the Gospal, he did not use it. [Time expired.]

Rev. A. Duscan—Some remarks which dropped from my excellent friend, Mr.
Bell, are, 1 think, entitled to my notice, and I hope I heard him correctly enough to
be enabled to take down his words, or the purport of them. One is, that the state

"has no right to endow a false religion. He does not recognize in any state in the

world a right to endow a false religion. Of course, then, the state must have the
capacity, the discernment, and the power to establish the true religion. Presumuwg,
then, that the state to whizh we belong is the best in the world—and in my opinion it
is, for I think there is no presumption in believing that the Brilish nation have more
virtue, more intelligence, and more uprightness, than any other in the world—I am
vel unable to recognize in the British government either the spiritual discernment
to know the true religion from the false, or the capacity to establish the truth asit is
in Jesus, to the exclusion of that which is opposed to the religion ot Christ. Andas
I dg not recognize either in the British government, will he tell us to what other
country we are to look? 1 would not be to infidel France—it would not be to
superstitious and lethargic Austria—it would not be to any countrv that 1 know «f
on the Continent of Europe. Agam, he said, in another portion of his address, that
1o recogoize the equality of religious creeds is infidel. Now does he mean 1o charge
his own government with being an infidel government? It is a notorious fact that
they recognize Catholicism in Lower Canada, and give it full and complets sanction
as a civil establishment. 1t is as notorious that they recognize the Episcopal Church
of England, and give toit exclusive powers as an establishment, south of the Tweed.
1t is equally true that they recognize the Presbyterian Church of Scotland, and give
toit the exclusive powers of an establishment, north of the Tweed. Are'we tnen

to understond that these chuiches are all equally divine in their origin c’aqualh,"
apostolic in the administration of their authority, and equally sound in the great
{undamental doctrines of Jesus Christ? Yet, as I have said, we find the British
government standing on the same platform with Cathelicism, with Church of
Englandism, and with Presbyterianism, in different parts of the Empire ; and here
we find the same government willing to bestow the clergy reserves or{ Baptists,

Methodists, and on Free Churchmen, as well as on the Church of England axfd ‘h.;
Established Church of Scotland—inshort, ready to sanction every religiousydenomi‘-
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nation in Western Canada. They are willing to maintain denominations with or
withoit a creed. Liet me ask, is this anything like the recognition of the truth as’
it is in"Jesus Christ, on the part of the British government? We are told that if we

desire a portion of the reserves, it has been reserved for us, and can be had on
application. I repeat, then, my enquiry—where is the recognition of the principle
for which Mr. Bell contends, namely, that a nation has no right to establish the false
religion, but that it has the capacity to discover, and the authority to declare, which
inthe true church ? We find, then, that this darling principle—this principle which

is so dear to his own nature, and apparently so wrapped up in his christian affections
~is repudiated, in practice at least, if not in theoty, by the 'Bntish government. [t
is not for me to accuse the government. 1t is not for me to impute to men wrong or
bad motives in any sense ; but [ am at liberty to deplore their church policy, and [

pray daily that they may be restricted to their proper duties—namely, to defend the

country against foreign aggression, and to maintain equity and peace within her
‘borders; allowing the ark of God to be superintended and presided over by Christ,

who is King in Mount Zion. He, who is our great High Priest, declared that His
Kingdom is not of this world—that it is a spiritual kingdom, planted in the hearts of
believers, and nurtured and watered by the holy spirit—and that this divine principle,

planted by God in the souls of men who were once sinners bat are now saints, is
powerful enough to lead them to do all that is required to sustain His cause. In 1st
Corinthians, ¢. 9, it is written, ‘¢ Who planteth a vineyard, and eateth not of the fruit
thereof? or who feedeth the flock, and eateth not of the milk of the flock? Say I
these things as a man, or saith not the law the same also? For it is written in the

law of Moses, thou shalt not muzzle the mouth of the ox that treadeth out the corn.

Doth God take care of oxen. Orsaith he italtogether for our sakes?  For our sakes,

no doubt, this is written : That he that ploweth should plow in hope: and he that
thrasheth in hope should be partaker of hishope, 1f we have sown unto you spiritual

things, is it a great thing if we shall reap your carnal things? If others be partakers

of this power over you, are not we rather! Nevertheless, we have not used this

power ; but suffer all things lest we should hinder the gospel of Christ.” I apprehend

this is one ofthe passagesto which Mr. Cronyn referred. He referred also to Exodus,

c. 35. Did not God there cornmaud the voluntary principle ? Did God there command

oxpulsion? 1fI do not err greatly, God there gives a distinct command to Moses,

that he should cause to be proclaimed throughout the camp that *¢ whosoever was of
a willing heart” should bring an offering to the Lord—that God was ready to receive

these free will offerings, or, in other words, God was willing to recognize and receive

the fruits arising from the voluntary principle. And the people, in reply to the

command, brought more than enough, not only of rude materials to construct a house,

bat also of gold, and silver, and other valuable articles. I think, then, we may

safely affirm that the Word of God establishes and commands the voluntary

principle, and that compulsion is in no case enjoined to advance tha service of God.

[Time expired.]

Rev. G. BeL,—We have just heard a great deal about the voluntary prineiple.
In a certain point of view, I am just as ready to acknowledge the voluntary
principle as the rev. gentleman who has just sat down; but, at the same time, I
say thac that which is volantary is not always necessarily optional. It may be
voluntary : I trust that the obedience which the true believer renders to the law
of God is always voluntary; but it is not optional whether he render that obedi-
ence or not, ‘TFhis, I think, is a most important distinetion, which 'should not be
lost sight of; anl while we maintain the propriety of a legal provision for'the
support ot the christian church, in a pecaniary paint of view, at the same time,
that legal support may not necessarily be compulsory, Those,to whom allusion
has been made, the Jews, who contributed tothe building of the taberfiacle in the
wilderness—gave free-will offerings; and I trust that a free-will offering was also
given, when the British Government set apart the Reserves in this Provinece.
‘We claim no compulsion. So far as volantary contributions are concerned, we
claim no right of compulsion in a government, A government may do right or
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it may do wrong. ‘We assert (hat the principle of the endowment of religion is
scriptural, A government may not acknowledge this principle, but its scriptu-
ralness cannot be affected by that circumstance. The gifts of the state must of
course be voluntary, or they would nof be given at all. I would reply briefly te
what was said about the position of the state in endowing the true religion, "I
understood Mr. Dancan to say, that I had stated that an equality amongst creeds
was an infidel principle. I think I did not state this. Sofar as I recollect, the
words I used were, that this principle of the equality of creeds, and the equal
goodness of all religions, sprang trom a heathen source, or was of mocern inven.
tion, because it is not found in the Bible. I still maintain that a state has to do
with the true religion, in comparison with that which is false; and I maintain,
further, that civil governors, members of parliament, or kings, have every means
of knowing what the true religion is—just as private individuals have these
means. Civil governors are as deeply interested in discovering which is the true
religion as other persons, and their legislation in referenee to it can be open to no
further objections, than are urged against legislation on any other topic or concern
of life. It is not lefito opinion. The Word of God is given to tell what the true
religion is, and to this, rulers as well as other individuals have access. Itisob-
jected to the application of this principle, thatthe christian church is divided into
a greal number of sects, but I ask, what has caused this division ? It was rot
the Bible. 1Itis not state endowments, It is the sinfulness of man which still
remains in the heart, even when that heart is under the influence of the Spirit of
God. Itisthe remaining sinfulness of the human heart which causes divisions
in the Chureh of Christ; and I maintain that it is entirely apart from the argu-
ment to take that which exists owing to man’s owa wickedness, and assign it as
a reason why the government of a country should not do the duty which the
supremacy of Christ requires that government to do. References have been
made to government endowing Popery in Lower Canada. It is well known to
the persons who make that reference, and to all present, that we do not approve
of the government endowing popery, and we hope—and earnestly hopc—that the
time may soon come when a change in this respect shall take place. What i
the government of this or any other country may not be doing their duty—may
be acting inconsistently with their duty ? This does not impair the validity of
the principle by which they are bound to act; and it is the duty of the christian
church to labor and pray that the state, and all in authority, may be brought to a
sense of duty, and led to act in accordance with it. A general éendowment of all
that is right and all that is wrong, is a principle which 1 do not recognize
whether it be acted on by the present Canadian Governmen: or not. Ido not
believe that that is the principle on which they act. But if it be, jt merely re-
moves the difficulty one step further back : instead of overthrowing our argament
it simply shows that that government are not doing their duty. It does not alter
the nature of their cuty. I maintain from the positive declarations of Seripture
which I before adduced, that it is incumbent on the government to endowpand
couulenance, 214 support the Church of Christ in the Iand. [ speak not of sects
bat of the Charch of Christ. 1t may be said that the christian church existel at
the earliest perivd without state endowments. This may be true: but it does not
necessarily follow that it ought always to exist so. If this be a sound argument
in favor of the voluntary principle, it is an equally sound argument to sﬁ. that
the church sBould always exist in a state of persecution. It existed the)n’ ina
state of persecution as well as purity; and if it be argued that it should exist
without legal support and countenance, because it so e;isted in Apostoli timpé
it may with equal force be argued, that we should seel persecuti%n in g der 10
put the church in its true position. ‘With respect to what was said abo trC ]
aad other kings of Persia, I did not go to them for the purpose of Iealm"u yhat
should be the duty of a christian ruler, but I went to them to show that n ‘l‘: we
maintain as a principle that a government is bound to be clristian a:d lbei
cbristian, is bound to act up to the precepts of the gospel in suppnrtiné' the’gos'l;egl
. we at the same Lime contead that if the government is not conducted strictly‘iﬁ
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accordance with these principles, the church has a perfect right to receive pecu-
niary support from that government. Cyrus and Darius were not christian
rulers. ' They were not rulers in accordance with the revealed will of God, as it
was then; but when they were willing to devote these tributes out of the revenues
of the empire, to the support of the true religion, the church of God accepted it.
And in like manner, I maintain, that it is the right and duty of government to
act on christian prineiples; but supposing the government does not act strictly in
accordance with these principles, there is nothing wrong in the Church of God
accepting pecuniary support from that government.

Rev. W. Berrripee—I rise to introduce and support the second proposition,
which is as follows:
2—That the State being a divinely appointed instrument for the promotion of the glory of
God and the welfare of mankind, is bound to acknowledge, protect, and support the
Chur&(:jh, but that in the discharge of this duty the rights of conscience are to be held
‘Bacred.

On eutcring upon the consideration of a topic like this, our primary care
should be to define the terms that are used in the discussion. Before going any
further, therefore, I will take the liberty very briefly to define the term “state,”
adopting as my authority an individual who enjoys an European reputation—{
mean Vattel, author of the *“Law of Nations,” who defines a state to be ¢ A
moral person who possesses an understanding and will peculiar to hersef, and is

susceptible of obligations and rights.” ‘ A nation, while she acts in c.mmon or
in a body, is 2 moral person, who is not less obliged than any individual to obey
the laws of nature (and its author.)” * That moral person resides in those, who

are invested with the public authority, and represent the entire nition.” * Whether
this be the Common Council of the nation, an aristocratic body or a monarch,
this eondurtor, 1epresentative, or monarch, is indispensably obliged to obey. “A
nation ought to be pious. The superiors entrusted with the public affairs should
constantly endeavor to deserve the approbation of their Divine Sovereign, and
whatever they do in the name of the state, ought to be regulated by this grand
aim.” “If all men are bound to serve God, the entire nation, in her national
capacity, is doubtless obliged to serve aud honor Him.” It will be admitted that
these are the principles of natural religion. They are the principles by which
men regulate their conduct, and they evidently show to us that a nation derives
its existence originally from God—that a nation is bound to consult the honer
and glory of God—that a nation is respcnsible to God for its actions—that a
nation is as responsible for its collective acts, as an individual is for his individual
acts. It will be allowed, further, that if a state is bound to serve and to honor
God~to recognize His authority—it must be the same whether that authority
be suggested by the law ot nature, or whether it be by the revealed law. I mean
by this, that a state is bound to acknowledge and obey the Revelation of Jeho-
vah, in which a state will find principles laid down for its guidance. I here
feel that T am entering ground which my friend Mr. Bell has just traversed, bat
the subjects are so closely related that I find I cannot sustain my argument
without in some measure going back to the very position which he has occupied.
A state recognizing the Revelation of God, will there find a distinct statement
of some of its duties, and of the duties of its subjects. To a few of them I will
refer. It is distinctly declared by the Apostle, that “ The powers that be are or-
dained of God,” and, moreover, that the state is ** A minister of God for good”
to the subjects of that state—also, that it is “ a minister of vengeance, to execute
wrath on those that commit evil.” We find, moreover, that all pgwer belongeth
10 God; and if all power belongeth to Him, it is a talent entrusted to the possessor
of that power; and the possessor of any talent, any blessing, which God in his
providence or grace bestows, must be employed to the honor of God. God
declares that the silver and gold are His, and the cattle upon a thousand hills.
In a word, all things are Jehovah’s. All things, then, are to be made to subserve
the honor and glory of God—whether possessed by a state or an individual.
‘Whatever may be the possessions, power, or influence, that power, that influence,
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those possessions, arc derivable immediately from God. The state owes these
talents and powers immediately to God, and I think the conclusicn very obvious
and certain, that they must be employed to subserve the honor and glory of God.
I argue not the Divine appointment of a state, because I think, our friends oppo-
site do not deny it. I passon to the end for which the state is appointed; and
that, we are told, in the preposition, is the welfare of man. Thatis one-of the
designs for which the state is a minister of God for good to-the subjects of God
—that is, in the terms of the proposition, for * the welfare of mankind.” There
can be no doubt of this. Bat the question now recurs, what are we to understand
by the term welfare? I shall only ask our friends on the other side, whether it
would be possible for them to find any declaration in Scripture that would exclu-
sively confine the talents, the power, the possessions of the state, to the furtherance
of the temporal good of its subjects? Because on this, the whole hangs. We
must, then, appeal to the law and to the testimony—to the law of Revelation, in
which the Lord distinctly declares to us what is the duty of a state. That law
reveals to us that there is one thing especially needful for the welfare of man,
and that is, the knowledge of that truth and revelation of which we are now
speaking. I say, then, with Mr, Bell, that the state is bound to know what is
good. If a state is the minister of God for good, and the executor of wrath—of
vengeance—on those that are evil, it necessarily follows that the state must know
what is good and whatis evil; otherwise, now can it reward the good and punish
the evil? The question then, legitimately arises, are we to take the varying
standurd of the world as to what is good or evil? 1 think that our friends oppo-
site would not like to do that. They will agree with us that there is only one
standard, and that is, God’s Word: to that we must make an ultimate appeal.
I do submit, then, that the state is bound to know that Revelation—that the state
is bound to consult that Revelation, in order that it may know how to reward the
good and punish the evil.  Here, then, we see, that a state must immediately
conform to the will of God, which is the nltimate law of its actions. There are
three methods by which the welfare of man may be promoted and maintained:
these are, first, by military force, secoadly, by penal laws, thirdly, by the influ-
ence of religion.  Now our friends on the opposite side are perfectly willing that
we should employ mililary force, to keep the subjects of a state in obedienee to
i*s laws: they do not deny that some force of this kind is necessary in dealing
with those who rebel against the laws of the land. They are perfectly willing,
also, to see this Court-house employed in enforcing laws—to see a gentleman
sitting on the bench in the capacity of a judge, to execute vengeance against
those who violate the laws of the land. They are willing to go thus far. Bat
when we come and tell them that we conceive that there is another thing where-
by the state may be enabled to regulate its affairs, and keep its subjects under its
control and authority, in perfect obedience, not only to its own laws, but to those
which are superior—namely, the laws of God—these gentlemen demur, and are
not willing that the state should oceupy this position. It seems to me that this is
an extraordinary view which our friends take of the means that may be em-
pl?ved for the well governing of a state—that it may employ means of coercion
and penal enactments, but that the religion of the Lord Jesus Christ may not be
employed by it. I am not going to put the dispensations of religion in the hands
of a state, but I say that there is a method by which religion may be employed
to advance the welfare of a state. The Revelation of God points out that method
—it points out to the state, His own church—the church which he has appointed
and the uses of which are also distinctly shown in that Revelation, [ say then,
that it seems to me that the state ought to be enabled to employ the means or.
dained by God, co-ordinate with its own authority, for the great end—the welfare
of mankind. Under these views, we hold that the state is bound to acknowledge;
protect, and support the church. I hold that the state is bound to acknow]edgge,
the church—that is, to acknowledge i:s Divine missiom, whieh 1 Tepeat is coor.
dinate and co-extensive with that of the state—namely, the welfare of mankind
The Divine mission of the church ought to be acknowledged by the state : that is
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to declare the will and purposes of God-—to declare the condition of men rulers
as well as subjects. The Apostle Paul, in that part of his Epistle to the
Romans to whieh I have referred, where he says, “The powers that be are
ordained by God,” does most distinctly point out the duty of the state, at the
same time Jthat he points out the duty of subjects. In this way, the Divine
mission of the church is to declare the will of God to all, whether rulers or
subjects. In obedience to the directions given in God’s holy Word, we as min-
isters of the gospel, are bound, as far as in us lies, to convince men that they
are sinners—rebels against Divine law and authority. ~'We are to do this
dccording to the mission given by Christ to his apostles. We are to go into all
the world and preach the gospel to every creature. This Divine mission the
state is bound to acknowledge.  But again, I say, the state is bound to acknow-
ledge the independence of the church. It has been insinuated here, that the
Parliament of Great Britain has power to'dictate to the church of England. I
can allow no dictatorship® The Parliament cannot dictate in things spiritnal.
‘We claim te be as high and independent as any gentleman at this table. I defy
the Governor General to come into my churcheto control it, or to say one word as
to the doctrine I profess. Here is the doctrine I preach—the Word of God.
Parliament ean in no way interfere with this. The independence of the churea
regarded in the matter of ordination. The powers of the “keys” may be exer-
eised without infringing on the powers of the state; so the power of the state
may be exercised without impairing the independence of the church. The state
is bound to acknowledge the independence of the church in all matters of theo-
logy. Our articles tell you what we declare to be our doctrine, and with this, we
allow no authority of the state to interfere. The state has nothing to do for
instance, with ordination. 'The state cannot make or break a minister. It may
employ a minister—put him into a vicarage, or rectory; but it is for the Bishop
to judze of the gualifications of ministers. Some authority —whether called
Bishop or Synod is immaterial must—decide as to the qualifications of indivi-
duals to bear the ministerial office. I have said that the state is bound to
acknowledge the Divine mission and independence of the church; but' I go
further and say, that the state is bound to protect the chureh. Not, however, by
allowing the church to assume temporal power. We know that for many centu-
ries one church has assumed the sceptre of temporal power; but we claim nons
of this. 'We conceive that the state has not in any one instance to resign its
temporal power into the hands of the church ; but I say that the state is bound to
protect the church in the discharge of its duty. The very mission of the church
clearly involves thisduty on the part of thestate. 'Why, the ministers of Jehovah
are commanded to go forth into the world to tell men thatthey are rebels against the
authority of God—against all constituted authority, (for we know sufficient of the
human heart to be aware that itis enmity against the mind and heartof God.) The
time has been when men considered that they were doing good service by destroy-
ing the faithful servants of Jehovah, who have a right to look for protection to
the state. We ask this protection, in order that we may be free to do our duty,
in declaring from pole to pole, the unsearchable riches of the gospel of the Lord
Jesus Christ. We seek not unreasonable power, but merely that which shall
enable us to discharge our duty. I go further, according to my text, and say,
that the state is bound to support the church. By support [ mean, of a pecuniary
kind. The very fact of the church having to go forth to discharge this duty
would necessarily involve the duty on the part of the state to support it—not
oaly for the chureh’s sake, but also for the sake of the state itself. Our friends
on the opposite side, lay rather undue stress on the support given by the state to
the church, as though it necessarily involved the thraldom of the church, These
gentlemen ap‘pear to suppose that the state says in effect, to a minister, “ There
is a sphere of labor before you—a location large enough; we’ll give you the
means of laboring there, but you must preach such and such a doctrine.” We
say, on the contrary, * we preach the pure gospel, and it is not for the state to
interfere with our doctrire; we have an authority higher than your's—co-erdinate

’
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with your own ; supply us with means—we want no more—and we will go-forth .
and do our duty as preachers of the gospel.” Support may, then, be rendered
and received without trenching at all on the independence of the chareh. [ can-
not see that the independence of the church would be at all perilled by such
a course. I do notsee how the independence of any minister can be perilled,
merely because he receives £100 a year from the state. I think a set of more
independent-minded men do not exist in the world than the clergy of the Church
of England.

[Time expired.]

Rev. W. Lanpon—The thesis I am to support is this:

“ That governments are the result of human necessities, and not the agent or insirumen

designed of God, for the direct or indirect cantrol of religious faith and opinion, which
are to be based on the Word of God only.”

This thesis contains three distinct propositions: 1. Governments are the resalt
of human necessities. 2. Governments are not the agents or instruments designed
by God'for the control of religious faith and opinion. 3. Religious faith and
opinion are 10 be based on the Word of God only. i

Rev. W. BerrripgE—This is not the plan we adopted. The other side took
their own proposition, and we followed it through. We have now put forward
our proposition, and the other side are going to discuss something-qguite different.

Rev. J. WinterBotHaM—This is an evident attempt at dictation.
Rev. F. Evans—Certainly we have no desire to dictate.

Rev. J. Gunory—I put it to our friends, whether we are not at liberty to select
our own proposition. h

Rev. F. Evans—Of course by doing so, you leave Mr. Bettridge's arguments
untouched.

Rev. W. Lanpox—TI think not, I think I shall be able to notice them.
Rev. F. Evans—Well, go on then. We shall be satisfied.

Rev. W. Lanpon—I shall not occupy much of your time upon the first of the
propositions which I have laid before you, for I do not expecc it will be seriously
¢isputed. [t may indeed be objected, that Governments are the vrdinance of
God, which will be readily admitted, though not as.an objection, as the two
propositions are perfectly consistent with each other. Many other institutions
might be mentioned, which are the result of human necessities, and at the same
time ordinances of God, as marriage, parental care and instruction, the rights of
property, and others.

But lest this admission should be strained beyond its proper limits, I shall just
remind you, that Pagan and Mahometan Governments are ordained of God, not
less than Christian governments, and consequently, no argument caa be raised
upon the fact of such ordainment in favor of christian rulers as such, interfering
in behalf of the christian religion, which would not at the same time, and to the
same extent, go to authorize anti-christian rulers to persecute and proscribe that
religion, if they should find it existing in their dominions. The truth is, the
Divine ordinance has respect to the human necessity, and is co-extensive with ir,
The extent of the one limits and defines the powers and operations of the other.
Now, as members of the state, men in 1espect to their fellow-men, need nothing
but protection. This single word expresses the human necessity in its fullest
extent. And hence it follows that the powers that be are ordained of God. and
invested with the sword to be a terror to evil doers, and a praise to them that do
well. Here their functions are exactly limited. They are to repress violence
to prevent fraud and injustice, and to afford the most perfect safety to every goo(i
citizen, (. e. to every citizen who does not invade the right of others,} and to all
his lawrul interests, If they attempt anything beyond this, they ‘exceed the
authority given them in the Divine ordinance, as much as they surpass the limits
of the necessity to supply]which the ordinance was provided. In respect to men,
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a1} sach acts are-superfluous—perhaps tyrannical ; but in respect to God’s ordi-
nance, they are usurpation and unauthorised intrusion; and in both respects null
and void, having none of the sanctions of righteous and constitutional laws.
*'The Jaw is not made,” says the Apostle, for a rignteous man, but for the lawless
and disobadient, for the ungodly and for sinners, for unholy and profane, for
murderers of fathers and murderers of” mothers, for manslayers,” and such like.

But I proceed to the second proposition, which contains the question of the
chiefest importance of any with which 1 have at present to do. Governments
are not the instruments or agents designed of God for the control of religious
faith and opinion. This proposition is negative in its quality, and it is some-
times said that negatives admit of no proof. But in the present case it seems to
me nothing is easier. 1 might observe, in the first place, that nothing like the
authority here supposed, is conferred upon civil governments, or recognized as
belonging to them, by Divine Revelation. The superficial thinker may have
supposed that the Jewish Government was invesied with powers of this deserip-
tion. But a more careful attention to the subject will discover that nothing of
the kind pertained to the rulers of that singular people. The precepts of religion
on the contrary, as well as the laws by which the siate was 10 be governed, were
all based upon the authority of God alone, and delivered with the utmost preci-
sion. To those who were well disposed, theretore, a question of doubt could
scarcely arise. But when this, even, happened to be the case, and a matter of
extraordinary difficuliy arose, involving any uncertainty in respect to the path
of duty, the question was left 1o be adjudicated upon by no human tribunal. It
was referred to neither Magistracy nor Priest. Jehovah reserved that preroga-
tive to himself. He must be immediately consulted. To this purpose the
Urim and Thummim were provided. When these failed, a prophet or holy seer
was specially appointed and Divinely inspired. Here, then, was no room for
homan authority, as notbing was left to human opinion. It is further worthy of
remark, that as often as these princes interfered, by virtue of their own authority,
in matters of religious worship, it was always to corrupt it, and to “ make Israel
to sin.” They were skilfull to lead the people astray, but they had no judgment
in the matter of bringing them back. In case of reformation, we always observe
cither that a copy of the book of the law is discovered, and serious attention
awakened to its instractions, or (which is more common,) the messagesof God
are authoritatively delivered by an inspired prophet, accompanied with such de-
monstrations of his Heavenly mission, as render his credentials indisputably
clear. Hence, it is too evident, to require farther argumentation, that the Jewish
Government was not an insirument or agent designed of God for the coutrol of
religious faith and opinion. In the second place, I might argue this point from
the disclosures of modern christian history; to wit, from the fact that every
christian government that has at any time assumed to exercise such powers,
have utterly failed to accomplish the object at which it has aimed. Fortunately,
for our argument, there are not wanting a sufficient number of examples to
refer to, Most christiaa princes have claimed this as one of the functions of
their office. Nay, they have seemed to think verily with themselves, that the
first, the highest and the holiest of all their gubernatorial duties was to direct
the consciences of their people, and control the worship of God in their dominion.
Hence they have addressed themselves to the discharge of this duty with a zeal
and a diligence proportioned to the supposed importance of it. To secure its
accomplishment, they have called into requisition all the resources of their stdtes
both physical and moral. By power, by terror, by intrigue and stratagem, by
diplomacy, by flattery and gold, by every expedient which human ingenuity
could invent, or human authority command, have they exerted themselves to
accomplish this'one point. But they have failed. They have signally failed!
They have all signally failed. Not one exception te the most signal failure can
you point out to me. I grant you,that in several cases, their Most Christian
and Most Catholic kings have succeeded to a certain extent and for a short time
in putting down or preventing dissent. I say to a certain extent, and far a shory
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time. But no one will, I apprehend, claim these as instances of success, who is
acquainted with the means that were pursued in reaching- the end.' First; the
Word of God was suppressed to prevent, as was pretended, the possibility of 2
wrong interpretation of it. Jnst as wise_a course it Wpuld.be to put out a man'y
eyes to save him from becoming the victim of optical illusions, or to extingnish
the sun in the firmament to prevent men from witnessing unlawful representa.
tion. Next, the sword of persecution was drawn forth, and dyed with the blood
of the saints. The work of conversion pursued with fire and faggot. In order
to purify the church and promote christian charity, cities were sacked and razed
provinces desolated, virgins ravished, infants dashed against the stones, and
scenes of blood and cruelty enacted, too horrible to be narrated on earth,—fit on}
to furnish themes of triumph to the most depraved of the devils of hell. Suc
scenes, | repeat, have been enacted in every case where governments have
succeeded, for any considerable time to control the religious opinions of therr
people. Is this success? Is it not the most signal of all failures? I might add,
furthermore, though it may seem superfluous, that though the establishment of a
christian chureh by law, and the endowment of a parochial clergy for the instrue.
tion of the people, and the suppression of error, looks very well in them, yet
aside from the enormities before adverted to, the system has been proved bya
thousand years experience to be ulterly inefficient as a means of promoting
religious knowledge and elevating the standard of christian morality ; but on the
contrary, wherever this system has been most perfectly organized, and most
strictly maintained—wherever the state has given the most liberal aid to the
church, and furnished her with the most absolute authorities, there genuine
religion has languished most, and ignorance, vice, and immorality have most
prevailed. Witness the state of France after the Revocation of the ediet of
Nantes, and the condition of Italy, Spain, and the South American States, to
thisday. And on the other hand, wherever the principle of toleration and reli-
gious freedom has been admitted, a revival has immediately, in most instances,
ensued. Extraordinary activity inreligious matters has succeeded to apathy ana
indifference. The gospel has been propagated, and christian morals and chris-
tian institutions have been diffused among the people. The unparalleled spread
of the gospel in the American States has been effected withqut” government aid,
or government control, and it is believed few will deny that l%ng]and owes much -
of the proud position she holds among the nations of the earth, in a moral and
religious point of view, to the voluntary efforts of her christian people. Her
Bible Society, alone, not to mention her numerous missionary, edueational, and
other societies, has doné more towards the evangelization of the world, than all the
state churches that ever existed and that now exist, Churchmen, it is true, have
taken a high and honorable part in these noble enterprizes. The Church Mission-
ary Society is of itself, an institution of which any church or country might well
be proud. Besides, it is well known that large amounts are derived to the Bible
and other Societies from the same source. But there are contributions of the
christian people, members of the church. The Church of England as such, has
had no haud in the work, nor can have. Her unhappy position as a pension’er of
the state, precludes her from this honor. She cannot pass beyond the limits of
her own parishes to save a sinking world. Even there she s not free, but lis
entirely under the control of a power qaite distinet from the church—a power
which is not necessarily Protestant—a power not hecessarily, even, christian
The vote of a Roman Catholic O’Connel—an iofide]l Hume or Byr’on may, at
me time, entirely change her course, or restrain her will. Of herself she is
helpless to do any part ol her Master’s bidding. Some may say, in reply, that
she has sent a Bishop to Jerusalem, and another to China. But this js noFc}o’rrect
It was the state, not the church, who did it. As to the church, she has no voice
in the appointment of her own Bishops, even at home, or if she hag it isnot a
free voice. She is obliged under pains and penalties, to vote as the Queen, or
rather the Minister, who may some day be a Roman Catholic or ap infidel, shall
’

direct. And now, I ask, is it likely that an instrument for the accomplishment of
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a certain object,-appointed by the all-wise Jehovah,to whom the end, as well as
every step in the progress, is perfectly known from the beginning, and who has
also promised to be present by his Holy Spirit to superintend his own work, to
supply strength to his agents, and to give efficiency to all his instruments—Is it
likely, I say, that instrumentalities so appointed and so aided, should for a thou-
sand years together, failto produce the slightest beneficial effect ; or that it should
in every case, mar and hinder that work, for the advancement of which it had
been Divinely appointed? Impossible. Then it is impossible that governments
are the agents, &c.

But thirdly, there is another method of pursuing this argument. It is by
showing the utter incongruity, or want of fitness or adaptation of the supposed
means to the end proposed to be accomplished by those means. And this must be
admitted to be a very satisfactory kind of proof when the incongruity can be
clearly shown. For instance, should it be asserted by any party, that a post
chaise was designed by a wise and skilful mechanic who built it, as an instru-
ment or the appropriate machinery for spinning cotton, or fabrieating crapes and
muslins; even in the absence of every other evidence, the error could be made
sufficiently obvious by pointing tothe evident unfitness of that instrument for the

erformance of operations so nice, or the productions of commodities so delicate.
ith equal distinctness shall we be able to show, that there is absolntely no
such relation between the civil government and the religious faith and opinion
of the people, as must exist between every instrument and its appropriate work,
-—between an appointed means and the end it is designed to accomplish. For
this purpose little more will be necessary than clearly to state what is implied in
the terms religious faith and opinion, or in other words, what is aimed at by those
governments which assume tge management of the nation’s religion. This,
erhaps, will best be shown by laying down two or three simple propositions, as :
irst, Religious opinionis of no value exceptin so far asit tends to develope Christian
principle and form right christian character. Secondly, Religious faith, (except
when taken in the sense of opinion, in which case it is already disposed of,) is that
operation of the renewed mind, or that grace of the heart by which the sinner comes
to God by Christ—by which the sinner apprehends Christ 1n his true character as
Saviour—in short, by which he is freely justified from ail things, &c. Thirdly,
Religion has respect to God, to his governmentand our relations to him.  One of
ourablest lexicographersdefinesitin these words :  Virtue, as founded on reverence
for God and expectation of future rewards and punishmeuts ; a system of divine
faith and worship as opposite to others. Hence it appears, Fourthly, That religion
has its seat and operation in the heart and conscience. What 18 essential to it s
confined to the hidden man of the heart. What appears outwardly, in virtuous
action, is not of the essence of religion, but its circumstances or consequence. Its
essence is conformity with the divine will, obedience to God’s law. lts fruit is
holiness, the end everlasting life. Itis through the affections and dispesition of the
heart, then, and not by overt actions and outward conduct that we either obey or
violate God’s law. [ do not say that wicked actions are not sinful. Undoubtedly
they are. But, 1 say, the sin was committed, the Jaw was violated before the action
was brought forth ; at the moment the wicked purpose was formed in the heart, or
the lustful desire indulged in the mind, the command was violated, the sin matured
and the sinner rife for condemnation. *¢ But I say unto you,” with the great
Teacher, * that whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her, hath cornmitted
adultery with her already in his heart.”” * Whosoever hateth his brother is a murde-
rer,” saith the apostle. And agan our Lord, ** Those things that come forth from
the heart defitea man. For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, murder, adulteries,
fornication, thefts, false witness, blasphemies.”” These are the things which defile a
man. It follows then that he is a good christian whose heart is right in the sight of
God, though in exterior appearance he be rude, ignorant and uncouth ; and he is an
infide] who banishes God from his heart, or who withholds his affections from God,
however carefully he may have studied his creed, or however punctuall{ he may
observe all the dutward forms of religion. Such is the nature of our most holy religion
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—inward, hidden, spiritual ; and such the tendency of religious faith and opinion when
vightly directed. ‘T'he object is to correct the heart, and to reconcile the sinner to
God. It aims at nothing less; it points to mo lower attainment. Till st this is
agcomplished, nothing whatever is'done. The almost christian is no christian at all.
And now need I ask, Is there any congruity bstween a political government. managed
by the sword, and carried on by means of a system of coercion and force and such a
work as this 7 Any fitness or adaptation in the office of king, parliament, courts of
law, sheriffs, bailiffs, policernen, prisons, penalties and pains, as means for the
accomplishment of such an end ? [Time expired.]

Rev. W, Berrringe—Ila my first address, 1 endeavored to show what the duty
of the state is towards the church—ackunowledging the church in its divine mission
and in its independence, and protecting il, and when my time expired, I was sayin
that 1t s the bounden duty of the state to support the church. 1 concluded with the
observation that I did not concede that the pecuniary support of the church in any
measure compromised the independence of the church, and I still entestain this
opinion, notwithstanding the remarks of Mr. Landon to the contrary. It will be for
the public to decide between us. We soek not for the state to interfere as we know
was done in the dark ages. We are well aware that in the reign immediately
encceeding the Reformation, the temporal sword was placed in the hands of the
church, which punished those who refused to obey the rulesof the chuarch; but that
is not the posi‘ion in which we desire to stand. This is not a scriptaral position. 1
am afraid that if you look narrowly into bListory, you will find that there is searcely
any denomination, which, having had power, but have abused 1t, we are not therefore
1o aseribe il to to the principles of the chureh ov churches.  Let us rather attribute it,
in most cases, to the circumstances of the times. 1 should deny history if I denied
that the Church of England did in other times commit persecution, Did not the
Independents in the reign of Cromwell dothe same thing 7 Has not the Ghurch of
Scotland done the same thing ! 1 will not judge any church by particular accidents
or incidents in its history, butby its principles. Now I defy any man to point out in
the Churcl of England, any part or portion of its doctrines which can lead to the
supposition or vonclusion that she can ever contemplate persecution for conseience
sake. When she did persecute, it was owing to the circumstances of the times. Ne
wonder that when she had emancipated herself from the thraldom which she had for
conturies endured, areaction towards persecution was manifested ! T grieve to say
that there is one church that authoratively recognizes and sanctions persecution, and
we know that that church only requires the power, to re-enact former scenes; but
this cannot be said of the Church of England. Reverting to my former
ling of arguinent, 1 again say that the support we seek from the state, and which we
aonceive the state is bound to give to the church, by no means involves the thraldom
of the church. The church may still be perfectly independent. On the other hand,
the support given by the state to the church in no measure perils the authority of the
state : as long as the church holds itseven, onward, path in the work of evangelizing
the subjects ot the state, it sustains rather than perils the authority of the state. The
two authorities—that of the slate and tha: of the chur¢h—are co-ordinate, and may
exist together in perfect harmony—neither infringing upon the independence of the
other. 1 say, moteover, that to attempt to deprive the state of the assistance which
the church can give to the state in furthering the end ofits institution—that is, the
weltare of mankind—would be to deprive it of the most efficient means which itcan
possibly possess. Many things are laid to the charge of the Church of England,
which she neverrecognizes. Do not judge of the church, then, by what is imputed
to her by her adversaries, but by what she actually adopts and recognizes. I should
be sorry to judge of the principles of any denomination by any other standard. 1
ghould be sorry to suppose that the principle of persecution is to be found in the
heart of any man here. Therefore, I claim for my church, the examination which
they claim, and which they coricede to them. I believe that in the present day it
is utterly impossible to find any church, with the exception of the Church of Rome—
which holds any persecuting principle ; or (with the same exception) which ecannot
fulfil its divine mission, by preaching the gospel, without trenching io any measure
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on the authority of the state, I say, then, that the state should support the church,
and mnay do it without in any way endangering its own powers. In the discharge of
this duty, the rights of conscience are to be held sacred. The state has no business
to coerce any man. Mr. Landon is perfectly nght in saying that wherever an effort
bas been made to coerce the religious principles of any man it has failed. Under the

severest persecution that the church ever endured, it passed into a proverb that ¢ the
blaod of the mnartyrs is the seed of. the church.” While some men were being

- consigned to the flames for their religion, others came forward, and invited persecu-

tion, by professing the faith of Jesus Christ. I say, them, that coercion never has
succeeded, and never can, Where, in jhe present day, is there a church—always
excepling the Roman Church—which desires to infringe on the rights of conscience ?
Where in Canada, at any rate? We are told that elsewhere, a whole people are
taxed to support the church of a portion only; but there is nothing of the kind here,
and we have no wish to see it introduced. I think one of our friends violated good
taste when he referred to Rathcormae. We Canadians (for I have adopted this
country, and would speak to you as haviag done the same) do not wish to raise the
feelings of the people againstanybody of mea. Take usas we are. In the discharge
of the duty which the state owed to the church—that of providing for the dissemina-
tion of the word of God—1I ask whether there must not be an extraordinary elasticity
of conscience in any man who can include the clergy reserves amongst his grouads of
offence. It iz most extraordinary to me that any man can really say that his con-
science is offended because the Church of England or Church of Scotland, receives a
certain revenue from the clergy reserves—f{rom which any of the gentlemen opposite
can derive assistance if they choose to take it. Suppose any one of our friends says,
» My conscience is grievously oflfended by the system,’ I roply, ** Don’t take the
money. But as I allow you 1o bave a conscience, do allow me to have one too.”
As 2 member of the Church of England, I believe that the stale is doing its duty in
assisting the church, as 1bslieve that whils accepting the boon of the state, I maintain
my independence. Refuse, if you please to accapt support to enable you to preach
the gospel or to educate your children, but do not assume the right to regulate my
conscience, seeing that I give to you a perfoct right to regulate your own. The
support I seek is open to all denominations. Let it not be said that the Church of
Rome has any. I protest as much against Romish doctrine as any man here. Iam
as sound a Protestant at heart as any man. I yield to no man in my love for Pro-
testantism. I yield to no man in my desire to maintain the rights of conscience. But
I claim to have rny conscience, and to be permitted to receive the endowment which
the state provides. 4

Rev. W. Lanpos—I now resume the argnment which was broken for a time by the
rules of this debate. I ask with what sort of sceptre can the Queen of England
govern my thoughts ? By what statatory enactments can parliament bind my feelings?
What court can aljudicate upon the state of my affections ? Yet if the government
would make me a christian, or beiag one, would keep me such—in other words, if
government is to control my faith and opinion, 'this is the only legitimate field of its
operation. It must place a preventative police force in my soul.  Its bailiffs must
bind my conviction. Its prisons must hold my thoughts. Itsinformers would need
be essences of the moral world, and its witnesses disembodied, nay omniscient spirits.
1 cannot think it necessary to add a word. 1regard the argument as complete, and
the conclusion inevitable; to wit: That governments are not and cannot be the
agents or instruments designed of God for the control of religious faith and opinien ;
it having been ehown that they are no more fitted for accomplishing such a work than-a
post chaise for spinning cotton or weaving lace. No more congruous to it than the
ruultiplication table is to the electric fluid, or the first book of Luciid to the day of

-judgment, Ag it respucts the remaining propositions : Religious faith and opinion

are to be based upon the word of God only, I eught to be allowed to take it for granted.

Our controversy being with Protestants, I should have felt myself justified in assuming

the truth of it and waiving all argument, wereit not that certain profound Protestant

Divines, 1 our day, have been heard to complain of being ‘¢ beset with the clamour

that the Bible, and the Bible only is the religion of Protestants ;' and to decry what
-
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“{hey call the * nondescript system of religion now in fashion, that nothing is to be
believed but what is clearly in scripture.’”” | wish what is here stated were trus;
that the religion nowin fashion required nothing to be bsligved but what is clegrlyin
scripture. I fear, however, we have not reached that point yet. When weshall
reach it, when that sort of religion shall really be fashionable, that 18, when all men
shall truly reverence God’s Word, and implicitly bow to its auth_orlty, then will be
the milleniam and the latter day of glory. Angry controversy will thence for ever
cease. Then the churches will have rest and be edified, and walking in the fear of
the Lord, and in the comfort of the Holy Ghost, will be multiplied. Would that happy
season were come. The Lord hasten itin his own good time. It being, therefors,
required to support the proposition with evidence, I shall proceed to state in the
shortest possible way, a few arguments for that purpose—the time at my dieposal
will admit of no more. The word of God, of itself, is either a sufficient basis for onr
faith and opinion, or it isnot. If not, then we must seek for divine truth from some
other source. These must either be written or unwrittea. 1f written they must
either be inspired or uninspired. If inspired they are scripture and already admitted.
If uninspired they are not God’s words, and therefore their teaching requires exactlv
the same sort of support as our opinions ; viz., That they are exactly accordant wik
God’s word, in which case we need them not as we have God’s word already
with which to compare our opinions. DBut if these extra fountains of divine
truth, on which we are, in part, to base our faith and opinion, are unwritten
traditions, then two things require to be proved before we can receive them:
1st. That our Lord and his Apostles did really deliver, orally, to the churches certain
truths above what was written, and which ihemselves were not designed to be
written, but which were, nevertheless, necessary to be known ard believed by allin
order to salvaticn; and, 2ndly, That these have been faithfully handed down to us,
in the same form in which they were delivered—unadulterated and wuchanged.
Neither of which admit of proof, but on the contrary the strongest probabilities lie
against both. Probabilities which, in the absence of all counter evidence, must be
regarded as pufficient proof. Let us examine the strength of these probabilities. These
two classes of truths, it is said, (the written and unwritten) are precisely of the same
nature and of equal importance and authority. [ ask them, why were not all written?
Or, why was any part written? Vould not the same reasons which made it neces-
sary to write a part, equally require that the remainder should be written also? Or,
if there could be any reason for suppressing a part and intrusting them to the oral
vehicle, would not the same reasons be equally valid for treating the whole in the
same manner! Otherwise it must follow that the suppressed portion is not of equal
importance with the writien. Inother words not necessary to be known and believed.
In the next place, itis in the highest degree improbable that any such traditions could
have reached us {rom the apostles’ days without adulteration or change. 'The sense
of all mankind is, that nothing is so liable to loss or corruption as unwritten reports.
We never place the least reliance on the traditions of amother age, on other subjects,
any farther than they are supported by coucurrent history, or are accordant with
known facts. 'Who has pretended to give usan authentic history of any of the North
American nations, even for a single century prior to the landing of the pilgrims?
And do not our courts of law, composed of persons who are supposed to understand
the value of evidence as well as any other, promptly reject everything of this;
description? The witness is not so much as allowed to relate what he heard,
from a third person only u week ago. Nor will they receive the testimony of an.
absent witness, however great the necessity, except with such precautions as show
that they regard with the utmost jealousy the transmission of evidencs from one to
another, as exposing it to almost certain corruption. In capital cases where life is
at stake. no such evidence is admissable in any civilized country. If guch is the
acknofwledged worthlessness of tradition on all other subjects—what
we, or what warrant is offered us, for the truth of those in question. [{ evidently
would not be reasonable for us to receive them on anything less than the assurance
that all those through whom they have been transmitted, since the apestles, were
inspired men ; which would imply a perpetual miracle of nearly 2000 years sta,nding-

security have’
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is this pretendad ? - Ifso can it be proved 7 If net we are bound to reject all tradition
13 evidence in matters of religion. Hence then, either the Bible supplies us with a
sure and sufficient basis for our faith and opinions as christians,—a perfect rule of life.
Or else we have no such foundation, no certain gmide. Then religion is a dream, and
virtue the foundation of the schosls, and vice and sin the popular errors of the vulgar,
and a future judgment a bug-bear of priest-craft, and time and eternity are crowded
with doubt and uncertainty, and canopied with darkness and horror, endingin
despair. Christians, is such the case ? On the contrary, does not God’s word do
good to them .who walk uprightly ? 1s not the law of the Lord perfect 7 And are
not the Holy Scriptures able to make us wise unto salvation through faith in Christ
Jesus ? 1n conclusion, 1 would notice two or three remarks that fell from Reverend
Gentlemen opposite. We are told that there is no such thing as persecution for
vouscience sake, in the present day, except in the Church of Rome, This is not
zorrect. There are at least two other churches in the daily habit of persecution.
[t appears to me that if the Church of England fulfil the duties prescribed to her.in
1er owa formularies, she must persecute.

Rev. W. BErrringE—Show that.
Rev. W. Lanpox-—FHave you not taken a solemn oath—

Rev. W. Bertringe—To banish and drive away all erroncous and strange
loctrines.

Rev. W, Lanpon—DBanishing and driving away imply coercion, and coercion is
sersecution. Butin proof of the persecuting habits both of this and another church
. the present day, I have only to remind you that it was but the other day that
Baines, of Leicester, and Shott, of Edinburgh, were immured in prison for their
sonscientious adhesion to what they considered a christian principle.

"Rev. B. Cronys—I shall notice the last observation first. The gentleman says
:hat we are bound to be ready to banish and drive away all erroneous and strange
loctrines. I hope that as far as his ability goes, he is ready to do the same. But
1e appears to confuse words and ideas. We are bound to banish and drive away
loctrine—not persons. And how to drive away ? By preaching contrary doctrine.
By deing as was done some time ago at Woodstock, viz., by lecturing against error,
and maintaining truth. That 1s the way in which we banish and drive away false
doctrine. I wish the gentleman had read what we really are bound to do, instead of
saying that, to be consistent, we must drive away persens—degrade them-—perse-
:ute them—on account of their opinions. That is all a fancy of your own brain,
Mr. Landon. It seems to me, that if we be faithful to Christ, it is our bounden duty
‘0 drive away error.

Rev. W. Lanpon—We are bound to give a reason for the hope that 1s within us,
ind to speak the truth in love.

Rev. B. CRonyN—To rebuke and exhort, with all long suffering, if you be faithful;
ind this is what we are bound to do, What persecution is there in this ? None.
It 15 absurd to make mention of persecation, coupled with such expressions as these.
The homily to which the gentleman refers is as wide of the mark as any thing that
'an be conceived. All that he has said eoncerning tradition would do very well if
1e were combatting a church that held unwritten and oral tradition, as well as the
wntten Word. Buf as applied to the Church of Englaud, all that he has said goes
or nothing. We did not come here to discuss such matter. We have nothing to
lo withit. I will give him in a few words—much better words than those which
16 hasselected—what the doctrine of the Church of England on this head really is.
! quete the sixth Article of Faith : *¢ Holy Scripture coataineth all things necessary
o salvation ; so that whatsoever is not read therein, nor be proved thereby, is not to
»e roquired of any man, that it should be believed asan article of faith, or be thought
‘equisite or necessrry to salvation.”” And I believe my reverend friend on my left
Mr. Bell) of the Church of Scotland, can read from the accredited formularies of
is church equally strong language, setling forth the sufficiency of God’s holy Word.
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So that the gentleman might have left unsaid, all that he has advaneed concerning
tradition. '%hen with regard to what has been said concerning the State, [wy
surprised 1o hear a great deal of it. We have heard about the state regulating’ bu
opinions by putting a constable in my soul, a po]u':eman in my heart, and a judge s
my affections, and so on. Now is not all this plainly absurd? Who says that the
state is to regulate the religious opiions of any man? No one. But we say (i
state is to employ a good scriptural church : that is the proper means—that s the
only instrument we recognize , and God will bless the instrument, and the laboun
of that church. We don’t call on the state to interfere at all with the religions
opinions of the people. Our state, we know, is representative. We are governed
by a representative government; and the Parliament of England—which has beer
so much spolen of here to-day, so much villified—is the representative of the peopk
of England. Well, then, the Parliament of England makes a compact with th
Church of England, or any other church. We eater into that compact, which is
that the church shall perform a certain work, namely, the instruction of the people
in religious doctrine and morality ; and thatin consideration of this work, the churd
shall receive certain support. It isa compact entered into between the governmen
of the country—the representative of the people of the country—and the chur
with which that government deals. The church is to do its work of instruction, am
the government 1s to do its part, whicli is, to maintain the church while it perform
its daty. ln the same manner parliament employs judges to try criminals, with th
assistance of juries. In this way, the parliament carries on the work of the country
We say, then, that there is one work wh ch shouald not be neglected, and this is th
point to which we should confine ourselves to-day. We say that government ovgh
to provide religious instruction for the people, as the best means of promotin
the welfare of the peaple at large. In so doing they are not to put any constable i
our souls, or to take any control of our affections—as these gentlemen imagine—bu
are to provide ministers of Christ—missionaries of his word, to go forth and proclain
the unsearchable riches of Christ ; while the government are to maintain, support
and protect them, in the discharge of this duty. This is the real nature of th
compact which exists between the government and the church ; and, being so, ther
is no ground for saying tMat the governmeut underiake no sach thing. If the Par
liament of England, to-morrow, or uext session, were to be so changed in it
elements that it would come to the decision that the Church of England could ol
or onght not to be any lozger employed in the religious instruction of the people, th
Church of England would be deprived of the maintenance now afforded by the sttt
bnt still it would not cease to bea church. The government might adopt the Baptis
the Methodist, or some other body, to do the work now done by the Church «
England, but the government in doing that would only be using its discretion
without abaudoning the work which we maintain it is bound to perform. Butiti
said, ‘“ Your prayer-book bears the impress of parliamentary authority.” We knos
that the prayer-book has been accepted by the parliament” of England as contaisin
that which the churchis to teach ; but the church settled her own articles, herow
doctrines, and her own formularies. Not one word could be changed by any parlit
ment. The church said, ** We will teach this.”” The parliament said, +* We acce]
your teaching.”” Ifany change be proposed, it must come, not from p’arliament, br
from the church—from the convocalion, ihe united body of the chuich. 1f it t
expedient to make any important change, the church ‘alone can make it, not
parliament.  Let this be plainly and elearly uuderstood—that where the state, a8
England, enters into a contract with the church, it :s because the majority of the:
who manage the affairs of the state, and who are in England the majority of tt
people—approve of what the Church of Eagland settled in her own convocaiio
and with ber own auihority, and withoui any nterference of Parliament, So lor
ag Parliament approves of this, and maintains us, we teach it in connection with t!
state. If Parliament disapprove of this, and wishes to alter it, we must withdrav
stand on our own footing, and do the work of evangelization without assistanc
maintenance, or support by the government. I think that this plain stateme!
auswers o great deal of what has fallen from Mr. Landon. Oneor two ather thin,
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yet remains to be neticed. e spoke, for instance, of the necessity of the stale
coercing men, in order to protect property and life, and in order that any man in
the community may have the protection of law ; aad this, he says, is all that is
required at the hands of government. But is it not always said that prevention
is better than cure?, Would it not be better to convert a thief, or a murderer,
into a peaceable, quiet, orderly and honest citizen, than to hang him, or to banish
him to a foreign land? Most assuredly it would: Shall we give power to punish
men—to erect gaols, pay turnkeys, employ judges, and ultimately a hangman to
execute the last sentence of thelaw—but withhold {rom the state power to employ
ministers to preach the gospel to ignorant_and sinful men? Is that the light in
which we are to view British society? 'We forget the real interests of the state,
as we are assuredly unmindful of the real duty of the state, when we speak in
this way. If it be the duty of an individual, after he has been converted to a
knowledge of Christ, to do everything on christian principles, (and certainly it
is his auty,) it is equally the duty of the government, of the state, of members ot
parliament, of every man, to be as religious in the discharge of his public as
well as his private duties. 'When you enter the wal's of the House of Assembly
are yoa to put off your christianity? Are you to leave your religion at home
with your family, or at church—to be very religious elsewhere, but to have no
religion in Parliament? I believe that every man, whatsoever position he holds
—whatever station God in his Providence has assigned to him—is called on to
act on christian principies; and if he be impressed with a right sense of this
duty, he will endeavor to extend the influence of these principles throughout the
land. Such a man will not confine himself to taking care of pounds, shillings
and pence, but will seek to plant good seed in the hearts of all around him by
employing a proper instrumentality. Mr. Landon’s reference to a post-chaisc
seing ‘employed to weave cotton, and his application of this illustration to the
case of a government identifying itself with religion, seems to me to be very far-
stretched. If you want to weave cotton, you must employ a cotton weaver, and
the best loom you can get, in order to bave ihe work done efficiently; and it it be
not performed satisfactorily, you withdraw your support. In order to discharge
its duty in relation to the community, the government is to see that ministers of
the gospel be provided in every part of the country—the poor as well as the rich
—especially the poor, in order that those who cannot pay on the voluntary system
—who cannot subseribe to the building of a church—who cannot themselves
support a minister, while he labors among them. The government are’bound to
do this, and I only regret that the government are not now performing it. We
are suflering now for the sins of governments in days past. We see vast tracis
in this country, in which the government bas not performed its duty. O, if this
country were studded, as it onght to have been long ago, with houses of God,
supplied with faithful ministers of Christ, whose ministrations could reach the
lowest cottages and the most recent comers into the wilderness, how different
would be its condition and prospects! It is entirely wide of the mark to come
here to speak about the government coercing our consciences, and forcing us to
believe this or that. No one in the present age advocates any such thing. Mr.
Landon made reference to Jewish history, and he rather, of course vnintentionally,
falsified, the history he quoted. IHe said, that whenever reforins were made
amongst the Jews, they were not done by kings, but by some other instrumen-
tality.
Rgrv. W. Lanpon—TF said that such was the case generally.

Rev. B. Cronyn—I believe they were always done by kings. When we find
Josiah reforming the people, or when we find  Hezekiah bringing about a partial
reformation, you will'find it emanated purely from the king, and was carried out
by him. We have an account of Hezekiah’s reign in 2u0d Kings, c. 18,

AP . - P .
[Mr. C. was reading from this chapter when bis time expired.}
Rev. J. Pypen—In listening to the sentiments which ‘have fallen from our
friends opposite, ] have felt that in many instances I could respond a hearty amen

< )
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to much that they have said. It seems to me however, with regard to the senyi-
ments advaneed by Mr. Bettridge, that while he presented to us mueh truth—
much truth that we all love—some of the sentimentis were presented in such
circumstances, and in such relaticns, as rendered them in a great measure
untrue; there being no logical connection between many of his premises and his
conclusions. He read an exiract, presenting to us the fact that a nation isa
moral person, and is bound to serve God. This is true. A nation is bound o
serve God. Rulers are bound to carry out the principles of the Gospel of the
Son of God.  Rulers are bound to be ciristians.  They are bonnd to do everything
that may develve on any rational being that has heard the sound of the Gospel
of the Son of God; they are bound to do this just in the circumstances in which
Almighty God has placed them. But what we say of the ruler, we say equally
of the tailor and of the shoemaker. The man who makes my shoes is under the
most  solemn obligation to select his stock on christian prineciples, and to
perform his work, and to sell it to me, on the same principles. But because he
1s thus bound to be a christian, and tv aet as a christian, does it follow that, there-
tore, he onght to'have any coytrol in the church of the Living God ? or that a
board of tailors ought to have any control, or a board of shoemakers? They
are bound to be chrisiians; and in the same way, those who are placed over us
us rulers in Lle state, are called upon to carry out, as far as they possibly can, the
{vrinciplesof the Gospely in that particular position in which the Eternal God
has placed them. I was glad to hear from all gentlemen that have spoken, that
they acknowledge only the power of the Eternal God, who possesses all power
in Heaven and earth—the power of the Saviour—and the ultimate authority of
the Bible. But it was said that this which God possesses must be given to-
others—ihat God, must, as it were, delegate Ilis power to a body of human
beings. 1 ask, to whom can He, the Wonderful, the Counsellor, the Mighty
God, the Everlasting Father, and the Prince of Peace, communicate Lis power?
Where shall we find a created intelligence strong enough to grasp His wisdom ?
WWhere shall we find 2 mind sagacious enough to employ the proper instrumen-
tality in orcer to the carrying out of His purposes? and where shall we find a
heart large enougl' to contain his needed love? An archangel would shrink
back from such a position as this. The highest archangel before the Throne of
God would recoil in conscious weakness from sach a task. And yet men do
“*step in where angels fear to tread.” Gentlemen have informed us that Govern-
1nent is a Divine appointment. This Las often been asserted, but I deny it.
The magistracy is a Divine appointment; civil society is a Divine appointment.
Bat, where, 1 ask. in the Word of God, do we find the warrant for the conclusion,
that what we essentially call government, isa Divine appointment? If we refer
to writers on practical ethics, they present to us a very just distinction between
civil suciety and civil government. 1t must have been the parent of civil gov-
crnment.  \We have first the parental relation ; we have the parental relation
growing into the patriarchal, and the patriarchal springing into the kingly
relation, and, higher still, into the imperial relation. Here we find civil sociel'y
progressing. 'We find.step by step, along with the developement of civil society,
u corresponding necessity for laws and epaciments; and these laws and enaci-
wents may be regarded as government—we cannot 1egard this as of Divine
authority.  But when we look at the magistracy, we see that it is an ordirance of
Heaven. We see that the powers that be are ordained of Giod, whether it be a
Nero, with his blood thirsty disposition, or our own Victoria. with her tender
teelings «nd generous heart, we say, the powers that be are ordained of God;
and in certain circumstances, we should be under as much obligation to submit
to Nero or the Khan of Tartary, as we are to submit to Victoria. But it cannot
Le argued from this, that the church and state should be connected——-that because
God has ordained that we should not live in a state of anarchy—-because he has
ordained a civil magistracy-—thercfore we are called upon to submit in church
matters to the cictation of the powers that be. I 2m aware these gentlemen, have
said, again and again, that the state cannol contrel them, and I think that they
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‘apbke the honest sentiments of their hearts. I think there is principle enough
and manliness enough, on the other side, to repudiate the thought of being con-
trolled by the state. Nevertheless, there are some things whieh I cannot under-
stand in the light of the expressions used by the gentlemen here. Is it nota fact
that if the estimable Rector of Woudstock were taken to his Father’s home in
the Heavens, and his place were left vacant, it would be for Lord Elgin to fill
that vacancy ? Lord Elgin might fill it if he chose, or he might leave it without
a rector if he were so pleased. -

Rev. W. Berrripge--—-He does not touch the minister.
Rev. J. Pyper-—I state a simple faet. Lord Elgin alone could put a recter
there.

Rev. W. Berrripge---The Bishop would put the rector in, but he could not
give him the temporality. '

Rev.J. Pyper---The Bjshop could not put the rector there, without Lord Elgin
Such is the state of things even in Canada. I ask, does not the King make a
Bishop. Can a Bishop Le made without the monarch, in England?

Rev. W. BeTTRIDGE—Yes.

Rev. J. Pyrer—You say that the church doesall these things. I have certaialy
read history to little advantage, if il is not a fact that a Bishop is made by the

ing.

Rev, W. Berrringe—No.

Rev. J. Pyper—Not exclusively. There is a portion of the work that the
ehurch does. Again: canthe Church of England alter one single article of her
faith? These gentlemen are under her thirty-nine articles, and are subject to
ber canons. Can they alter one of these articles, or set aside one of these canons.

Rev. W. Berrripge—No.

Rev. J. Pyrer—Here, then, the state controls them. The state gave its sanc-
tion to the prayer-book. The state enacted these canons, in the reign, I believe
of James the Iirst. These canons are yet binding upon the members of the
Anglican church. These gentlemen speak of the true church. I am satisfied it
is contrary to the feelings of their hearts, but still it is matter of fact, that they
cannot---dare not---recognize any church as the true church, but the Church of
England. They dare not do it under pain of excommunication.

Rev. B. Cronny---False---utterly false.

Rev. J. Pyper---The eleventh canon decrees that the individual who admits
that a2 non-conformist congregation may assume the namne of real churches, is te
be excommunicated. [ give you the sense of the canon. Who says it is false 2

Rev. B. Cronyn---So it is. That eanon is not ours at all.

Rev.J. Pyper---That canon belongs to the Church of England. I speak un-
derstandingly, and what I affirm, I can sustain and prove. Again: wherever the
Chuorch and State are united, the church is brought into thraldom to the state, and
I would, as briefly as possible, look at this idea. The church of God is allied to
an earthly king.  Look at our spiritual king, Christ says, “My kingdom is not
of this world.” Here, then, we have a king. He, and He alone, has a richt to
sway the sceptre in Zion. To substitute an earthly king, for Christ, as the head
of the Charch, is, then, a piece of usurpation which might fill an intelligent
nniverse with astonishment. Who can assume the autbority of our Lord, and
whe can reign for him? This is no small matter. The individual that grasps
the authority of a, temporal sovereign, is deemed guilty of one of the greatest
crimes that can be commmitted against society; it is high treason, punishable
by death, And shall the sceptre of the King of kings be taken from his hand,
and swayed in Zion? Shall not the Lord visit those who take such an attitude
as this? Buat it is said here to-day, that these individuals are themselves ia sub-
jection to the Saviour—that they themselves obey his. la_wg, and acknowledge his
supremacy. I ask what would be thought of an individual in England who
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should assume rtegal power, and-begin to enact laws for Victoria’s subjects—to-..
sway the influence which she sways, and then gravely assert, in extenvation &
the course he was taking, that he himself was subject 10 the Queen? Why,
such an individual would find a resting place in a dungeon, on a scaffold, or ina
mad-house. T'he Queen could not lay down her authority on such a plea. And
will Christ allow men to step into his position, and legislate in Zion--enact laws
——enact canons—and tasten them on his people? Will he allow them to build
ap tests and standards of orthodoxy, and say. * This is the faith onee delivered
unto the saints ?” s it possible that man can do all this, without usurping the
place of the Son of God—that Saviour who alone can legislate in Zion? Thes
gentlemen say, that they are subject to Christ. I say that the iaw of the land
must sanction even what Christ has taught,in order to make it legal in the
church of which they are members, and in any state church. The state is the
ultimate authority—not Christ. Appeal to the law of Christ, and will you bave
a hearing? Will a man under trial before any tribunal in England, be permitted
to defend himself from the Word of God, and that alone? Will not the law of-
the land at last meet him, and control him, and settle the case? These gentle-
men affirm that the church is not under the power of the state. Not under the
power of the state? Why, the state enacts laws that bind the church at every
point. Though the church may in certain cases do what she pleases, it is because
the state allows her so to do; but if the state should decree otherwise, then these
gentlemen cannot do what they please in the circumstances in which they are
placed by the state.

[Time expired.] An inlerval of an hour was agrecd npon jfor the purpases of
refreshment 5 al the expiration of which,

The Cuasratan read the third proposition on :he voluntary side, as follows:

3—That the Voluutary principle in the Church, for jts pecuniary support, has Chirist’s express
sanction, and has proved adequate to all the necesgities that have occurred for g
maintenance and furtherance.

Rev. W. GiLmorr—The proposition which has just been read may be viewed
in a two-fold aspect: the voluntary principle as enjoying the sanction of Christ;
and the competency ot the voluntary principle to meet the exigencies of the
church—-whether to swestain her spirituality, or to propagate her religion in the
world. 1t appears to me that the first part ol this* proposition has been already
discussed this morning, and I may therefore pass immediately from it, witha
few remarks, and attend 1o the. competency of the principle to accomplish the
ends for which it was established. One of the rev. gentlemen on the opposite
side thought that when there was a Divine command, we could not exercise the
voluntary principle. We think, therefore, that it is very desirable to explain
tarms. We do think that when we exercise submission to Divine authority, we
may be quite voluntary in our exertions. The simple fact of there being a Di-
vine command, and >ur obedience to that command, surely does not prove that
we are not voluntary in doing it. It then, I understand the proposition rightly,
in this connection, we use the word voluhtary in opposition to eivil compulsion.
If | am incorrect in that, [ am quite ready of course, to submit to any representa-
tion that is made. I wish to state again, that in submission to a Divine command
we exercise the voluntary principle; but when we are compelled to give of our
funds, or to part with anything that belongs to us, in our capacity of suljeets,
and this is foreibly done, then we coneeive that this is a violation of the volua-
tary principle. Iihas been represented that tithes were not voluntary but legal
If the rev. gentleman who made that remark meant that they were Jegal becanse
God commanded them, we do not differ; but if he meant that the tithes could be
cxacled by the authority of the civil magistrate, that we deny. There was ¢
civil legality—there was a Divine legality. Let it be further observed that the
tithe is uniformly put thus; or, if not uniformly. at least sixtimes out wof the
twelve in which there is reference to it in the Old Testament; I say that at least
in six instances the principle is put thus: the tithe is given to the Levite, to the
widow, to the fatherless, aad to lhe stranger; and if the civil magistrate cowl
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not enforce tithe to be “paid tothe Levite upon the same principle he could not
enforce tithe to be paid to the stranger, to the widow and to the fatherless.
My reason for referring 1o this s, that I think it has not been sufficiently explained.
for I never could view the tithe in any other light than as voluntary, It origina-
ted in a voluntary act. 'Who enforced Abraham to pay the tenth of his spoils to
Melchizedeck? Who was the civil anthority? was it not voluntary? And
what was it that induced Jacob to give a tenth of all that he had acquired in his
absence? And then, be it observed, that the Levite, the king, the magistrate,
could not know whether a man had given a tithe or not: this was left entirely to
his own conscience, and he had to appeal only to his Creator that he had given
tithe, The magistrate could not know whether he had done so or not, nor could
the Levite. I beg leave to read a passage; I might quote many, but I shall read
one where I think this principle is very clearly and very fully sustained. My
object is to show that tithes, under the former system, were voluntary, so far as
the civil magistrate was concerned—done tnder Divire authority, but left to-the
conscience of the man that made the tithe in his own house, and laid it up on his
gate, to meet the wants of the Levite, the stranger and the widow. I quote Deu-
teronomy, 12 c., 26 v.: “ When thou hast made an end of tithing all the tithes of
thine increase the third year, which is the year of lithing and hast given it unto
the Levite, the stranger, the fatherless and the widow, that they may eat within
my gates and be filled; then thou shalt say before the Lord thy God, 1 have
brought away the hallowed things out of mine house, and also have given them
unto the Levite, and unto the stranger, to the fatherless, and to the widow, accoré-
ing to all thy commands, whieh thou hast commanded me.” He says this in his
conscience, in the presence of his Maker, making an appeal to Flim that he ha<
really made the tithe. The text goes on: “ Look down from thy Holy Habita-
tion, from Fleaven, and bless thy people Israel, and the land whirh thou hast
given us, as thou swearest unto our fathers, a land that floweth with milk and
honey.” I understand by this, that the civil magistrate did not know that that
man had given a tenth of his property, and could not know of it except by his
own information: and the civil magistrate could not constrain him to pay it,
any more than he could constrain him to pay the stranger, the fatherless, and the
widow. Consequentiy, I conceive that there was no civil coercion employed—
that it was a voluntary offering, made according to the Divine command, and in
the sight of God. And now, without dwelling any longer upon this subject, T
may further observe, that it must be taken for granted, that it has been proved
that Jesus Christ has established the voluntary principle in the New Testa-
ment as the reverend gentleman oppesite do not deny that the volunfary
. principle is established, and established too, by Divine command. That law
was read this morning, as it occurs in the st Corinthians, ¢. 9; and having
beepn already discussed, 1 think it unnecessary to go into the merits of it; but it
is very obvious to me, that even late as the days of John, it was the method, and
jf vou please, the oniy method. of propagating the gospel. In the 3rd Epistle of
John, it is written : ““ Beloved, thaou doest faithfully whatsoever thou deest to the
brethren and to strangers, whieh have some witness of thy charity before the
church ; whom if thou bring torward on their journey after*a godly sort, thou
shalt do well: because that for His name’s sake, thgy went forth, taking nothing
of the Genliles.” We should not be beholden to any worldly man to support our
spiritual religion. "Wo feel that there is competence and energy sufficient in the
-principle, which the great Head of the Church has established, at once to edify
the people of God, and to extend the kingdom of Jesus Christ. And now I come
to the competency of the principle. The rev. gentlemen on the opposite side
thoughl it was necessary I should pass over that part of the proposition, but this
1 donot intend todo. The second part of the proposition is, that it—the voluntary
principle—is competent to accomplish the object, namely the edification of the
church, and the extension of the church. Now, if my time would allow me to
go into pecuniary arrangements, which however, it will not, I might say a great

g

. deal upon what. is nndserstood by.this ¢ competency,” for I am fully persnaded
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that the voluntary principle is a very economical one, and must be very skilfully

managed. If it be deemed necessary that a clergyman should get £1000-per an.

num, or £500, or even that he should get £150, under all circumstances I do not

know that the voluntary principle would do it. It would perhaps be said, “ We

think you might live on less.” It might be said further, “ Won't it be enough

if you get three times the average income of our members ¥’ For I imagine

that the average income of members of congrégations would not exceed £40 per

year, though some would have less, others would have much more. Probably

then, the voluntary minister might be asked, “ Would you not be salisfied wi‘t{

three times £40, to labor araongst us?’ Then the question arises, how much

would it take per individnal to support a minister who has a chureh of a thousand

souls? [ suppose it would take three shillings from each individual. But sup-

posing that one half of them would not be VOlunLarlesl, let us take six shillingsas

required to be paid yearly by the'other half.  And verily I hope we are not going

to be inferior to the Jews in their liberality. "They gave a tenth of their income;

and are we to be satisfied with giving a thirty-fifth of our incowme—for in the

case I have supposed that is all the contribution amounts to. But I pass from

this point because there are other things demanding my attention. You observe

that the voluntary principle has its elements, and that it is to be skilfully manag-

ed. In the first place, looking at the voluntary principle as laid down in the

Seriptures, we find that ‘‘every one” is spoken of. The law was quoted in Ex-

odus: “every one.” And again, we come down to the Epistle to the Corinthfans:

“every one of yon.” Ahd then after this, there is another elemant: “every one,

as God as prospered you.” And there is a third element: “ willingly,” “Every

one,” and “ willingly.” Now these are the three elements found in the volun-

tary principle, and it each be altended to, we are not at all afraid of its suffici

ency. [ take up the voluntary principle as thus laid down in the New Testa-

meflt, and there is no exception to it in the Old- I presume that the Divine Spirit

intended to instruct us in this principle. Then it wasto be done periodicaily

—every week. And if we look at church history, we find that they paid great

attention to this werkly contribution, and, in the churches of Africa, afterwards,

monthly. Now who will doubt that the christian religion prospered exceedingly

during the first century. Let us take the anthorily even of a heathen writer on

this point—I mean Pliny, and whether the date of his letter was 107 »r 110, you

must admit that the christian religion had spread most extensively throughout
that region of country. In addition to this, the Apostle Paul tells us that the

gospel was preached throughout all the earth, when he wrote the Epistle to the

Colossians—say A. D. 60, or 65; so that there had been a very rapid spread of
the gospel of Jesus Christ inabout 36 years. And it is a fact to which I wish to
call the ultention of the rev. gentlemen on the opposite side, that in the course of
all their itineracy, never do we hear the apostles complain of want of funds to

keep them in any locality. Never, I'say; and yet we know that at that time the
state afforded no1elief. = Itstands before us that they never did leave any localily
urattended, for want of funds; and I am sure the spirituality of the church was
as well preserved as it is in the present day. I have been gratified exceedingly
by the very definite and repedted reference of the rev, gentlemen on the opposite
side, to the simple gospekof Jesus Christ as then preached. Yet as ] have said,
the wants of every locality were then met. And as far as my me’mory will atlow
me to range over church history, at least during the second and to the middle of
the third century, I do not remember an instance where there was a complaint
that the church could not keep the preachers of the gospel for want of tunds
Still, up to that time, th.ere Wwas no assistance afforded by the state. The rev.
gentlemen on the opposite side may perhaps be able to find an instance, where at
the time spoken of, the gospel was not preached for want of funds: but [ eannot
now call one to mind. If the matter be, then, as I state it, I think we may con-.
clude that there is an efficiency in the voluntary principle, skilfully managed—
scripturaily managed--at once to support the religion of Christ, and to sustain
the edificatioa of the church. !
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- Rev. B. Cronyw—In replying to the gentleman who has just sat down, Ishall, in
the first place, take up the subject of tithes, which he has handled somewhat at
large, though that subject has in reality no reference whatever to the proposition
before us.  But still I would beg to correct his statement with regard te tithes. He
speaks only of ons tithe, as commanded by God, and as paid by the children of
lsrael ; forgetting that there was another tithe—a tithe given altogether to the Levite,
and paid to the Levite. We find a statement concerning it in Numbers, 18 c., 21 v.

‘¢ And behold I have ‘given the children of Levi all the tenth in Israel, for an
inheritance, for their service which they serve, even the service of the tabernacle of
the congregation.” Thus we see there was a tithe appointed, which was to be paid
to the Levites, and was of course created for them. But we read also of that other
tithe mentioned by the last gentleman. The mention of it occurs in the latter part
of Denteronomy. 1t was a tithe which was intended for the Love Feasts, as they
were called amongst the Jews—the feasts which were given to the fatherless, the
widow, and the poor that inhabited any of the towns. This second tenth which was
or purposes of charity, was not to be paid over or accounted for to the Levite. This
is altogether a different showing from that of the Rev. Gentleman. He will see that
these two tithes are distinct and different things. Every writer of authority you
consult on the matter will tell you the same thing—that the (the paid to the Levito
was accounted for to him, and given to him as his due—as his portion and inhgritance,
because he served the tabernacle ofthe Lord ; whereas, the other was given to these
feasts of love and charity, at which they were to entertain the widow, and the poor,
and the fatherless, within their gates. = But with tithe we have here nothing to do.
Tithe, we know, has been paid in England—nominally, at all events—and in Ireland.
These tithes were given of old for spiritual purposes, by individuals who had a right
to property in the land, and they have been retained as a rent charge on the land
there. But we have nothing to do with it here. We are here speaking of an endow -
ment provided by a pious king, which we wish to have retained for the purpose for
which it was originally intended—that is, the dissemination of religion, and the
propagation of the gospel, throughout the land. These gentlemen wish to have it
alienalted from that object. With reference to the sufficiency of the voluntary
principle, I was somewhat amused with the financial caleulation of the Rev. Gentle-
man, and I do think there are some here who were disposed, as well as myself, to
smile at it. He calculated the average income of all men in a congregation at £40
a year. Now we know there are persons here who have congregations (I am not
speaking of the clergy of the Church of England, but ministers of other denominations)
whose average income is not £49 a year, but £400 or £500. I am sure that the
eorgregations in Torouto average far beyond £40. If three times the average
incomes of the congregation is to be the scale on which the clergy are to receive
sustenance, then there will be very great inequality—very greatinjustice. The man
who lives in  town, and ministers 1o a wealthy congregatiou, will have three times
the average income of those wealthy men: he will have to £1,000, or more. Whereas,
the minister in the country will have three times £40, perhaps, or not even that—for
in poor and scattered neighbourhoods, the average does not amount ro that. But this
matter, again, bas nothing to do with the question in hand. The question is, is
voluntaryism sufficient, not merely to preach the gospel in towns and villages, and
throughout densely populated places, where men are able and willing to support the
worship of God—but, is it a syitem that can cover the country, and fill all its nooks
and corners, with the gospel ? Is it a system which can carry the gospel to every
man’s door in the country ? I sayitisnot. I can prove thacitis not. In the early
days of christianity, it did not accomplish this. For 300 years, men laboured—men
of God, men of inspiration, men who possessed the influences and gifts of God’s
holy spiritin a large measure; these men laboured for 300 years, and yet what do we
read at the close of that period? I call your atteation 1o the beginning of the fourth
gentury, as we have it in the Ecclesiastical History of Mosheim :—

¢ There remained still in the European provinces, an incredible number of per-
sons who adhered lo the worship of the gods; and though the christian bishopa
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confinued their pious efforts to gain them over to the gospel, vet the success was

by no meang proportionable to their diligence and zeal, and the work of conversion.
went on but slowly.”

This was the state of things after 300 years of labour, and the voluntary system, under
alt the advantages that could possibly be given to it. Men working miracles—men:
endowed with God’s spirit—men gifted with tongues that they might go thrcughout
the nations of the earth: these men laboured 300 years, and laboured incessantly, and
wet wo find that in the Enropean provinces, there still remained an * incredible
number” of those who worshipped false gods.  But we read shortly afterwards, that
when Constantine was converted—when he began to act as a_christian man, andte
employ his exalted position and influence in the propagation of the truth in his empire
—there was an immeuse spread of the gospel throughout all the provinces, and
beyond the bounds of the empire. We find that in one century christianity made
rmare progress throughout the world, than in the three centuries before. This is an
historical slatement, and I challenge examinalion with regard to it.  Here, then,
wo see that the Emperor Constantine, when he was convinced of the truth of
ehristianity, under the teaching of the men of God who then lived in the church inits
pure stata (for it was then comparatively pure, though some corruptions had been
introduced) regarded it his daty to employ his inflaence as emperor in spreading the
gospel throughout his dominions, and in discountenancing idolatry and the worship
of the gods, ~ Such is the statement with regard to the sufficiency of voluntaryism in
those days. It was not sufficient in the primitive times, and we know itis notsuffi-
cient now. Look at England, where an establishment exists. That establishment
is not commensurate to the wants of the country; it has not kept pace with the
growth of the country; the state has not done itsduty by enlarging the bounds of the
establishment, and supplying additional church aceommodation, and additional
ministers, as the people increased.  We know parishes that were formerly villages,
having one church, that now contain hundreds of thousands of people, yet have stilk
only one church and one pastor. 1f that be the case, whose fault isit 7 Jtisnotthe
fault of the system, but the fault of the state, which does not work out that system,
If, then, England is left in the state of spiritual destitution in which—according to
the best stalistical accounts—it is, we must como to the conclusion that the voluntary
system is insufficient to perform the work of evangelization—the work of preaching
the gospel, and bringing it home to every man in the country. The gentleman whe
has just sat down appears {0, me to take a very limited view of what we, as ministers
of Christ, ought to aim at. s views appear to be bounder by this—that the gospel
shall be proached (o those who are willing to hear it—those who are willing to pay
for it—those who have £40 a year, and who wil give three times that sum i ordes
iat a minister may live amongst them. But we should go beyond that, we should
preach the gospel to every creature. And we say that provision ought to be made
for it. _We cannot do so individually, as men. We have no organization, or instru-
mentality, to enable us to do it, unless provision be made for iti: We say, thatthe
Appstles were commanded by God to teach nations as well as individuals; and2
nation cannot bo giisclpled—every part of a counrry cannot be visited, and provided
wnh.the ministrations of religion—the gospel cannot be brought to ev’ery man’s door
and Soriptaral instramentalitieet " The sinca hea oy o proper, and spriee
someth'mpg from the ventlemanl \fr.hos o?(esb':lfe e)ta}? alduty to perform. We heard
of shoemakers or tailors, being forpmeld to orh istianive. e s 2bout @ corporaits

s s g christianize the world, or manage the
church. This is not the way to argue upon solemn subjects. These'men have their
duty to perform to their customers, and they are bound to act on christian rinciples
~—to let their work be good and honest ; but they have nothing to do with ovpemment
Who wade them governors? VVho placed on them the responsibility of cghristianizmé
a people 7 If they belong to a church, they have a right to a voice in that church—
to a place in it—but to the place of those who are ministered unto, not of those that
minister. 'We might as well say that because, as shoemakers or tailors they are
bound to get and supply good material, therefore they are boun 10 get and give gda



41

germons.  The responsibility of providing the latter rests with the minister, And in
the same manner, the responsibility rests with the state to do the work of the state—
with a government to do the work of a government. A respousibility rests on our
gracious Queen, and [ trust and pray that she may be able todischarge that respon-
aibility, by her influence and her example in her position in society ; and that by
every means within her reach she will aid and assist the propogation of sound, scrip-
tural principles throughout the land. Is not the virtve of our Queen a glorious
example toher people ?  And if she were to forget her high station—if she wero to
forget her high responsibilities—and were to abandon the gentle, womanly demeanor
that marks her on all occasions, would it not be a bad example alighting upon
christianity 7 If she were to forget her christianity, would it not be worse still ?
If she wero to forget the living God and Christ, and were {o forget that she is bound
by her example, and by every means that come within her reach, to promote the
interests of Christ’s religion in the land, and thereby to promecte the best interests of
her subjects—it would be a greater evil than all the others put together. 1 had
marked several passages in order to prove from ecclesiastical bistory that ynder the
voluntary system, during the three first centuries, the chuich of Christ, not only did
not exist and spread as it afterwards existed and spread,—not only did not increasc
in the empire—but that il was only in large towns, where there were large and
wealthy congregations (having a higher average than £40 a year) that christianity
did take root, The villagers—the pagi—throughout the Koman Lmpire, were left
without the gospel. Hence, pagan became another name for villagers, because they
lived where the gospel of Christ had not been preached The small commt nities
were. necessarily neglected,. while in large communities christianity was established,
and large numbers wera converted to the faith. But under that system, was the
church so altogether pure 7 Was the church so altogether perfect, that no fault
could be found with it—that no evil could be traced in it? Are we to say that when
Constanline was couverted, and when he established christianity as the religion of
his emypire, all kinds of corruption tnen came in? We read concerning the second
and third centuries, as they are described by Mosheim in his Ecclesiastical History :—

¢t There is no iastitution so pure and excellent which the coriuption and folly
of men will not in time alter for the worse, and load with a iditicns foreign to its
nature and original design. Such, in a particular manner, was the fate of
christianity. In this century [the second] many unnecessary rites aud ceromonies
were added to the christian worship, the introduction of which was extremely
offensive to wise and good men. 'These changes, while they destroyed the beautitul
simplicity of the gospel, were naturally pleasing to the gross multitude, who are
more delighted with the pomp and spleidounr of external institutions, than with .
- the native charms of rational and solid piety, and who generally give little atlention
to any objects but those which strike their outward senses.”’

This was under the voluntary system. This was before conneclion with the state
had at alt corrupted the church of God. To what must we trace this circumstance 7
To the innate depravity of the human heart. It was foretold that the Man of Sin
¢hould be revealed—the son of perdition—and nothing could stop it. It was forstold
that the apostacy should take place, and nothing could hinder it, that apostacy has
continued in existence up to the present time, but we know thatits daysare numbered.
Prophecy declares to us that the time will come when it shall be pronounced—
¢« Babylon is fallen, is fallen.*’ But the evil has existed for a long period—even
from the very commencement of the christian era. The Apostle Paul tells us that
in his own time l\he ¢ mystery of iniquity”” was working—it was beginning to work,
Wo are told also that in the days of the Apostle John interests were set up, opposed
to Christ’s interests. We know that there were false teachers everywhere. We
know from the Epistles, that errors had crept into the church, and that somo of the
Ebpistles were written to correct these errors. Therefore, the voluntary systm did
not preserve the purity of the church. Under the niost favourable circumstances—
with all appliances and means to boot—it did not do it. Corruption spread. Up te



42

the beginning of the fourth century, when Constantine was converted, corruption
went on abounding and increasing, more and more. [Time expired.]

Rev, Mr. Oruston—It gives me great pleasure to meet you here to-day, for a
variety of reasons. I always like to meet where there is the °*feast of reason
and the flow ot soul,” sanctified by religion, and where the sympathies of many
hearts are pledged for the advancement of a great cause. But there are other
reasons why I am exceedingly pleased to have been among you here. I[tisthat I
should have had the pleasure of hearing sentiments expressed by these reverend
rectors, which I never heard from rectors be‘ore. I never before heard such large-
hearted benevolence and benificence [rom any rectors, addressing a public meeting;
and therefore I rejoice to have had an opportunity ol being present on this occasion,
Methinks I have a muoch higher opinion of rectors than I ever had before. The
western atmosphare is purer than the eastern; but at any rate your western rectors
are much more large-minded than rectors I have seen in the east. Here we are
recognized by them as brethren ; butin the east, rectors stigmatise us as schismaties,
and our places of worship, instead of being recognized as churches, are derided a3
conventicles. 1 have been so kicked and cuffed by eastern rectors, that [ am glad
that I have now heard from the lips of ordained episcopalians, words so kind and
cheering as those which have been spoken here to-day. Then, agaio, | have heard
our brother of the Scottish Kirk confess that the church can do well without sup-
port from the state. Hence, my advocacy is not needed, because the proposition is
to a certain extent granted. Moreover, I have heard that all denominalions may
receive aid from the reserves. The exclusive days, when the church of England
ministers claimed to be regarded as the only ‘¢ Protestant clergy,” are over. The
exclusiveness is abandoned. The time when the church of Scotland had to seek
the assistance of the Attorney General in order that her ministers might be classed
among ‘¢ protestant clergy,”” are over—never, never to return  We have now an
improved system in this matter—decidedly improved. Ve hear of ¢ changes com-
ing over the spirit’’ of men’s dreams, but here we have a change in fact—in things
real and solid. I cordially greet you, brethren, and congratulate you on this im-
provement 1 your mauners. Another new and most delightful dectrine which I
have heard to-day, for the first time, is this: that if Parliament does not behave
itself, the church of England will be i's servant no longer ; and, again—still another
novelty !—that if Parliament pleases, it may withhold support from the chureh of
England, and transfer it to the Weslezaus, the Baptists, or any other body. I never
heard that before. I never heard churchmen admit, until now, that Parliament has
a perfect right to do as it likes—even to the extent of severing its connection with
the church of England. We mean to go to Parliament and say it shall do this.
Another thing worthy of notice is, that the church—or at all events, our fiiends the
rectors—autterly repudiato every vestige of persecution. That is another glorious
doctrine. No poor man’s clock shall now be seized to pay church rates. No poor
dissenter shall have his family Bible sold, to enrich the minister of a chureh te which
he does not belong. No cannie Scot shall be again thrust into prison, because he
will not pay the annuity tax. No half-starved peasant’s pigs shall be tithed at the
bidding of the rector. I never expected to see so many new lights spring up in the
quarter whence these have emanated. \Why, the old dominant church is gone—
positively gone—gone with the consept of the rectors, They say there are (o be no
more penalties. Every man Js to give what he Itkes—exactly what we have all along
proposed. It is plain that with so many concessions, this establishment is reduced
to a nonentity. What is a law without a penalty? Whatis a penalty without a
collector 7 and what is a collector withoutasword ?  The truth is, the time has gone
by when fires and faggots can be employed by any church, Bat there is a kind of
persecution more horrible and more excruciating still—a system of perverting influ-
ences, brought to bear on the heaven-endowed intellect of man. This is the very
hardest kind of all persecution. Barbarous terms—¢* dissenter’” or * heretic’’—are
hurled against a man, and forthwith men shut him out from their sympathies.—
Unfortunately, a conscientious dissenter cannot come within the circle of rectorial
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gocialities. This is the case in the east; in the west it ssems to be somewhat
different ; and therefore I say again, I am pleased to be here. Let me, however,
notice the question now before us. Is the voluntary principie sufficient to cover the
whole country—to fill it with God-serving, God-loving people? Gloriously suffi-
cient : God hasten the time when it shall be triumphant ! We Lave heard a great
deal about the first three centuries, and docaments have been read to show that,
under the voluntary system, christianity did not succeed. But we have never seen
anything like it since, [ attach very little weight to what was said as to the rapid
spread which it made when Constantine took it under the protection of his sword and
crown. That sort ot general conversion may be done by consecrating the waters
of an immense river, and calling that making the country christian. Such a plao,
or mode of practice, may christianize a whole nation, nominelly, but it can never
christianize a single heart- Again, we are told that in England the state has not
supplied the gospel 1o the poor. That was a noble confession. I, too, say the samo
thing. The state church has not done it—never can do it—never will do it. She
has four millions at her command, but give her forty millions, and she would not do
it. She has done so much (the rector says) with four millions, give her forty, and
she would do much more. I may paraphrase the idea, and apply it to voluntaryism :
under all ils disadvantages it has done much ; let it have fair play, and it will do more.
Hear our commission : ¢* Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every
creature.’” A splendid and most holy commission ! A commission that will not be
fulfilled until every soul has heard the glad tidings ! But there is nothing in this
commission about giving authority to states to christianize whole peoples. 1 want
to know, then, who gave Parliament authority to christianize the country. Assuredly
not my God—not my Lord—not the Bible. Aod on the same principle that a board
of ehoemakers and tailors cannot do it. I maintain that neither Parliaments, nor
kings, nor queens can do it. 'The Queen has been referred to by the last speaker.
We all revere her; Irespect her for her virtues, and if she—withalso viituous—gave
of her pocket money to promote the diffusion of the gospel, I should revere her still
more. But to make her the head of a religious establishment—to impose upon her
the responsibility of christianizing the nation—is to forget the actual duties of her
high office. Amongst the arguments that have been used on the subject of endow-
ments, one gentleman has pointed to the fact that the London M ssionary Society
ondow men, and give them £100 a year to preach the gospel; and that, he says, is
inconsistent with voluntaryism. Of course these are voluntary gifts; and if they
were more frequent, so much the better. If splendid endowments of this nature
were more frequent, volunlaryism would remain firm as now, while it would be
enabled more extensively to spread a knowledge of the gospel, and to overcome the
benumbing, the chilling influences ot church establishments. I hope to see thou-
ssnds rolling in mere rapidly than now, feeling quite sure that that may bo the case
without at all jeopardising the integrity or strength of voluntaryism. I have been
much amused by the ideas which some of the speakers have endeavoured to repre-
sent as voluntaryism. Their policy, in this respect, seems to have been to imitate
the old practice of manufacturing and putting up men of straw, that they may display
their valour in pulling them down again. We have heard something about defining
terms, and 1 admire the plan. Let me, then, try toexplain whatis meant by volun-
taryism. Itis often misunderstood or misreprecented. Men who want to do battle
against it, very often draw on their imaginations very largely, and conjure up some-
thing hideous and absurd. According to these oracles, voluhiaryism is infidel in
principle, and vicious inspractice. Voluntaryism does not imply that we are under
no obligation to promote our religious opinions. We feel that in this respect every
man is udder obligations to the law of God, which is a law much higher than the
law manufactured in Parliament. It is impossible that men can have religious
opinions, and not desire to propogate them. They cannot keep them if they would.
£?very man is bound by the law of heaven to promulgate his opinions : voluntaryism
says that the obligatian is not voluntary, but the actis.  Relizion is a purely individual
thing, resting between man and his Maker. What we call national religien, is the
religion which all the individuals in a pation profess and practice. But gs for that
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eorporate thing, which our friends opposite call national religion, it s a thing havin
n huge body; I always thought it had nothing else, but 1 have learned to-day thsi
:t has a soul, and consequently responsibility. Now [ conceive that no really gedly
whole can ever be made by a conglomeration of ungodly parts. We do pot mean
that kings and queens are not christians. Alas for them it they are not! Do not
accuse us of wishing that they were not christian. We want them all to be sueh;
buat we do not wish them to do more in their official capacity than they are required
codo. They are not required to take charge of religion in their kingly or queenly
zapaciy ; and by the same rule, Parliaments are not required ts legislate in religions
matters. Voluntarvisin does not mean that there is no religious truth; but it does
mean that the stale has no right to tale any particular creed by the hand, and say,
+¢ this alone is truth.”” * We declare that there is religious trath—

Rev. W. Berrrince—So do 1.

Rev. Mr. Ormstos—DBut we say further, that no man should be compelled to
sapport another mau’s fuith, nor even be compelled to support his own.  Voluntary-
lsm says that christianity should be left to maintain and protect itself in the world, by
its own inherent, civinely-given powers. It neither needs nor' desires foreign aid;
but, on the contrary, repudiates all alliance with civil powers. The illustration of
Paul, which is so often dragged in to support the state payment of the clergy isspecific.
The ox that treadeth out the corn is not to be muzzled ; butno ox, while treading out
my corn, should eat out of my neighbour’s stack. No man, while trimming my
vine, ehould steal my neighbour’s grapes. No labourer, working for hire, and entitled
to hite, should do your work, and come to me for payment. A shepherd 1s entitled
te milk from the flock he tends, but he has o authority in scripture, or any whero
else, for stealing his neighbour’s milk. I might carry the illustration further, butl
have said enough to exempiify the principle of voluntarvism, which is, that every
man must be left to mnaiatain his own religion. You maintain yours ; I will mamtain
mine ; of the mauner in which you and I discharge our duty, God alone is to be judge.
The scriptures tell us that those who serve at the altar sha'l live by the alar; aud
volantaryism in no way abrogates the command. [Time sxpired.]

Rev. G. Burr—1 bave been exceedingly anxious to find out what is meant by the
voluntary principle. [t seems to me, that the definition usually given to it is this:
That a minister is to be supported by the voluntary contributions of those to whom he
ministers, Ifthat be not a correct view of the nature of voluntarsism, 1 should like
w0 know what itis. There has been a good deal szid by the reverend speaker who
has just satdown, to the effect that it is customary to build up a man of straw and
call it volantaryism, and then knock it down, It possibly 1nay be so, but at the same
time it must be remembered that it is equally so to build up a man of straw, callit
the establishment principle, end then to knock itdown also, It is my firm conviction
that a state support of religion must be voluniary, just as muach as the support of
religion by individual=. And I maintain that it must be voluntary because a state
never wculd give such support to religion against its will. It must be a voluntary
exprossion of the ruling power, whatever that may be. In the case before us, there
must be an expression of the will of the people of Great Britain through their repre-
sentatives in the linpeiial Parliament.  Whe distinction must still be noticed, that
tuat which is voluntary is not thereby necessarily optional, and that the legal support
of the christan charch is not thereby necessarily a compulsory one. The great
principle, as it appears to me, is, that the gosrel is to be extonded, and ihai one of
the means o be used in that extension, is the furnishing ofpecu,niarv resourceg.
Without this, no institution, however spiritual, can advance in this world., There
must be pecuniary resources. INow it appears to me that the great princi ie which
regulates the conduct of an individual under the iuflurnce of the gospel 'aleopre ulates
the concuct.of astate.  Where the spirit of God acts on the goul, in a,furl de, gree it
svill cause the person to give himself—soul, body, moneys, y S ve

2 : 1 t lands—to tho service of
God, in whatever way his conscience may dictate.

[ maintain that if j “duty
—as it certainly is—of the individual christian to devote himself :—m]dt la).fl t?heag he

possesses, on the altar of his God, whenever he is brought to a knowledge of the

\
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truth as 1t is in Jesus—it is equally the bounden duty of 4 community, and therefore
the state is bound to use its resources for the same purpose. 1 do not enlarge on this,
as it 1s not immediately before us 1t is not on account of any want of faith, that we
disclaim the sufficiency of the voluntary principle. It is oot from want of faith en
our part, in the pewer of religion upon the minds of the christians belonging to those
scctions of the church which we represent, that we declare to cast ourselves wholly
upon the voluntary principle ; for I am fully convinced that the section of the churek
to which I belong would be as liberal in its contributions as any other section of the
churchin the world. Still I maintain ihat, efficient as the voluntary principle may
be for maiataining the church under some circuins'ances, and in some paris of the
world, it is not sufficient for evangelizing the whole world—for doing the great work
which the church, as a whole, is bound t» do. There are some places—in cities, and
in some counties—where the voluntary principle is exceedingly efficient. I have
no doubt that some think that Scotland is a country where the voluntary principle
has been exceedingly efficient. We say it has been so, because Scotland was first
taught by the establishment principle. We have heard reference 1o the Apostle
goingforth and taking nothing from the Gentiles. Isnot thatthe same principle on
which the Church of Christ still acts—on which the missionary now goes forth? If
the remarks of the last speaker have the slightest force agaiust any eudowments,
thay have equol force against all endowments, 1f the christian minister must
repudiate endowments by the siate, he niust repudiate endowments provided
by a society—both having this one great purpose—the spreading of the gospel
throughout the world. 1 maintain that the volantary principle is not sufficient,
because there are many circumstances in which a minister cannot be supported
by the voluntary contributions of his flock. In the first instance, he has no flock
—perhaps for years, be will have no flock that cnn do it, whatever their wil
.may be. It has been said, ‘“ Give us enongh of the voluntary principle, and we’ll do
what you require.”” Certainly, that isthe peint which ! avd my friends have all
along been urging: We onject to the voluntary principle, because there is not
enough of it. It 1sjust because there is not enough of it, that that which has been
styled the voluntary principle, is in reality the involuntary prineciple. Itis not
becanse christians have voluntarily contributed what is required, but because they
have been unwilling to do so, that a deficieney has been felt. Still, however, this
dees not come to the matter of principle, and 1t is to the great matter of principle to
whieh I adbere; becaunse it is by adherence to this principle that 1 maintain the
truth, which I cannot and dare notiepudiate. Icannot give up this principle without
tearing the crown from the head of the Saviour, and that I will not do. Reference
has been made to the early Christians, and the reputed spread of Christianity under
their preaching. Thereis no question that in 40, christianity was extended to every
province of the Roman empire, and even Leyond it, but the whole land was net
christianized, as has been already shown. Christianity was widely extended withia
a few years of the death of Christ. It was extended, but how? Not by the vol-
untary priaciple, as that principle is understood and acted upon by the christian
chuich of the present day, but under the peculiar circumstances of the times, whean
the greater number of those in Judea who were brought to the faith, devoted theic
whole substance, sold their lands even, and gave them into the treasury of the Lord,
and then went forth to preach the gospel. These were peculiar circumstances.
They knew that the land would soon be ravaged and destroyed by the Roman army,
and under these peceliar circumstances, they devoted the whole of their property to
the service of tho gospel. These, I say, wore peculiar circumstances, that are not
incambent on the church of the present day. I have said already that the'whole of
a man’s property is to be devoted to God, but it is not in every instance to be em-
ployed in paying ministers, orsending missionaries : to a very great extent, this
was the principle, although not now required. S4ill ‘it was the prineiple acted oa
in the primitive church, and this, so far as human instrumen alities were concerned,
waa the great secret, through means of which the gospel made suen rapid progress.
But observe, this was a peculiar case, which does not apply to the whole history of
the church, in every age. 1t was intended to show the vital power of christianity ;
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‘&ad that vital power was manifested in a striking degree in the effeets which resulted
from it. But we are not to suppose, although it pleased the Lord thus to show the
vital power of christianity, in the first instance, that the great principle for which we
have contended was to remain in abeyance. I mean the principle of the supremaey
of Christ, and the subserviency of nations, of governments, and of every thing that
belongs to man, when brought into the church, to the great end of maintaining-and
spreading the gospel. It was not necessary that the same circumstances should.
continue throughout the entire history of the world. There was uo complaint of
want of funds amongst the primitive christians, for the reason I have expluinéd.
Mention has been made of the proper amount of salary that a minister should receive,
and three times the average income ot the members of his congregation has been
named as that amount. ln many instances, probably, a great deal less than that
would be considered a suitable maintenance, but this, I consider, has nothing to do
with the question before us. The question is, whether the voluntary principle has
Christ’s express sanction as the principle on which the pecuniary support of his
church should rest, and whether it has proved adequate’to all the necessities that
have occurred.  There is no doubt that Christ requires that men should give their
souls, and bodies, and moneys, and every thing else, to his service ; butno statement
has been adduced from scripture to show that Christ gave his express sanction 1o
this voluntary principle, as the exclusive principle for the pecuniary support of the
church.  Noscriptural statement has been adduced that bears directly on this point.
I will again mention one necessity which exists, and that is the necessity of extend-
ing the church to heathen Jands—where the voluntary principle (always keeping in
view thedistinction | have made)is not sufhicient for the maintenance and furtheranes
of the gospel: Taking the voluntary principle in the view which 1 hold to be sound
—that governments and individuals are under law to Christ, and bound to eontribute
of their substance for the furtherance of his gospel—and then I would admit most
cheerfully that it is sufficient. But as I presume that this is not the principle upheld
on the other side, it docs seem to me that there is something wanting in that voluntary
principle to which theyrefer. Reference was made in the forenoon to Anierica, and
without going back to that part of our discussion, I would state most distinctly that
I do not consider America a fair field for affording satisfactory testimony concerning
the voluntary pricciple. There has not been sufficient time to test it. Moreover,
it ought to be directly borne in mind that America did not start on the voluntary
principle ; and extensive state endowments of churches still exist there. The en-
dowmest of a single church in New York is greater than all the clergy reserves of
Canada. Another fact is to be remembered, that throughcut a great number, if not
all the states of the American vnion, there are additional funds which are parlly
employed in the teaching ot religion. That I consider is most distinctly an endow-
ment of religion. Another fact stated by Baird in his work on * Religion it
America,” is, thala very great number of Congregational churches in the New
England States are state churches, upheld as such by the law ; contributions being
levied by law for the suppart of those churches. Now koeping these things in view,
how ean America be pointed to as a field where the voluntary principle has had free
scope? There is certainly a great deal of voluntary service rendered to the cause
of the gospel in the United States, but I do not admit that that is the only means
upon which the gospel there depends for pecunrary support. I think I must have
been mistaken on one occasion, if 1 were understood to say that churches could do
perfecily well without establishments. [Time expired.]

Rev. W. GiumorE—In reference to the subject of tithe, T again state that there
were no civil exactions under the former economy. Mr., Cru%yn bas endeavored
to prove, that in primitive times there was an insufficiency in the voluntary
principle because a bishop, laboring in a place, did not convert all the people
that were there.

Rev. B. Croxyn—I referred to Moshiem, to show that at the commeneement of

the fourth century, there were ‘‘an incredible number of persons who adhered '
the worship of the gods.” .



47

Rev. W. GiLmore—All 1 intended to say was, that ‘an endowment could have
done no more than send a Bishop there to labor, and that this was done by the
voluntary principle. The historical fact proves no more. Again, it has been
represented, that the voluntary principle had made comparatively litile progress in
the world, as far down asthe time of Constantine. Yreferredto Pliny, wHose state-
ment has not been touched. Iquote from memory, but I think he says,when writing

to Trajan—* The christian religion has entered the cities, the villages, the towns,
and the hamlets; the very temples are forsaken, and there are no more sacrifices,”
or, ‘“the sacrifices are not now purchased as they were formerly,”—I forget
which. This wasin 107 or 110. Here we see, then, that at that time, and in
that part of the country, the voluntary principle had done wonders. And did not
JJTertullian, in his “ Apology” say—* Were we to refer from your empire, we
should leave a mighty chasm in the midst of you ?”’—showing that the voluntary
principle had indeed done wonders at that time. The rev. gentleman who spoke
_last seems to be at a loss as to what we mean by the voluntary principle.  We
_mean this—thata man may give all his property, if he choose, or whatever pro-
purtion he pleases, to the support of the gospel; only he is not forced to do se.
We do not think that that contribotion must be confined to the church in whick
he is a member, but that it may be extended to others. Our friend seems to be
at a very great loss to understand how a man can possibly give beyond the limits
of the church where he labors. Now the Apostle says —*‘Let them who are
taught communicate to him that teacheth in all good things.” That was said of
an individual, teaching in a particular congregation; and in that particular con-
gregation, the taught are to communicale with him of all good things—that is
tor his temporal support. Then the Apostle says further, when writing to the
Phillippians,—‘ Now, ye Phillippians, know also, that in the beginning of the
gospel, when I departed from Macedonia, no church communicated with me, as
concerning giving and receiving, but ye only. For even in Thessalonica ye sent
once and again unto my necessity.” Now here are the Phillippians, not only
contributing to the sapport of the individual labering amongst them, but sending
help to the Apostle when far from them—all on the voluntary principle. And
now as to the voluntary principle in modern times. It must be remembered that
it labored under a paralysis for a thousand years, and even now, when the volan-
taries are greatly enfeebled, and only exerting themselves up into health, volun-
iaryism has done, and is doing wonders. And what but the compulsory system
kept us unuer this paralysis? For about 200 or 300 years we began to quiver
with life, and to see, however dimly, the light; and our forefathers, in striving to
gain the full degree of life and health, were often incarcerated in prisons, and
hunted by dragoons, at the instance of the established church. Still they went
on—still the voluntary principle struggledand lived. Look at its operation among
the non-conformists in England at the present day. Do we not find that the sup-
plies of- the dissenting churches in England overtake the halt of the population ?
Look again at the Methodists, when they came forth, and threw themselves on;the
voluntary principle: did it not work wonders in spreading their religion? Look
still more recently at the time when the rev. Doctor before us, (Dr. Burns,) and
his colleagues followed the example. True, they have scarcely shaken the para-
lysis off so completely as we have done, but still what have they accomplished %
The Free Church of Scotland now furnishes a-minister for every 938 hearers.
‘I'here are 657,255 individnals connected with the Free Church, and they have
700 ministers ; making the division 938 for each of their congregations. Refer-
ence has been made to Baird, and on this point I beg to correct the last speaker.
'There has been no endowment in any of the States since 1831. The last endow-
ment was withdrawn then. Atthat time, in four States, there was a minister on
the average, to every 925 individuals. Again, in Scotland, in 1835, there was a
minister to every 1340 people, while in the United States there was one to every
1050. Again,taking the newer States further west, which have been always re-
presented as ill supplied, (and ill-supplied because the voluntary principle only
was made to bear on them)—XKentucsy, Tennessee, Ohio, Alabama, Mississippi,
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Missouri, and others—there was a minister to every 1316 people. It is plain,

then, thatthe United States, with nothing but the voluntary principle to rely upon

was better supplied spiritually, than Scotland, where a state church exists T

find a statement on this subject in Reed and Matheson’s * Narrative :”

*In Vetmont and New Hampshire, there were not only state enactments, bat
provisions of land in favor ot the same and similar objects. Each Township-
had ap annual grantof 300 acres. This estate was to benefit equally four par.
ties: the church—the school—the society for promoting christian knowledge-
and the first minister. The first minister was deemed a proprietor; and be
could will away his portion to his familv or friends. It was, in fact, a bonus
to induce a person to encounter the first dificulty of settling; and it usually
attracted the least worthy to the spot. The one-fourth originally meant for the
permament uses of the church, with its other privileges, remained, and the
church languished in the midst of its indulgencies. Ti is remarkable that the
*desolations’ of these disiricts, which a Scoteh writer has magnified, to illus-
trate the inefficiency of the voluntary principle, are the very desolations which
were created by the compulsory and state methods on which I am adverting”
[Time expired.]

Rev. B. CronyN—I shall supply what the rev. gentleman said I omitted on the
former occasion. He said I did not prove that there was any compulsion to be
employed concerning the tithes under the law.

Rev. W. Gimore—By the civil magistrate,

Rev. B. Cronys—By the hand of the executioner. Will that answer as well?
Though certainly he was not a very civil magistrate. However, we know that
offerings were to be presented to the temple—were to be brought in order that the
priests might have their portion. I will read to you the law concerning this as it
is givenin Leviticus, e. 17: “ And the Lord spake unto Moses, saying, speak unto
Aaron, and unto his sons, and unto all the children of Israel, and say unto them
this is the thing which the Lord hath commanded, saying, what man soever there
be of the House of Israel that killeth an ox, or lamb, or goat, in the camp, or that
killetn it out of the camp, and bringeth it not unto the door of the tabernacle of
the congregation to offer an offering unto the Lord, blood shall be imputed unto
that man ; he hath shed blood; and that man shall be eat off from among his
p:ople”” One chief reason why they were thus enjoined to bring all beasts to the
temple, was that the priest had a particular portion of every victim as his share,
on whieh to live. 'The priests were to live by the altar. The lasl gentleman
said, that there were free will offerings, but, in fdct, they were the offerings which
they were commanded to make. And mark! when a person did not bring the
vietim to the altar, which he had slain elsewhere, and thus robbed the priesthocd
thc blood was to be upon him, and he was cut off from the Jand. 1t is the same
command as existed in reference to the Sabbath. Those who broke it were to be
stoned with stones, till they died. That is a compulsory enactment, clearly sto-
ting, thai when they refnsed to bring their offering to the altar, that the priests
might have their portion of it, they ware to be punished, even with death. Com-
ing back to the subject more immediately before us, I may say that [ am in pos-
session of a few statistics with reference to the voluntary system, and I am some-
what surprisad at the statistics that have been read. 1 can’t account for them—
they are so exceedingly different {rom what I have furnished. myself with from
various parties. But before proceeding to this point, we must consider that there
are two things that go under the name of volantaryism, in the minds of difiereat :
people. 'There is what the great and learned Dr. Chalmers called *free trade
in religion,” and there is the voluntary principle. The free trade system is that
which these gentleen appear to advocate—that is, to let the demand regulate the
supply. That is, when ungodly men demand religion, we’ll give it, not till then.

‘When a man whose carnal mind is ewmity against God, demands religion, we'll
bring itto him ! Dr. Chalmers has well denounced this system, and I would
ricommend those gentlemen to study what he says on the subject. The voluns
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tary principle again, is that which includes endowments—voluntary gifts. There
is no church in the world that has given voluntary endowments equal to the
Church of England. There are the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in
Foreign parts, with £100,000 a year, and the Christian Knowledge Society, with
the same income-—both contributed altogether by the church, and I believe that
nine-tenths of the funds of the Bible Society are contributed by churchmen; the
Church Missionary Seciety is supported altogether by them; and the Londoa
Missionary Society derives large sums from the same source. We do not dis-
claim voluntaryism, then, but we take it as supplementary to our system. In
this country we have no tithes by compulsion. No man is here. obliged to pay
for another man’s religion. A pious King, in the exercise of that right which he
assuredly possessed, recommended his parliament to give a certain grant. The
parliament, representing the people of England—made that grant; and it is that
grant which we wish to have retained. Let us not go so wide from the mark,
then, as to talk about tithes in Ireland, the massacre at Rathcomace, and s torth,
Let us keep to facts, and I will read you what was said by the late Dr. Dwight,
an American Presbyterian, who ought to be considered a good authority :

“ Further, the rapid decrease in the number of ministers, compared with the
population, is shewn. In 1753, in New England, there was one minister for
every 628 persons. In 1806, in the United.States, there was not one well-educa-
ted minister to 6,000 souls. But in many cases where churches formerly
existed, they are no longer to be found. The members are dispersed, the
records gone—not a vestige of the church to be found.” It is quite clear
the example of America can never be again quoted as a proof of the success
of the voluntary system.”

Rev. Mg, Gimore—What is the date of that?

A

Rev. B. Cronyn—1806. I will now give a statement of a later date. 'The
American Tract Seciety, in their Report tor 1833, say: ‘¢ It is estimated by those
wwho have the best means of judging, that not far irom five millions ot our popu-
lation are new unblessed with the means of grace” The American Tract
Society surely knew what they were writing about. Yet this is their statement
in 1833. You read statistics of 1835. 'There must have been tremendous energy
manifested by the voluntary system in these two years! The Bishop of Ohio,
has, however, made statements which bear ont those which I have read. Now
these are statistics which we have from good sources with regard to the voluntary
system in the States. Can we say that it is an eflicieat system ? that it is compe-
tent to cover the whole land with the ministrations of the gospel? It is racst
sadly deficient. As to the free trade in religion—the principle that the demand
is to regulate the supply—we know that it will never bring the gospel to those
who most stand inneed of it. The man who desires the gospel has made a great
step towards obtaining the blessings of it. The man who has made this first
step, can only be considered as doing so under the influence of God’s Holy Spirit ;
but the man who desires it not—who has no knowledge of Christ, and ecares not
for him—should have the gospel brought to him, and its obligations pressed upon
him. The free trade system cannot do it. 'With all your energy—and we give
you credit for great energy and perseverance—il is impossible that under the ree
trade syster, the ministrations of religion can be extended to those who have
most need of it. 1t is for the poor of the land that the stale should interfere,
The rich can obtain for themselves the ministrations of the gospel. But the poor
of the land should have the gospel preached to them, and we say that the state
should provide the means of bringing home the gospel of the Lord Jesus Christ
to every man and heart in the country.

Rev. J. Gimore 1 may be allowed to sav that the authorities for my statistios
are Dr. Baird, Baptist Noel, and Reid and Matheson.

Rev. J, Gonpry—I would suggest that it is highly desirable that there should
be an extension of time on this proposition, in order that ihe voluntary system

D
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may be thoroughly discussed. All of us must have felt that the subjectis yet far
from being exhausted,

Rev. F. Evans—Our number, you see, is limited, while our opponents are
much more numerous. Besides, Mr. Betiridge and Mr. Cronyn are unwell,

Rev. B. Cronyn—Tomorrow, if we are physically able, we will endeavor to
oblige you,

[4n adjournment then took placc until the following morning ab mine o'clock s the
Thuaology having been previously sung by the meeling.)
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‘The proceedings were commenced at half past nine o’closk, with prayer
by the Rev. F. Evans, and Rev. Mr. Gilmore.

Rev. Dr. Burns said—There is a matter which I would submit to you, Mi-
Chairman, and the meeting, in regard to the time allotted to each speaker. In
the discussion of yesterday, it was a matter of comparatively small moment, be-
cause the time was principally occupied with reasoning and argument. But
to-day, on the first'and second points of discussion, a great part of it must be
occupied in examining and reading decuments, and commenting upon them.
Now, twenty minutes are really too little for an opening speech, which from the
nature of the subjects, would require a pretty full review of each topic; and [
therefore submit that it is highly desirable that we should have an hour each.

Rev. F. Evans—I am quite aware of the inconvenience which in some mea-
sure attends ihe restrictions as to time which have been agreed upon, but on
balancing the whole affair, I think there is a decided preponderance of reason in
tavor of short time, especially when we consider that our proceedings are to be
reported an- extensively circulated. People will not read lengthy pamphlets and
documents ; and though an addition of ten minutes to the time of each speaker
might ineonvenience us very little now, it would be found greatly to diminish
the chances of a very wide circulation of what is said. 'We have documents to
read as well as the other party, but we do not therefore ask for any addition to
our time.

Rev. Dr. Burns—Both parties are equally interested in having justice done to
the documents ; and to run through them, post haste, in order to bring them within
twenty minutes, is murdering the argument. 1 again, propose, Mr. Chairman,
nhai‘. you give us half an hour to open a proposition, and allow ten minutes to
weply. .

Cuirrman—=S8uch a proceeding requires the consent of all parties. There is
one compromise of which you can avail yourself, and that is to lake the twenty
minutes and the ten minutes together, instead of on two occasions.

Rev. Dr. Burns—1I decline accepting that, unless it be agreed to by all.

CrarmaN—We must proceed then, as usual. The proposition which is next
to be maintained on the volantary side, is as follows:
4—That the term “ Protestant Clergy,” used in the Imperial Statute of 1791, must have been
used in contradistinction to Roman Catholic, and not intended to be restricted in its
application to the Clergy of the English Church. That the term ‘Protestant Clergy,”
being intended to exclade Roman Catholics only, the settlement made by 3 and 4 Vi,
was anact of injustice, and so far from being a compromise, was a fraud upon those who
were not assenting parties to the arrangement.

Rev. J. Roar- I maintain the proposition which has now been read. Indoing
80, I will, in the first place, offer a few reasons for the opinion, that the phrase
* Protestant clergy” used in the Imperial Statute of 1791, was not intended to
apply exclusively to the Church of England, but was intended to be used in con-
tradistinetion to Roman Catholie. I will just refer to the words of the act which
is now before me. In it we find that there are clauses which relate to the reser-
vation of lands for the support of a protestant clergy ; there are clauses further
on, relating to the establishment of Rectories, and the appointment of rectors.
In these two cases, there is a studied difference in the phraseology employed with
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regard to the parties interested. 'When the Recerves are spoken of, the phrase
is uniformly “Protestant clergy.” When the Rectories are referred to, it is
requisite to name a particular class of men to be appointed as rectors. Then,
there is no generality at all—there is a specific appellation given; a particular
class are selected. and they are the ““ Clergy of the Church of England.” Upon
that fact I found an argument that there was intended to be a difference of idea
conveyed by the phrases which have been thus studiously changed. With re-
gard to the expression, “ a prolestant clergy,” the idea is not to be taken which
has been propagated by friends of the gentlemen opposite—that the Legislature
of England could refer only to the established clergy ot England, or, as they are
frequently termed, the established clergy of the Empire. Then the natural and
preper phraseology would have been, “the Clergy.” If only the ministers be-
longing to -the Church of England were in the eye of the Legislature and the
law, the clergy, they would have been spoken of as “the clergy.” If, instead of
that, the term “ protestant clergy” was used, it implied an admission that there
was another clergy than the pratestant—there was the Roman Catholic. The
Roman Catholic priesthood, therefore, constituted a clergy in the view of the
Legislature. For instance, if when I came to Simcoe, I had heard a gentleman
spoken of as ‘“the protestant rector,” .I should have understood that there was.a
Roman Catholic rector. You never hear of ‘““a protestant rector,” because it is
understood that there is but one rector. The word protestant is never introduced.
1f there had been.the idea of a Roman Catholic rector, as well as the Protestant
rector, then the phrase would have been introduced to designate one party from
the other. The Legislature in 1791 said, *a Protestant Clergy;” by that ad-
mitting that there was a Roman Catholic Clergy. When they speak of Protes-
tant Clergy, what did they say? Not “the Protestant Clergy,” but *a Protes-
tant Clergy.” They used an indefinte article for an indefinite thing. Had only
one clergy been intended, they wounld have said “the Protestant Clergy,” but
they said, “a Protestant Clergy”—thus showing that there were several bodies
of clergy. When, afterwards, it is neeessary to be more specific, in regard to the
class whom the Governors are to appoint to the Rectories the Legislature imme,
diately designate a particular class—the Clergy of the Church of England.
Now as to the ground on which [ base the proposition. I found it; in the first
place, upon the opinion that the phrase * Protestant Clergy” was not intended to
apply to any one class of Clergy, but was intended to leave open room for the
appropriation of the Reserves to any who might come afterwards, in the view of
the Legislature, under that description. I found it, in the second place, upon the
fact that this view of the case has been drawn by the most eminent men in En-
gland; and to the opinions of some of them I will now refer. Writing in the
name and in behalf of his Majesty, the Secretary of State, Lord Glenelg thus

wrote to Sir Francis Bond Head, on the 5th Dec.,"1835:

0

1t is not difficult to perceive the reasons which induced Parliament, in 1791, to
connect with a reservation of land for ecclesiastical purposes, the special dele-
gation to the Council and Assembly of the right te vary that’provision by any
bill, which being reserved for the signification of his Majesty’s pleasure, should
be communicated to both Honses of parliament, for six weels before that deci-
ston was pronounced. Remembering, it should seem, how fertile a source of
controversy ecclesiastical endowments had supplied throughout a large part of
the christian world, and how impossible it was to foretell with precision what
might be the prevailing opinions and feelings of the Canadians on this subject,
at a future pgrlod_, Parliament at once secured the means of making a syste-
matic provision for a protestant clergy, and took full precautlon against the
eventual inaptitude of that syslem to the more advanceq stages of a society
then in its infant state, and of which no human toresight could divine the
more mature and settled judgment.” °
Lord Glenel

s g here says deliberately, that it was intended to make a reserve of

8, but afterwards to select the parties to whom those lands could be given;
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“These are extracts from the opimion of the Judges of England—the highest
:autherities on a point of law in the world. Referring to this opinion, Lord John
.Russéll thus spoke in the House of Commons, on the 6th July, 1840:

“The proposition is founded on the opinion of the Judges, given in the other
House of Parliament, with respect to the clergy reserves. That opinion re-
cognizes the right on the part of the Church of England, and also recognizes
the right on the part-of the Church of Scotland, to shares in those reserves;
and by words which I need not quote, virtually admits the terms, ** Christians
of other denominations,” as entitling them likewise to share accerding to the
"Act of Parliament of 1791, in the proceeds of such reserves.”

So much for authority from these parties. I take-other ground. I shall ad-
vance this opinion—that there is among the various bodies of Protestant minis-
ters no one class of gentlemen so little entitled to the, phrase “ Protestant clergy,”
as those of that church to which our brethren on the opposite side belong. [de
not mean to rest upon a similarity between that church and the church ot Rome,
which does not belong to any of us. 1 rest upon this fact. that it is the common
argument in behalf of the Church of England, that they acquire, the validity of
‘their orders, and the efficacy of their sacraments, through the Church of Rome.

Rev. W. Berrrince.—This is rather beside the question. 'We are not now dis-
cussing the doetrine of Apostolic succession.

‘Mr. J. Rosr—I am not saying a word about Apostolic succession. I am
saying that the argument which the bulk of these gentiemen—Bishops and others
—use is, that their church has claims against us all (whom they-call dissenters,)be-

-because they got the validityof their orders throeugh the Church 6f Rome. Notonly
so,but what is theirrule 7 A Presbyterian Clergyman who becomes connected with
the Chureh of England must be re-ordaiued—his present ordination goes for noth-
ing. But leta Roman Catholic priest be convertad, and he is not re-ordained—¥His
present ordination is heldtobe valid. Isnot there affiliation there ? Isthat protesta-
tion? ‘Does that church protest against the otler? It does not. There is no protest
about it, It is no argument on behalf of the Church of England that they are
a reformed Catholic Church—not a Protestant Church. I deny that the Church
of England does protest against the essential principles of the Church of Rome.
They depend upon them~—their orders come through them—the validity of thei1
sacraments comes through them, Therefore, if there be a class of clergy thatis
not a Protestant clergy, that is the class. There is another part of my proposi-
tion, It is that “ The settlement made by 3 & 4 Vic., was an act of gross
injustice, and so far from being a compromise, was a fraud upon those sects who
were not assenting parties to the arrangement.” If these gentlemen were not the
Protestant clergy, and they took all the clergy reserves themselves, from 1791'to
1840, they defrauded all other denominations of their share. As honest men,
then, they ought to pay it back; for they took it under the pretence of being the
“ Protestant clergy.” 1 deny that the settlement was a compromise. A compro-
mise of what? They never had the clergy reserves in their hands. They were
-mever entitled to them. /These were reserves not grants. A provided property,
:kept in hand for a given use or a given party, is not made a vested right. That
wonderful book, the Bible, has a passage that bears on this, Two individuals in
the first christian times, adopted the then general course of devoting or dedicating
the bulk of their property to religion. They afterwards faltered in their purpose
and what then was tﬁeir position ? An Apostle said to them, “ While it remain-
ed was it not thine own, and after it was sold, was it not in thine power ?” They
sinned in the matter by lying, and not by robbery or sacrilege. So while the
Clergy reserves remained, were they not the government’s own ? and when they
were sold, were they not still in their power? The government have these re-
serves in their hands, and hold them against a day when they may be wanted.
Talk about vested rights in the case, and about making a compromise ! Where
was the vested right? They had no deed for them, If I were to sell you a lot
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of land, and were to put into the deed that I might “vary or repeal it” vu",heni
liked. what would it be worth ? who would give anything for such a t}lle’.l Yet
that was the kind of deed which these gentlemen got: a deed by which the do-
nors might * vary or repeal” that very act when they pleased. We, [lllen, are at
perfect liberty to vary or repeal that act now. Hear what Lord Goderich said 1o
sir J. Colborne, Nov. 21, 1831:

I is sufficient to repeat that his Majesty’s government have advised the abandon-
ment of the reserves, for the simple reason that atter 40 years, they have been
iound not to answer the expectations entertained at the time the system was
established, but have entailed a heavy burden upon the Province, without pro-

- ducing any corresponding advantage.”

This was said by the very party that gave the reserves. Not only so, but a
dratt uf a bill was actually sent out by Lord Goderich to Sir John Colborze, in
1831, for adoption by the Legislatare of this Proviace. In this bill it was pro«
vided—

«“That all the lands heretofore appropriated within the Province for the support
and maintenance of a Protestant clergy, now remaining unsold, shall be, and
the same are hereby declared to be vested in his Majesty, his heirs, successors,
&c., as of his and their original estate, absolutely discharged from all trust for
or tor the benefit of a Protestant clergy, and of and trom all and every the
claims and demands of suech clergy upon and in respect of the same.”

The very party that is said to have given these reserves, actually Eroposed
that in this country we should pass an act conveying them back. Did the Impe-
rial government conceive that these gentlemen have a vested right? By no
means. Vested means realized, in distinction from contingent or uncertain, and
who therefore can say, that the clergy of the Church of’ England have anything
like a vested right 2 ~ Again—there was no compromise in the settlement for this,
reason—we were not there to compromise with them. The people of Canada,
had been protesting against the whole system, and they sent home an Act for the
purpose of efiecting an arrangement; but the Archbishop and the Bishops of the
Church of England proposed a new arrangement, mainly in favor of themselves
and this is what we are asked to call a compromise! Why, if there is tobea
setilement, both parties ought to be there. There was only one party there,
however, and they oblained the existing settlement, which they call a final settle=
ment; just as though an Act of Parliament passed in any session, could be final.
We know that acts of parliament are final only till they are done away with.
They are final till the next year, when the Legislature may reverse them. That
is the finality of acts of parliament, and that is the only finality that is in this
sa-called settlement. I maintain that there is no final settlement where there is
wtong. Providence forbids any final settlement where there is injustice. There
is wrong, Lecause in the first place, these gentlemen had all the reserves to them-
scives; and because under the settlement of 1840, a large portion still remains in
their hands, while it is preposed to divide a shred amongstus. We come in for
a part under the settlement of 1840, but all that was given before that, is kept
by these two favored ehurches. No—we have no inlerest in these reserves.
They had acquired an mterest in them before that period. We have no right,
accordirz to this settlement, but that of humbly petitioning the Governor General
or Mr. Baldwin, or Mr. Hincks, and asking that a small modicum may be given
to us. The proposition says rightly then, that the settlement “ was a fraud upon
thwse sects who were not.assenting pariies to the arrangement.”

Rev. W. Berrringe—Before I proceed with my observations, I beg to express
my deep regret that this proposition was ever assented to, because I think that
auy discussion upon the provisions of the Act of Parliament of 1791, after the.
act of 1840, had passed. Such a discussion can only tend at best to excite un-
pleasant feelings, and to give rise to not very courteous expressions. . As to what
the gentieman who has just sat down has said with respect to the protestantism of
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he Chorch of England, I can leave it to the decision of history; only ashing
where his church would have been without the Protestant Church of England?
il say no more on that point, but will proceed, and do so with great and unfeign-
.d regret—to notice the rightof the Church of England, antecedent to the Act of
1840. To those members of the Church of Scotland or of other denominations,
vho may be here, 1 must again repeat my unfeigned regret that this has been
nade a matter of public discussion. I am forced on to the ground, but being
here, will of course occupy it. We fhave to say, whether the statute of 1791,
1ad reference exclusively to the Church of England. I say it had, and shall en-
leavor to prove my position by referring to documents which now exist, and
vhich had their existence at the period immediately connected with that when
his act was passed. I suppose it will be admitted that persons who lived at the
ime—ministers of state—and those who were the framers of this act—may be
:onsidgred the persons most likely to understand the entire object and character
)t'ztfll will at once refer 1o these documents, premising that I got many of
henf'myself when in England, several years ago, from the papers of Governor
jimcoe, the first Governor ot Upper Canada, and in whose time the act of 1731
vas passed. Governor Simcoe, writing to the Archbishop of Canterbury, Dec.
0, 1790, pointed out the necessity of “ giving due support to that church estab-
ishment”—that is, the Established "Church ot England—which he considered
‘necessary to promotc the national religion.” In this letter, he regarded *the
stablishment of episcopacy in Upper Canada” as “ absolutely necessary in any
xtensive colony which this country means to preserve.” 'Writing to Mr. Secre-
ary Dundas, June 2, 1791, Governor Simcoe again said:

‘I'hold it to be indispensably necessary that a Bishop should be immediately

estabudshed in Upper Canada.” At this very moment we see Episco-
pacy happily introduced, and introducing, into all the United States; nor
in Parliament in the Canada bill, have we seen any exception taken to
the episcopal function, biit to the admission of the Bishop to a seat in the
Legislative Council, whieh, it is to be hoped, while there is an establishment,
the wisdom of this country will always insist npon.”

Again, Governor Simcoe said:

In regard to the Episcopal Establishment, it is impossible for me to be more anx«
ious that such an arrangement should take place, than I have uniformly shown
myself to be, and that | firmly believe the present to be the critical moment in
which that system so interwoven and connected with the monarchical founda-
tion of our government may be productive of the most permament and exten-
sive benefits in preserving the connection between Great Britain and her Co-
lonies.”

Again, Mr. Secretary Dundas, writing to Lord Dorchester, 16th September,
791, said

As there does not, at present, appear to be sufficient provision tor the support of
the Protestant clergy, either in Upper Canada or Lower Canada, the collection
of tithes has, under the act of the present year, been suffered to continue But
your Lordship will understand that it is not wished fo continue this burdeu
longer than is necessary for the competent provision of the clergy. If there-
fore, the proprietors of lands, liable to the payment of tithes, shall be induced
to concur with your Lordship’s recommendation, in providing a sufficient fund
for clearing the reserved lands, and for building parsonage houses on the seve-
ral parsonages, which may be endowed under the Act of the last session of
Parliament, and at the same time provide an intermediate fund for the main-
tenance of the clergy, during the period that will be required for the parpose
of su clearing these reserved lands, the obligation of tithes may then cease.” w

Governor Simcoe, in a letter to Mr. Bond, (our Charge d’Affaires at Wash~
glon,) May 7th, 1792, said ; .
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because it could not at that period be decided what c‘ould be the ptrevalent opi-
nions and feelings of the Canadians, and because it was foreseen that there
would be here, as elsewhere, strite occasxone.d by.ecclesmsucal endowments,—
The idea is most broadly put forth, that no individual class of clergy were in.
tended as the * Protestant clergy,” for whom the reserves were set apart. 1 will
go a little farther. 'When this question of the reserves arose in Canada, it was
on the petition of the Niagara Presbyterian Congregation to share in the re.
serves. That was referred home, and the Attoiney and Solicitor General were
vequested to say whether the Scotch clergy could come under the description,
« Protestant clergy.” "They said, ** Upon the statute book, the Church of Seut-
land is mentioned as * Protestant clergy.” Now on the statute book of Cana-
da, not only the English clergy, but the clergy of other Protestant denominations
are recognized. In the marriage Act, for instance, there is a long list of seets,
the clergy of whom are recognized by law ; and the same occurs in several other
acts. Here, then, are “Protestant elergy” in ‘the sense of the law. These
« Protestant clergy,” upon the principle laid down by the Attorney and Solicitor
General, are entitled to seek part of the clergy reserves. When the act of 1839
1840 was referred home trom this country, it went to the House of Lords, by
whom a reference wus made 1o the Judges to ascertain who ‘were meant by the
term “ Protestant clergy” to see whether, as has been repeatedly asserted, the
term comprehended only one class, and that the class who subscribe to the 3§
articles of the Church of Englend. On the 4th May, 1840, the Lord Chief Jus,
dce of the Court of Common Pleas, delivered the unanimous opinion of the
Judges on the question, as follows:

“My Lords—On the part of her Majesty’s Judges, I have the honor to represent
“to your Lordships, that the Judges of England, with the exception of Lord
Denman and Lord Abinger, have met rogether in Serjeant’s Inn, for the
purpose of taking into consideration the several questions which your Lor¢
ships have been pleased to propose to us; and that after discussion upon the
subject, and deliberation, we have agreed unanimously upon the answers to be
returned to those several questions, as follows:

" In answer to the first question, we are all of opinion that the words, *“aPro-
testant clergy,” in the statue 31, Geo. III, cap. 83, are large enough fo include
and that they do include, other clergy than those of the Church of England

and Protestant Bishops, priests and deacons who have received episcopal ordi-
nation.

‘For those words which are first to be met with in the statute 14, Geo. III, cap.
83, (recited in the act now under consideration) appear to us, Loth in their
natural force and meaning, and still more from "the context of the clauses in
which they are found, to be there used to designate and intend a clergy oppos-
ed in doctrine and dis¢ipline to the Church of Rome, and rather to-aim atthe
encouragenent of the Protesiant religion, in opposition to the Romish Church,

rthan to point exclusively 1o the Clergy of the Church of England. And when
your Lordships desire the Judges to state if any other c¢lergy are included, what
other? 'We answer that it appears to us that the clergy of the Established
Church of Scotland de constitute an instance of such other Protestant clergy.

And although in_answering your Lordship’s question, we specify no other
church than the Protestant Church of Seotland, we do not thereby intend that
besides that church, the ministers of other churches may not be included under
the term “ Protestant Clergy.” At the same time, as'we do not find in the
statute book the acknowledgment by the Legislature of any other clergy an-
swering that glescription, and as we are not {urnished by your Lordships with
any intormation as to the doctrine or deseription of any other denominations
of Protestants to which the statute of the 31, Geo. II1, can by possibility apply

xgtz:;t: unable to specify any other to your Lordships, as falling within tbe
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# 1 talkke the opportunity ef transmitting the late Act of Parliament by which
Upper Canada has been severed from the Lower Province, and which may be
considered as the Magna Charta under which that colony will immediately be
admitted to all the privileges that Englishmen enjoy, and be confederated and
united, and earnestly pray and believe, for ever with Great Britain.”

In the same letter, referring to this Act, (31, Geo. III, he said :

]t is to be observed that.the British Parlliament, (in the 42nd dlause) while it
sécures, beyond the possibility of any Provincial interference, the protection
_and endowment which the civil compact of the British Constitution affords to
the Establtshed Church, and that in a manner the least burthensome to the sub-
‘ject, by the King’s benevolence in the allotment of lands for that purpose, at
the same time that it effectually provides for the security of the natural rights
-of Christians to worship Grod in their own way, by reserving to itsell the sole
power of giving legal authority to any acts which may respect or interfere
-with such mode of worship.”

In November of the same year, Governor Simcoe wrote to Mr. Secretary
Dundas:

“Ineed not, I am sure, Sir, observe that the best security that all just government
has for its existence, is founded on the morality ol the people, and that such
morality has no true basis but when based upon religious principles; it is,

‘therefore, that I have always been extremely anxious, both from political as
well as more worthy motives, that the Church of England should be essentially
established in Upper Canada; and I must be permitted to say, Sir, that I have
received the greatest-sauisfaotion from your expression, that you did not think

.that government complete without a Protestant Bishop. As 1 conceived such
an institution necessary to the support of the experiment that is now making,
‘whether the British Government cannot support itself by its own superiority in
this distant part of the world, I beg Sir, to observeto you that the sources {rom
whence a Protestant clergy shall arise, seems totally to be prevented by the
want of the episcopal function in this Province.”

In the same letter he said :

¢ The state of poverty in which they [the settlers] must, for some time remain
after their emigration, will naturally prevent them from the possibility of sup-
porting their ministers by public subscriptions; in the meanwhile, the govern-
ment has in its power immediately to provide for any Protestant clergyman, in
sthe separate townships, by giving them a reasonable landed property in perpetnity
for himself and family, and entrusting with the care of that seventh which is to
-be reserved for the Protestaut Clergy. Under these circumstances, it is probable
that .the sons of respectable settlers would offer themselves for ordination, and
.though they might not, in the first instance, have the learning of the Iuropean
.clergy, their habits and morals might as essentially promote the interest of the
-community: 1t is by these means, Sir, that the influence of the Protestant clergy
may extend and increase with the rapid growth and value of those lands
which are reserved for their mamtenance, and which, without a due attention
being paid in this respect, will naturally be considered, by the people at large, as
detrimental to the colony, and may, at no very distant period of time, become a
.temptation to those who shall be hostile to the Union of Upper Canada with
Great Britain.”

. l-'iI‘«he Duke of Portland wrote to the Bishop of Quebec, 14th November, 1794, as
ollows :—

“lam very sorry to ohserve that the dearness of the necessaries of life in
Upper Canada, seem to require a greater income than would certainly otherwise
be necessary for an incumbent. Al the same time, there cannot be a shadow of a
doubt, relative to the construction of the Canada act, which annexes to rectories
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and parsonages erected under the same, ihe enjoyment of all the rights, profits,
and emoluments belonging to a parsonage and rectory in England, which must
mecessarily include tythes. Uader these circqm_stances,_ it is unnecessary for me
to add anything further than that, with the existing provisions made by the above
mentioned act, for the Church of England in both the Canadas, I trust a small
temporary salary trom government, with such allowancea as the Society for the
Propagation of the Gospel may be induced to grant, would be sufficient for the
comfortable maintenance of such incumbents as it may be requisite-to send from
hence for the due performance of the ecclesiastical duties of the Province of Upper ’
Canada, in the case above specified.”

T'wo more extracts, and I have done ; for my time will not allow me to read other

extracts which [ had marked. This is frcm Governor Simcoe to the Duke of

Portland, and bears date, June 20th, 1796 :—

¢t By the Attorney General's opinion, it seems probable that the Bishop, or
his Commissary, can license ministers who dissent from the Church of England,
to perform marriages. If this opinion can be acted upon, I shall endeavour to
counteract the union of the Dissenters, by separately enjoining their several
pastors to take out licenses. In the meantime, I hope your Grace will take the
subject into your serlous consideration, and give such directions as may seem
expedient, before the meeting of the next Provincial Parliament. T have foreseen
this event; and on the probability of an improper association against the national
church, did I state my ideas of the propriety of establlshing, so fast as possible,
clergymen ot the Church of England throughout the Province. It is obvious that
the next claim of the Dissenters would be a partition of the sevenths set apart
for the national clergy.”

Now, lastly, the Dule of Portland to Governor Simcoe, June 22nd, 1796 :—

¢ Alter what I have urged to you in my despatch of -, upon the subject
of a suitable provision being made by the colony for the maintenance of its own
clergy, it is scarcely necessary for me to remind you that the allowances given by
the government of this country must only be considered to be temporary, and as
aids aqd inducements to the several parishes to devise some means of providing
for their own clergy, until such times as the church lands shall become sufficiently
productive for that purpose ; but as it has been determined to abandon every idea
ot any payment in the nature of tithes, I cannot too often repeat to you, that it
appears to me of the most extreme importance, that no time should be lost in

fixiug upon some mode of securing a suitable maintenance for the officiating
clergy of the Province.”

Now, I think no doubt can really exist after the reading of these documents, whick
are official and genuine. [am not repining at the change which has taken place,
for L am a member and a minister of the Church of England, whose glory itisto
be obedieat to the laws, I do not murmur at the provisions of the act of 1840.
am contented with it. It is said that we grasp at everything ; but I reaily do not
see how men who have given up two thirds of a thing can be said to be grasping
becausc they wish to keep the remaining third, which is their own. It would be
very difficult to convince me that the documents from which I have read these pas-
sages are not suflicient to satisfy any uaprejudiced mind, (hat the persons most
nearly laterested in the affair when it has commenced, did not believe that the
Reserves were intended for the Church of England, and the Church of England
alone. But the opinious of the law officers of the crown are against us, we are
told. We are not at all afraid even on this point I am willing to admit that they
said that the clergy of the Church of Scotland might be partakers of these endow-
:;;zllns.d Bl»lut then, at the same time, it must be remembered that these great men
dee tfrem l‘;t they did not ezctend to the dissenting ministers, ¢ since we think that
e br?tlestagt Clergy’ can apply only to the Protestant clergy recognized and
gstabli ¥ law.” [ repeat, I wouid not deprive you of one iota of the lands, but
8k you to allow us to have possession of our share of the lands, undisturbed. A
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word new in regard to the Rectories ; and on this point I heg to state the opinion
»f the Attorney General East. ** Sir,” said he, **1f your authorities in the church
1ad not been asleep when they ought to have been awake, they would have had
;00 reetories, not 50.”” I have a patent of my own, signed, sealed, and delivered ;
ind 1 went to several of the crown officers last year, when Mr. Price was bringing
n his bill. 1 went to Attorney General Lafontaine, and a very nice, gentlemanly
nan he is. ¢ Is this the sort of thing you folks are going to dabble in 7’ I asked.
e looked at it, and replied—¢¢ Simply absurd, the very idea : as well, Sir, might
ou come to take away from me my property in Montreal.”” "T'his isin perfect
iccordance with what the same learned gentleman has declared this year in the
Jouse, [ went to several other members, and repeated my question to them, and
here was not a man who had not the courage to say, * That is too closely like a
rested {right to be touched : we’ll never meddle with it.”” 1 have given you the
pinion of the law officers of the crown on the subject of the Reserves. But we are
eminded that there was a certain committee which sat in the House of Commons ;
ind we are willing to admit that that committee conceived that theseclergy reserves
pust be extended to the members of other denominations. Well now, I think that
have so far established the fact that these lands were designed, I think, exclusively
or the Chureh of Englahd, according 10 the terms of the letter itself, But we are
7illing to admit the interpretation of the law officers of the crown. We are wiliing
o go with the committee of the House of Commons, and with the twelve judges.
think ,however, that no attempt will be made to assert that any injustice has been
one, at all events by the Church of England. I am sorry to find gentlemen on the
ther side saying (I would not willingly say, just to catch a litile passing applause) that
1e Church or England has committed any injustice or fraud. These are hard terms,
ud by no means courteons. You shall not hear any such terms from my_mouth.—
Time expired. ]

Rev. Jas. Rrcaarpson—DBefore [ enter into the subject, Itake the liberty of ob-
srving that I do not stand here—and I think I may say the same of my brethren
round me—10 plead {or a division of these reserves, that we may come in for a slice.
Ve repudiate that. Bnt we plead for what we believe to be the wishes of the
suntry, repeatedly and strongly expressed, not'only in public meetings and the public
apets, but by the representative bodies of the province, and in their legislative
wpacity,. We have no hostility in this movement to the Church of England, or any
her chureh, as a church. And I speak for myself when I say that rather than see
te reserves divided, and participated in by the different religious bodfes in the
wuntry. I would wish to see them all in the hands of one chnreh, and if I were to
ake a choice it would be the Church of England.

Rev. W. Berrinee—Thauk you.

Rev. J. Ricaarpson—Perhaps you think me very kind ; but I should give it as 1
we said, on the principle that the kind mother would keep the sugar plums from her
ildren. I think that the Church of England isaccustomed to these plums, and their
gestion is uot likely to be so troublesome to that church, asthey wouid be if given
other chnrches not accustomed to such diet. Having made this remark, 1 will
w proceed to the qnestion. My predecessor who introduced the proposition has
marked on the difference observable in the statute 31, Geo. 1Il., between the
irases * protestant elergy,” and ¢“clergy of the Chureh of England.”” I will pass
er that; but In the same act there is something else worthy of our attention. The
t iteelf expressly reeognized other prosestant clergymen than those of the Church
England, by providing for the exclusion from a seat in the Hcuse of Assembly any
rson who shall be a minister of the Church of England, or **a minister, priest;
elesiastic or teacher, either according to the rites of the Church of Rome or nuder
y other form or mode of worship.” These are designated persons in holy orders,
d thereby distinguished asclergy. The phraseology of the act goes a great way
wards explaining the meaniog of it. My learned and reverend friend has just
oted documents that passed between governors and ministers of state at home, and
¢ gone largely into the expression of views interchanged between these gentlemen.
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But if he had a volume from them, it would not at all alter thg meaning of an aet of
parliament. We must refer for the meaning of act, te the act itself. If it be found
dubious in its elauses, then we must refer to the opinions of those who took partin
the framing of it ; and happily I am provided with a quotation or two r'elativa to the
views of those who assisted in framing the act. What, 1 would ask, is the face of
a reference to the opinion of a governor or minister of state, who expresses himself
very desirous—no doubt conscientiously—to see the Church of England availing
herselfof all these reserves ? It is very natural that he should wish tosee that. But
instead of relying upon his wishes and desires, [ prefer to take the design of his
Majesty, Geo: 111, and of the ministers and statesmen of that day, in referenee o
the sctting apart one-seventh of the lands of the province as these reserves. The
first opinion is that of the Hon. C. J. Fox, who, we know, was a leader in opposition
to Mr. Pitt, but was familiar with all the public discussions of that day. He said.
¢¢ By the term protestant clergy he supposed to be understood, not only the clergy of
the Church of England, but all descriptions of protestants.”” The venerable Earl of
Harrowby said in the House of Lords, June 26, 1828—

« He would not have said a word npon the subject of the petition presented by
the noble lord (Haddington), had not a reference been made to the opinion of Lord
Grenville ; but as such reference had been made, he felt himself called npon to
state thathe had repeated conversations with that noble Liord (Grenville,) upon the
subject and he (Liord G.)had not only expressed his opinion so, but had requested
him (the Earl of Hurrowby,) if any opportunity should offsr, to state that both his
own and Mr. Pitt’s decision was, that the provisions of the 31, Geo. I, were not
intended for the exclusive support of the Church of England but for the maintenanes
generally of the protestant church.”

This is to the point, ifyou please; for we must remember that the Earl of Harrowby
was a brother-in-law of Mr. Pitt. The next opinionto whieh [ shall refer is that of
Lord Viscount Sandon, Lord Sandon had stated something in the debate in the
House of Lords, and on a report of it reaching Dr. Strachan, he took the liberty, it
an address in the Liegislative ‘Council on the subject, to question the correctness of
the repor.ed speech of Lord Sandon. The Committee of the House of Commous
subsequently met, and took an opportunity to draw from Lord Sandon an explanation
of what were the sentiments which he had expressed in the House of Commons.
Speaking of what Lord Grenville told him, Lord Sandon said—

* [understood him to say that the distinction of a protestant clergy, which is
frequently repeated in the act of 1791, was meant to provide for any clergy that
was not Roman Catholic ; at the same time leaving it to the Governor and Exeeu-
tive Council of the Province to provide in fature how that should be distributed.”

The documents which our Rev. friend read all relate to this distribution of the
reserves—to the appropriation of them to the rectories, and providing for the locating
of the clergymen; not to the reserves as reserves, but to their appropriation, We
admit that his Majesty has authorized by that act, 31, Geo. I, to instruct the Gover-
nor, or Lieut. Governor, to establish rectories, and to take any or all these reserves
1o and on those rectories. But that is quite distinet from the object intended in
making the reservation, The reservesis one thing—the appropriation of that re-
serves is azother, there is another part of the resolution which deservesa passing
notice Itis avery unpleasant one. I did not like it when it was put into my hand. 1
do not like to accuss gentlemen or parties—ani especially I do not like to accuse
churches—of gross injustice and fraud. I would not say that the Church of England’
was guilty of gross injustice and fraud in any part of this transaction, and much loss
would | say that any gentleman present would encourage injustice and fraud. But
in what respect can the act of Parlismsnt uader which the appropriation is now’
made, be said to be an act of injustice and fraud ? Flirst, itis unequal in its pro:
visions ; the Church of Eagland recoiving two thirds of the lands that had besa’
Rrevxously sol_d. and two-sixths of those that were thea unsold ; while the ehareh of
3:3:11d recaivad oae-thir] of those (ha: were formorly sold, previous to ths pasiog



63

of the act, and one-sixth of subsequently sold, or that remained unsold.. Thus -the
Church of England the Church of Scotland received the whole of the Iands that were
sold previous to the passing of the act, and we are informed (though I cannot war-
rant the accuracy of the statement) that they amouated to nearly one-half' of the
original reservation ; while two-sixths and one-sixth go tothe same charches in the
distribution of the unsold reserves; and the residue is to be applied for by other
churches. It provides also for the payment of stipends previously charged to the
easual and territorial revenue, and among those stipends we find the Roman Catholies
sharing in the provision for protestants - 1 am surprised that thie gentlemen are not
opposed to the present act inasmuch as the law previously setting apart these re-
serves, provided that they were for the protestant church; and yet the Roman Cathe-
lic Cburch shares—and shares largelyin them. What s the amount whieh ' ths
Roman Catholic church has received from the Clergy Reserve funds from the
beginning? From public documents which I'hold in my hand, we learn that the
Roman Catholics received up to 1848, no less than £1537 11lsfrom the reserve ;
and since thon they have received £3,333 6s 8d ; making together upwards of £4,-
870, now is that not a violation . (to use no stronger word) of public faith 7 Lord
Grenville and the statesmen of that day could never have dreamed that a part of the
ooe seventh of the lands of Upper Canada, set apart for a protestant clergy, wovld ever
be appropriated to the Roman Catholic church. It is a fraud on those who partici-
pate, and more s0 on those whose principles forbid partrcipation. I know that a
good deal has been said about our consciences and their consciences, but I want to
appeal to the conscience of the people.. Our reverend opponents will, I presume,
bow to the law, founded on the rights of conscience. Should it appear,—as I think
it may be made to appear—that the coascience of this country has been repeatedly
expressed - 1n favour of the- alienation of these reserves from the churches, and
their appropriation to education, thenl maintain that any law which violates this
conscience is not ajust law. I say thatthe conscience of the poople of this country
has been so expressed, repeatedly, and I am not afraid to appeal to it again ; and I
repeat that any act that is the violation of the conscience of even a large majority of
the people, is not afair act. But in the next place, the law is no¢ right because by
making the distinction that I have noticed, it makes a distinction betwsan her Majes-
ty’s subjects, they are all under equal allegiance, and they should all share equally
in the benefits derivable from-any public property. Public property 72 Here comes
the question back again. 'Was it notthe right of the crown again to dispose of the
property thus ? to give or withhold these lands? So far from this being the case,
his Majesty was not at-liberty te reserve these lands, until he got permission from the
Imperial Parliament: This is plain from the words used in the preamble of 31 Geo.
ILL. cap. 3L

** And whereas his Majesty has been graciously pleased by message to both

Houses of Parliament to express his royal desire to be enabled to make permanent

appropriation of lands in said province for the support and maintenance of a protes-

tant clergy &e.”

My time is-out, but there is-a great déal more to-be said on this point. [Time Ex-
PIRED.]!

Rev. B. Croxyn,—There are a fow more matters to be disposed of, which have
boen introduced by the last speaker and the gentlemen who opened the debate on
this proposition. The last speaker has alluded to the act of the Legislature in giving
a portion of the Clergy Reserve fund to the Roman Catholies; and if I understood
him right, he spoke as though it were the act of parliament which did that. The
act of Parliament does no such thing.

Rev. J. Rrcaarpson.—I said no such thing. You will recollect that there was a
sharge on the casual and territorial revenue, previous to the passing of the present
1ct appropriating the reserves. The Roman Catholies had a share in that chargs;
and the act provides that these charges on the casual and territoriel revenue should be-
irst met by an appropriation from the rescrves. Therefore, tho Roman Cathelics.
share ta the reserves.
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Rev. B. Croxyy.—If the irregolar proceediag (T will use no harsher term) of de.
voting what was intended for the Protestant Clergy, has been d.one by those ia
power, assuredly the respousibility rests on them, not upon us. th'regard to what
the gentlemen has said concerning the ofl-expressed wm.hes of the legislatura of thig
colony : he surely cannot say that the wishes of the legislature have been often ex-
pressed with reference to the change of the late act, commonly called the imperial act
On the eontrary, for ten years, there was not a sound heard in the country concern-
ing it, from the legislature. There might have been here and there throughout the
couantry, 2 voice heard from an individual, not from the co;nmqnity generally, and
especially from the legislature, whereas no expression of dissatisfactlon with the ap.
propriation made by that act, and therefore, what the gentlemau.has said about
the repeated wishes of the legislature falls to the ground. It is not the case
that the legislature have repeated often their wish that ths appropriation made
by the imperial act should be changed. FHe has referred to the way in which the
clergy reserves were set apart originally. King George the 3rd wished to have
it in his power o malke provision for aprotestant clergy. and how did he proceed?
The revenue of the crown was at his disposal, and he might have done it. Buthe
did not proceed in that way. IHe went, rather, in the most solemn and constitational
way that our Jaws are acquainted with, to the Parhament of England, and parlia-
ment bestowed the Clergy Reserves. This gentleman says, however, that the
Parliament of England had noright todo it. He says it was public property, and
that parliament had noright to give it away. But the Parliament of England hes
given away more than that—a great deal, in this country. Have not tbousands and
tens of thousands of acres been given to the U. E. Loyalists—by an act of the
British Legislature or even without an act cf the British Legislature, and who wishes
10 interfere to take back the lands ? Assuredly no one, But when the patliameny of
England, in response to a message from the crown, solemnly set apart a portion of
undoubted property of England for a particuiar purpose, we say that parliament had a
right to doit; we say parliament was exercising a right; and when these or any
other gentlemen come forward and say, *you are trving to maintain a wrong,”’ be-
cause we wish to maintain what the Parliament of England did, did solemly, freely,
and unanimously—they take up a position which is not borne out by the facts of the
case. And now with reference to the matter in hand. There was passed in the
Legislature of the Province of Canada a bill which I will read, and which received
the royal assent on the 20th Feb., 1823.

¢ An actrelative to the right of Titles within this Provinca.

¢ Whereas notwithstanding his Majestv has been graciously pleased to reserve,

for the support of a protestant clergy in this province, one-seventh of all lands
granted therein, doubts have been suggested thatthe title of the produce of Jand
might still be legally demanded by the incumbent duly ins‘ituted, or rector of any
parish ; which doubt it 1s important to the well-doing of this calony to Temove ; be
it enacted by the King’s most excellent Majesty, by and with the advice and con-
sentof the Legislative Council and Assembly of the Province of Upper Canada,
constituted and assembled by virtue of, and under the authority of an act passed in
the parliament of Great Britain, entitled, ** An act to repeal certain parts of an act
passed in the fourteenth year of his Majesty’s reign, entitled ¢ An act for making
more eflectual provision for the government of the province of Quebec, in North
America, and to make further provision for the government of the said provincs,’
and by the authority of the same, Thatno titles shall be claimed, demanded, or
re_cex'ved t_)y any ecclesiastical parson, rector, or vicar, of the protestant church
within this province, any law, castom, or usage to the contrary notwithstanding.”
Now why was this act of the legislature introducod? Because it was thought that
the law would entitle rectors and vicars duly inducted in this country, to tithe in this
country. ~Itwas thought by seme persous of legal knowledge that they had a legel
elaim to tithe, and in order to set that claim at rest fer ever, this act wes passed Now
I remember the saying of a legal gentleman,—a man eminent at the bar of this
country—when speaking of this subject, although he joined with these who sought the



65

afienation of those reserves : ““There isno question in my mind,” he said, ** hut that
originally the Reserves were intended solely and exclusively for the Church of
England.” Remember, we do not stand up for that.now. We are now anxious
that the law should stand as it is, and whatever thesc gentlemen may say on the
stibject—whatever ‘hard language they may use, I trust we shali not follow siich
an example. We wish most fully—we desire mest earnestly, to carry ouf the
requirements of that law, and we should wish at least that half of the whole may
be applied asnow. INo matter whether the Reserves have been, or are to be
sold. The meaning and inteniion of the lLinperial Act was to give half of the
-whole to the Governor for the purpose of the religious instruction of the country.

Rev. J. Ricuirpson,—Hall of the Reserves unsold ?

Rev. B. Cronyx.—Yes, half of the Reserves unsold!.and I should wish to sec
an act passed, or some understanding arrived at, whereby these gentlemen would
be released trom what appears te bea very irksome duty on their part in making
application for their share. Let it be paid over to those whom they may ap-
point. Tknow that I have to make application for the small pittance T receive
out of the Clergy Reserve Fund, and I do not think thatl am degraded by deing it.
[ have to come every six months to the Receiver General, and there present ia
duplicate, or triplicate, cerlain documnents, and then I receive it; and 1 do not
think I am at all disgraced thereby.

Rev. Mg. OrustoN,—You claim! wedon’t—we asl.

" Rev. B. Crony~n.—I would lile to see such an arrangement that you could
claim- you ought to be so p'aced that you could. Again: the first speaker z:-
tempted to draw a nice distinction between the definite aud indefinite article ; but
Ido think that that is rather fine drawing for an act of parliament; we know
~very well that it is not by such means that acts of parliament are to be interpre-
ted. We know, howevey, that we have the opinions of persons who were engag-
¢d in the framing of this act, who were in the Government at home and here-—
such as the Duks of Portland and Governor Simcoe ; they are the highest author-
ities on this point; and as long as their authorities stand, so long the caunse we
‘advocate is invulperable. Geantlemen opposite may briug documents of afier
date if they choose, but they cannot be ptaced in juxta-position with the docu-
ments which my Rev. Brother has brought torward. Trom those documents, i
is clear that the statute intended that there should be provision tor the Clergy of
the Chuorch of England. I now come to another peint. 1 do not intend either
wound the feelings-of any one, or in the slightest degree to offend, by what'l 21
going to say; but I think it necessary to say that Iam sorry that any thing has
been introduced that can cause even a ripple upon the surface of our proceed-
ings. Yesterday, we had a day I shall remember for ever with pleasure, and [
trust that this day,too, will close in the same way. BuitI am compelled to say,
in reference to what has been based on the words ““protestant clergv,” that the
law ot England recognizes no clergy in England but the clergy ot the Charch ot
England; and I can prove it by a case with which some of the Rev, gentlemen
may be acquainted. A short time since, a child was presented to be interred at
the graveyard of a church in England. The clergyman refused to infer the
child on the ground that it had notbeen been baptised. I am not standing up tur
the clergyman that done this; I am notsaying that he showed good tasie, ue
1ight féeling, or sound judgment in‘the matter: I am only stating the faci, for [
should be very sorry to advocate such action or principles.  He refased, as Thave
said, and the matter was brought before a legal tribunal of the country, where 12
was decided that the clergyman should be punished for not interring the child,
because it had received lay baptism—had been baptised by a dissenting minister.
The Jaw did not recognize the clerical character of the person who baptised it;
bat it recognized lay baptism~-the baptism of a layman , auld [hcjrefure the cler-
gyman was bound to inier-the child, inasmucl: as the canons of “the chorth re-
cugnizes lay baptism. That scts the matler at rest.  3Vu consider that is aot
regular, but that . itis valid in a layman to baptise. I agree with theyg
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Ho oker on this point ; but at any rate the case I have: stated shows that baptism:
by a dissenting minister in England, is lay baptism, and sets at rest.all the argu.
ments of the Rev. gentlemen with regard’to -it. The terms of the aet do not
specify that” dissenting ministers are to rank as protestant clergy; they.do not.

. contain one word about dissenting ministers, This could not be done in Eng.
land. Were the legslature to do it, they would stultify themselves—they would:
ignore the laws. 1do not appear here to justify or plead for those laws,

Rev. M. Ormston.——-Help us to abolish them, then.

Rev. B Cronyx—One of the gentlemen spoke concerning the appropristion of°
the fund to Roman Catholics. Is it right, or wise, or good, in these gentlemen,
because a portion is given to Roman Catholics, to try to pull down the Resarves.
altogether, and to devote them to secular purposes? Let us all unite to changs
that which is wrong. Lt it be good that Christ’s gospel should be preachedsin ths
Jand, and if means must be supplied for preaching that gospel; if, as 1 firmly believe, ’
the most efficient means can be provided throagh the instrumentality of the sfats,
and, in this country, throwgh an enowment that does not take from any man—whigh;
does not send me into a man’s vineyard to steal his grapes, or into any man’s farm-
yard to milk his cows, but which gives to every man who is employed-in the work
of evangelizing the country, and teaching the religion of Jesus Christ, a small
portion to aid and assist him in the performance of that work ; and if into this good-
thing abuses have besnintroduced, let us unite to do away with them—not-to desteoy
the whole thing. Let us be reformers, not destructives. Let us reform what
is wrong, but in.the doing of this, let us not seek to destroy that whichis-
good and right. That is my feeling; of course these gentlemen do not agree
with me in it. The revereud gentleman who commenced quoted an act sént from.
the {mperial Parliament—drafted out in order that we might go right here in refer--
ence to these things; and yet he said we have no vested right. Now put thessiwo-
things together : there was no vested right whatsoever—we had no claim to these
Reserves—and yet it was necessary that the law officers at homs, and the. Parliament
at home, should draft a bill—doing what?  Legislating and giving these away.—-
There they stood, and wé had no right in them (we are teld); and yel the legislatim,:
had to interfere. That proceeding most clearly establishes this, that the Patliament
and the Crown law -officers considered that the Reserves helonged to somebody—
that somebody had a olaim to them ; aad moreover this—that until that claim was
done away, there was no opeoing for the Parliament at home or here to interfore
concerning them. It defeats his whole argument on that ground.: I is said we
have given up no inheritance.. That gentleman has given up _an inheritance at the
bar by going in.o the minstry. It is clear from his Jegal skill i handling acts of
Darliament, that he has given up a very ample inheritance, and I say he oughtte -
receive something forit. But [ repeat that the very fact which he adduced answers -
his argument with regard to vested right. Some one had the-right, otherwise that"
right would not have been voted away by any sct of parliament. Now I am véry
sorry that there thould be discussion on this question. [ firmly believe in my
conscieice that the clergy of the Church of England were intended by the act*of”
1791, 1 am willing to forego that. I was glad, for the sake of peace, that'an-
arrangement had been effected, I thought the-thing was settled, and for ten years:
1 looked upon it as matter that T should never need to. think of again. 1 thought;
tlhat we should receive our own in peace, and really. was under the impression that-
those gentlemen, or some of them. were receiviag their poriion {rom year to year.
but of course 1 am deceived in that. .

{ Time expired.] - '

Rev. J. Ro.m—‘[t has been hinted that there was something uncourteous on my”
part in what 1 said respecting fraud ju the existing arrangements, Allow me 1o
distinguish between mdiyiduals and proceedings. 1 do ndtbimpute wrong to those:
geutlemen ; I have not the pleasure of knewing an incident of their lives, but I have
secn enough of them here to know that they are gentlemen as.well as: scholars,:and’
Lwould not impute to thems dishonorable aciione. I have. not done so. There is:
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riothing:in the propesition which can be held to be dishonourable to themindividually’
The proposition is that ¢ the settlemert made by 3 and 4 Viet. was an act of gross
injustice.” I think it is, and I think, further, that on these occasions we should
speak out, distinetly, especially as the geatleman who'gpened the debate yesterday
declared that one object of the discussion was to bring these statéments side by side.
I'do not state behind their backs what I do nof state hore. I look on the artangement
as’a very wrongfal one—as very tyrannical and very frandnlent—as a very great
~eurse to this province-—as the source of agitation,a stop to migsionary exertion to a
‘gre’ntextent. and as a means of dissension. Canada will never bs prosperous while
* this system continues. I hope that if I do not see the end ot it, my childrena will, for
*1'am desirous of getting the system abolished. At the same time I would receive’
“gourtesies from theso gentlemen very gratefully, and reciprocate them promptly and
cordially. Allusion has been made to the opinion which the Attorney and Solicitor
General gave on the reference of the Niagara petition to them, in which they said
ihat dissenters could not be included, because there are no dissenters recognized as
‘protestant clergy in the statute booksof England. But in the statute books of this
province, ‘we do stand as a protestant clergy. The sects are not meniioned in
England as_a protestant clérgy—they are merely tolerated; but we are 'here re-
cognized, tertain powers are given tous by statute, and we coine in under the ge’ueml
deszription, protestant clergy. The extracts which the géntleman opposite read were
extracts, not from what took place in parliament or in the presence of the judges, but
-from. the correspondence of pastisans of one particular church—friends of that chureh,
trying to;promote it. Besides, much of the correspondence was written alter the
passiug of the act of parliament, and have nothing to do with the explanation of its
meaning: | The meaning has been declared by the judges—iha highest authorities—
a3 well as by colonial secretartes (two or three), and by law officers whoss opinions
Jhave been given. Mr. Bettridge referred 1o tithes in Canada, in lien of which it is
said, the reserves were instituted. It is pexfectly manifest—that Mr. Bettridge got
into-the mistake which runs through all his extracts from what Mr. DoBlaguiere got
published: not one touches the question. The tithes in Canada do not relato to the
pratestant clergy. When this country was conquered, it was enacted that tithes
should not be paid by protestants to the Roman Catholic priesthood, as they would
have had to de if there had been no special enactment. To reliave protestants, it
was enactet that they should not pay. Tith=s were given to goverament, not to the
clergy of the Church of England : not oue of them touched the tithes. The tithes
went by law into the haands of the Receiver Geueral of the province at Qusbec, who
was to hold them, against a time when an appropriation was to be mads. That was
the case with regard to-the tithes at Qaebec. Dr. Sirachan: afterwards got an ant
passed to declare that there was nosuch right asa right to tithes, in existenco, and
that popular opinion thereon was involved. ~Surely, no inference is to he drawn from
that in favor of the clergy previously haviag 4 right to these tithes. - 'Weo have been
told the opinion of Mr. Lafontaine and others oa the subject of therectories. Now I
bsg to state that I believe there is no equity lawyer in Toronto, who will afﬁrm that
Buy rectory patent which they have'seen'is worth anything. They are- invalid in
point of law. oo
. Rev. F. Evaxs—Order.
* Rev. J. Roar—1 repeat, in point of law thess patents are utterly invalid. They
institute a rectory, #nd then say that certain lands shall belong to that rectory.
They endow the rectory. which isthe thing. They don’t—as thsy ought to have
done—sndow Mr, Bettridge and his successors. There can bs no vested property
except in the wndividual. - There must bs a person to receive property. They
have assigned:lands 1o a thing, which cannot ho'd lands in the eyo of the law. It is
the general apinion of th equity lawyers in Turouto, therefors, that in that respect
~—part fram-all other considerations —the deeds appointing these rectors are invalid.
Wa were told by Mr. Cronyn that the responsibility of the act giving some of these
¥8serves to Roman Catholics, rests upoa the parliament, not upon us. I beg to srate
shat the measure was strougly recommendsd by Dr. Strachan, aul Dr. Strachan re-
Wresents the clergy of the Chutgh of Euglaad in thisproviace. :is whit the tide:
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i3 to a book—he indicates the whole. Ve have been told that not a voige bas beey
heard against the reserves for ten years. Why? was there not the rebellion?

Rev. I, Lvans,—There has been no rebellion within the last 10 years.

Rev. J. Roar,—A lupsus lingua thal's all.. Therebellion occurred in 1837-8, and
the imporial act passed in 1840.  ln the interim, we haf] Lord Sydenham and Lord
Durham trying to put the province stralght_, and Lord Sydenham sent home the act
which occasioned the passing of the oxisting one. There was agitation on the
question at that time.  After 1841, the quesiion was put off till responsible govern.
ment was established, which it was expected would put a stop to the tyrannical pro-
ceedings by which the Legislative Council had bafHod the wishes of the people, We
have Dboon looking for the alienation of the reserves ever since we got responsible .
government ; at last, becoming impatient, we began to stir the question ; and finally
our leaders recognized the inflnence of the pressure from withont.  Unqguestionably, -
tire parliament of England had a legal right to set apart the reserves—just as a con-
queicr, having got possession of a country by force, hasa right to do what he pleages,
Varliament could have said, Canada shall be a desort, if they liked. "They had pow-
er butthis is not the right of a government. The right of a governinent istobes
*« terror 1o evildoers’” and ** praise to them that do well”’—in other wmds, toad-
miaister the resources and aflairs of a country for the benefit of <ll.  Blackstons, in
bis Commentaries, says— -

¢~ If an uninhabited country be discovered and planted by English subjetts, all

English laws then in being, which are the birthright of every subject, are immedi-
ately there in force. But this must bo undersiood with very many and very great re-
strictions.  Such colonists carry with them only so much of the English law asis
applicable to their own sitwation, and the conartion of an infant colony ; such, for
juniance, as the the general rulos of inheritance and of protection from personal in-
jurios.  The ariificial requirements and distinctions ncident to the prosperty of a
yreat and commercial people, the laws of police and revenue (such especially as
are enforced by penclties.) the mode of maintenance for the established clergy, the
Jurisdiction of spiritual courts, and a multitude of other provisions, are neithet ne-
cessary nor convenient for them, and theretere are not in force.”

This great writer here says, most truly, that government have no right to put upon
us by force any one mode of faith for uli time. If they had a right to do itaione
time, they haveno right now. Are we to be ruled by the dead? Are we to be con-
uolled by past ages?  ‘There are nghts of a legul natare to which 1 would peacefully
:)upr}m, but in which I could not acquiesce.  1do not dispute the nght of the
British government {o zive two and a half millions of acyes in Canadatoa particular-
chnreh or churches, A legal right they have, bot no moral righti—the 1izkt to dea
with slaves, but no such right as1 recognize. [Tine cxpimdi 7

Rev: VW, Berrrimen.—We come now to the compromise, with respect {0 which
Twillsiccply read that which Lord John Russell expressed in the llouse of Com-
mons preparatery (o the passing of the existing act.
bll, May 23, 18490, hislordshiy said,
adoy

Iu asking leave to bring in the
| = of course, if these propositions shoald be
sied, the whole wutier might be considered as finally settled.” On the socond
verdiag, his lordship said, ©* It was thought desirable to setile the question-in sucha
munnes as o pronote the rehigious instruction of the peopie, and procure the perma-
ueut settlenrent of the dispate.””  Tlere, then, was the Zu:u-)romlse; and as far as
we wero concerned, all we had 10 do was acguicses 1n it hlthere hzas beenany in-

jusuce or traud perpetrated, 1t has not been Ly the Chnurch of England, nor by the
mdividual members of that church, Itcvmes with 1wihier an ill g:ace from gentle-
i.ut‘{li] 'why have beeun wzx_iung, as they say, {or respousinle goverument (aud 1 as wil-
IIJn:_;ly «_;\i'l?'led ?u:qxrle;‘sp.o'nsxbl'e ;}o\"arnm?m asy?hey do, 1'o_r 1lam a lover.cl law, and 4

¢ presentative government) ; I say it comes widy very iil grace from consi-
tutional advoca}ns of the represcutative system, when they say that x‘e[ﬁ:‘csenlallveaol
the pep})le, sittinee in parliaaent, comun gruss 1njusiice and fraud. These wese
dewe ifidone at all, o e

LY represeriative—ur ros 0neible voavon

SRS P




69
Rev.J. Roar.—~In England.

Rev. W. BeTTriDGE— Bt was confirmed here.
Rev. J. Roar.—Oh dear, no !

Rev. W. Brrrringe.—At all events, we are obliged to bend tothe law, Besides,
it is but fair to_imagine that the imperial senators are as likely to do that which is
right as the provincial ones. As far as I understand the whole matter, 1 think it
Teets on the distribution-the arrangement,—and it is in reference to this I presume that
our friends opposite believe some great injustice has been perpetrated. Now what
is Ihg‘ population? I recollect myself recommending to Lord Glenelg and the au-
thorifies at home, the very principle upon which the distinction was made, and in
that recommendation I certainly did not act quite in accordance with the views of
some of those whose opinion 1 might bave attended to. But I felt that this question
had been a most griovous bone of contention amongst us, and I expressed myself
distinetly to the effect that T would rather there should be no clergy reserves than
that there should he disunion. I therefore recommended at the time that some
such division should take place as was actually made. And now to the figures.
TPaking the last census as our basis, it appears that the United Church of England
and Ireland (speaking in round numbers) now has 171,000 members. We have
taken a third of the whole of those lands which remained nnsold. It would seem
that the whole protestant inhabitants of this country amount to 537,000. If you di-
vide these, you will find at once thatif wehad one real third, we ought to have
179,000, instead of 171,000 ; but I suppose you will not be so sharp with us as that.
With respect to the Church of Scotland, we must speak before the unhappy division
took place. That church had one one-sixth of the whole of the unsold lands, at
present, the Free Presbyterian Church and the Church of Scotland number 134,000
members., Looking at this aggregate, the Church of Scotland would not have had
jts share in having only the one-sixth. Add the members of the Church of Scotland
(jncluding Free Church) and of the Church of England together, and we have 305,-
000—belng considerably more than half of the whole population. Those who dissent
from the churches of England and Scotland amount to 232,000, now they got half of
the reserves, and we—the Church of Englaud and the Church of Scotland—amount-
ing to 305,000, only get the other half. 'That does ot seem a very unjust or a very
frandulent arrangement. If it were necessary to alter that arrangement, 1 should be
one of the first to say, let us go to parliament. But it would be most unhappy for
us to be going to strive on the floor of parliament. I should be very sorry to be
discussing this subject perpetually ; 1 would rather meet fraternally, to discuss ques-
tiotis which I trust afl of us think more highly of. I trust we meet fraternally even
now, for although we say a few tart things, 1 hope and feel that they are only on
thelip not in the heart. I wish our friends had omitted the terms gross injustice and
fraud from the proposition because it must be admitted that according to what was
law then, in the opinion of the highest legal authorities there was no injustice in the
settlement. There must be a right before there can be fraud. [f[ take from you,
thete is fraiid, because what ! take is yours. But accordiug to the law officers of
the crown in 1818, these gentlemen had noright whatever, 1 don’t say whether or
not you ought to have had any right. But L do say that at present you have half of
the reserves then unsold; and gladly would I go with you to parliament that you
might be able t¢ dispose of your share according to the wishes of your denomina-
tions ; andl stiould like also to have the privilege of also getting our share into our
hands. Whatever may have been the case in by gone times, [ concede that by the
26t nf 1840 you have as clear and undoubted a right to your share of the lands as we
have to ours, and under this consideration I cannot see a reason forany further con-
test. Although the right of conscience has been often spoken of by one of our
reverend friends, yetIstill think there is conscience ; and ifany of our friends
would like to receive their share in some other manner or shape, I'll go with yeu to
agk for the change. 'We do not want to wrong any man, If you dont’tlike to have
your share for religion, take it for education. Still Isay, if your conscience refuses
1o sllow you toreceive this in the way which the Impenial Parliament has sanctioned,
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do sllow us to act upon our own conacience in the exercise of ourown right. Dy
.not eay that in availing ourselves of the provisions of the imperial statute, we are
committing an aet of gross injustice or fraud. Ihave already shown that in takin

1he one-thizd we are taking no more .lhan we are entitled to, in proportion to the
population. We have heard something about the conscience of the peaple. T con-
tend that the conscience of the majority has nothing to do with the eonsciene of the
minority. Do you wish to force our consciences? Let the members of the Church’
of England act as they please in what concerns only tl}emselves, refuse your share,
if your conscience cannot take it. ‘Butlet it notbe said that because you cla'xm 10
be—perhaps are—the majority, the Church of England shall be compe']led to giveup
her rightful portion, and we poor rectors be forced to go without our £100 a year.

Res. J. Ricuarpsox—I claim the right to explain.
Cuarrman—1It can only be allowed by mutural ‘consent.

Rev. J. Rrcmarpson—The last gentleman has reflected on me by saying [-made
light of his conscience I disavow it. I have a high respect for the conscienggs of
these gentlemen, and for the church they represent. .

Cuarruan—We are bound by particular rules, agreed upon previouelyy and we
cannot now deviate from them.

Rev. J. Ricuarpsoy—I1am notgoing to argue the point, Lonly wish to explain
my own meaning.

Rev: W. Berrriper—I disclaim any personal reference. You eaid frequently:
that the majority have declared against any establishment, and you desired to appeal-
to the public conscience.

Rev. J. Ricmarvson—1 was shown vesterday that governments have cousciences,

Crasrrmax—We will proceed with the next proposition onthe voluntary side
which is as follows—

5—That the 57 Rectories were established. in violation of the public faith, contrary to the
instructions of the Imperial Government, and at variauce with the oft-expressed wishes
of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Upper.Canada-

i
[

Rev. Dr. Burxs—Reference has been made to conscience, and opinions have
been given frem side to side. It is a delicate subject but I shall venture to gives
third opinion. The iwo national Churches rely upon a support from the stato;
other denominations refuse to receive any relief from the Clergy Resorve fund, and
some of them allege that they do so from conscientious principles. My opinion there:
fore is, {hat itis not right on either side to make allusion 1o the conscience of the
other. 1rise to support the proposition which has just been read, and it will have
been seen that the subject that falls to me is very closely cennected with the ono
that was last discussed ; and in consequence of that close connection, references
have been more or less pointedly made to i, andthe field which 1 intended
to_occupy has been limited. 1 do not regret that, I think that some of the
principles that have been brought forward, as well as the facts which have been stated,
may with great advantage be kept in mind, as enabling parties to judge of the
reciory question. For my part, 1 have always viewed the rectory question as by for
the most important of the two—important as the other unquestionably ie. The rec-
tory question is important in this view—that it always has appearcd tome to bede-
cisive of the claim§ of a dominant hierarchy 1 this country. The setting up of
rectories, always with territorial bounds and glebe lands—much of the lands so ap-
propriated being very valuable, and the whole forming part of the Clergy Reserves
‘—-has gone far to set up what we would call an establishment in this country. And
in reference to the history of the matter, allow me to remind you that the movement
in regard to the rectories bears date 15th January, 1836. [at once acknowledge with
the friends who have spoken before me, that authority was given for this by the samé
deeds that grauted the reserves. Imean the constitution act of 1791, There is no
question of that. But it is 2 well known and a very important fact that from 1791
up to 1836, no movement whatever was made in order to carry out that provision of

.
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-the act. I eonsider this an important fact—that the whole matier of reetories was

Jeft in abeyance for the long period of forty-five years. This would. have been
vnimportant had the question regarding the Reserves lain:n abeyance also; but
during that periad—during the greater half of jt, indeed—most important proceed-
ings took place in regard to the Reserves. The opinion of the Croyn lawyers in
London had been taken by Lord Bathurst in regard to the right of the different
protestant denominations. The petition of the Church of Scotland, in 1821, had
formed the subject of very full discussien both in England and Canada. Mr. Morris’s
ten resolutions on the subjeet,.in 1823, had passed. The petition of the Clergy ot
the Church of England had gone home, asking for power to sell a portion of the
lands in order that the proceeds might be appropriated to the endowment of a bish-
opric, the endowient of archdeacons, the endowment of the clergy, and the educa-
tion of the people in the principles of the Church of England. That was in 1828,
Then, in 1828, the great committee of the House of Commons was appointed,
whose report is one of the most valuable documents to whick appeal can be made.
During the whole of that period not a word was said about rectories. Not until
January, 1836, as I have already said, was the first movement made, in regard to
reciories-in this country. I will now read the minute in Council autherizing the
establishment of rectories in Upper Canada, with an extract from the confidential
dispatch on which the Council acted. I don’t know how many form the Execurive
Council, but on this memorable eccasion, the number present was not very large.
Those present were, the Hon. Peter’ Robinson, Presiding Councillor, George H.
Markland, -and Joseph Wells; and their minute, which bears date, Friday, 15th
June, 1836, isas follows :—

#To His Excellency Sir John Colborne, K. C. B., Lieutenant Governor of the
Provinee of Upper Canada, Major-General commanding His Majesty’s Fcrees
therein, &e., &c., &ec. -

¢ May it please Your Excellency—

*“ Pursvant to the views of Lord Goderich, shewn by his Despatel of the 5th
April, 1832, in which he eoncurs with your Excellency, and expresses his desire
¢that a moderate portion of land should be. assigned-in each Township or Parish
for insuring the future comfort, if not the complete.maintenance, of the rectors,’
the Council caused the necessary stepsto be taken, ior the purpose of setting
apart lots in each township throughout the Province.

* Much delay has been caused by their anxiety to avoid interfering with persons
who might have acknowledged claimsto any of the Reserves to be =elected, either.
for lease or purchase.

** A difficulty in completing what his Lordship mcst appropriately calls ¢ this
salutary work,’ was also, caused by the Crown Officers not concurring in the form
to be used in the instrument by which the endowment is to-be confirmed, which
left the Council to decide as to the mode to be adopted for that purpose.

** These obstacles have heen surmounted, and it is respectfully recommended
that no time be lost in authorizing the Attorney General to propare the necessary
instruments to secure tothe incumbents named in the annexed schedules, and
‘their succeesors, the lots of land there enumerated as.having been respectively
set apart for glebes.

*¢ All which is respectfully submitted.”

Here is an extract from Lord Goderich’s confidential Dispatch to Sir J. Colborne,
dated Sth April, 1832, on which these gentlemen, in the plenilude of their wisdom,
are acting :—

'

*“And I am happy to find that your practical views, founded upon personal
knowledge-and experience, are so coincident with those which upon a mere spec-
ulative view I had been led 1o entertain. 1 quite concur with you in thinking that
the greatest benefit to the Church of England would be derived from applying a
portion atJeast of the funds under the control of the Executive Government, in
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the building of rectories and churches ; and I would add, in preparing, as far 2o
may be, for profitable occupation, that moderate portion of land which you proposs:
to assign in each township or parish, for ensuring t}}e futpre comfort, if not the
complete maintenance, of the rectors. ‘Wilh this view, it appears to me that it
would be desirable to make a baginning In this salutary work.”

I hig, then, is the authority on which the rectories were established. [ complain
that for forty-five years, when the whole subject was under most hearty and zealous
discussion—when the whole colony, and Britain, and both Houses of Parliament,
were deeply and diligently occupied with the great subject of the Clergy Resetves,
in its entire view—not a word was said in reference to the rectosies until this time,
1t is proper to remind you that there were rectories before this time in Canadn.
There were at least three rectories from a very early period, and others had been
added ; but these rectories were more nominal than real. They did not imply any
act of the government, or any distinct approppiation of glebe lands, They belonged
to another constitution than that which now exists; aund altho’ Lord Goderich alludes
10 the building of rectories, it does not amount to the carrying out of the principle
laid down in 1791, which principle is, by 2 recommendation of a majozity in Coun-
cil, solemnly given ; and the conditions on which these rectories shall be founded,
being duly stated to the Governor, he is then entitled to take steps to carry out the
act. I would remind you of what happened. We would have cxpected that such
an tmportant resolution as that of constituting rectories would have been immedi-
atcly communicated to the FHlome Government by the then Governor. Mark that
four yoars elapsed between the despatch of Lord Goderich, in 1832, and the pro-
ceedings of the Council in 1836. During that time, not a word is uttered as to any
proposal in regard to that matter having been brought before the Council. Itis
plain, then, that this confidential despatch never would have been brought out, had
not the legality of the thing been challenged. When was this communicated to
the Home Government? You will be surprised when 1 tell you that while the
deed passed in January, 1836, no communication was made to the then Secretary
of the Colonies, touching this, for at lcast eleven months; and i now call your
attention to the instructions which the Colonjal Secretary had been giving in the
meantime for the guidance of the then Governor, namely, Sir Francis Bead. In
the meantime Lord Glenelg sent this paper, part of which has been Tead by Mr.
Roaf, and the remainder of which 1 will now read, being that part which has refer-
ence to the anticipated conflict of opinion, as it is called. This paper does throw
light on the view entertained by the Covernment of Britain in regard to the right of

varying and repealing. Lord Glenelg says (immediately after the passages which
have already boen read) :— i

In the controversy, therefore, respecting ecclesiastical endowments, which
at present divides the Canadian Legislature, I find no unexpected element of agi-
tatien, the discovery of which demands a departure from.the fixed principles of the
constitution, but merely the fulfilment cf the anticipations of Parliament in 1791 in
tho exhibition of that conflict of opinion for which the statute of that year may be
said tohave made a deliberate preparation. In referring the subject to the future
Canadian Legislature, the authors of the constitutional act must be supposed to
have conlemplated the crisis at which we have now arrived—the era of warm
and prolracted debate, which in a free government may he said to be a necessary
procursor to the settlement of any great principle of national policy. We must
not ha_ve recourse to an extreme remedy mervely to avoid the embarrassment
wlhich is the present though temporary result of our own deliberate legislation.”

Lo'rfi Glene.]z objected, therefore, to the withdrawing from the Canadian to the
British Leglslagure‘ the question respecting the Clergy Reserves. That, he says,
¢ would be an infringement on that cardinal principle of Colonial covernment which
forbids parliamentary interference,” except in reference to a well ostablished and
ovident necessity. Atother despatch is also given, according to which it appears
thal very important changes had taken place in respect to public opinion in England
in the meantime, and the consequence was, that when a communication was made
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to Lord Glenelg, io regard to these rectories, he sent this answer. It is very impor-
tant, and, as 1 have said, is in reply to the annonncement regarding the rectories:—-

Dowrine StreET, 6th July, 1837.

~+ You are aware that your despatch of the 17th December, 1836, contained the
first official intimation which ever reached mé, of the rectories having been either
established or endowed.”’

Have we not a right to complain at the great delay which took place between the
action on the part of the Provincial Government, and the communication to the:
Home Government, most deeply intérested as they were? This was * the first
official information,’” Lord Glenelg says, which ever reached him. He goes on to:
say :—
$ The fact had been asserted in Parliament, but I was not only officially unin-
formed, but really ignorant that it had occurred. I therefore requested you to
supply nie with the necessary information, and uniil it reached me, in the month
" of February last, [ was entirely destitute of all authentic intelligence as to what
had really been done.”

This is a singular state of things for any country. But Lord Glenelg kuew how to
oil the razor, for hie proceeds thus : —

“You will not, [ trust, even for a moment suppose that I refer in the spirit of
censure or complaint to the silence of the Provincial government on this oceasion.
It admits of an obvious explanation. The creation and endowment of the recto-
ries was almost the last act of Sir John Colborne’s administration, and at that tims
you were actually on your way from New York to Toronto. Your predecessor
_probably assumed that the proceeding would be reported by you, he having at
least, as it may well be imagined, scarcely leisure enough for the discharge of hia
many indispensable and urgent public duties. Ou the other hand, it is impossible
not to respect the feelings which indisposed you to enter dn the subject.”’

Newmark! These are the feelings suggested or indicated by Lord Glonelg as
having indisposed Sir F. B. Head from interfering on the subject :—

“ Regretting the measure itself, as creating a new embarrassment in your path,
at that time beset by difficulties of no ordinary kind, and naturally regarding it as
irrsemediable, you preferred to coatend with the obstacle silently, rather than to
avail yourself of it either as an apology in the event of failure, or as enhancing
your own merit in the event of success. To this generous solicitude for the credit
of your immediate predecessor, [ have always attributed your omission to report’
his.proceedings with regard to the rectories ; and I fully admit that, with the
opinion which yvou entertained, and could scarcely have failed to entertain, as to
the validity of the act itself, the motives for making it the subject of correspond-
ence were but few and of no great weight. Although for the reasons to be sub-
sequently stated, [ am compelled to think that the creation and endowmeat of the
rectories were not lawful or valid measures, yet it wounld be most foreign to my
real intentiou, if Isheuld be supposed to cast any doubt on the propriety of Sir
John Colborne’s conduct in reference to-them. That distinguished officer has
given too many proofs of his devoted zeal for His Majesty’s service, and for the
good of the King’s subjects, to permit the admission of even a surmise ‘injurious
to his public spirit on this or any other occasion ; and although I may differ from
him in opinion =s to the expediency of establishing the rectories, especially at the-
moment chosen for that purpose, yet I am convinced thal Sir John Colborne
weuld, as readily a3 auy other man, acknowledge that opposite views of the pub-
lic interest upon any particalar question may be entertained by men engaged in
the same branch of His Majesty’s service, without derogating in the slightest
degree from their mutual esteem aud confidence: Indeed, in proportion to the
strength of those feelings, will usnally be the freedom with which such opposite
views arg avowed and discussed.’’

[Time expired—exiract not completed. ]
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Rev. F. Evans—I was rebuked this moerning fol: im pesipg an ustdue share of wori
on my valued brethren, whose cases furnish an illustration of the old notion, that
the man who is willing to labour, always has plenty to do. At any rate, I have
reasnn to be satisfied with the arrangement ; and I have the consolation of knowing
that if T appear to have shirked hard work, I have only imitated at a humble dis.
rance the example of Lord Glenelg, who, it is said, was not very fond of toil, and
occasionally dozed when he should have been industriously employed. It is appa-
rent from what we have just heard, that somebody once took a doze instead of
attending to the proceedings of the Province, Before entering on this head, howevér,
let me go for 2 moment to the proposition before us. -Although there has bean a
good deal of latitude in the discussion, 1 hope the gentlemen, are not latitudinarian
in a more important sense. It is asserted that the fifty-seven rectories were estab-
lished in violation of public faith. Dr. Burns had twenty minutes to prove this,
and although I dare say he made the most of his time, it is quite plain that he has
not touched the real question. The proposition might have been written in Hindps-
tanee or Chinese, for all that Dr. Burns has said concerning it. It is my duty,
howaever, to refute the proposition. What do we mean by public fajith 7 1 will be
very brief on this point. I will suppose that it means authority constitutedby
the law of the land. That is my definition of publie faith ;- and I therefore deny
that the fifiy-seven rectories were established in violation of the public faith. 1 will
now read a few passages from the Act 31, Geo. III., c. 3], under which the reserves
were appropriated i—

¢ Bo it enacted by the authority aforesaid, That it shall and may be lawful for
His Majesty, his heirs and successors, to authorize the Governor or Lientenant
Governor of each of the said Provinces respectively, or the person administering
the government therein, to make, from and out of the lands of the Crown within
such Provinces, suck allotment and appropriation of lands, for the support and
maintenance of a protestant clergy within the same, as may bear a due.proportion
to the amoun't of such lands within the same as have at any time been granted
by or uinder the authority of His Majesty, and that whenever any grant of lands
within either of the said Provinces shall hereafter be made, by or under the
authority of His Majesty, his heirs or successors, there shall at the same time be
made, in respect of the same, a proportionable allotment and appropriation of lands
for the above mentioned purpose, within the township or parish to which such
lands =o to be granted shall appettain or be annexed, or as nearly adjacent therete
as cireumstances will admit.”?

Acain e
-igami—

‘¢ And be it further enacied by the authority aforesaid, That it shall and may
be lawful for His Majesty, his heirs or successors, to authorize the Governor or
Lieutenant Governor of each of the said Provinces respectively, or the person
admlmstermg the Government therein, from time to time with the advice of
such Executive Council as shall have been appointed by His Majesty, his heirs
or successors, within such Province, for the affairs thereof, to constitute and ereet,
within every townsh.lp or parish which now is or hereafter may be formed, consti-
tuted or erected, within such Province, one or more parsonage or rectory, er
parsonages or rectories, according to the establishment of the Church of England;
and from time to time, by an instrument under the great seal of such Province, to
endow every such parsonage.or rectory with so much or such a part of the lands
so allotted and .appropriated as aforesaid, in respect of any lands within such
township or parish which shall have been granted subsequent to the.commence-
ment of this act, or of such lands as may have been allotied and appropriated for
fhe‘same purpose, by orin virtue of any instruction which may be given by His
Mzjesty, in respect of any lands granted by His Majesty before the commence-

n;lem of this act, as such Govarnor, Lieutenant Governor, or person administering
the government, shall, with the advice of the said Executive Council, judge to be
expedient under the then existing

_ expec : ) circumstances of such township or parish.”
“tis evident from this, that if he had chosen, the Governor—by and with the. adviee
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of his Council—might in one township, orin all the townships, have endowed recto-
ries with every acre of tha clergy reserves in the Province ; and gentlemen opposite
might then bave searched in vain for the remainder. Much stress has been laid on
the terme varying or repealing, but they appear to me to have mainly rested upon
the question of the manner in.which the lands should be applied, and the manner in
which incumbents or ministers should hold and enjoy the samie; and not irr any
way to affect the appropriation of the lands for the support of a protestant clergy.
1t would appear that by a subsequent provision, the Legislature of the Province
might have passed s bill, varying that appropriation, provided it lay six weeks
on the table of the houses of Parliament at home. That was never done; but in
1840, the Parliament passed the bill which is now the law. Now I will address
myself to.Dr. Burns’ remarks.  First, with respect to a dominant hierarchy, I
deny the possibilily of the granting of certain portions of land having anything
whatever to'do with the establishment of a dominant hierarchy. The very thing
whichiprevented the endowment of rectories long before they were endowed, was
the difficnlty, which arose from the circumstance, that the government of this
country did not choose to give any authority to rectors out of their own chureh-
yard, and out of their own congregation. That wasthe great obstacle for a length
of time, and that was why the government did not choose to do anything which
might appear to render the Church of England in this Province a dominant
Chureh. They granted them lands, as other denominations might hold lands if
they.could get them ; they: granted them in the same manner that they granted
lands in Fee Simple to any other person. How, then, can you prove that by
establishing rectories, they established a dyminant church? Some years ago,
a member of the Church.of England gave 600 acres of land, in the townehip of
Bayham; I allude to the late Mr. Burwell, who erected the rectory of Port Bnr-
well, which will probable be worth £10,000 some day. Thatgentleman endowed
a churc¢h and rectory there, Does Dr. Burns mean to say, that by endowing that
rectory, Mr. Burwell made the rector dominant,except over these 600 acres of land ?
Does Dr. Burns desire to take away that endowment, or does he not? If gen-
tlemen opposite desire this, let them take away everything we have, no matter
by whom given. ©Onme course would be quite as justifiable as the other. But
again, I ask, does the enuowment of 2 Rectory make us a dominant church?
‘Why a church is about to be built at Port Dover; within the precincts of that
chureh, Ishall in a certain sense be dominant,.but shall I therefore be dominant
in Port Dover ?- Gentlemen will have a hard task who undertake to prove such
a position. It has been said that when first the subject of Rectories arose, there
was a great outcry against their illegality; and Mr. Roaf has remarked that
equity lawyers have promounced the patents invalid, because they were granted
toa thing, not to an individual. 1 now hold one of these patents in my hand.
and it is in strict aceordanee with the terms ot the Act of Parliament of 1891,
Let equity lawyers say what they please. 1 come now to the authority on which
the patents were granted. Lord Glenelg, in a leiter to Mr. Bettridge, stated that
the rectories were illegal. He said—

“ On the subject of the erection and endowment of the rectories, Lord Glenclg
infers from your letter, that you have mirapprehended the nature of the objee-
tion raised to that measure by the Law Ofticers of tne Crown. It hasno refer-
ence to the terms of the patents, but to the power of the Lieutenant Governor
to issue such patenis at all, Consequently there is no possible amendment of
those instruments which would obviate the difficulty.”

Lord Glenelg’s opinion was, that there was no power to issue these patents at
all. The opinion of Mr. Roaf’s equity Jawyers was, merely that the instruments
were incorrect; but thai opinion is evidently not-worth a fig. 1 bave already
referred to the act under which Sir John Colborne erected these Roctories. and
1 think T have shown thathe had power to do so. Thatlaw gave to him power
‘1o constitute and erect, within every township or parish which now is or here-
alter may be formed, constituted, or erected, within such Province, one or more
_parsonage or rectory, or parsonages or rectories, according to the establishmea:
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of the Church of England.” This seems to be decisive. But let'us suppose that
Sir John Colborne overstepped his auathority, and acted without ~instrue-
tions from them—what then? Was he ever impeached for such a vio-
tion of his public duty as Lieutenant Governo.r'of this Proyince’! Is the
mistake or fault of a public functionary to be visited upon himself, or upon
others? Suppose for 2 moment that there was a flaw in the manner in_which
the act was carried out—that Sir John Colborne made a mistake-in issuing the
patents—are we to suffer? Are the patents to be wrested from us? Should not
Sir John Colborne be impeached, rather, for a violation of public duty ? Butl
deny that he committed either a fault or mistake. I maintain, on the contrary,
that in all he did in this matter, he acted in conformity with law, Iwill now
read the letter addressed by Lord Bathurst to Mr. President Smith.
“ Downing Street, April 2nd, 1818,

¢« Srp,—The Bishop of Quebec has frequently brought under my consideration

the advantages which would result to the interests of the Church of England,

in the Province under your government, from the legal establishment of par-

ishes or rectories, in conformity with the provision contained in 31. George
111, e. 31.

“ As I entirely eoncur with his Lordship in the propriety of adopting a measure
calculated to give to the Protestant Church in the Canadas, the support which
it was in the contemplation of the Parliament ot this country to afford it, 1
have not failed to submit his Lordship’s representation to the Prince Regent,
and I have received His Royal Highness’s commands to instruct you to take
the necessary legal measures for constituting and erecting rectories and parishes
in every township within the Province under your government; and you will
also take care that it be distinctly understood that the constitution of parishes
and rectories can give no claim whatever to any incumbent to receive tithes of
the land within the limits of his parish—all claims of that nature having been
effectually annulled by thefprovision for the support of a Protestant Clergy,
made in the 31st of the King, and by the law passed by the Legislature of the
Province in 1816. The endowment of the several rectories with these portions
of the Clergy Reserves will be necessarily a matter of future consideration;
and until the more general settlement and cultivation of the Province shall
have taken place, I consider it advisable that the management of the several
teserves should—as is the case in the Lower Province—be vested in a corpo-
rale body, or continue, as at present, vnder the control of the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor and Executive Council.

“l hage the honor to be, &e.,
Signed
“ Mr. President Smith.” (Signed) Bathurst
Iere is another letter from Lord Bathurst:

Dowring Street; July 22, 182%.
Sir,—I have received his Majesty’s commands to direct that you co, from time
to time, with the advice of the Executive Council, for the affairs of the Pro-
vince of Upper Canada, constitute and erect within every township or parish
whxch.now is, or hereafter may be, formed and constituted or ereeted, within
tk_1e said Provinee, one or more parsonages or rectories, according to the estab-
lishment of the Church of England, and that you do from time to time, by an
instrument under the great seal of the said Province, endow every such par-

senage or rectory with so much or such part of the land so allotted or appro-
priated as aforesaid, in respect of any lands within each township or parishy
which shall have been granted subsequently to the commencement of a certain
act ot the Parliament of Great

t ) L Britain, passed in the 31st year of the reign of
His late Ma]esy? King George III, entitl}::d, ‘An Actto regeal certain pabrv'ts of
an Act passed in thg 14th year of His Majesty’s reign, an Act for making
more effoctual provision for the government of the Province of Quebec in
North America, and to make further provision for the government of the said

3
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Province, or of such lands as may be allotted and appropriated for the same
purpuse, by or in virtue, of any instruction which may have been given by his
said late Majesty, before the commencement of the said Act, as you shall,
with the advice of the said Executive Council, judge to be expedient under the
existing circumstances of such township or parish.

“ You shall also fpresent to every such parsonage or rectory, an incumbent or
minister of the Church of England, who shall have been duly ordained ac-
cording to the rites of said Church; and supply from time to time such vacan-
cies as may happen therein.

“ I have the honor, &ec.,
(Signed) Bathurst.

“ Major-General Sir Peregrine Maitland, K. C. B., &c.”

Surely this is authority enough to satisfy anybody. But, it is said, both the
rectories and the present appropriation of the Clergy Reserves are at variance
with the oft-expressed wishes of the Legislative Assembly. lnreply, I have only
to refer to the record of the proceedings of that body three or tour years agu,
when the Church ot England asked tv be allowed to take her share of the Re-
serves into her-own hands. I wish they had got it.  'Well, on that occasion a
report was presented, stating that the Committee to whom the application had
been referred, considered that the question was altogether settled, and that it
would be wrong to disturb the settlement any further. 1 will merely add, that
the last two instances in which the opinions of ihe Legislature have been rc-
corded, are in ths very teeth of my friend, Dr. Burns.

-Rev. Dr. Burns—I have partially given the authority on which I ground the
charge, that there was something like a breach of public faith in the establish-
ment of these Rectories, and I now resume the extracts from the Despatch of
Lord Glenelg o Sir Frauncis Bond Head. Lord Glenelg said:

“ On receiving your Despatch of the 17th Dec,, it appeared to me very questi-
onable, whether any adequate legal authority existed for the creation aud eu-
dowment of the Rectories. I did not indeed perceive apy possible ground for
disputing the right of the Lieutenant Governor in Council to proceed to that
measure, if previously sanctioned by the King; but on referring to the com-
missions of Lord Aylmer and Gosford to the general'instructions accompany-
ing shem; to the correspondence between this departmnent and the Provinecial
government, and to the minutes ot the Executive Council of the 15th January,

1836, it appears to me that no such sanction had ever been’ given. The
grounds of this opinion you will learn from the accompanying copy of the
communication which 1 thought it necessaryto address to the Iing’s Advocate,
and to the Attorney, and Solicitor General,

“The Law Officers of the Crowa received that reference on the 12th April, and
reporied tome their answer on the 8th ult. The delay is readily acconnted fov
by the great importance of the question, and by the anxiety of His Majesty’s
Jegal advisers to offer ho immature judgrent on such an occasion. 1 enclose
for your infermation a copy of their report. You will find that they declare
iheir opinion to be, that the erection and endowment of the filty-seven Recto-
ries by Sir John Colborne, are not valid and lawful acts.”

Six months before the date of the document oa which the Provineial Councit
proceeded in seiting up these Rectories, Lord Coderich, (Lord Ripon)addressed
a Despaich, 1n which the Provincial Legislature we:c invited to exert their
puwer 1o vary or tepeal, and were cxpressly recommended to repeal those
clanses of the act which relate to the endowment oi Rectories.  The actre-
quires'a specific Despatcli—a speciic deed of the King in Council, aulboriz-
ing the Lieutenant Governor to ‘grant zid endov the Rectories. But Todd
Goderich’s Despateh of April, 1822, which forms the basis on which the Lxee-
utive Council established the Rectories, was merked confidential: and it would
therefore appear to be impossible that Lord Goderich could have desigoed o
convey to the Licutenart Governor the King's senction for neutralizing the repeal
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which his Lordship had recommended a few months previously. This eircam.

stance clearly indicates to my mind, that the Executive Council puta forced -and
an erroneons construction upon Lord Goderich’s Despatch. I -will now read the
principal portion of the message which Sir John Colborne sent to the Assembly
of Upper Canada:

+ His Majesty has with no less anxiety considered how far such an appropria-
tion of territory is conducive. ejther to the temporal welfare of the ministers of
religion in this Province, or to their spiritual infiuence. Bound no less by his
personal feelings, than by the sacred obligations of that station to which Provi-
dence has called him, to watch over the interests of all the Protestant churches
within his dominions, his Majesty could never consent to abandon these inter-
ests with a view to any objects of temporary and apparent expediency.

It has therefore been with pecaliar satisfaction, that in the result of his enquiries
into this subject, his Majesty has found that the changes sought for by so large
a proportion of the inhabitants of this Province, may be carried into ‘effect
without sacrificing the just claims of the churches of England and Scotland.
The waste tands which have been set apart as a prdvision for the clergyof
those venerable bodies, have hitherto yielded no disposable revenue. The pe-
riod at which they might reasonably be expected to becoms more productiveé is
still remote.  His Majesty has solid grounds for entertaining the hope that, be-
fore the arrival of that per.od, it may be found practicable to afford the-clergy
of thuse churches, such a reasonable and moderate provision as may be neces-
sary for enabling them properly to discharge their sacred functions.” ‘

The changes songht for by so large a proportion of the people, in referencé to
the Clergy Reserves, “ may be carried inte effect,” his Majesty "found, without
injury to the church. What were these sought-for changes? To appropriate
the Reserves to secular education, or other general purposes- Sir J. Colborne’
concludes thus: S

 His Majesty, therefore, invites the house of Assembly of Upper Canada, to-
consider how the powers given to the Provincial Legislature by the constitu-
tional act, to vary or repeal this part of its provisions, can be called into-exer-
cise most advantageously, for the spiritual and temporal interests of his Ma--
jesty’s faithful subjects in this Province.” ‘

This was sent in January, 1332. In another Dispateh to whtch Lord Glenelg-
refers, the same view was exhibited. In the face of all this, the confidential Dis-
pateh came out, within three months, and upon it the Executive Council proceed- =
ed. Our friends refer to the other Dispatch, dated, Déwning Sireet, 22nd Tuly,
1825. The Hon. Peter Robinson, and those who sat with him in the Coancil,
never dreamed of going bac't to this Dispatch, uatil they foand that action on the
confidential Dispatch was no longer tenable. When that discovery was made,d
search was instituted, and these two docaments were brought to light. In the’
meantinie what was done? Lord Glenelg submitted the whole matter to the law
advisers of the Crown, whose opinion—dated, 8th June, 1837—was as follows :—~

‘ We are of opinion that the Lieutenant-governor, with the advice of the Execu-
tive Council, could not lawtully constitute and erect or endow any parsonage

or rectory within the Province, without the further signification of his Majes-

ty's pleasure. . .

“ Secondly—we are of opinion that Lord Ripon's Dispatch of the 5th of April,
1832, cannot be regarded as signilying his Majesty’s pleasure fur the erectio:
of parsonages, or for the endowm<nt of them, or for either ot those purposes.

¢ Thirdly—we are of opinion, that the ereetion and the endowmeant of the fifty-’
szven rectories, by Sir Jonn Colborne, are nov valid and lawful acts.”

T_tt?s \zéegs the first opinion ; bul it i3 proper to noties that Lord Bathurst's Dis-
patch to SirP. Mll}t‘l‘anu, eleven years before, was never acted upon, nor attempted
1 be acted upoa; Bir Peregrine had beea withdrawa; the throane had been vaca-
=d, and @ new governmant was in existence. A new Dispatch was essentially’

.
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mecessary. A very great change in public opinion had already taken place during
these eleven years—a change quite sufficient to render a distinet renewal of au-
thotity necessary.  'What is:still more remarkable is, that various statements
and commupications had in the meantime been made by the government at home -
to'the government here, indieating this change of sentiment. Lord Goderich,
writing to Sir J. Colborne, 8th November, 1832, said—
“ With respect to the charge of shewing an undue preference to preachers of
- religion belonging to .the established churches of this country, it1s so utterly
r - at varience with the whole course of policy which it has been the object of any
.Dispatches to yourself to prescribe, that I cannot pause to repel it in any for-
. mal manner.” -

So'jealous was the government in those days of interfering with the rights of
"the people here, that they expressly prohibited any attempt'to invest literary or
religious corporations with peculiar privileges, without the sentiments of the Lie-
“gislature of the Province being ascertained. In view of this, I would submit that
. the eréction of rectories must be held as invalid. Lord Glenelg, however, felt it
‘his duty to submit these newly-discovered Dispatches to the same eminent council,
whose second opinion was given on the 24th January, 1833. It was thus:—
“We are of opinion: 1, That the Lieutenant-governor, with the advice of the
*Executive Council, could lawfully constitule and erect orendow any parsonage
‘or rectory, within the Province, without the further signincation of his Majes-
swirity’s pleasure. @, We are of opinion that Lord Ripon;s Dispatch of the 5th
*4": April 1832, cannot be regardea as signitying his Majesty’s pleasure, for the
erection of parsonages, or for'the ehdowment of them, or for either of those
purposes. 3, We are of opinion that the erection or endowment of fifty-seven
rectories, by Sir John Colborne, are valid and lawful acts. “We are of opinion
that the rectors of theparishes so erected and endowed, have the same eccles-
- fastical authority within their respeoctive limits, as are vested in the rectors of

a parish-in England.”

This was signed by J. Dodgson; J. Campbell, R. M. Rolfe—the same ~ouncil
who but a few months before had given an opinion directly contrary to this. With
all respect to these eminent men, I prefer tostick to their first opinion. Sometimes
we'appeal from men intemperate to men sober. I would do.so in thiscase. Thejr
first thoughts were best—better than their second ones. And on the ground which
these gentlemen themselves assumed, I'say we are bound to maintain that the
whole of the rectory patents are invalid. The will of the people may regulaie
deeds of the Council, and whatever may be the value even of a Royal patent,

- there is-a power felt'and:indicated by the country, or Province, which can vary
of repeal such a patent. Although, therefore, I believe that the eminent lawyers
whose opinions I have quoted, were a good deal influenced by a feeling of deli-
cacy—particularly as the quesiion had to do with a feirale Sovereign, who had
just ascended the throne—1 feel convinced that if their second opinion were now
brought before the Judges in England, de novo, it would be found to have been
pronounced on imperfect and ez parte information. [Time expired.]

‘Rev.'F. Evans-—Dr. Burns says he will have Philip when tipsy.—Tll have
~Philip whén sober. - A wom1n once went before Philip of Macedon for a decision
which he gave: “ I'll appeal,” she said. " To whom dare yoa appeal 7’ demand-
ed the tyrant. “ From Philip intoxicated to Philip sober,” was the reply. Dr.
Burns says-in effect, that he will appeal from Philip sober to Philip intoxicated
_ - Rev, Dr, Burns.—He was sober first..

Rev, F. Evans.—Let us lay bantering aside, and come to fact and argument -
We are told that because the Governor Gencral received a confidential Dispateh
and because this was acted upon by the Executive Council, there was a viclation -
of publie faith. That is new doctrine, and seems to me to be altogether unten-
lenable. “Again: it is a mistake to say there are fifty-seven rectories. T wish-
ii:fre;’fw 80 many. Can-any gentleman say exactly how maay have been en--

wed? . . :
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Ren. Dr. Bvrys.—First there were forty-four; and ‘to those additions have
‘peen made. : . .

Rev. IF. Evans.—Not one, I am sorry tosay. Now lget me recur to what has
peen said about Lord Batharst’s Dispatchi being io;-gon.en;' and not acted
upon for eleven years. The difficulty arose out of th_ls circutnstance - thatSirP.
Maitland wished to endow rectories, and a strong effort was made to have these
—not rectories, but—parishes. - The object was, not only that a ccrtain portion of
of 1and should be granted for the glebes, but thar, ~along’ with this, “a lerritorial
Loundary shoald be granted. To this, certain uldlvu‘.uals ob]ectegi.. Stropg ob-
iections were particularly made by Sir J. Colborne, who felt that it was.hlsduty
1o consult public opinion, and lie knew that the course proposed would give great
offence to the people of the Province; although, if it had been adopted, T don’t
see how it could have been got over  The arrangement would have stdod as well
in law, as the restories stand now. But Sir J. Colborne thought that it oaght not
10 be adopted, notwithstanding the contrary opinions of several members of his
Council.. He would not yield, neither would these members of the Comeil; and
they went on in this way, discas-ing the subject, for several years, Ultimatgly,
and lastly, before Sir J. Colborne leit the Province, the parties agreed, and I
think wisely, because I am decidedly of opinion that iy Sir J. Colborae had not
endowed these rectories, it was not at all likely Sir F. B Head would have done
so. Sir Joha Colborne’s acc was in the nick ol time. But we had been in pos-
session of these lands several years. In 1831, 1 was in passcssion of all the Jand
1 hold as rectorial—every acre of it. Ll was set apart as a glebe; and so' it wis
with respect to all other parishes. Ihad a provisional lease, leaving to me thoke
very lands for a term of 21 years, with the proviso that whenever ‘his Majesty
should see il to appoint or éndow a rectory within the said township ‘of Wood-
house, the Rev, . Evans, or any other person holding that lease, should immes
diately relinguish the same, in order to its being applied to the endowment of the’
rectory.  So that although Sir J. Célborne carried out the point of law, the deed
was, in point of fact, done several years before. This shows that althougli’the
command of Lord Bathurst was not carried into effect until the time when! the
rectories were constitaied, the animus—tae intention—remained with the govern-
‘ment; the intention being to endow reciories when that end conld be propefy:
accomplished. At last, it was accomplished. This, then, is the whole heagimd
tront of our ofience. This is what we have done. First of all, we accepted the
lands, and were told that by and by we should be endowed. By and by we were
endowed, and we hold the endowient to this day. Yet we ate told, forsotb, that
the thing was done contrary to publfc faith, and at variance with the express wish
of the Legislative assembly! Now a large proportion of the péople of this Pro-
vince are members of the Church of Engfand. "They number, at a rough guess,
171,000 ; some say they amount to 203,000. This isa large proportion—say ope-
third—of the whole population. Is the opinion of this one-third to be entirely
ignored, merely because they are the minority 2 -1s this the principle of the Bri-
tish Constitation, or that which is to be acted upon here?” We know there is 2
party culled Clear Grits. They, I Lelieve, are a miuority ; but they havenever
theless a public opinion, which is attended to by a great n;any persons. What
wvould they think of the doctrine that their opinion should have no Weight,5 be-
cause they are a minority 2 1t will and ought 1o Lave weight; and surely you
will not deny the same to the members of the Church of ]Z)?Ula’nd numerovs as
1 have shown them to be. In England, the minority—the »“%pposfition,” as they
are Lrrmed—form a recognized ingredient in the constiturion ; and is the pfinciple
1(3 be’[hsc?rdcd"m tf‘ns POJ'[lOl'l”()f tte British Empire? Is no regard to be pai'd to
the wishes or wants o one-thiid of the whole population ? We have not arrived
at x‘hat point yet, 1 hope, Now, with respect to taking away the Reservesalto-
getier: They were granted to us becauss we were to have no tithes.” Bat, you
say, you will alienate them from the Churdhes of England and Scotland. * Well,
uvhat_ have you to get, to give us in cxchange?” Let ?ue government, if desireus
of this change, cowe jorward witha pronosal to give ws an cquivalen't; in consid
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eration of surrendering the Reserves, We are willing again to come to terms,
if you will give us an equivalent. Are we to have tithesback again? I'd rather
not. What then are we to rely upon ? C

Rev. Dr. Burns,—The affections of your people.

Rev. F. Evans.—We can secure them without any aid from government. We
are under no compact with government in respect of that. And while fully ap-
preciating the affections of our people, we may with perfect propriety ask, what,
arrangement is the Government prepared to enter into, if we surrender the Re-
serves? we hold them by a safe tenure. It does not affect our right to tell us
that Secretaries of State have contradicted themselves, or that Attorney Gener-
als have stultified their own decisions, we know all this, and cannot pretend to
help it; we know further, however, that a constitutionally-appointed pension has
been granted to us, and we believe there is no power which can justly deprive us
of it. [Time expired.]

Rev. J. RicaarpsoN.—The first remark I shall make is this—That the De-
spatch from Lord Glenelg and Lord Ripon, read by Dr. Burns, in my opinion
annul the previous despatches of Lord Bathurst in 1825 and 1818,  Upon these
despatches these gentlemen profess to ground the legal right of the Governor to
endow these rectories. Observe, that the Executive Council—whose minute has
been read—when they advised the Governor to establish the Rectories, referred,
not to the despatches of Lord Bathurst at all, bat to the despatch of Lord God-
erich. Now what is that despatch? I will rcad some ‘extracts that will show
clearly that his Lordship advised Sir J. Colborne to provide for the salaries of
the two Archdeacons of York and Kingston out of a certain sum of money,
which is mentioned as having accumulated from the Revenues of the Province :
he found that he had £4000 surplus money after paying the Archdeacons,—this
£4000 coming out of the Casnal and Teritorial Revenue. Itis in reference to
this £4000 that Lord Goderich directs Sir J. Colborne to provide for parishes, &e,
The despatch from which I read is dated 6th April, 1833.

*There will be abundant means of meeting all the demands for salaries, includ-
ing the two Archdeacons, for which I had intended to provide. A question there-
fore naturally arises as to the most advantageous mode of disposing of the £4000
to be takenout of the Casual and Territorial Revenue, which had been destined
to, this particular service, which will no longer be required for that purpose.—
I have considered with great attention the observations contained in your
private letter of February 16th, and the propositions which result from them;
and [ am happy to find that your practical views, founded upon personal know-
ledge and experience, are so coincident with those upon a mere speculative
view I had been led to entertain.”

His Lordship went on to say—

¢¢.£4000 in the whole will be disposable; and I willingly leave it to your discre-
tion to decide as to the proportionate distribution of that sum. ITam well aware
that in the execution of this duty, you will have to steer a difficult course, and
that it will require no small tact to determine by what practical means these
important objects can be best attained.”

Again—

“It cannot be forgotten that the condition of society in such a country as Upper
Canada presents difficulties in the pursuits of this object which are very serious,
and that a state of religious peace is above all things essential in establishing
in the minds of the people the efficacy of religions prineiples.”

Were not mv time so limited, I would read the whole despateh. The use !
make of it is this—that the authority upon which Sir J. Colborne’s Executive
Couneil grounded the establishment of those Rectories was drawn, not upon the
previous despatchies of Lord Bathurst (and certainly they must have known that

P
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those despalches existed), but from this letter or despatph of Lord Goderich, which
T maintain, gave them no authority. THe sayshe advgses_the Governor to appor-
tion a part of that £4000 from the Casual and Terntor.lal. Revenuq to aid thiy
work, and then, that it might be advisable to appropriaté -a certain moderare
portion of land for increasing the comfort of Rectors. Now here is the point.—
The Governor proceeded either on, the despatches of Lord Bathurst or on this
despatch, It appears that he proceeded on this despatch ; and what does Lord
Glenelz say in relation to this subject?. There had been doubts astothe legality
—or rather as to the regularity of the establishment of these Rectories. Lord
Glenelg in a despatch to Sir George Arthur, dated 26th December, 1837, said :—

“ ITow far the view originally taken by the law -officers of the Crown may be
altered when they shall have maturely considered the subjert, &c.”

Again—

¢ Although the endowment of the Rectories in the year 1836 did not take plaee
with the previous concurrence or krowledge of the present ministers of the
Crown, yet, asthey appear to have been made at least under a presumed
authority from the Secretary of State, and as considerabletime has now elapsed
since the parties were put in possession of the lands, I should regret to be com-
elled to disturb that settlement, or 10 dispossess the Clergy of the Church of
ingland of the lands which have been assigned for their maintenance.”

I think a minister of the Crown need not apprehend being called upon to dis-
turb the setllement, if he had not power. But Lord Glenelg felt that he had a
power which he might be caled on to exerecise, but he would regret the occasion
after the Rectories had been so long established. The Rectors had been so long
in possession of their lands, that he did not like the idea of being called on te
disturb them. Now that is clearly an admission that he might have been com-
pelled to dispossess them. His Lordship added :— :

‘Bhould the legal right now appear to the law officers of the Crown to be inde-
feasible, no practical question will of course remain for the decision of the
government.”

Rev. W. Berrripee.—Just so.

Rev. J. Ricuarvsox—I was aware thal gentleman opposite would eatch that.
But it so happens that we have the law officers of the crown versus the law officers of
the crown, and it rewains (v be ssen which opinjon is right and which wrong. What
are the termns of our proposition? **That the fifty-seven rectories were established iu
violation ofthe public faith.” Now in a previous despatch from Lord Goderich to
#ir J Colborne, dated November 8, 1332, the lollowing passages occar—

‘¢ With respect to the charge of showing an undus preforence to the teachers of
relxglon bellongmg to the established church of this country, itis so ntierly at
variance with the whole course of policy which it has been the object of my

Despalch’es to yourself to prescribe, that I cannot pause to repel itin any formal
manner.’

s f_Iis Majesty has studious!
rogative of endowinz literary
advice cf th ¢
pect.”

v abstained from the exercise ofhis undoubted pre-

: ! or religious corporations, until he should obtain the
€ representatives of the Cunadian people fur his guidance in that res-

From this and other Despatches which I have n

\ - . 1

be xfl(er1§fj Lo by any who hear me, as they are in the official communications.) The
peﬁ[‘éo this country, were led to believe that it was the intention of his Majesty
an overnment pot to appropriate these reserves, without the knowledge and

cousint of the peopls of Canada, ex i i ities i
: : ada, expressed through their i
parliziaent ; and that ex s eXp gh their constituted authorities

peclation was so strongz that when it was announced that

i i ; ; e
ALE??driicmtr'ws lfmd been established, the circumstance excited (we may say) a burst
+ ridignation from different parties. [ shall refer to some expressions in regard te

ot time to refer to (but which may
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it. The first is an eit;act‘ from the Christiun Guardian, expressive of the sentiments
of the body it represents, then under the editorial management of the Rev. Ephraim
Evans. Mr. Evané was a man so thoroughly loyal in feeling and so strong in his
attachmon't to constituted authority, that the expression of vpinion which I am about
to quote must have been dragged from him.  On the 6th April, 1836, he said—

« We have learned with extreme regret, that His Excellency Sir John Colborne
has thought proper, during the latter part of his admioistration of the affairs of this
province, to take a step which we are confident, will meet with the strongest
disapprobation of nineteen-twentieths of its inhabitants, and which will have a
greater tendency tocreate discontent than any other act of his administration. We
allude to the establishment of rectories, to the number of furty-four, each with an
endowment of from 105 to 800 acres of Clergy Reserves, same including valuzble
Town lots, as will be seen by the Schedule which we publish to-day. ‘Ihe value
of the endowments is not so much the subject of animadversion, as the principle in-
volved in the act itself,—a principle directly opposed to the known wishes of the
country, and, 1n our opinion directly at variance with its religious interests.
Alter the repeated expression of the opinions of his Majesty’s subjects in this colo-
ny, against the establishment of any church with exclusive rights and privileges—
opinions expressed time after time in the addresses from the popular branch of the
Legislature, in which all parties have been nearly unanimous, and in numerous-
ly signed petitions to his Majesty's governmeat and the Imperial Parliament,
supported by Christians of every denomination, inclading a verv respectable por-
tiont of the members of the Church of England—we had been led to entertain a
hope almost amounting to certainty, that no attempt would be made to force upon
this Country an established religion.”

We'll now come a little nearer horne to some gontlemen present. Here isan ex-
tract from the Niagara Christian Examiner, edited by the Rev. Mr. Magill, of the
sestablished Church of Scotland, who, after having stated the ill-judged act of establish-
ing the rectories, observed—

¢ Such is the act of the government, and such are the pretensions of its high
ehurch favorites. Can it be deemed surpiising that public apprehension has been
awakened ?—that public indignation is roused ?—that constitutional resisiance is
resolved upon 7—that all who wish the peace and prosperity of the country de-
clare their deliberate judgment thar this rash and surreptitious act must be cancel-
led—this root of bitterness must be drawn out even toits ininutest fibres, and cast
into the sea of oblivivn. ’

*¢ Year after year, at least during the last decade, the general sentiment of this
colony has been uttered in no unequivocal form, that no church invested with ex-
elusive privileges derived from the state, isadapted to the condition of society
among us. Itcanuot be doubted, that this is, the deliberate conviction of nine-
tenths of the colonists. Except among a few ambitious magnates of the Church
of England, we never hear.a contrary sentiment breathed. Equal rights on equal
conditions, is the general cry, and aithough several assemblymen of the present
House have cliosen to misinterpret the public voice, and to advocate a ditferent

“prineiple, we doubt not that on their next appearance before their constituents,
they will be tanght that this is not the age, nor 1his the country, in which the
grand principlo of equal rights can be, departed from with impunity.” [Time
expired:))

Rev. W. Berrrinee—We are much obliged to the last Rev. gentleman for giv-
ing us the opiuions of Mr. Magill and Mr. Ryerson. Do you know the opinion of
the rector of Woodstock, whose opinion is as good as that of either?

Rev. J, Ricuarnson—Not Mr. Ryerson, but Mr. Epbraim Evans.

Rev. W. Burrriner—I knew and had a high vespect for Mr. Evans, with regard
to Mr. Magill, [ am somewhat surprised that he shoald have taken advantaze of the
opposition to the Church of England at that time, for 1 have before me a lo.g list
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endowments of the Church of Scotland, made previous to these rectories in Kingston,
in Belleville, Perth, Dundas, Toronto, and other places. That seems ra'lhgr odd,
and even my friend Mr. Donald McKenzie, of the Free Kirk of Scotland, is in pos.
session of 200 acres of land, which he obtained before leaving the Church of Scot-
land. He hasitin Zorra. Ile and I havelived neighbours seventeen years, and I
hope he will live there seventeen years longer ; but, as I have said, although a min-
ister of the Free Kirk, he enjoys 200 acres of land. There are two and & half mil-
lions of acres, and ali this great grievance (of course, apart from the'prmclple of the
thing ) is, that the Church of England has got—how much doyou think ? why about

27,000 acres.
Rev. W. Ornston—How many had she sold before 18407

Rev. W. Bertrice—We are now on the rectories, and do 1ot try to get me off
my text. Thedelay that was occasioned in these endowments have already been
partially stated by Mr, Evans; butas T had a little finger in the pie, 1 can state
10 you that a deputation of members of the Church of Ingland from the west, went
to Sir J. Colborne, with an earnest request. This was at the latter end of 1834, or
in the beginning of 1835 ; and our request was that he would proceed to carry out
1he constitutional act, under the authority which he possessed Sir J. Colborne
knew the contentsof Lord Bathurst’s Despatch very well. 1 andthree others form-
ed the deputation, and we pressed the subject on him ; and had he not been thwar-
ted in his Council by those who were not {riends of the Church of England, there
can be no question that we should have had—as Mr. Lafontaine says we oughtto
have had—>500 rectories instead of fiftv. With respect to the Despatch from Lord
Goderich  in 1832, which I believe was confidential—-are we to suppose
that it superseded—or implied forgetfulness—of the official, public Despatch
trom Lord Bathurstin 1825! If we are, it is a new doctrine, recellect, it is not
merely from Lord Bathurst that the Despatch came, for he wrote by the express
command of his Majesty in Council assembled, and he said that these rectories were
to be established. And vet because Lord Goderich wrote a private Despatch, gentle-
men would have it go before the other. There can be very little question as to the
validity of the two. ~The public, avall events, will be enabled to judge. But we
are arguing 1o very little purpose. 1 think that gentlemen opposite have not ' met
the difficulty in their case. There it stands, greatas ever. In an appeal made last
year (L think) to the Crown authorities in this colony, with respect to the validity of
these patents (and I had two or threc with me). Mr. Latontaine remarked, **It has
been broadly asserted that there has been collusion in the obtaining of these pa-
tents, but thus far I bave found no proof of it.  Of course, if collusion be detected,
the patents will be ipso facto invalid; but since 1 have had the honour of holding
office here, I cun assure you we have looked rather sharply after the business, and
Yet we have found no flaw—no collusion—that can shalke your rectories.”” Her
Majesty’s ministers in this provice canoot be suspected of being over favorable to
the Church of England, and yet their chist man thus declared to me that, after the
most care{ul search, they had been unable to find anything that could invalidate the
title, or shake the foundation of our rectories. After such an expression of opinion,
1 went home very well satisfied.  But stll we poor rectors have preity hard lives to
lead, in consequence of the hostile feeling with which we have to contend. I ath
greatly pleased to find that a different spirit animates the gentlemen opposite, and 1
trust that when this discussion is over, they will tell their congregations that we
rectors are not such bad bodies afier all.  1am sorry to say that the spirit which pre-
vails at Woodstock is extremely inimical toward us—not to me personally, but to
me as a rector of the Church of England, at Woodstock, we have a lot of five acres,
deeded some 25 yearsago, for the purpose of erecting thereon n church and parson-
age. [t was given to the late Bishop of Quebec, but under the Church Temporalities
ac{]is vesled 1n me and my Church-v&fardens. A church had been built by private
o Pt ol it 2 g G, b
have put a fellce round o Pf > Lo build e a rectory on the five acros. Well, we

e live acres, zud we kave got a crop on the ground ; but
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theré are cortain persens who declare that they won't let us have the five acres at
all—and the fence is nearly pulled down, and"the crop—which would at all events
have been advantageous to me—is well nigh destroyed. I do not complain about the
Toss of the 500 bushels of oats which might be there, but I dislike the spirit which
prompts these proceedings ; it is not kind—it is not christian. These five acres,
be it remembered, were government resorves, not clergy reserves. The Free Kirk,
at this present time, has got{rom the government five acres on the very same plot
for a church yard; we allow them to keep it, and 1 hope their dead will rest in
peace there. The Methodists have got three or four acres, and hold them in peace.
The established church of Scotland and other denominations have received similar
grants. But the poor rector of Woodstock can’t hold five acres, although I have
held them by patent from the crown for 25 years. I may appear to smile while I
speak of this matter, but my smile has sorrow at its bottom. For surely this is not
the proper way to act. What you do, do constitutionally, and without violence,
until you can dispossess the rector of Woodstock—and constitutionally dispossess
him—let him live peaceably amongst you ; do not go sneaking by night to harrass
and destroy his private property. Do not come and attack him rudely because he
preaches the gospel of Jesus Christ in a church different from your own. I hold my
patent from the crown, and until that patent be declared invalid, allow me in peace
to enjoy the results of my labours. [fthe parliament or the crown declares that I am
wrong, [ will yield, and shall try to yield with the grace of a chrisitan. I trustl
shall have grace to do it. You shall hear no complaint from my mouth. We have
lost two-thirds of the Reserves, and if it be the will of the nation that we shall loose
the other I will how respectfully to thelaw. There shall be no agitation on our part,
because we believe that the powers that be are ordained of God. Unhappy will be
that period, because we shall be warped areally in the humble efforts we are making
to carry to our own people the knowlege of the truth asit isin Jesus. I know that
the thought that we are an established church, rankles in the breasts of many They
think we are, or seem to be, a little above others, " 1 feel nothing of that kind. Two
gentlemen are here from Woodstock, and let them be asked as to any efforts 1 make
to obtain the dominancy which has been spoken of. They are before me, and I ask
them whether William Bettridge, rector of Woodstock ever exercised any dominancy
over the faith of any man. Seventeen years have 1 been there, and I have never intru-
ded myselfinto the house of any man uncalled ; but I have gone to visit those of any
other denominations who desired to have my ministerial services. 1 have gone to
them, but [ have never attempted to proselytise. I defy any man to say that 1 ever
took advantage of moments like that. I have another duty to discharge—to lead
them to Christ : that was my duty, and I confined myself to it. Sometimes I have
acted in cases of this nature in the absence of the parties own minister. For instance,
in the absence of Mr. Ball, minister of the Free Kirk, 1 was sent to attend a member
ofhis congregation. I did attend, but immediately the minister returned I said I
lhad done s0 and so, and I expressed a hope that he would do so in my absence. [
have attended several members of the Church of Scotland. One of these individuals
about a fortnight before her death, expressed a wish that I should visit her, but [
said, ** not without Mr. Ball’s permission. I wrote to Mr. Ball, and he immediately
replied, ** Do go—1I entreat you to go.”” 1 went threo or four times, and at her own
request sha was buried by me. She was a sainted woman. Well, did I ever take
advantage of my visits tfo turn her from her faith ? No. Iknew she wason the
right foundation, and would be right at the last day. We are not, then, a dominant
chuerh ; and I-am sure that the gentlemen opposite have too much liberal feeling
to base their opposition to the Church of England on the supposition that we are
dominant, or affect anything like dominancy. The laws of the land would not
permit this dominaney, and my own feelings would not permit it. lnto no man’s
house do I go unless sent for except o the houses of members of my own congregation.
But, on the other hand, I am rather averse to other ministers going unasked into my
congregation. Nemo me impune lacessit. Do not tryto trench on me. We have
plenty to do.in our several vocations : let us attend to our own people. These are
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trathg we are ready to declare, and we do them openly before the v;rorld. It any fo
dividual here can say that we have trenched on the private rights ‘or feelings of any
man, we will stand accused before God and the country of falsehood. ~Our ftiend
from the east (Mr. Ormston,) who was pleased to pay a compliment to-the, west, lot
fall one little expression which I did not like. it was this—that .we are afiaid o
state matters; it would not do to state them—it would not be quite right he said,
Now I reply in the words of the Bard of Avon, on whose waters1 was born—

1 dare do and say all that becomes a man—
Who dare do more is none.”

Wherever we may be, you will not find the Reetor of Woodstock giving offence te
any man. But if an expresssoa of my opinion be required, on a matter connected
with public morals, whether it be before twenty or five thousand, you shall haveit,
without fear, favor, or reward. [Time expired.]

Rev. F. Evars—1 think we need not occupy time with a discussion of the next
proposition on the liste Parliament being omnipotent, in a political sense, 1 decline
to take up the fifth proposition on my side, and I agree to the truth of the sixth
proposition as laid down by gentlemen on the other side.

Rev. J. WintereoTHAM—If our friends do not wish to discuss the proposition
which they have laid before the public, we do not thinl it right to bow to thejr
dictation with regard to laying aside ours. A defined understanding on the matter
is before the public. Woe shall discuss our sixth proposition, let them do what.they
please with theirs.

Rev. W. Ormsron—Although | was anxzious to say something on this subject, I
must confess that it seems strange to discuss a question which is conceded. If the
worthy Rector of Woodhouse will add *¢without manifest injustice’ to our propo-
sition, and then say that he concedes it, I shall be satisfied.

Rev. F. Evans—¢ The Imperial and Provincial Parliaments have power to ap-
propriate the Clergy Reserves.”

Rev. W. Ormsron—Without any injustice.
Rev. F. Evass—Oh, no! That is npt in your proposition.

. Rev. W. Onmston—You undertook to show that to do this would be ¢ manifest
injustice.” We can’t say that. ‘

Rev. F. Evans—We have nothing to bring forward but what has already been

hrought forward. Yon bring forward a statement, which, as it stands, we admit.—
Why debate itthen? -

Rev, Dr. Burss—Neither of our friends appears to take that solemn view of the
magnitade of the principle involved in this proposition, that they ought to do, We
have not discussed it at all. We have discussed the guestion in regard to the term
*¢ protestant clergy’’—we have discussed the claims of the Church of England, in
reference to an act of Parliament—but there is still this important questiom, Isit
right, is it legal, for the government ro alienate to secular purposes what was
solemnly set apart for the support of religion? T presume all our friends are not
prepared to acknowledge that ~There is sull another important consideration, which
is to explain the expression in the act, to the effect that thess lands shall ** be applied
solely to the maintenance’ of a protestant clergy, “and to no other use or purpose
whatever.”” | think these are two very important points, and there is a third,
namely, as to the meaning of the phrase “vary orrepeal.” In the Bishop’s charge,
x:p})sr:;g:s_slg saxc: t?aihthﬁ ex%rassion applies only to an alteration of the mode of

ing, not to the grand principle of takin ik igi
and applying them to sccuﬁir, pu'zposeg. § away the lands from religions,

[An adjournment for half an hour

. now took place, irati that
time, the proceedings were resumed. ] place; At the expiration of

Rev. Dr. Burns—There is a matter bearing on the discussion of this mornisg
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which I am aqxi,qgu to have oxplaned. In alist of the rectories, and the sums
appropriated to them, which I find in one of Mr. Mackenzie’s letters in the Ezaminer,
f,p.'iIO js set down @s the amount paid to Mr. Bettridge, of Woodstock.

. Rev. W. BerTRIDGE—£100 2 year is. what I get.. I know nothing of what may
bo said in any letter in the Examiner. . I

Rev. Dr. Bors—=The matter should'be explained.

Rev. B, Ckoxts—I receive £170a year. I am described in this letter as in the
recoipt of £400. o

Rev. F, Evans—And here am I described as the Rev. Francis Evans, Rector of
Simeoe, with a pension of £400 a year, Oh, I wish I had it!

Rev. W. Ormsron—I see that the statement is of two years—1849 and 1850—so
that it may be correct. o

Rev. W. Bertrinee—Instead of discussing this matter, which is quite irregular,
let us go on with business.

Rev. B. Cronyn—I was not prepared to enter upen the discussion of this prope-
sitton. Indeed, it was not in the list of propositions furnished to me, but as the
.gentlemen on the other side, wha had furnished it to Mr. Evans, wish it to be
discussed, we—being desirous of complying with their wishes in everything lawful
and honest—will indulge them. The preposition which we are invited to discuss
i8 this— :

- % That the Imperial and Provincial Parliaments have power to appropriate the

:Clergy Reserves to any secular purpose that is adapted to promote the general
.. welfare of the Province, such as the secular education of the whole people,”

1 suppose that this contains all that the reverend gentlemen opposite wisk to affirm
on this particular subject: On the other hand, we maintain that the Imperial and
Provincial Parliaments have not the power to do this. But 1 must explain whenl
say they have not the power. Power may be considered undev two different aspects.
A man may have power to do that which he has no right to do.  Nero, the tyrant,
had the power to cut off (he heads of his subjects, and illuminate the city of Rome
with fires around the christians whom he murdered, but he had not a right to do
it. We must, -therefore, make a distinction between right and power. A man
‘may have power to do, and he may do, a thing which in itself is wrong—whartin
the sight of God, aid-according to the rules of eternal right’and justice, he had not
in réality the power to do. ‘Taking that view of power, I am ready to maintain
that the Imperial Patliament, and the Provincial Parliament, have not the power te
appropriate the Clergy Reserves. They may do it, if they like, but in doing it
they do injustice—in’ doing it they do wrong, and thereby lower themselves in the
estimation of every well-thinking man. That is my'view concerning the matter.
‘A word with reference to Parliahent. Parliament has often been called **the
collective wisdom 'of a hation.”” We know it ought to be'so. But it ought to be
more than that. It ought to reflect the principles of a nalion—the henorable prin-
ciples, I mean ; it'ought to reflect the moral feelings of a nation; and if a Parlia-
ment does not do that, most assuredly it will come to disgrace with all those in the
community who think aright, and who are governed by right principles. 1 weuld
say td the reverénd gentlemen on the other side that they may devoully pray Par-
liament 10 do what they now ask, and Parliament, yielding to the pressure from
without, may do/ it; but if our Parliament were composed of men of high-toned
feeling, and high moral and christian principle, they would resign—every
man of then, sooner than do that which wo’d be wrong. But when | look at some late
additions which' have been made to the present Parliament—when Ilook at the
manner in’ which the colony has been disgraced in this respect—I feel that if Par-
liament were''composed altogether of such materials, the pressure from without
might lead it o do anything, whether right of wrong. There would, indeed, be a
greater ‘chance of Parliament doing wrong than of doing right. But is it right of
reverend gentlemen—of those who teach from their pulpits that men shm‘lld be juet,
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honest, upright in their dealinge<should do to others as they yvi-h‘ to be dpne mntoy
is it right of them, Iask, to labour; to produce a pressure which shull f_'orce Parlia-
ment to do that which is unjust 7—to induce Parliament to do to others what they
would not wish to have done unto themselves 7 * Lot us now proceed to thejustic
of the question. It has been represented by gentler_nen on th; other side, up to the
present moment, that those parties who have been in possession _of the Clergy Re-
serves, have no right to them. At all events, what we havo received, and what we
hold, has been reccived, and is held under an act of Parliament, and under the
direct sanction of the government of the country. We have been reported even to
the House of Commons as receiving 1t, though that report is not altogether accurate
and true ; and mo one has gainsaid oar right to receive it. Theretore, on all hands
it must be acknowledged that we have a right 1o receive it—that there is justice in
the claim which we make from time to time on the Receiver General of the Proy-
ince, for a certain portion of the Clergy Reserves. That being the case, can it b
said thatit is justice--that it is right—that itis doing to others as we should wish men
to do to us—for Parliament to use a power with which it is invested, to inflict’ this
wrong? Most assuredly it cannot. This is my view of the matter. The propo-
sition of the other gentlemen is, that they have the power to appropriate tae Clergy
Reserves to any secular purpose whatsoever—any secular purpose adapted to pro-
mote the general welfare of the people; and the secular education of the people is
instanced as such a purpose. Suppose the Clergy Reserves were taken away—
suppose the wrong is dene—suppose those who have laboured for years in this
country, aud with whon a covenant was made that they should receive this while
they laboured, were to have this wrong inflicted upomn them ; still the question
remains, to what use would the Reserves be appropriated 7 To anything that will
promote the general welfare of the Province, we are told. We know that religion
would promote it: are they to be devoted tothat? We know that agricuitural
societies have promoted it : are they to receive the proceeds of the reserves? No.
The purpose is given to which the reserves would be appropriated, above all others:
itis the secular education of the whole people. Mark! There is not to be a spice
of religion in the education given by these funds ; if there be, the whele fabric falls
to the ground.  But under the existing educational system, you cannot apply the
reserves to educational purposes, without teaching religion. Under the present
common school system of this country, there is one favored class, who have their
own schools, and in these they always have religion. They always have had,
and always will have, religion taught in their schools, and they get separate schools
for the purpose. I allude to the Roman Catholics. You want to take the reserves
from us.  Some of you complain that we are not protestant enough, though I believe
we are truly protestant as any of you. You want to take the reserves from us, I
say, and give them, in part, at least, to Roman Catholics, to teach Roman Catholic
doctrines 10 schools. Weare not prolestant enough,and yet you want so teach down-
right popery with the reserves, in schoo's. It mustcome to that, if your views bs carried
iaut. ﬁYou may say, *“ We’ll have the school system changed.” Aye, but get the
aws first. A gentleman told us that the people have been fretting and foarung for

years past in regarc! to the Reserves, and that it is time that the law should be
changed : I should like to know how long you expect to have 10 fret and foam before
you will get the existing educational law changed. It will be impossible to geta
majority of the House of Assembly—Roman Catholic members—to consent that
I.Il“lelr schools shall be_united‘with ours, and that religion shall not be taught in them.
] he tlhmg is utterly lmpossxble H apq, therefore, if you take away fromlthe protes-
ant clergy what they are now receiving, and devote it to education, a portion of it
B“Et,“ necessity go into the hands of those who will teach-—not the whole of
ens’ Theology, for that 1s too long, but—extracts from Dens® Theology. Thatis
what_ you waat to do, and that is what you call for the general beneﬁtgo)f. the com-
munity ! If that would be for their benefit, I don’t know what would be called

injurious. o p
jurious. 1 limk around, and see Canada rising, and advancing, and improving in
every way. Ihave been twenty years in the country, and a most gratifying and
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wnprecedented improvement has taken place in all parts—though certaioly in some
more than in others. But will what these gentlemen propose advance the general
interests of the country? Wllit advance those interests which have prospered
potwithstanding the ¢ blighting effects’® of all these reserves and rectories, which
have been hanging over the country like an incubus for so many years—according
to the shewing of these gentlemen? Will it tend to the general improve-
ment of the country. Will it tend to foster a right feeling among the
people 7—to promote christianity—true and spiritval christianity—and proper
principles, amongst our population? Most assuredly it will not. I believe that
should it be carried out, it will be the greatest evil that has ever been inflicted upon
the country. I do not think it will be carried out. 1 cannot bring myself to think
that such a measure will be adopted. Nay, 1 think that when it came near the
point of being carried, some of those gentlemen who stand on the other side, and
who speak in a kind and friendly tone to us (though occasionally a little bit of irony
appears which makes us doubt the compliments they bestow upon us) would begin
to doubt whether they were doing right ; they would begin to tremble within them-
selves, and say, * Perhaps, alter all, it is not so bad that the Church of Scotland
and the Church of Eungland should have a portion of the reserves, and that other
protestant denominations should be aided and assisted.”” These gentlemen say that
every kind of endowment must be an injury—a blot—that every man who avails
himself of endowments to progagate the gospel, must give up his independence—
and that, of course, his influence and usefulness must be thereby impaired. Now
this we must all know is not the case. 'We know that even in this country individ-
uals are supported and sustained in the dischargs of their spiritual duties by individ-
uvals at home. I know an individnal at home who sustains three or four travelling
mijssionaries, out of his own funds, and funds which his immediate friends contri-
bute, in order that they may petform the work of evangelizing this country. Well,
these men do not forfeit their independence by receiving this assistance, which
enables them to go forth and proclaim the gospel to their fellow men. [ know a
society in England, which is supported by funds bequeathed in a former day—that
society being made up of individuals who are mixed, and of different denominations:
they support an individual to preach to the pagans of this country—an individual
who, it turns out, is of a different protestant denomination. One gentleman now
present—the Rev. A Nellis, Missionary io the Mohawk Indians, at Brantford, is
sustained in his labours there by a New England company, and is liberally sup-
ported. If 1 am told aright, the same company support another gentleman who is
present, and who ministe:s to the pagans in another part of the country. Now I
would ask, what 1s the average amount of the income of these two ministers? Do
they receive more from the New England society than three times the average
income of their hearers ? As one of these gentlemen laid down this as the rule
which should regulate the payment of ministers, I say that it he receive more, he
ought to send it back. But he comes here to combat endowments.

Rev. Mr. Giomore~—That is not an endowment.

. Rev. B. Cronyn—I should like to kuow what it is then. It was bequeathed and
is administered by an 1ncorporated company : they sustain a protestant Missionary
one place, and a minister of the Church of England in another. That is what
the parliament and people of Canada are asked by the Imperial actto do—or
rather what is done by that act, because of the divisions amongst the people, and
of the difference of opinion which prevail. Therefore, the Imperial act says * we
shall sustain all protestant denominations while they discharge the offices of the
Ministry in the country, and give them something to assist them in performing
this worl of faith and labour of love amongst the people.” It is as unrighteous
to take from a mixed company—such as the new England Company—and tp
!we on the means furnished by them, while we discharge the duties of the min-
Istry, as it is to take a portion of the manificent grant afforded by the erown, and
made over to us by act of Parliament. It would be unrighteous in the govern-
meat at home (though they have the power, if we view power in the abstract) to
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take the funds of the New England Society, and leave our friend Mr. Gilstoge
‘without the means of support while he laboured among the Indians.

Rev. Mr. Giumore.—Am I allowed to reply ? . W

Rev. B. Cronyn.—I will'say, then, it would be wrong for the Governmentiy
take from Mr. Nellis the means by which he is supported while he laboury
ameng the Indians. We know the government have the power to do this, by
they will not interfere. We know lhat.some time ago, an act was pessed to re.
gulate bequests, endowments, and religious tunds; and I believe that this com-
pany was brought under the operation of this act, so astohave some investigatioh
into the way in which its funds were distr.lbuted.. If our funds havg bcen,_or are
being, misappropriated, let them be investigated into, and appropriated aright=
let accounts of the management be laid before par'iament every year—butdg
not take them away from us, merely because you have thr power to do so. Iam
persuaded that the people ofihis country, when they think seriously of the matter
—when not under the influence of an agitation which [ deplore, and which I am
boundto say is an unchristian agitation, (for in my heart I believe it is,) will notask

arliament to do an unjust thing. 1f'such a thing be done, the character of par.
Fiamem will be gone : it will at once lose the high sanction which it hasand
aught to have, in the estimation ot the people. Let public opinion once be turned
against parliament, and you do irreparable injury to the country, you convert
the highest boon of British subjects—a constitution based on representation—intp
the greatest curse, instead of the greatest blessing. It is a blessing to the county
now—a blessing under which we have prospeied. But is it known that the hot-
our of the parliament of England is unimpeached ? Grant that it is the scene of
much strife and contention, and that many ot its members do not come up tothe
standard of high christian principle and morality ; still, as a whole, there is ot
such a body ot men to be found on the face of the world. They are men who, as
a whole, are above doing anj thing that is in itself wrong and nnjust. And Ihope
that in this infant country—a country which boasts that it has a transcript of the
British constitution, that it is like unto England, and would be like England in
all things. There will be found a full measure of moraliiy, honour, trath and
fidelity in our parliament, and that it will exhibit a determination to uphol the
right, anc to protect everything like a just claim, or a vested right, under thelaw
of the land ; notwithstanding that there may be found in it members who, alas!
would disgrace any body protessedly christian, [Time expired.]

Rev, J. WinrtersotuAM.—In replying to the Rev. gentleman who has just sal
down, on the question which is now before us, I wish to notice and expose one
or two false positions which he has assumed. ‘The first to which I woulil advert
is thal of confounding state endowments with the contributions of christian liber-
ality. There is a wide distinction between the Clergy Ileserves, and the funds
under the control of the new Enzland Company. The funds of this company,
from which brother Gilmore and brother Nellis receive their large salaries, have
been furnished by voluniary contributions; and there js an evident fallacy in

any ati-mpt to compare such volantary funds, with a compulsary state epactment,
Having disposed of this, 1 will now refer to the circumstances immediately con-
nected with the proposition under dis

cussion, as it refers to the parliaments.of
Eng]a_nd and Canada. The Rev. gentleman admits that there 35 a power in the
Imperial Parliament and in the Provineial Parliament to legislate on the properly
called Clergy Reserves. But these parliaments must either legislate according
to his rule or act wrongfully. 1 contend that the power of either the Imperial ot
Provincial Parliament is not dependent upon the private opinion of. the Recict
of London. In matters of fact I will now deal. The first fact to which [ adver!
proving the supreme power of the Imperial and Pravincial Pailiaments to legis
late concerning the Clergy Reserves, is the decision of Her Majesty Queer
chtona—the_ Lord bless her'—and her Privy Council, which has been commu
nicated to us in Canada, intimating that they have power to deal with the subject
and that they are willing to transfer that power to our parliament in due season
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his is a factupon which I lay some stress. I appeal nextto the publicly de-
ared opinions of Attorney Geenerals Baldwin and Lafontaine, both of whem
have'affirmed that the parliament has power to legislate on this subject. If they
e right, the Rector of London is wrong. Whetherthe Rector or the Attorney
generals know most of law, it is net for me to determine. But the circumstances
cpnnected with the two individuals named, lead me to think that principle has
been in operation with both of them. Mr. Baldwin is a zealous, pious and an
uprigthhurchman, and he wants his church to have all the privileges which it
ean consistently have; but he declares, as a man of principle, that the final dis-
aa] of the Clergy Reserves is vested in the two parliaments. Mr. Lafontaine
is a Catholic, very intimate with the priests, much atiached to State endowments,
#nd therefore under a certain bias; yct he has deelared that it is still open to the
parliament 1o legislate on the subject. Now here I put down the staff of fact,
axcept that staff of tact be moved, oar position is impregnable. It is a matter
o complete demonstration by facts. I refer as a confirmation of this, to the act
of 1791, which we call the consiitational act, the clauses of which give a power
1o repeal or alter the regulations relative to the Reserves, to the appoiatment of
Rectors, or to the property connected with Rectories. If these clauses have not
been repealed—and it is not pretended that they have—they alone are coanclusive
as'to the power and right of our parliament to interfere, and regulate according
to the principles of justice, the apportionment and application of the Reservss.
Tappeal to this audience whether these are not plain, demonstrative truths, that
the position we have assumed is the correct one, namely. that itis left to the
“Imperial and Provincial Parliaments finally to settle and to regulate all the con-
cerns connected with that vast property which has for so many years been mono-
polised by the Clergy of one church, and the proeeeds of which are now given
principally to the Clergy of two favoured churches. I ask, what justice is there
‘In giving the principal part of the proceeds of the Clergy Reservesto the Churches
of Ergland and Scotland? Are they more virtuous than other denominations?
Have they laboured more diligently for good? Have they set better examples
before the .people ? none of these questions cau be answered in the affirmative;
and therefore we say that in the present state of things there is a violation of
justice which calls for the intervention of parliament. The power of the Impe-
rial and Provincial Parliaments will necessasily be called forth in relation to
this valuable property, because a certain portion of it is now used and dealt with
in a manner which is, not consistent with the principles of public justice and of
general equity. I refér now to my brother from London, who managed to get an
act passed through the Provincial Parliament for the sale of his glebe there. I
uk%im whether $2,500 were not realized by the sale of that glebe? VWhen a
transaction of this nature is seen to take place openly—when public property
(according to the viewsI hold ot public property)is thus made a matter of specn-
lative sale, to teed the grasping avarice of those ‘who claim credit for great dis-
interestedness; Isay, when this is the case, it is time for parliament.

Rev. F Evans—Order, order. There was an express understanding that
personalities of this nature should not be indulged in. We might have assailed
individuals if we had chosen, and charged them with doing that which is not
right, but we have refrained from every thing of the kind. 'What Mr. Winter-
botham now speaks of is entirely foreign to the subject. The transaction in ques-
tion was perfectly regular, and has been most fully explained, but thic is not the

lace to speak of it. The subject is not before the chair; and I request that what

r. Winterbotham has said may be expunged from the report. [t is meost im-
proper to drag in the transter of property at London, and to accuse gentlemen of
gasping avariciousness, and I know not what beside.

Crarrman.—Nothing personal ought to be allowed, and so far, the Rev. gen-
tleman is out of order. Systems are to be attacked, not individuals.

Rev, Me. Winrersoraam,~Did not Mr. Cronyn specially and personally drag

in the affairs of, Mr, Gilmore and Mr, Nellis ?
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Rev. F. Evans.—He did not charge them with the slightest impropriety,

Rev. J. WinTERBOTHAM.—] bOow L0 the chair. The circnmstances of the sale
of the London Rectory glebe land is well known to the public.

Rev. B. Cronyn.—I ask leave to explain.

Rev. J. Wintersoruam.—I don’t impute dishonesty to the Rev. gentleman,
Rev. F. Evans.—Speculative, grasping, avaricious—but not dishonest! 4
Rev. W. Berrrinoe.—Mr. Cronyn has certainly a right to explain.

Rev. J. Winrersosnam.—If hie has a right to explain, I have a right to defend
what [say. ButI will pass from this subject. Another reason why the two i
parliaments have the power—and ought to be called uponto exercise the power~—
10 alter the appropriation of the Reserves is, that their present distribution is
exerting a very dangerous influence upon the opinions of public men in this
country. Amongst the arguments which were brought forward in this place yes-
terday, in vindication of State endowments, and the power of states to endow
Christian Churches was this, that under the old Testament law, the man whodid
not bring his sacrifice to the altar, and give to the priests of the Jews their pro-
portionate part, was to be stoned to death, Now if this principle is to be intro-
duced into Canada, in support of State endowments, it is time for us to look
about. I think that we have cause for thankfulness in the tact that the Imperial
and Provineial parliaments have the powerand the right to destroy a system which
is thus corrupting the minds of godly men; for ceriainly that is a corrupting
system which induces men to plead for stoning to death, in connection with the
advocacy of state endowments. It was notonly in regard to the non-delivery.of
the priests’ share of the sacrifice that this exiraordinary doctrine was avowed <
yesterday. The stoning to death ot the Sabbath breaker was also referred to, in
the same connection. We will not have this in Canada, because it is a cruel :
law; and we will call upon Parliament to abolish a system which so far per- .
verts the minds of men as to lead them to contend for these horrible penalties.—4
‘Was not the drunkard, under the Jewish laws, to be taken away from the camp
and stoned? What are we to think of a system which causes men to go backto
these terrible penalties, to show that state endowments may be permitted and
fostered? [Instead of stoning the poor drunkard to death, let us try to reform
him ; and let us do all we can to pull down a system which can only desire:
support from such references as these. Away with it! That the power of the
two parliaments to legislate on the Clergy Reserves should be insisied upon, and
exereised, will appear from another view of things. We all know that loyally
to the Queen and to the parliament is one of the first virtues that ought to exist
in a community ; but from what passed in this place yesterday, I am afraid that
the loyalty of certain individuals is being rather shaken by the system of state
endowments, as it exists here. All of us, I dare say, heard some Rev. gentlemen }
say yesterday, in very bold language, that they would defy the power of the -
Queen and of the parliament to intertere with them. Now, I contend that.anact
of Parliament is in existence which binds the very persons who made this avowal;
to obey the Queen and Parliament in all matters which were made subjects
of debate yesterday. The law of the case was laid down in the reign of Henry
VIII, when it was enacted that His Majesty was, and always had been * the su-
preme head on earth ofthe Church of England,” and had a “ full power to exercise
ﬁll manner of jarisdiction, commonly called ecclesiastical jurisdiction,” and that

Archbishops, Bishops, Archdeacons, and other ecclesiastical persons,” had no
manner of jurisdiction hut by and of lis Majesty. Now this is the right which
ttﬁ:.tQ{g%qn possesses Lo this day, under the act of supremacy ; and Isay, therefore,

isavow a w;llmgness to submit to the act of supremacy—so far as the
Church of Engladd is concerned—is to endanger the Joyal feelings of men; an
that those who have taken the oath of supremacy, and have bound themselves 10
recognize the Queen as the head of the church, ought not to be corrupted, and
tgggpted to discard this solema obligation, by any consideration arising out of
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? aAr endowments. They ought to adhere to the doctrine of supremacy—of olm-
v dience jo the Queen in all ecclesiastical matters; and the fact that they deny
their duty in this respect, and literally defy tne Queen, is one striking evidence of
the iniquity of the system of state endowments, and of the need that exists for the
exercise of the power which Isay is possessed by the two parliaments. [Tims
2 expired.] . K
& Rev. G. Beun.—I confess it is rather a difficult matter to speak on this subject
¢ atall. Todiscuss a constitutional question of this kind, as to what is the power
_ of the Imperial and the Provineial parliaments. may probably be considered as
- belonging more properly to persons in the legal profession, and of high standing.
" But there is, at the same time, a eertain view which can be taken of it in which
it is open to be discussed by every perso,n and it is in that view, I conceive, that
- itisnow before us. The word power having been already sufficiently explained
- I need not further go into that consideration, except te meantion that I consider
< there is strictly a difference between power and right. If we take the word power
- in its physical sense, of course all must acknowledge that parliament has the
- power of alienating these Reserves. But Ideny most emphatically that any
" parliament, or any other power on earth has the right to take away these Recto-
* ries, and alieniate them to any other than religious purposes. I know that this
turns upon the title by which these Reserves are held ; and I maintain most dis-
- linctly that the title is Letter—that is to say, if national faith is to be observed—
“than a patent would be. The case, as it appears to me, is a counterpart of this.
Ifa man owes e a certain sum of money, and gives me a bill for it, and after-
- wards repudiates that bill, I say he is dishonest; butif I do not require a bill,
vbut, trusting in his honesty, take his word simply for it, and then, after all, he
wrefuses to repay me, I say would be acting more basely, and far more unworthily
-than if he merely repudiated a bill. The act of parliament granting these
reserves, was a pledge of faith—not only the public faith, but the religious faith
-of a religions kingdom—a pledge that these reserves should be appropriated to a
»specific purpose, from which they cannot rightly be alienated. What, then, is the
ujustice of this case? Tt has been asserted to-day that the Imperial Act of 1840
«Was an act of great injustice ; while on this side it was maintained that there
~was no injustice, because it did not force the consciences of the other party. Now
~We see in the case before us, that if these reserves were alienated, there would be
a manifest injustice in forcing the consciences of the minority. I questioh the
#propriety of speakiug ot the friends ot the reserves as the minority; since the
-examination of the census taking previous to the passing of that act, as well as
-of the census last taken, will show that the churches of England and Scotland
shumbered 57 per cent. of the whole of the protestant denomiraticns of the coun-
gry—of course excluding Roman Catholics, and those who belong to no denomi-
.Dation. These two churches, | say, constituted very considerably more than halt
10f the whole Protestant population. But how is the conscience of the province,
:Spoken of to-day, to be brought to bear? It is the conscience of Roman Catho-
Jies and of infidels—those belonging to no denomination of christians—which is
tobe considered by Ihe legislature in favour of the withdrawal from various
,denommauons of the Church of Christ, of that which has been solemnly given,
:and which the strongest power on earth is pledged to maintain for the use of
these charches. 'Why are these two churches specially mentioned in the bill,
and all others passed by? Is thatunfair? Isay this has been done for a very
obvious reason—because these two churches were churches established by law
Inpart of Great Britain—because they were established in England and Scot
land.  For this reason they are properly mentioned in the bill; although these
which are not established, may just as preperly come in and receive a share of
the funds of the Clergy Reserves, in a proportion equal to their respective num-~
bers. I will notenter particularly into one point to which considerable force has
been:z}tlached-—namely, that the whole proceeds of the-reserves were to be ap-
Propriated to these two churches. I know not what the whole fund will amount
© in the end,but I think there is very good reason for supposing that as these two



03

Rev. F. Evans.—He did not charge them with the slightest impropriety.

Rev. J. Winternorianm.—I bow to the chair. The circumstances of the sale
of the London Rectory glebe land is well known to the public.

Rev. B. Croxyn.—I ask leave to explain. .
Rev. J. Winterporuim.—I don’t impute dishonesty to the Rev. gentleman. ¥
Rev. F. Evans.—Speculative, grasping, avaricious—but not dishonest!

Rev. W. Berrringe.—Mr. Cronyn has certainly a right to explain.

Rev. J. WintensoHsm.—If he has aright to explain, I have a right to defend
what Isay. Butl will pass from this subject. ~Another reason why the two
parliaments have the power—and oaght to be called upon to exercise the power—
to alter the appropriation of the Reserves is, that their present distribution is
exerting a very dangerous influence upon the opinions of public men in this
country. Amongst the arguments which were brought forward in this place yes-
terday, in vindication of ,State endowments, and the power of states to endow
Christian Churches was this, that under the old Testament law, the man who did
not bring his sacrifice to the altar, and give to the priests of the Jews their pro-
portionate part, was to be stoned to death. Now if this principle is to be intro-
duced into Canada, in support of State endowments, it is time for us to look
about. I think that we have cause for thankfulness in the tact that the Imperial
and Provincial parliaments have the power and the right to destroy a system which
is thas corrupting the minds of godly men; for certainly that is a cerrupting
system which induces men to plead for stoning to death, in connection with the
advocacy of state endowments. It was notonly in regard to the non-delivery of
the priests’ share of the sacrifice that this extraordinary doctrine was avowed
yesterday. The stoning to death of the Sabbath breaker was also referred to, in
the same connection. We will not have this in Canada, because it is a cruel
law; and we will call upon Parliament to abolish a system which so far per-
verts the minds of men as to lead them to contend for these horrible penalties.—
Was not the drunkard, under the Jewish laws, to be taken away {rom the camp
and stoned? 'What are we to think of a system which causes men to go backto
these terrible penalties, to show that state endowments may be permitted and
fostered?  Instead of stoning the poor drunkard to death, let us try to reform
him; and let us do all we can to pull down a system which can only desire
support from such references as these. Away with it! That the power of the
two parliaments to legislate on the Clergy Reserves should be insisted upon, and
exereised, will appear from another view of things. We all know that lo’yalty
to the Queen and to the parliament is one of the first virtues that ought to exist
ina community ; but from what passed in this place yesterday, [ am afraid that
the loyalty of certain individuals is being rather shalen by the system of slate
endowments, as it exists here. All of us, I dare say, heard' some Rev. gentlemen
say yesterday, in very bold language, that they would defy the powber of the
Q&,eenlgnd of the parliament to interfere with them. Now, [ contend that.an act
lo0 ogg utitrll;era‘llseéﬁ Zilst%]cel'whmh l?mds the very Perso_ns who made this avp}vala
¥ arilament in all matters which were made subjects
of debate yesterday. The law of the case was laid down in the reien of Henry
VIII, when it was enacted that His Majesty was, and always had been *the su-
preme head on earth of the Church of England,” and had a © ful} power to exercise
fi‘ll manner of jurisdiction, commonly called ecclesiastical jurisdiction,” and that
Archblsho_ps,'Bl'shpps, Archdeacons, and other ecclesiastical persons,” had no
manner of jurisdiction but by and of his Majesty. Now this isthe right which
the Q.uee:n possesses Lo this day, under the act of supremacy ; and I it heref
%}?t to disavow a willingness to submit to the act of supzs;nacy_sszy};reges Otr}fé
urch of Engladd is concerned—is to endanger the loyal feelings of men; and

:l;:g ‘:gg;: Xlgo C{ll?::ntzke?hth}el o::ith ?f shupr;:lmacy, and have bound themselves to
g e s the head of thec
nied o disepagemy s the head ureh, ought not to be corrupted, and

bligation, by any consideration arising out of
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i gate endowments. They ought to adhere to the doctrine of supremacy—of obe-
dience to the Queen in all ecclesiastical matters; and the fact that they deny
" their duty in this respect, and literally defy tne Queen, is one striking evidence of
the iniquity of the system of state endowmeuts, and ot the need that exists for the
exercise of the power which Isay is possessed by the two parliaments. [Tims
expired.]
Rev. G. Beun.—I confess it is rather a dillicult matter to speak on this subject
- atall. Todiscuss a constitutional question of this kind, as to what is the power
- of the Tmperial and the Provincial parliaments may probably be considered as
belonging more properly to persons in the legal profession, and of high standing.
But there is, at the same time, a eertain view which can be taken of it in which
it is open to be discussed by every perso,n and it is in that view, I conceive, that
¥ it is now before us. The word power having been already sufficiently explained
I need not turther go into that consideration, except to meation that 1 consider
there is strictly a difference between power and right. If we take the word power
¢ in its physical sense, of course all must acknowledge that parliament has the
Fpower of alienating these Reserves, But Ideny most emphatically that any
parliament, or any other power on earth has the right to take away these Recto-
ries, and alieniate them to any other than religious purposes. I know that this
E' turns upon the title by which these Reserves are held ; and I maintain most dis-
¢ tinctly that the title is Letter—that is to say, if national faith is 1o be observed—
“than a patent would be. The case, as it appears to me, is a counterpart of this.
1fa man owes mie a certain sum of money, and gives me a bill for it, and after-
: wards repudiates that bill, I say he is dishonest; butif I do not require a bill,
but, trusting in his honesty, take his word simply for it, and then, after all. he
refuses to repay me, I say would be acting more basely, and far more vnworthily
:than if he merely repudiated a bill. The act of parliament granting these
; reserves, was a pledge of faith—not only the public faith, but the religious faith
of a religious kingdom—a pledge that these reserves should be appropriated to a
specific purpose, from which they cannot rightly be alienated. What, then, is the
justice of this case? It has been asserted to-day that the Imperial Act of 1840
was an act of great injustice ; while on this side it was maintained that there
was 1o injustice, because it did not force the consciences of the other party. Now
we see in the case before us, that if these reserves were alienated, there would be
a manifest injustice in forcing the consciences of the minority. I question the
propriety of speakiug of the {riends of the reserves as the minority; since the
examination of the census taking previous to the passing of that act, as well as
_ of the census last taken, will show that the churches of England and Scotland
numbered 57 per cent. of the whole of the protestant denominaticrs of the coun-
ry—of course excluding Roman Catholics, and those who belong to no denomi-
nation. These two churches, 1 say, constituted very considerably more than halt
of the whole Protestant population. But how is the conscience of the province,
spoken of to-day, to be brought to bear? It isthe conscience of Roman Catho-
lies and of infidels—those belonging to no denomination of christians—which is
to be considered by (he legislature in favour of the withdrawal from various
denominations of the Church of Christ, ot that which has been so}emnly given,
and which the strongest power on earth is pledged to maintain for the use of
these churches. Why are these two churches specially mentioned in the bill,
and all others passed by? Is that unfair? Isay this has been done for a very
obvious reason—because these two churches were churches established by law
in part of Great Britain—because they were established in England and Srot-
land. For this reason they are properly mentioned in the bill; although these
which are not established, may just as broperly come in and.recelve a.share of
the funds of the Clergy Reserves, in a proportion egual to their respective num-
bers.. I will notenter particularly into one point to which considerable force has
beeu:attached--name]y, that the whole proceeds of the reserves were to be ap-~
propriated to these two churches. 1 know not what the who}e fund will amount
@ in the end,but I think there is very good reason forsupposing that as these two
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eharches constituted more than half, the gl’OPOFﬁOn which they will receive wil]

not in reality amount to anything more than their share=<that is, when taker'in

eomparison with the proportion of population which they have, as compared with
ilie population of all the protestant denominations of the conntfy. Apply the
reserves to secular education, it is said. 1 would-ask how is it possible to apply
anything to mere secular education—that is, in the sense of completely excluding
everything connected with religion. [ say such a thing as simple-secular educa-
tion, apart from religion, is impossible. Yeu may educate children, as too many
are educated—you may withhold irom them the gospel—bat 1 can tell you, you
cannol prevent Satan educating them, if you retuse to allow them to be educated
in the prineiples of the gospel.  And [ would ask, is it becoming in a religious,-
a professedly christian eountry, to hand over our youthful minds and our chil-
dren, to be eduocated by Satan 1—to declare by law, that the christian’ religion
shall not torm a part, an element of their education 2 Perhaps it will be said, we

are holding on to old notions—that the progressers of the age requires these changes,
Yes, there is progress in nations, but the truth of the Bible is the same to-day as

it was a thousand vears ago, and as it will be a thousand ycars hence. The

truth of the Bible is the same, and it (not as has been said, tbe opinion of the

Rector of London) should be allowed to guide the parliamenr. I maintain that

the opinions expressed, and the principles laid down in the werd ot God, form

the only rule which the parliament is bound to obey; and they cannot refuse

obedience without committing sin against God.© We cannot hinder them from

doing it 1 may protest against it as an individual, but I cannot hinder them
from doing that which issinful. Ido contend, however, that if our parliament,

or the parliament of Great Britain, depart from the truth of the word ot God, they

are commitling sin ; and if they take away from the Church ot England and the

Church ot Scotland that which has been soleranly given to them, they commit

sin against the Head of those Churches, orrather the Head of the Church. A great
deal has been said about the compulisory support of religion, but I submit that it

is plainly absard, I ask. where is it possible 1o find the compulsory support of
religion in Canada? Who has ever been compelled here, to give a single farth-

ing to the support of these churches which receive assistance from the Clergy
Reserve Fand ?

Rev. J. Roar.—We all pay. .

Rev. G. BeLr.—You have never been compelled to pay a single farthing—
The reserves are not public property—they never belonged to  the peopleof Ca-
nada, in the sense in which public property is generally understood. They
were appropriated to their present uses, before there were, literally, what may be
called the people of Canada, and while thus appropriated, it'is evident that the
parliament of Canada cannot interfere with them, withoat the sanction of the
parliament at home. The recenl inessage from the government at home state
that they would seck the power of transterring them to the ronurol of the parlia-
ment of Canada. ‘They have to ask the Imperial Parliament to do this, but the
Imper}al parham_er_n has not yet done it; and [ have so much confidence in its
morality and religious principle, that I believe it never will. If, theu, the alie- .
nation take place at gll,.I believe it will be in opposition to the will of the par-
liament of Great Britain, Another asseition -which I would distinetly deny,
Is, that there are two favoured churches, favoured by the act o 1540, The
izk;]urchesl ojt J(i‘ng]anld and Scotland are mentioned by name, for the reason which
1t a.\;ne alrea {_es{p. ained; but the mention of their namres does not give them

y lavoar whicd 1s not extented to others. Oun the other hand, however, while
I maintain that there is no favouritism shown to these churches, I do belieive that
1 .. . A N =
there is in the minds of a certain class of the population of Canada
feeling against churches altogether : and I believe that while th
u_xin.e]d, there is a desire to" proscribe certain churches; while
siilar circumstances,  are not to be proseribed. Bur is . i
chur’éh,.tu be taken away merely becauP;e it is held bﬁtaIc:hulljrré)igglltylsgl:e:bi;?cz |
saore wicked than any other eorporation 4 Why are all other corporations 1o be.

, avery strong
is feeling is enter-
others, placed.in
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allowed still to hold property? 'Why is every individual in the receipt of a grant
from the erown, to continue to hold that property, while churches are to be denied
this-right? If itcould be shown that members of churches are worse than other
elasses, or that charches themselves are worse than other corporations, there
might be some apparent reason for the cause which is adyocated, but until it be
shown, there is no reason at all. There is one other subject on which I would
say a word or two, and that is respecting the result. Suppose that all these diffi-
enlties be got over—suppose that the parliament of Great Britain givesthe desired

ewer, (which I don’t believe will be the case) or suppose that the parliament of
%anada Lakes the power in defiance of Great Britain, and alienates these reserves
from the purposes for which they were granted, what will be the consequenee $
Why, all right of property will be thrown loose. I do nothold an inch of pro-
perty by deed, and if this were to take place [ should be glad I did not, because I
think it would not be worth a straw. My reason for saying this is, that I con-
sider the title to these reserves better than a deed. It rests on national faith,
which ought to be superior to a mere expression of the executive in a deed. But
suppose, as an ultimate result, that the church be deprived ol her property, how
would matters then stand? It is said that the chureli did without endowments in
former ages, and may do so again; and that I readily believe. 1‘beljeve that
in whatever circumstanees it pleases our Lord to place His church in this world,
He will give His church grace to live and prosper, and to do her work under
every change. If He calls on His church to labour in this world without stats
endowments or support,—nay, opposed and persecuted by states and kingdoms of
the world—then He will give her grace to do His work. But if it pleases Him
to bestow on her property,and to give her an opportunity of using property to
His glory, He will hold her responsible for the use of that property ; and she has
no more right to give it up, than to give up any other privileges which her Lord
has bestowed upon her. In whatever circumstances she may be placed, I trust
that the Chureh of Christ will have grace to {ulfill her great mission. If she be
persecuted bat not endowed, I trast it will be still the same. 1f she be endowed
by the state, and her means of usefulness be thereby increased, she is bound to
wse those means in the service of her rmaster, and is responsible to him for that
wse. [Time expired.]

Rev. W. OrmsTon.—There are two things in this resolution which strike me
a3 worthy of notice :—first, the power of parliament to meddle with this property
at ail—which is met by the cry of “ vested rights;” secundly, the application of
these reserves to secular purposes, which leads our friends here to say something
about sacrilege, Are the landsoccupied by the church, which now derives benefit
from them, the property of the members of* that church? We think mot. We
believe that that property in reality belongs to the country, and the country there-
fore has a right to do what it chooses with it. Are auy classes of public servanis
proprietors of the services whence their salaries low? TIday not these recipients
of the preceeds of the reserves justly be called servants of the state, hired to per-
form S0 much lobour for a given remuneration ?  Are not judges salaried for the
administration of justice 1—kings tor the execution of laws 1—soldiers for the

ublic defence 2——and state-paid clergy for the religious instruction of the people?

1 each of the cases, whether the parties be.paid in land or money, the state has
a clear right to regulate their salaries—to increase them, to diuminish them, or,
if deemed desirable, to ao away with them aliogether. In an early period in the
history of Europe, many sovereigns did pay their warriors with land. Now
though the clergy of this country have certain land set apart as the source of, and
security for, thetr pensions, while they are 1_hus engaged by the stale, it cannot
be contended thut they are the proprietors of these lands. These lands are not
even held by them for their own personal penefit.  All private property is thus
held : The man who holds a title or deed, holds it for his own particular use.
He may use his land or abuse it, as. he pleases. But whatis your covenant 2
you have not a deed for a foot of land in Canada, and I trust never will Eave |
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although I may remark parenthetically, that according to what we have Béen
told to-day, if ever we get a parliament of ‘ high-toned principle”—that is, of
every high churchmen—these gentlemen will get a patent deed for every acre of
the reserves, and then of course they will be theirs. But in the meantime, I say,
no individual clergyman ever has been the proprietor of a single foot of land,
as a clergyman, unless he has a patent deed in his Own name; and how, the.re.
fore, can any number of clergymen, in a corporate capacity, pretend to the proprie-
torship of this land 3 According tothese gentlemen, corporations have bodies and
souls. According to fact and common sense, corporations are creatures of par-
liament. The parliament of Great Britain, or even of Canada~though the latter
has been somewhat vilified to-day, by one of our rectorial friends—can be omni-
potent, if we are to believe these gentlemen. That is, parliament ean not only
create a corporate body, but can breathe into it a living soul. Horrible! Ordi-
nary corporations have in direct view their own peculiar benefit, and hence they
can sell their right to railway shares or bank stock; but I never heard rectors
claim that they can bequeath the right to their rectories, to their children, or
sell them to other parties. Again; the priesthood is a corporation—an endowed
corporation—not endowed, however, for the individual good of its members, bu
for the common good and welfare of the country. That is the only reason why
they are endowed, as indeed they admit. They are mere trustees for the time
being, and in this capacity they are intrusted with the management of these
lands, whence their salaries are drawn. Suppose, now, that a landlord, instead
of a King, said to his factor, “ you shall have the use of a certain farm gratis,”
and the factor occupied the farm; but bye-and-bye, the landlord might find that,
he did notneed a tactor—could the factor say he had a vested right in the farm
which he had been permitted to occupy * Certainly not. By the same rule, no
clergymun can have a vested right, individually, in any lands or salaries, how-
ever long they may have possessed them, or however Jaborious their duties, The
right of private property is an essential element in society ; but not to corpora-
tions. No corporate bodies can exist till parliament exists. They are creatures
and may be modified, altered, or destroyed at the will of parliament. ~They are
human aflairs, and are as mutable and chanaeable as all other human affairs.—
And we believe that these institutions—these corporations, civil and religious
onght to be preserved just solong asthey are beneficial, and no longer. They
should be immediately amended when discovered to be inefficient, and utterly
abolished when found to be injurious to the interests of the country. We are
firmly persuaded that this particular corporation is exceedingly injurious to the
well-heing of Canada. So much for the vested rights. We cannot see any
vested right, for vested, as I understand it, is opposed to contingeut. They have
never had anything beyvond a contingent claim, and it is clear that it was never
so ticklish asnow.  Thedayis not distant when the contingency will be removed,
and the lossof the reserves be made matter of certainty. Isay thatintakingaway
these reserves we are conferring a boon on the church of England and the church
of Scotland; for if they were but once untrammeled from ihese influences they
would go on, increasing in usefulness, even in the midst of persecution, if any
should arise. We were asked by Mr. Evans what we are willing to give to the
Church of England in lieu of the reserves. What have we to give? Nothing.
‘When did George IIl—a very pious king in their memory—have any land in
Canada? I never heard that he had a single foot of land here, in which to have
been buried, if he had wished to be brought so far. 'We do not hold the doctrine
that any King or Queen, President or Emperor, owns the country in which we
dwell. "' The monarch for the time being is only the head ot that corporation
which owns the whole of it, and which is responsible for the management of it.
We do not mean, then, that the Church of England shall get anything instead of
the reserves, except that which we claim for ourselves—religious freedom—the
rights of conscience. Their conscience is a most peculiar one at present, for
they complain of hardship because they cannot put their hands info my poéket,
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or the public puree, and help themselves. We send men to Parliament
o nanage our property, and believing these reserves to be the property
of the country, we want to tell them how to dispose of them. Now a
word ertwo about this Parliament. We have learned a great deal about
many things since we came here, and something about Parliament.—
They are always supreme, 1t 1s admitted, yet there may happen to be
thanifest injustice. [i was perfectly right in the legislature to give pro-
perty to a church, but it will be exceedingly wrong—impiously wicked—
horribly- sacrilegious—if the same Parliament takes it away. Again:
our friends say Parliament may take it away. We, too, say it may—we
hope it will—I had almest said we have power to say it must; and I
believe that an enlightened. but dissatisfied community, will say the
same. d know that many enlightened churchmen say so. Our rectorial
friendshere confess that rather than be continually engaged in this tur-
moil, pleasant though it be, they would give the whole up. A noble and
manly confession! But we are told it would be terrible to apply the
proceeds of the reserves to secular purposes. We can’t do that without
educating Roman Catholics, one gentleman said ; but I have not time
to enter into that point. -Suppose the proceeds were applied to railroads.
We should prefer edacation, but if they cannot be applied to education
without teaching Roman Catholicism (though I believe they can), then
let them be applied to the construction of railroads or any other purpose.
Who does not know that in many ef the countries on the continent of
Europe, ecclesiastical property has been alienated, again and again, and
applied to secular purposes? Even in England, the property of the
Roman Catholic church was alienated, and applied to the support of the
present protestant establishment. Many benefices in the German States
were applied to secular purposes. And when prelacy was dethroned in
my native country, the lands were chiefly vested in the King, only a part
being vested in the established Church of Seotland—one of’ whose min-
isters is found here, sitting at the {eet of prelacy, and holding up thie
skirts of a system which has deluged his native heather with blood.
Alas, my brother! alas, my brother! If the alienation of the reserves
-could be proved to be sacrilege, in the sense in which that word can be
properly used, we would not be its advocates ; buat believing that the
state is the proprietor of these lands, we say that the state has full power.
and a perfect right, to appropriate them in any way which a majority of
the. peeple may determine. Buat “the public faith is pledged.” When
and where 7—how and by whom? We have often heard of the public
faith being: pledged to many a foul job. If these gentlemen did really
understand, when they engaged to discharge this work, that their sala-
ries ‘weuld not be meddled with, I for one say, let them enjoy them ; but,
remember, we have made no covenant with the unborn or ithe unordained.
We do not want men who have laboured uutil grey hairs have grown,
fot the benefit of their country, to be turned out of their homes. That
is not proposed. Let there be a generous treatment of all sach cases, in
erder that individual hardship may not be inflicted. We say generous,
not just. God forbid that justice should ever reach them! We will not
weigh their claims in the scales of justice, but will rather extend chris-
tian liberality towards them. Somelhing has been said, insinuatingly,
about the encomiums on this side being ironical. We do not like te
admit that, though it may be so on both sides. We can very weli con-
G
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.eeive that if this general nrbanity.and kindness of manner were, a,lvgays
manifested towards us, we ghould not havé much reason to complain of
illiberality. Our .worthy friends, the regtors, dieclaind Adominancy,.and in
my soul 1 belleve they are sincere. But in. proaf of the domipant spirit
of the Church, I would. refer.to the Churchnewspaper, the organ of thess
churchmen, where we are styled “unreasoning.sectariaps,” left beyond
the pale of the chureh, to the uncovenanfed mercies of God,! Had these
gentlemen to take an oath after they . were ordained, beforg they could
administer the rite of marriage? . I—who was never aught else than
loyal—had to go and take the oath of loyally. , ..., : . .
Rev. W. Berrringe.—We have not that to.do.. .« » = il
Rev. W, OrmsTon.—No, but I had. There is-an 'iltustiation of the
degradation wt speak of. There is the domillancy of which we com-
plain. They insist that the consciences of the minority‘shoald be'held
sacred, and [ agree with them; but let them not forget this principle in
dealing with others. In all proper things, wé will aid themw, rather'than
injure them. Let them go on-in the work of evangelizing the world,
and we will hielp them, to the best of our ability. [Time expired.] -

. Rev. G. BeLr.—Tuere was a mersonal allusion to e in the last speech,
which ought not to be reporicd: | allude to, the charge against me of
maintaining prelacy. T Lo

Rev. W. Oruston.—I said, assisting in mamtaining prelacy—holding
up the skirts ; that’s all. I meant to state that I thought it-strapge. that
a descendant of those venerable sires of ours, who upheld :the cross
against the sword, should be found assisting In ma'ntaining:a system
that once covered the Scottish heather with blood. . . ... s

Rev.G. BeLL.—It1s a very severe charge. made against rhe'personally.
Cuarman.—It does not strilke me that the observation can be consid-
ered personally offensive. , T o
Rev. F. Evans.—The system established by law in Canada has
nothing in common with the English system, referred: to by Mr. Ormstan,
as having produced such disastrous consequences. © ., , .

Rev. W. OrmsToN.—It is against a system, not against mén, that we
wage wa~. Do not, therefore, be so thin-skinned. The word * unchris-
tian” has been thrown against us, but we did not complain.. 1 am.an
agitator, I confess, and intend to be, while I live and Have my being. .

Rev. B. Croxyn—I find some difficulty in following the two gentle-
men who have just spoken on the opposte side. One of them I do not
wish to follow, because he has led 1nto paths in which I would not walk.
‘The other [ find a difficulty in following, because of the' extreme rapidity
with which he has combined and cjustered many things together in his
speech, which are extremely diverse in their nature. tI'-IoW?a'ver' I sfall
cndeavor, in the short time allotted to me, to'take a cursory view of The
argument on’ the side advocated by the other gentlemen. In thé first
place, it is boldly asserted that there is the power—and ‘not only the
power, but the right—in the parliament, to"de that wliich this resolution
says they ought to do—that is, to take aWay the property which has
been bestowed by the crown to-the church. "But I take it that the gen-
tlemen who has just sat down'Has answered: this in one part of his speech,
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He said; *~Did: not the Parliathent doiright when they gave1t? and will
‘1He same.Parliament doywrorg in toking it away ¥ I do not know how
fhe,or aty man can prove that black 1swhite, or that white is black.  Bug
he must. be: able to do 1t, on somcething lLike'it, belore he can prove that
thie Parliament which :did right in giviug the reserves, would do right in
taking them away. .

Rev, W. Ormston.—I db not belisve theyv did right when they gave
‘the reserves. e ‘ ‘

‘Rev. B. Cronyx.—The paint of his argument was this: “ We are
told it woudld be wrong”—and he uttered it with great vehemence—* to
take away this propcriy, but vet parliament did guite right in giving it.”?
Ia this, e of course implics that the parhiament of Great Britain can do
orundo, ‘and yet be rizht whether it does or undoes: at least, so it ap-
peared to the. The gentleman may perliaps be oble to explain this to
himself—to hjs own conscieuce, which appeuars to be very tender; but 1
think he certainly caunor esplain it to the. satisfacuon ol those present.
With respect to 'the maiter of coascicnce, of which he has spoken: he
says that that must be a peculiar kind ol conscience which would not
make us feel that we were not pernutied to putour haads into lis pocket,
and take away hLis property. . MNow Teay (Lut this is an unkind and anfare
way of pufting an argiment ta'any pablic meeting : it is uuluir io accuse
us of being public robbers, just to give point (o au argumentin a popular
sssemblage, and to draw fortiy a Linde clap-trap anplause.  Allogether,
we have been speaking a httle more pluiuly to-day than we did yester-
dag. Itis well that we should spewdi plamly 3 bat Lthiuk that for persons
to avail thewsclves ol an o, ortuaity ef tus kind 1o give utterance to
brtter things, hastily and velemendy, 1s unworthy anduabecoming. We
consented (v entor ufo this Wiscuss on, willy s envectavuon that we should
discuss .the varivus proposi lous cunwly, elenrly, and in a clhiristian spirit,
We'were given to unduerstand that there would ba ax ubsonce of every
thipg that could excite, every thing that could wntae every thing that
couid annoy, every thinr that could provoke personal 1l will between
the parties engaoed.  Such wus the falennavon which Dreceived, I 1
had thought anythiag ele, Lslould not have Leen oae (o promote or
take part jn these provecdiogs; beeause I believe that wo are iuflicting
very great' moral pnjuey on the people, wihen we cxeite bad feeling, o
stic up foul prejudic I therefore deplore that avyibing of tic xind
was introduced.” With ricrence to what was sua personally of myself)
that, I behieve, is to be expunged from the report. I think it onght to
be expunged, 1 decd. not ouly frow the report of oar proceedings, but
from the memory of the peredu who giave utleiance o it who knows that
a full explanation has bood given on more occasions than one—who
knows the whole circumstances ol the case—and who, moreover, fully
understands that not onc sulitary, cent of the moaey paid over ever en-
riched me. He ousht to kuow that; and yer he spoke to-day of * grasp-
g’ and "qvaripifms’,’—bm yel eageedinaly hoavst—conduet. 1leavs
hum to reconcile these things, which are contradwctury to each other. |
wust again siy, wil regard to the gentleman who last spok'e, that [
foand: it excecdingly difficult to mals ustes of what he said, in conse
quence of his great rapidity.  What he S'dvld, however, left this geners
impression on my mind--ilat h~ proceeded oa the [alse assumption tha ¢
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the property 18 the property of the public, add net of thése parties m
whom it was given; that it does not belong to'the presentiholders by
right, at all, although bestowed on them by act of parliament. He drew
a distinction between public and private propertywbe!ween corporaty
and individual properiy ; but the law of our country.makes: no such dia
tinction. Property is sacred in the eye of the law, of whatever kind it be-
Take, for instance, the Canada Company. It is not a corporatjon, buta
mere company of merchants. In what position would that campany
stand, if the doctrines of this gentleman were carried out ?, They got
a very large quantity of land—nearly as much as the clergy reserves, or
perhaps more; and they got it at a very low rate—for a mere bagatelle,
in fact. They got it on the faith of the country, and they h‘:‘a.ve(béen
speculating in it ever since ; some of it they have sold, but a large por
tion of it remains unsettled; and according to the doctrines of this
gentleman, they bave no right to it, at all. They paid for it, but, accord-
ing to this new doctrine, they have abused their trust, and have no right
to hold it. Icannot agree to any such principle. I rémember hearing
this very principle preached in the House of Assembly, but it was indig-
nantly put down at tha: time, and the country has been silent about it
ever since. Irejoice init. Of course that company obtained a great
benefit—a great bargain—when they made the purchase of this land at
go low a price; but I rejoice that their title has been secured to them,
and that the rights of property have in their case been maintained by
the law of the country. I think that our property—the clergy reserves—
stands on the same footing. It was granted to us by an act of parlia-
ment. Gentlemen say that as long as we live, nothing will be done to
deprive us of our privileges. We are much obliged for that. But we
think there are generations yet to come who will want to have the
ministrations of Christ’s gospel amongst them—more especially the poor
throughout the country; and we therefore feel that it'is onr bounden
daty (as 1 have said before) to maintain, by every constitutional means
in our power, this right, and not to part with this property, which, like
all other gifts of God, has been committed to our trust. As trustees of
it, it is our duty to use every cobstitutional means in order that it may
be preserved ta the sacred purpoee for which it was given. I cannot
help noticing that there appears to be a wounded pride in the minds of
some of the gentlemen who have spoken to-day. The gentleman who
last sat down instanced the Church newepaper. and quoted the expression
“unreasoning sectarians,” from its columus. Well now, that 1s wounded
pride, after all. ‘
Rev. W, OrusTon.——We disclaim it.

Rev. B. Caonyn.——That is wounded pride.
Rev. Dr. Bur~ys.—It is Lionest indignation.

Rev. W. OrmsTon.—Ob, yes! we have a great deal of that, and we
are proud or it. .

Kev: J. WintereoTHAM.—Firstly let me allude to the matter of dis-
courtesy which we have been charged with exhibiting towards the
rectors of the Church of England. Now, I have ne feeling of discour-
tesy or resentment, but a feeling of love towards them alf, and I wish
that they were delivered from the trammels of state churches. We
wuv piead [or the secular appropriation of ihe clergy reserves, have been
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charged with o desire: to support the errors of the Catholic church. 1
deny the charge. We are not she supporters of the man of sin, but we
arc his public reprovers, whether in the Church of England or the
Charch of Rome. With regard to appropriating the clergy reserves to
the purposes of general education. I suy tLat there is everything in such
a course that ought to command the attention and approval of a minister
of God. We know that the interests of the rising generation, in this
country, are vast indeed ; they are deep—they are cxtensive; and every
one ought to feel an earnest solicitude for the enlightenment of those
who are to form our senators, our Jawyers, our judges. and who will have
to manage the great machinery of the varied public concerns of this
nation. Yes, this nation! This nation, which in future years will stand
high and eminent in the annals of the world, in the magnitude of its
population, and in its political and religious influences. If' our opponents
had a patriotic feeling they would say. * We will cive the clergy reserves
to educate the peeple.” If' they lind a wish to see Canada stand high
in literature and general knowledge in future generations, they would
say this; but have we discoverud a spark from such a soul as this?2 Has
there been an intimatiou that they would relinquish the income they
possess, to educate the people in the solitary settlements of this country ?
Irepeat, that if patriotism existed amongst them, it would lead the clergy
of the Churches o' England and Scouand to relinguish their unjust
emoluments, to aid in the great wor'c of cducating the people, without
respect to sect, or party, or name. The charge of aiding the dark systein
of the Catholic religion, comes with a bad grace from those who speak
of courtesy. When have we done it? Where have we done it? How
have we done it? In cvery place, and at every time, we have been
ready to testy acainst the corrupticns of the Romish Church; from
generation to generation, and through the whole of our public lives, we
have been plending for the rights of all, and we have protested against
the domination of that wicked system which is founded in darkness, and
leads to cruelty. [ must say that 1 think Mr. Cronyn’s relerence to the
Canada Company, as an argument in gsupport of’ the present appropria-
tion of the clergy reserves, was far-letched. Isnot the concern of the
Canada Company a fair concern of trade? Did they not give an equiv-
alent—or at least, did they not give a price—for the lands they now
possess; according to the demand that was made upon them? To cite
this case, in vindication of the possession of public property, for which
not a single farthing has been given, but from wlhich a great number
of guineas has been taken, 1s a logic I do not understand, and which I
believe has sprung up from the fountain of selfishness. One argument
which may be used in favour of the appropriation which we propose is,
I think, unswerable. Itis this—that by appropriating the reserves to
the education of the people, the benefit would be extended to the whole
community. The Church of England, the Church of Scotand, the
Baptist, the Congregationalist, the Presbyterian, in all their varied divi-
sions—all would have the advantages of the plan proposed. Let the
Churches of England and Secotland abandon their unjust pretensions—
let the rectories be given back to the people—and let the whole of the
teserves be applied to general educatiou; and then what a glorious state
of affairs would be produced. There would be harmony instead of
ayrite—union instead of animosity. The people would grow in ingelli-
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gence and morality. Religion would flourish. We. shonld get;higher
salaries than £40 a year, and we should have the sgtisfaction-of keging
the prevailing contentjon banished.away. The parlia.’ment.‘wzlpld neet
in love ; the Goveranor (<»neral would not-be beseiged. at his door with
solicitations for rectories. AJl wouald staod 'upen one generai level:
every valley would be exalted, and every mountain;and luli made Jow;
the crooked would be made straicht, and the rough places plaiu; the
glory of the Lord would be revealed, and all flesh would see it together.
—[Time expired.] o

Rev. W. Dvencov—1 rise to introduce the next andlast proposition,
which is in these words— " )

«That the Clerey Kemorves have proved a source of bitter contention to the
variors religions seete—ditfused a blighting influence over the Churches
which heve paticipated of thom—impeded missionary. enterprise, and the
general gnod of the province.’* '

VoL,
If in rising to address you I should manifest a little trepidation, the very
peculiar circumstances in which Iam placed, the array of talent, eloquence
and learming with which I am surrounded, and the very great importance
ol the subject belore us, will, I trust, plead for me an ample apology;
more especially as I am constitutionally exeecdingly timid, and um nota
shilful or an acreenble speaker on any cecasion, Iicel that this last
circumstance 1s untortsnnte, beeause all olus know, that the relish we
may fecl for any dish, very muach depends upon the manner in which it is
served up, my teclings are very dillurent from those of my most esteemed
and talented friend, who has so mueh deliziited this assembly on one ot
two occasions, I am not glad. thut Iam heie I do not feel comfortable in
the position in which I am placed  In the first place, Lieel altogether in-
adequate to the duties that are.expected ol me. . In the sccond place, L
feel that the principles which I am called to maintain are directly. nverse
to the principles eutertained by gentlemen in this towrn whym, of all:men
in Canada, 1 most esteem and venerate—m~n to whom I am under very
deep personal obligations, and 1herefore genilemen  whose ‘feclings L
would regard withi the same sacred temderness and. concern than 1 wouid
regard piy own. However, on this as on all niher acensions, duty is im-
perative; and itf1t is the opinion of my countrymen.and of my feilpw sub-
jecte. that I should either advocre this subject, agreeably to my own
conscient'ons principles, or perform any other Juty, Lowever aoxiousor
unpleasant. the voice of the people in that respect would always be the
voice ol gad to me.  The subject:now before ys is one of very seriousand
very grave importance ; but before eutering immediately on to it, there
are a few observations that [ must makz on fucts that liave already tran-
spired. In the first place, I cannot butl feel Lighly ;_Vfdl.iﬁ&d with the
actual—and I will say, if’ you please, the redecuing—influence of pyblic
opinion, and of public sentiment,. on the minds, conduct-and feelings of
respectable inteil gent, and 1mparual men.. Every individual must have
been delighted with the dignified and gentlemanly couduct of the two
reverend rectors of Woodstock and London, - All, I'say, wust, have. been
charmed with the urbagity of their manners,and the dignified g(;r;’ousnesg
which has marked ajl their canduct, [rom the, commencement of thiz try-
ing but most interesting discyssion, - But observers must be struck with
the fact that some peculiar and constraiping inflyenge has 'p’rod.ucédk this
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-edlutary staté of mind in "these gentlemen, and has also produced a not
unwholesome éffect wpoi him who has been fcetiously ealled the Title
Page—I preferto say, “the Preface—of the church in this country. “We
Have notbeen “in'the habit .of experiencing the courtesy, urbanil‘y, and
kindneés which have been manifésted on this'occasion.  One of our good
rectorial friends ‘@musded us this morning: with an anecdste about Philip
Tipsy a‘r}]d“Philip‘Sober; and that anecdote was made to have some ap-
plication'to us. 'Now these very courteous rectors appear to me somc-
thing like a boa constrictar, after he has gorged "a bullock: he is then
quite harmless, and can be ‘approdched without the least danger; but
whén seeking for his prey, under the influence of unger, he is a most
formidable'dand dangerous creature indeed. There is the same difference
between rectors hungry ard rectors full. On all other occasions, they
are much’ more agreeable companions and antagonists when they have
got their portionand are full, than when hungry, and strugeling anc.
striving to obtain a meal. 'While, therelore, I cannot but admit and ad-
mire thie very peculiar change that has taken place, T cannot butieel that
it isin a great' meastire attributdble to this well-kfown fact in pataral
histofy. 'A man may intrade in my domicile aad farm, and I may insist
on that man retiring’y he becomes restive and contentiods, and floge me
and drives me off, till he gets possessionof half; and’ having carried his
point,'he forthwith becomes the best natured fellowin the world. I'think
1 see aparallel beiween this and the urbanity of the rectors.’ I have but
ene thing more to advert to, for [ am reminded of the paucity of time. It
is,the'véry gréat change which the present state of atfiirs has produced
on all'of us. It will be recollected by every gentleman connected with
this important controversy, that it commenced in 1319, in the applieation
of the late Bishop of Quebec to the Imperial Government, (under the co-
lonial administration of Earl Bathurst) for a charter’of incorporation, to
incorporate the clergy of thie Church of England for the management of
the Clergy Reserves. Up to that time, the Clergy of'the Church of En-
glaid had nothing more tb do with the' clergy resefves than any other
individual, and they had no claim to them wuntil that application for a
charter was made. No sooner was that application made, than the body
with 'whom my reverend friend before me (Mr. Bell) is'corinected, put in
aclaim forthéir share, anc commensed a very warm ‘agitation 'in favour
of it. Of course, the Preface to the Church of England was not altogether
good natared about this new born rival. Agninand again, he stated that
that agitation originated in the clamour of a disappointed party, who de-
sired to get what did hot-belong to them. Every one knows the not-
very-goodinatured feelings which existed between these two reverend
bodies, in their contention, which extended over a oonsiderable number of
years; and involved thé display of a very large amount of pugnacity ; for
although the clergy and members of the Church of Seotladd were rather
jn the minority, they‘sometimes became as pugnacious as thie celebrated
sor in the Pickwick papers,'who shook his fist at his father’s back, when
‘his father could not sée him. In 1840; fortune favored- them, and they
.ebfained what they wanted. We know the story of the greedy lad, wko,
‘with his mouih Tull héld 'both his Hands'up, dnd dectared he 'was'not half
dull'yet. But the Chuteh “of S¢ottand had bettér mhilners, for she ‘had
searcely swallowed Her pr’iZe’b’efdré'il"pr‘oduéed all the: soothing effects
"B & good ‘dose ‘of anodyne ; -the sodorific effects were immediate.” The
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clergy of that church eat as quietly to sleep asa well rogked baby,
and never awoke until yesterday, when they a.ppeare('l anew in the per-
son of my reverend friend (Mr. Bell). The interesting creature went
to sleep 1n the chrysalis state, and now wakes up a pel_’fect })ulterﬂy ; 80
perfect that my friend must almost doubt his own identity. Having
rubbed his eyes open after so long a sleep, he tells us that we are trying
to deprive him of his rights, and that we would trample on a ster
church, equal in purity to his own. ILike all young converts, he is far
more zealous than the fathers before him. [ noticed yesterday, that
when the reverend rector of Woodstock, with that gentleness, grace,
and delicacy which mark a'l his statements, undertook to atiack the
voluntary prineiplc, he commenced with a reference to the apostolic
church ; being a successor of the apostles, he did it as respectfully as
ossible ; and finally Lie got as far as the time of that very good king
l&onstamine, when he lelt us with akind of awe. DBut when our younger
brother jumped up, he went straight to the tirue of the Apostles, and
referred 10 the magnanimous benevolence which distinguished the early
converts—a benevolence which has elicited admiration from infidels.—
He explained that tLe voluntary sacrifices of that period proceeded, not
{rom strong priuciple, but {rom the fact that those who made them knew
that the Rloman army would take their property ina few days; ana
therefore they gave it away hecause they did not want it any longer.—
That was painful to me ; and I protest in the sight of God against such
statements. Dut whilel do protest against these statements of yesterday,
I cannot but admire the increased zeal cf the reverend gentleman to-day.
The reverend rectors, feeling the magnitude of the subject, spoke of the
supremacy of parliament and the authority of the crowan, with reveence,
but with a degree of firmness and decision. But our friend of the Church
of Scotland said that kings and queens and parliaments have no rightful
power in the matter, and he defiel them all. Now this agitation was
led on 1n 1825, 1826, 1528, 1330, 1833, and 1835, by the Hon. W. Morris,
who gave his vote in favour of education and of education alone. This
iz rather a remarkable fact, in connection with the course of our friend
here, whose new born zeal against the appropriation of the reserves is
so strong as to lead him to care neither for kings, councillors, parliaments,
or public opinion. 8o much for the attitude of parties in this discussion.
I now proceed to the subject more immediately before me. The first
part of the proposition 1s, “ That the clergy reserves have proved a
source ol bitter contention.” This is true—literally and unhappily true.
Not a single parliament from 1824 up to 1838, ever passed one session,
without this subject being agitated. with the most anxious feeling. Let
it be remembered that in every one of the sessions of 1825, 18275, 1827,
1828, 1829, 1830, 1833, 1835, and 1836, there were resolutions or reports
on the subject ; and in some of them acts were passed to dispose of thess
reserves according to the wishes of the people. In every instance, these
proceedings were neutralized, not by an upper house, but by a kind of
ghost of an upper house, rererred to by Dr. Burns; many of whose
members never read the acts which were sent up to them, All the
efforts of the parliament were thus neutralized, and treated with con-
tempt, by the shadow of a shade of a kind of departed ghost of an upper
house. Most of you know what were the feelings which these proceed-
fngs engendered between the two branches of the legislature. YoW'
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know,. too, what were the reaylts on the feelings,of the country, with
regard to that House, which stood in the facelof‘m[_y';erw improvement,.and
dof every principle of enlarged, and liberal, and useful legislation—] speak
of what was called the Lagislative Council. . Now herc are the very
earliest effects of these reserves. First, there was a continual collision
between the two houses for all that long period ; and, in the next place,
this led to a most bitter—I was going to say, an unconifuerable—oppbsi-
tion on the part of the House of Assembly and the country, against those
who obstructed their views, and wilfully subverted’ the rights of the
people. These, I say, were the ficst fraits of the clergy reserves. . The
voices of your members were raised with unaccountable unanimity for
fourteen long years—so much so that when the very last vote was taken,
with regard to this question, the Hon.John Robinson and all his minions
in power could only muster a minority of four against thirty-six. While
the struggle was thus going on in the legislature, what were the effects
on the electors by whowm that legislature wasreturned ? Let the painful
and the agitating history ot your country in past years teli, the severity
of the ordeal, and the travail, and the birth-pangs, that Canada went
through in bringing forth the new born, {reedom which, by the blessing
of God we enjoy at the present time, In the meantime, what were the
effects with regard to the christian community ? Here | must be allowed
to speak plainly, but withont any intention of giving offence to the most
delicate or fastidious feelings. 'The effects in this direction were seen in
a system of misrepresentation, of vilifying, and of disreputable compa-
risons between the church and gther bodies of christians—all calcuiated
to excite the most-hostile and unpleasant feelings. The Preface to the
Church of England was the very first 10 wake up to this sabject, and to
give expression to feelings anything but consoling to his fellow christjans
around him. He declared plainly that the religions teachery of all
Upper Canada—excepting only the clergy of the Church of England,
and a “very few respectable” ministers” of the Church of Scotland—
“come almost universally from the Repulican States of America, whera
they gather their knowledge, and form their sentiments.” Considering
this circumstance, the Preface said, “it is quite.evident that if the
Imperial Government does not immediatly step forward with éffigient
help, the mass of the population will be nurtured and insiructed in
hostility to our parent charch : nor will it be long till they imbibe opinions
anything but favourable to the political institutions of England.”” This
was written in 1826. These sentiments werc reiterated in the same
language* by the same individual, a few years afterwards. . They were
also reiterated 1n substance by the clergy of the Church of England, as
well as by the Preface to that Clergy—Dr. Strachan. Again and again,
they were repeated in still more offensive language, under the direction
of that church, by the. petitioners —said to be’ 6,000—whon signed t!][?
petition to the King, which was carried to England, by Dr. Strachan;
but which was subsequently presented to the House of Liords in a way
which, I think, is perfecily understood by our friends, the rectors.
Among other things,, the petitioners used this language in regard to their
{fellow christians and fellow suhjects— . L
“ We feel with deep concern the great injustice of the efforts now
making to deprive us of this vested right; norcan we suppress. gur
tgdignation when such efforts are made to work this injury upon your
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Majesty’s ‘dutifol gubjecis, whd Have done and ‘sufferéd go much for
- their loyal acts:hiyd principles! ehiefly By persons whe' have no com-
parative ¢ldim wpon the British Crown, 'and- who dre either ignorant
ofy or insensible to; the fundaméntal ‘principles ‘of our gloriods Con+
stitation” e © ot et 0T B,
And in addghe’rliarr’\g’rnph‘ of the gamie petition, the opponents of the
then appropriatioh of the reserves were styled “enemies of the prosperity
of the British Crdwn.” These hard words were used in reference to’
20,000 of the Best men of Canada. who hid signed & counter petition.’
What were tné'féelings which these things e‘xc‘i?@d." Ask that revered
friend (pointing ‘o Mr. Ricliardson).” "TRuse, wir,'(addressing that gens
tleman) and sliow that person, once perfect, but shattered, and broken,
and mangled in the service of your cotntry. Tell this audience whether,
having fouglit it a Brilish sliip, under a British commander, you have
forfeited all claims on 1he Crown, or whéther you are insensible to the
value ol British institatlons. * Tell mé, ye tvho say that the opponents
of 'the reserves are ‘enemies tb thé Crown, how-many of those who re-
ceived medals 'in’ honour of thelr valour and tHeir services in the war
with the United States, ‘were tielnbers of that ¢hurch, whése petitions
say.tha.tvthéy“‘Were “Ignorent or insensible to thé fandarfental prineiples
of our giorious Constitation.”” Thave more than twenty eéxtracts marked,
all breathing tlie same disgradéful spirit and feelibg. "You must not tell
me thal that spirit is déad” "Look weck.after week'at the Church news-
paper, whith speaks the 14nguage of the Charch, and reveals precisely
the same animus. Again:"fpr;mer to show the baneful eﬁ‘écts of the
clergy reserves, I pledge mysclt’ to. this aksembly,"to prove fo any
assembly ‘of intelligent  men, that this question] and the tyranny, und
fravd, and insult conhected witl it) in the eéstablishmeént of the rectories,
brougot about the rebellion. T'or that rebellion, you are indcbted to this
indelible wrorig; which has pierced 'many 4 heart, and agonized many
an honest spirit, from’one cxtreme of our [add 10 the other. Therefore
gay, in language whith T' think cannot be confuted, that the clergy
reserve question Iin& been aprolific source of contention and strife, in the
community end in the legisTatare, from the tommencement of its history
up ‘fo the present time. 1 thiat proposition has been estabhshed, my
next may be very bricfly disposed of—{ allude to the blighting influence
of these reserves “over the ¢harches which have participated of them ;?
in other, words, thatl the presént ‘and past appropriation of the reserves
has not prodaced dny good.” In' support of this; I will refer td a few facts
which I ihink'tully establish its rrith ; beginnihg with séme statements
by clergy of the Clturch of Ebgland 'with regard to its state in Canada,
in 1837.  Up to that time, it qfficfil reports are correct, that church ha(f
teceived [rom, Great Britain, in various ways—by government grahts, by
did from thé Society for the Propagation of the Gospel, &e.—upwards of
600.000° dollars’;’ winle ‘'othér denominations hiad not cost the Biitish
government one York sixpence.  These facts staring usin the face, what
were the relative positibns of thesd churches at that time? 1, will refer
to three of the leadiig districts of Upper Canada—the Home, ihe Gore
and the Niagara districts, First as to' the Gore. " Thg writer from whomt
Irquote states’ that «that didtriet contained 43 920 souls; whose dumber
was rapidly inereasing yet:in the whole district,. =t ;that time, 'there
"weke bup foyr residedt-clergymely and -one’ travelling 'n‘lissionary’.' The



0%

'Th,g‘magarg district at the same time comtained; 32,996 souls: along the
froptier townships, five. clergymen were stationed, but in the interior
containing 20,000 . souls,. nope had been. provided. In .the Gore
district, there was one travelling missipnary. ;. With regard to other
disteicts, I may remark- that there wes .noiclergyman. for filty miles
streiching.valpng the coast of.Lake Ontario, .-from Torento to Dar-
lington, containing 10,957 inhabitants. When the Society’s Missionary
passed through Newmarket to Holland Landing, in May, 1837, those
townships, in the immediate neighbourhood of Toronto had received pnly
one visit from a clergyman in the space of seven months. The Preface
to the church in Toronto was not very. zealous then. In the Core dis-
trict, mapy settlers had had no opportunity of enjoying the Lord’s Supper
during a.space of three years, before the visit of the society’s agent, Mr.
O!Neil.  What was the state of other denominations, which had received
no aid from the British government? In the Toronto district, there were
at that time 4 or 5 Scotch clergymen, or churches; 3 'or 4 Baptist
clergymen; 9 itinerant Wesleyan clergymen, besides a large nuwber of
local preachers, 25 meeting-houses, and 100:meeting places, supplied by
jravelling and local preachess. - In the Niagara district, there were 6
Beptist ministers, 9 congregationalists; 7 itinerant Wesleyans. and &
number of local preachers, with 15 chapels, and upwards of 80 preacking
places. In the Gore distriot, there were 3 or 4 Scotch ministers and
churches, 4 independent ministers and churches, 10 Wesleyans and 24
chapels, "besides Baptist ministers, and other means of Grace. Now
contrast these two systems—one with all its treasures, the other without
them. [Time expired.] ’ ' i

Rev. B. Croxvn--Irise with pleasure to reply to the gentlemanwho has
justsat down, and I do so because of the admirable temper which hie has
isplayed, aithough he hs said many things which indeed sound hard te
our.ears, but which I trust I shall be able to rebut and disprove before I
close. Before I commence my main argument, I would notice what he
has said concerning the Church newspaper. Some gentlemen here, 1
presume—indeed I know—imagine that the Church newspaper is a
Charch organ. The Church newspaper isa speculation? it is no church
organ, and never has been oneé, It isa vehicle of information; and is
used. as such_but it is no church organ, and thie church is not at all
responsible—nor do I, as an individual, liold myselfin the slightest degree
responsible—for anything in‘regard either to doctrine or spirit which that
newspaper sends abroad., Let that go to the world. Amongst the many
changes which have taken place in the rectors, that is not a change
with me: it has been my opinion fer years. With reference to this
change in the rectors : the gentleman who has now sat down has declared
that a great change has taken place in us; he says that we arenow
urbane, polite, gentlemanlike,—and he has said something even more
flattering than that.,, Well, it isto be presumed that we were formerly
not sp,. I am not willing to plead guilty to any intentional rudeness to
any gentleman—either in recent days or in former days. IfiI have been
guilty of any sach conduet,. gither direetly pr indirectly, assuredly. I am
sarry, for if, .and will make the most ample apojogy and reparation which
are in my power.. But there is one remark which: t,lhe’fg'emleman .nade
with regard. to the change effected..in the reetors, which, I think; goes
spme way to,nullify, part of his own argument.. :He says.we have caused
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great contention and strife. None of us deny that there has been great

eontention in Parliament, but we, do deny that we have been the cause
of it. We do deny that we have sowed contention ambngst the various
sects. He has alluded to bitter contention between the churches of
England and Scotland, and has facetiously described the concord which
was finally produced between those churches, and whieh it would have
been most. desirable to see among alt professing christians. 1 know, as
he has said, that misrepresentation and vilification have been produced
by the clergy reserves, but on which side have these misrepresentation
and vilification been? There have been misrepresentation and vilifica-
tion of the very worst'kind, in‘order 10 excite passions, to nurture preju-
dice, and to perpetuate bad feeling in the minds of persons instructed
concerning this sobject, in the country. The gentleman has frequently
referred to a person under a name which I do not like to repeal. 1t was
not altogether courteous, and I do not like to use it after him. He spoke
frequently of the Bishop of the Diocese.

Tev. W. Ryerson—I beg to disclaim all offensiveness in the word
used. I merely referred to the Bishop as the Preface—as leader, or
head, of the Church of England.

Rev. B. Crongn—There can be no guestion that in the many agitating
scenes iu which the Bishop of Toronto has been engaged, 1n this country,
(and he has now been here nearly half a century,) he may have at
times given utlerance to things which caused feelings on the minds of
those concerning whom he spoke. That feeling ought not to prejudice them
altogether against a system, or to influence them to set themselves in
opposition to what is in itself right and just. and what has been proved
to hava a righteous tendency in regard to the general coadition of the
country. The gentleman spoke of the application made for a charter in
1819: he said that then, for the first time, an application was made in
order to obtain a charter to incorporate the church corporation, to take
care of the reserves. and he slipped in the assertion that they never had
& claim to them before. Now to say that is a non sequitur. They asked
for a charter to take care of them; but because there never was an
incorporaiion to take care of them before, therefore they had no claim!
Documents to the Governor (introduced yesterday), sent at the time
when the constitutional act was passed, and a variety of concurrent
testimony, show that there was always a claim made for the church of
England—that that claim was always maintained—and that it was not
first thought of 1819, when a charter was songht to take care of the
reserves. 'These lands had suffered great damage throughout the
country ;—the property was going to waste because no one had any
charge of it ; and a charter was obtained in order that some one might
exercise the necessary supervision and care. The gentlemen has spoken
of the large sums of money paid from England for the clergy here. They

*have come, however, from the church people at home=they are volun-
tary contributions—they are liberal gifts to ministers of the gospel
throughout the colonies of the British empire. The British government
contributed a very small portion—and that only for a very short time—tp
the {unds of the Propagation Society. Its income now exceeds £94,000
a-year. There was a time when the Imperial Parliament gave £14,000
“a«year to the society, but after a period that was withdrawn; The funds
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af which: this gentleman has spoken as having been contributed by that

eociety were not-contributed by the state, and were paid to men who

made a bargamn with the society swwhen they left home. Many of them

left preferment, connections, and ‘amilies, and came to Canada—then a

wilderness—to eontinue for the remainder of their days on a stipulated

sum—small as it appeared to me, and small as it must appear to every

one, £200a-yearwas given te each person who came out; and 1n this
way, the amount was paid to these individuals, who labored hard and

long. Some of those who came out on these conditions under that

society have only lately been called hence to another state of being.
But it is said that up to the time of the Imperial act, very large amounts
were received by the church, and that this corporation got farge amounts,
Now, it will surprise a great many to hear that up to a very recent
period (I don’t know exactly the date, but it was much later than the
act), scarcely anything wasforthcoming out of the reserves for the funda
of the Church. There were very limited sales, as we know. Their

very very small funds, ana very large expenses; much larger expenses,

ingeed, than there ought te have been, comsidering that the whole

amount contributed was very, very small. It is only recently that sales

have been effected upon a large scale, and that any large amount has

been contributed. When I came to this country, I came as a missionary
to the Society for the propagation of the gospel, and as I was placed on
their list 1o reccive £200 sterling, per annum for my labours, while I
remained in this country. Scarcely had I arrived in Canada, when, in
consequence of the withdrawal of the grant by the Home Gowvernment,
difficulties arose in this country, and 15 per cent was deducted from my
salary. It was thus reduced to £170, which I have'since received at the
current rate of exchange, without any premium. This is my case, and
it is the case of many others. Thus, then, the clergy have not been
receiving out of the clergy reserve fund any large amount. The church
has not been deriving the immense wealth which she has represented
as receiving. - They hawve . been literally receiving nothing, er next to
nothing, out of the Clergy Reserve Fund. When the arrangement was
entered into by the government at home with the Gospel Propagation
Saciety, in consequence of the withdrawal of the grant, the Government
stipulated that the Clergy on the list of the Society should receive £170
per annum, out of the Clergy Reserve fund. I know there are gentlemen
on the other side who came out to this country, and who had stipvlated
salaries from societies, just as I had. Perhaps they have them still—I
don’t.object to them for it; and if those societies can make an arrange-
ment with'the Government here to pay them their salaries, instead of
receiving them irom home, in order that the societies might appropriate
them to other colonies, I shall not find fault with it. That was the
arrangement entered into by the Propagation Society. The colonies of
Britaln are extended, and are increasing in -population ; their rellglo_us
wants are daily increasing; and the population of the new Colonies
being mainly peor, they require to be supplied with the ministrations of
religion. If left without these ministrations, most assuredly they must
suffer;and a great injury must be inflicted on generations to come. That
Society seeks. to meet these wants, but it can only do impesfectly and
104 very small degreein comparrison with what ought to be done—
with what it is the bounden’duty of the parentcountry to'do. Butte the

.
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full extent of its-ability, that saciety seéks=to supply sreligious mgjuctidn.
_and the means of gracej to he. poorjrresident in the.distant colpnies.et
the empire, :/Whag the; society has withdrawn -froin Canada. has been
applied to Australia, New Zeland; Adrica, and -elsewhere.. n Bu-t;.w‘e[ do
‘not marmur. ,. If-we had .remained on- the funds of that society, we. might
have .been.sure that British faith ;would. have been kept: with us-far
better than.it has been s probably, there would not-have been a withdrawal
of a portion of our: income, as has already taken place ; nor .wpuld-/ the:
wholeof it have been jeopartized as- it is at the,present time. ..The
gentleman who spole -last,- alloded to Mr. Motris; who, he sa1‘d_5-,»l.1ad;
always voted thatthe clergy reserve fund should be devoted toeducation,
_So fur as I.know anything of his history, Mr. Morris has been the stren-
vous advocate of the Churely of Seotiand in regard to the reserves: he
was, I believe, the flrst toput forwaid-the claim of that church, and he
urged iz tp.a success{ul issue ; but I am not aware that be ‘voted for the
alienation of the reserves after he had,struggled to obtain the claim of
the Church of S¢otland. I.dost thinkthat he has voted:for their vap}?hv-
cation to educational purposes. The assertion to the contrary sounds
strange inmy. ears, because I knew that when. I had the honour of &
slight acquaintance with him, he was anxious-that the portion belonging
to the Church of Scotland should be devoted. entirely to-the religious
uses of that Church. . The gentleman has alladed to centention-in - Par-
liament, in,prool of the proposition before us. Buat the reference is-ncon-
¢lusive. Parliament cannot properly be called a religious body; and
“religious sects” are the words of the resolution. We know there has
been great contentionsin Parliament ; bat I.wonld ask : Did the Book of
Grievances consist solely of the Clergy Reserves? We are Lold that the
Clergy Reserves were the cause ol the rebellion,—that the barnings,
murders, dnd loss of life and property which - took place on that oceasion
were caused hy the Clergy Reserves. The whole Book of Grievances,
eonsisting of upwards of ninely resolutions, were—we are told-~nething
the Clergy Reserves did all..” I douot believe it it is wontrary to fact
There were other points which occupied a far more prominent position
amongst the grievances put: forward by -the grievance-mpugers of that
day ; other things; ar more calculated to stiriup the feelings of the people.
And now, to serve a purpase, all these thinus are to be forgotien, and it
is to be said -that the. Clergy Reserves and. .the Rectorics—solely and
entirely—armed man againsg-man, and caused bloodshed and strife. I
say that isinotingenuous : itis v  borre out by fact. 1o prove this, the
gentlemen must show thal all the other grievances were as nothing. and
that they were so considered. - We know, however, that McIenzie’s
Book of Grievances put prominently forward other grievances,; which were
the subjects of harangues at the hustings, which filled all the newspapets
thronghout the country, which:excited the bud passions of the people-and
ultimately-led to the issue which we all so much deplore. The Reverend
gentleman also alliuded to the language used in some petition, of which
I know nothing. . I should be sorry to make use of such language con-
cerning any man whe had served his country amd his king—who had stood
forward, as-every man-ought to do, under the British flag, in any part of
the,world;J should be sorry to speak.of such -a manin a disrespect(ul way-
I would rather grasp his hand as a brother, no matter what denomination
he belongs to—no matterswhat name he called himselfy L should hail him

«
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.qe.a fellow eitigan—a fellaw-subjest—swhohird doge -his duty wnder the
glorious flag ‘whieh we all.so:much. lowe,: and-shich I trost we shail
maiptain till death. ., L haveneyes ysedsuch lavguage as hasbeen quated
sang, L.thinl.it not right o bur,bheui a disoussion of this. kind—which was to
have,been on principle—with gxciling tppids'ef thpt nature. . As:to the
.gentleman.present, to. wham suclr pointed reference was made. I may say
;hat T honour him thouzh Iingver spw him-before : | honout hiw. lor.what
‘hagbeen said of him, and socry indeed shauld [ be to think that I had by
.any means.pat my. hand.toia petition which.spokeslightingly or disrespect-
Sully of him, or.gthessfike him ; and. therefore ail that. the last' speaker
has.said op'this point falis to the greund. . [Time expiced:}: -~~~ -1

Rev. Dr. Borys —Asdilusion: has. been ‘made to Mr. Morris. T may
state +thdt-upto 1523 he ulways advéented the Church of Scotland.
In that year he broughu forward ten raselutions, conoluding with an ap-
peal inbehalf’ol thiat Charch.r» Bab in 1826:he was the mover-of other ten
resolutions, oe of whiehr'referred 1o.ihe:determined hostility of the Epis-
‘copal Cliureli to ‘the claimatof the other bodics,"and another of which
affirmed’ the “desirableness of'mlienatiag the Reserves from the Church,
and applymg them to eduedtion) From that period downward, Mr. Morris
held the views which havebeen ascribed to him by Mr.:Ryerson, though
he nevertheléss contivwed-a friend of she Charch of Scotland.'

( T R y ER

Rev.J. Rosr.—I presume we qlJ,(f'p_ei that we are now approaching the
cloge of our discussion, orycotlision. ~WhileI have entered into, the spirit
of the proceedings, have enjoyed the mental treasures that have been
brought for:h,-and haye felt very sensibly the uchanity and, generosity,
and the gentlemanly and christjan feeling displayed by those opposed. to
ug; [ have all the way, tiough been purihened, with a feeling of regret
that the Clergy Reserygs have occasioned a meeting - like this, in which
we come. fogether, not 1o, strive Lo elicit truth with respect to some impor-
tant point of belief; or of morals, on of actian, but to contend on a question
which involves a large amount o sectjonal animosity and ill feeling. .|
and my friends came here tg belp tu wrest away what we think .now en-
dangers the interests of the.community ; and we are—though perbaps not
intentionally—regarded as robbbess, gttempting to commit spoliation, if
not sacritegs.: These gentlemen think we desire to pull down their churches
and to corumit.injastice. On the J'opber hand, we fee! that they keep hold
that which. the community are entitled to—that they have got their
hands'inte. the public treasury, and.mag up their deficiepcies oul of taxes
levied on us—in.fict, that proceeds vi.ands belonging to the country are
taken and applied to maintain t-l11eir system, agninst us. We have a sense
of wrong, aud our co'nsci'en,ce.s, are violated in this respect, as their con-
scipnces ave violateyd by the efforts we make.  Here are some of the results
of the Chergy, Reescrves,ang L think that they fully justily the proposition
we are now considgring. and by which we are reminded ol the fact,
that for the last t\VC.ﬂi)"Si}ﬁ Fuars Upper .leat'?a has been in,.a state of
agitation, in,‘cqnsequénqe,ql;llle.,rllﬂll!le,r in.which these Reserves have
been appropriated. What'is the fuct 2 are not the denominationsseparated
here .in a manner most painfpl; while jn the United States, the same
deno.mina,rion.s\gxi‘s‘t,‘gdugral_ly speaking. in a-state of far greater amity.
And why isthere a difference ? . They hold thesame principies there apd
here ; but we here afe esiranged bpcause of thig. pelitical interference-—
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because. of this matter of Clergy Reserves—because of the efforts of some
to acquire public prdperty, and to set it apart for ecclesiastical uses—
because others feel that they are not put upon a level in this respect, and
if they were, their consciences would prevent their taking any portion of
such property. If certain denominations did not avail themselves of this
inequality, and take these Reserves, they would not be separated from
other evangelical denominations. The Free Church, when in the Church
of Scotland, stood aleof from us ; bnt no seener did it get rid of this thick
clay, as Isaiah calls it, than the Free Cliureh became ore of us- In To-
ronto, when we call a public meeting, wé know who will come—we know
that we shall have the presence of the deneminations that do. not touch
the Reserves. Let a denomination once touch these Reserves, and they
forthwith stand apart from us on . temperance,anti-slavery, and all other
great moral and social questions ; whereas, they join us if they have not
Nad anything to do with the Clergy Reserves. Such is the influence of
this system. It has operated on churchesin a similar manner—injur-
g and often convulsing them. I am sure that many around me
can call to mind charchés which were once great and useful,
but which were torn in pieces by this circumstance.  Not
many months ago, a gentleman came to me and asked to take land
to endow my own Church. Had.I done so, what woull have been the
effect 7 Had I been suspected of being capable of deing it, a broad line
would have been drawn between myself and otlier denominations. For-
tunately I"have got property which sayed ne from temptation, but many
others are less fortunate; and I krnow that my brethern watch one
another with more or less uneasiness, because of these infamous tempra-
tions that are held out to them. No sooner does the goveriment hst
come out than we look to see what denominations are taking aid from the
Reserves. Such, I repeat, are the injurious influence of the system. It
has operated similarly through all the settiemenrs of the country. Years
ago, svhen hardy pioneers penetrated the recesses of the forest, they were
follened by plain missionaries of the gospel, who sought to partake of
their poverty, not of ease and comfort. Small churches were thus formed,
and a great work accomplished. When settlements were formed, the
influenee ot the Reserves enabled parties 10 come in and make a stand
against these poor but good men. These new-comers had around them
the weight of official consequence and importance: they established the
official class of the neighbourliood ; every respectable man that came
there must belong te that narrow circle, or be beyond the reach of office.
Many settlements in the country were rent in picces by this circumstance.
Those who disliked it, and complained of it, were charged with disaflec-
tion—with rebellion. I came to this éduntry about the time of the
rebellion, and the general opinion of all witly whom I conversed was, that
it wag mainly owing to the Rectory and Reserve question (the Rectoriee
had been established the year before.) T need not refer to the collisions
that took place between the two Houses of Parliament. We know that
the House of Representatives and the Legislative Council were at
daggers drawing through a long series of questions, upon and in conse-
quence of this guestion. The Legislative -Couneil plainly negatived
what the people, through the House of Assembly, had done; but never
condescended to make any proposal of their own. “Again: this proposition
says that the Clergy Reserves have'impeded missionary enterprise.—



113

Instead of gentlemen relying upon the law of love, they have been upheld
by the government. Instead of cultivating missionary feeling, they have
made the government a missionary Society. Missionary feeling has been
stultified and checked. Instead of gentlemen being supported by the
prayers and contributions of the bodies they represented, they have coma
dependent on the government; and thus has missionary feeling been
strangled and thwarted. The system has gone oa twenty-six years, and
we now see as much heat and anger as were in existence prior to the
settlement of 1840.  One gentleman has said that that will be an unhappy
eriod when these reserves shall be withdrawn [iom their present appli-
cation, I think the contrary. The period when the spirit to which I have
adverted shall be quenched. will not be an unhappy period. I hope the
time will come when we shall be enabled to meet these gentlemen, not
to strive to get from them their property, but to join with them in ad-
vancing matters of common interest, in relation to the evangelization of
the couniry. Gentlemen ask us what the voluntayy principle is  Mi-
nisters of the gospel are actually putting in doubt the efficacy of the law
of love—the sufficiency of voluniary conrributions for the support of
God’s canse. The beliet that sufficient cannot be raised without com-
pulsion ; in defiance of the plain fact that the voluntary principle is the
only one of which the New Testament speaks—the only law established
by Jesus Christ. The time will come when these gentiemen will no
longer ask, What is the voluntary principle 27—when they will find 1n their
own experience and observation, that that principle is sufficient to employ
all the ministers that God’s grace bestows on a church; for it isa fact—
that there has heen no commuuity yet pointed out, in which the funds
were not equal to the gifts that Gou has bestowed. It is true the fnnds
may not be equal to the evangelization of the world ; but neither are the
talents and grace which the community possess equai to that task. We
shall see a better state of things than this, but 11 will not be without
agitation ; and baneful as this agitation is, I contess I am ready o do
anything I can to stir up the people to endeavour to get these chnrches
to cease their reliance upon government, and to cast themselves on the
people. Isay I am ready to help the people to take away these battle-
ments, for they are not the Lord’s—to take away these earthly provisions,
which are so injurious to them, so wrongful to others, and so poisinous’
to politics and religion. It has been said that if the reserves were
withdrawn, the Church of England could not be supported i the colony.
Why, I believe that if they were withdrawn now, the Charch of England
would show an amount of activity which she has never yet shown in this
tolony. The experience of the Free Church of Scotland has proved
this.,  She has brought forth wonders of energy and wealth since her
separation [rom the state ; and the Church of England would sorely not
doless, The brethern that were left behind by the Free Church will do
18 much, when the time of trial comes. Whatever help I can give shall
be directed to cast these churches on their own resources, and the aid
which God’s providence may confer upon them; foris it nota fact that
lll feeling is generated, and the improvement of the Province retarded,
by these reserves 2 The last speaker told us very distinctly—but per-
haps unintentionally—that the present system set colony agaiust colony.
He said he was sent out by a society at home, along with other mission--
aries, that the society had sent them out, got the government to support
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them and that then, the funds which were to h'ave come 1o t_his colony
were given to other colonies ; so that other colonies are receiving be.ngﬁt
at the expence of Canada, according lo this system. Is not that an iaju-
rious act with regard 1o us asa colony, in compitrison with, and in relation
to others—colonies towards whom we would wish to feel true affection?
I wisl: and hope that we may part from ~ur brethren on the other side
with a perfect understanding. "They do not see how we can have con-
scientious scruples on this subject. T say that for the public property to
be taken for the suppori of the religion of these gentlemen is wrong to
vs ; and they would no doubt participate in the feeling il their property
—or rather public property, in which they are interested—were taken
and applied to sustain my religion. ~In that respect my consrience is
violated by what is taken under this system. It isn gross wrong fo take
poblic property. and nnt to let Roman Cathalics share init.  The Roman
Catholics have a share in the government—rhey contribute . their share
of the taxes—and they havean interest in this property ; and to 1ake this
property wholly from them, and apply it to Protestants alone, is a fraud
and a wrone. The Rowinan Catholies are as much éntitled 1o it as any
of us, except as (ir as the wording of the acts of parlianment goes: Ab-
stract justice requires that they should share the reserves. as well as the
Protestants.  One other objection which I have to the existing system
is, that it is a spstem of hypoerizy. Put up Episcopacy and krock down
Preshyterianism—or puil down both, and put Methodism or Congrega-
tionalism in their places—and you have the merit of consistency, 1t of
nothing else. But our present system is a system of public hypocrisy,
because it treats all doetrines alike. The state regards all as equally
convenient—the people think all equally true—the philosopher deems all
equally false. That was said of the heathenism of the early ages. but I
fear, 1t is equally true of our present system. It i~ vain to expect that
you support religion, when you recognize all creeds. and huild up one to
counteract and destroy another. My time is expired. and I can therefore
only repeat that I very much admire the spirit which has heen shown
here, and that I trust that we shall part with a peérfect understanding of
each other. ’

>

Rev. F. lvang—We hear a gond deal about the excitement and irri-
tation which are all-ged to prevail upon this subject. Now it must be
remembered that a report ol our proceedings will go forth to the com-
munity, and my hope is. that it will go into every house in the Province,
and be read. It was with that desire that I courted this public discus-
sion, and I do not regret it. [ rejoice atit; and I feel satisSed rhat when
this report goes abroad. it will be found that a large proportion of the
people will read about a degree of excitement on this question which
they have never {elt. [ know, indeed, that 1he feeling in regard to it 18
not nearly so sirong in the remote parts of the country, or umongst the
farmers generally, as it has been represented to be. ~Any such excite-
ment exists only on the occasion of public meetings or of a general
election, when men are under the influence and cuidance of those whom
I would call demagogues—using the term without any desire to throw
odium upon parties alluded to. At such times, and on such occasons,
demagogues labour hard to convince the people that they are suffering
dreadtully under the influeuce of some grievance; bat, notwithstanding
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this ciréumstance, I declare that no response proceeds from the habita.
tions of the land. to the assertion that the clergy reserve question pro-
duces irpitation, or creates a sense of sufféring Irom a grievance. Enough
of this matter. Next, I wish tos1y that these gentlemen have only ta
make a beginning on their own side, and they will abate much of which
they complain. They  complain of jealousy and ill-feeling, and they
declare that they watch one another to see wheiher any mun amongst
them takes a share of the clergy recerves. They say that these reserves
ought to be wholly applied 1o the purposes of education. and that they
will not take their share for any other purpose. Now let them go unt-
tedly to thé Provincial and Tmperial Parliaments, and say, “ Give us
leave to surrender our part of th.e reserves for educational purposes: let
our shure go to this ohject ; we are a magnanimous set of men—we do
not’want a sixpence of yours—we are willing 10 prove our liberality by
surrendering what is ours for the public goad—and we hope that the
Churches of England and Seotland will some day do the same.” Now
what is there to prevent such a course as this? It is quite open to you
—we cannot ohject 1o it—and by pursuing it you will show your sincerity
in this matter. '

. Rev. Dr. Borns—We are all willing.

Rev. F. Evans.—Well, it is a bargain: do as you please with your
share of the reserves, and get hold of the rest if you can. Bat, forsooth,
the réserves have exercised “ a blighting influence” over the churches!
Iean only suy that there has been no blighting influence over the Chu'ch
of England, in connection with the reserves, and [ uanderstand that the
case is the same with regard to the Church of Scottund. The Church
of England has been doing her work. We all admit the weakness of
human agencies, and that as individuals we discharge our functions and
duties with very great imperfection. 1 believe that we are sincere in
the acknowledgment of this, and I am sure that other gentlemen feel
the same.  We would all say, * Enter not into judgment with us.” Re-
ference has heen made by Mr. Ryerson to the state of the Church of
England in 1837, but his statements on that head were entirely beside
\he question.  Up 1o that period we had had nothing to do with the
reserves. He says there were very few clergymen then. However that
miay have been [ am happy to state that there are now a great many
nore, In 1837, we numhered about 40 clergymen. We now number
150. In the Gore and Niagara districts, the number have been trebled,
and in other districts the -proportionnte inerease has been still greater.
There are now, as [ have said, 150 clergymen in the 22 districts. These
'e'icls are pretty plam proofs that the Church of Englnn_d hias not expe-
ienced very severely the blighting influences aboat whml} so much l}as
reensaid, “On the contrary, we have felt benefitted by wiiat we receive
Tom the reserves, and from the Gospel Propagation Some'ly; ﬂnd we
lesire, sineerely and conscientiously to devote our energies to the ad-
rancement of the Redecmer’s kingdom throughout the land. .'I‘hla_ ig
10t orly our desire, but the desire of the Ghurch generally. Dissenting
tentlemen ought to ask themselves a question. ' They say they feel
he blighting influeaces that have been spoken of; buat are they quite
ure that we are to blame 2 May not they be to blame ?  Isthe rector
£ Woodstock to blame, because persons pulied down his fences, and
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destroyed his crop of oats? Let our friends consider this question, and
answer it. We know that a spirit prevails in our corrapt hearts, which
leads us to be dissatisfied with the apparent prosperity of others, We
must not fi get that there are such sins as envy. hatred, and ancharita-
bleness. 1donot presume to bring any charge of this kind against others;
but I do say, let our frieuds, and let us, look at home. and try to do our
duty, without watching others. Let us see il we cannot contrive to be
zealous, devoted, faithful ministers of the gospel of Christ, notwithstand-
ing this alleged **mighty incubus,” and notwithstanding the lact that
some of us do receive aid {rom the clergy reserves. Much has been
said respecting the cordiality which exists amongst different denomina-
tions in the United States. Now ! know that there is a little of the
spirit of rivalry in that country. I know that even there, there are some
desperately high churchmen, who are inclined to look down upon men of
other denominations in a wy which I for one am not disposed to do. But
this 1s foreign to the question. It was asserted here to-day that the
endowment of Trinity Church, New York, is worth all the clergy reserves,
yet so far as I know, it has proved no source of contention among the
various religious sects, and has diffused no blighting influences over the
episcopal chiurch itself. It has nat impeded missionary enterprise, nor
has it impeded or injured the general good of the United States, or of the
State of New York. On the contrary, the corporation of Trinity Chuich,
New York, is obliged to limit its wealth within a certain amount: they
must not have an income beyond certain defined limits ; and the conse-
quence is, that they are perpetually doing acts of the greatest liberality,
benevolence, and piety. They apply alarge surplus for the dissemination
of the gospel in various parts of the State, and [ am told that they have
three or four missionaries in Michigan. I may here state, perhaps, what
was recently remarked to one of my reverend brethren by a gentleman
who was an advocate of what is called nnnexation—though I hope and
believe that that fever has now subsided. “ Sir,” said 1he gentleman I
speak of, to my reverend brother, “you are standing in your own light
when you disrountenance annexation: you should encourage it, for if it
were brought aboat, your endowments would be secured to your church
forever.” There can be no doubt, indeed. that in the United States. the
course of legislation in regard to endowments is directly opposite to that
which these gentlemen propose to enforce here. In the state of Vermont,
an endowment granted to the Gospel Propogation Society was taken pos-
session of by the siate at the revolution, and was fir many years supposed
to be lost but the Gospel Propogation Society transterred the nght 1o the
Episcopal Church of Vermont, whose authorities appealed to the Supreme
Court; and the consequence was that they got back an equivalent, which
is now rapidly improving in value, and will shorily constitute a
valuable endowment of ihe Episcopal Church of Vermont. The same
took place in Maryland. Tlhe endowments of the Church of England in
that State were confiscated at the revolution. but were afterwards sued
for in the Supreme Court, and recovered. These statements are sub-
stantially correct, although for their perfect accuracy 1 cannot vouch. It
is evident, then, that these much talked of © blighting influences” are not
inherent in the system of endowmeunts. They have no necessary rela-
tion to the question, and are coupled with it merely to suit the par-
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poses of the adversaries of the Clergy Reserves. With respect to the
injury which is alleged has been sustained in this province in consequence
of the endowment of the Clergy Reserves, 1shall merely remark, that
some years ago. when the lands of the province were considered to be of
exceedingly little value. they were grauted in immense quantities to al-
most everybody that asked for them. I was offered 1.200 acres of land
when I first came, as a private grant from the crown—I thought they
were of little value and would not kave them, but I have since repented ot
my folly, At that time, I repeat, grants ol public land were made 1o al-
most everybody who sought them, and if the reserves had not been set
apart as they were, itis probable that the whole would have in this way
fallen into private hands. Many of our most weualthy and respectable
settiers, both churchmen and dissenters—counservatives and relormers—
can bear testimony te the advautages which the system of reserves have
conferred upon the community. Numbers of settlers in the Talbot dis-
triet are now living in the enjoyment of’ farms which they purchaged at
$2 or,$3 an acre, which are now worth $40, but of which they never could
have availed themselves, if those lands had not been reserved. I say,
then, that, in many senses, ana in many pomnis of view, the country has
be;r] greatly benefitted by the existence of these reserves. [Time expi-
zed.

Rev. Dr. Burns here intimated that his engagements compelled him
to retire, which he did after an expression of good feeling towards all
parties.

Rev. B, Cronyn,—T regret that Dr. Burns has withdrawn for I find on
my notes an allusion to the Free Church, made by Mr. Roaf. 1f I do
not entirely misunders:and the principle of the Free Church, they main-
tain the right ol the church to receive assistance from the state, and they
also maintain the duty of the state to support the church. I know that
Ds. Chalmers did this, and 1 know that his views on this subject were
shared by many of those eminent men who withdrew from the Church of
Scotland on the question of patronage. Mr. Roal has said that we ought
not, at this day, to ask what the wvoluntary principle is. We
do not want to know for ourselves, but we want to know
what gentlemen on the other side mean by it. I asked yes-
terday whether they mean what Dr. Chalmers called free trade in re-
ligien, or the hounty's stem, as he calls voluntaryism when properly in-
terpreted. Ifthe gentlemen mean free trade in religion, I would just
read them a few ords from tl.e writings of Dr. Chalmers.

Rev. J. Roar,—None of us holds such a principle.

Rev. W, OrmsTon—Iu one sense we do, bat not in the sense which
Mr. Cronyn auraches to it.

Rev. B. Cronyn,—W ell, [ will read the extract at all events, Dr. Chal-
mers said— .

““I'nis is the good of an establishment. The people, instead of being left
to.go in quest of religious instruction, .have by 118 means the instruction
obiruded upon them. Generally speaking, they have not so much of de-
sire or demand for the article, as that they shall themselves originate a
movement towards it, and far less travel (he whole distance. and make
allthe sacrifices necessary to obtain it. In the vast majority of instan-
stances, would neither the requisite trouble be taken, nor the requisite
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expense be incurred.  They have not enough of native appetite to
create an cffective demand for the food ; and anlike to the corporal,
the want of this food, instead of whetting the spiritual appetite, would
only dull und deaden 1t the more.  We have, therelore, no doubt, that,
on the event of our establishment being swept away, and a mere sys-
tem of free trade being substituted 1o its place.  The moral effect
would be tremendous. That which gave activity and healthful im-
pulse to the commerce of anr land, would be of’ withering effuct upon
itschristianity. Let the machinery, if needful be acurated by the
force and the fire of another principle—let allits rust and othier ug-
hingements be done away—I[et it be provided with more efficient
workmen—and everything be done, so  that it perform its evelctions
niore sweetly and yet more powerfully than before.  Bat fet it not be
taken down. It never will be replaced by the spontancous uct, or kept
in operation by the spontaneous Labit, ol the Teople. It may be better
wrought at one time, and worse at another; but, even with all us cor-
raptions. our establishment isa stay and a salecuard ; and « helpless
and headlong degeneracy, would ensue from the demolition of it.”

I think I may put Dr. Clialmers against the gentlemen who have gone
before, ard who discover such wonderful evils in establishments, and
even in endowments. Dr. Chialmers was a clear-sighted man—as clear-
sighted as they are; his wind could grasp everything us well as theirs.
What I have read was not the production of his early days, but it was
the matured and deliberate opinion at which he arrived afier long years
of experience in the church. I wul read another short passa ge from the
same writer, in his work on Political Economy.

% If the ecclesiastical establisliments of our land shall be of the number
which are destined to fall, and thatbecause the temporalities which be-
long to them Lave been pronounced, by the oracles of our dav, as an
oppression and a burden on the general popalation, then instead of truth
being their judge or their executioners, they shall have fallen at the
hand of cunning and deceitful witnesses ; ‘I'hey shail have perished in
the midst of strong delusion, at the mandate and by the authorityofa
lie. Never, without the peculiar fucilities and tesources of sueh an insti-
tution, will there be a full supp'y of christian instruct on in the land.
A practical heathenism wili spread itself over the rural provinces, and
will deepen and accumulate more and more in our cilies. Whatever
the coming changes in the state of our society may be, there is none
that would more latally speed the disorganization and downlal! of this
great kingdom, than 1f the hand of violence was put forth on the rights
andrevenues of the Church of England.  Even with the present distri-
bution of the wealtl, 1t will be found that the income of Lier hicher as
well as her hombler clergy has been vastly over-rated.” ”

1t is a common tricl to overstate the incomes of our clergy. Four mil-

lions have been spoken of, as recelved by the Clurch of Enaland. We

know from the best authority ihat no such amount is enjoyed. With all
its riches, the average income of the Clergy in Eugland 1s by no means
large ; it is very moderate indeed. Dr. Chalmers adJed—

% We cannot imagine a policy mofe ruinous than that which would im-
pair the maintenance of a church thathas long been illustrious for its
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fearning, and that promises now to be the dispenser of greater blessings

to the people than at any tormer period of its history, by theundoubted

increase of ils virtue and piety.”
Such is thetestimony-—sueh was the matured opinion—of the great Chal-
mers, writiug it not for his own church—not for his owa favorite—hnt for
the Church of England ; and I think that we may take sides with h:m.
We may tuke side with thcse who have stood by him, and waintain it,
without lear of any selfish or impure motives which may be attribated to
us. We may stand by those men who have shown that when principle
called them, they were able and willing to give up all endowments, in
order that they might stand apon principle. ‘This practice has existed in
ourown charch. too. Our clergy have ever consistently mamtained the
endowments of the church, but whea principle called for a sacrifice. they
have been found ready to go to tne stake. Cranm=r was the main instru-
ment of reformation n-our church and he suffcred at the stake. ‘I'he
very men who maintained endowments at the time when the liberties of
church were mvaded, and the interests of religion prevailed—I speak ef
the time of James—become non-jurors; and the Archbishop of Canter-
bury. with seven bishops.’and a vast nuniber of the clergy res'gned their
benifices, and retired into poverty. Let prineiple be at stake, aud we of
the Charel of Bugland will take our stand by prineiple; we will nail nur
eolour to the mast; and we wul prove that when principle and duty call,
we will obey at any sacrifice and at any peril. 1 believe it is our solemn
duty to stand by principle in this instance, to maintain those endowwsnts
with which, by the providence of' Gad, our chureh is blessed, and to resist
any efforts that may be made to deprive ourselves and posterity of them.
Icannot reconcile 1o my conscience what we have heard from one gen-
tleman, to whom land was offzred for the endowment ol his church. His
church is not too rich—he does not say that it is; but he has private
means, which enable tim to do without endowments. Bat the. man who
comes aftes him may not have private means. aod I say, therefore, that it
was s duty to have availed himsell of the offer which was mde to him,
Hemight have preached Christ cracified as faithfully as before ; while
his successor—who may have no private means—would have been
placed by the endowmeut in a position ot great uselulness—untrammelled
by want and free from that dependence which the voluntary system
must bring on those who adhere to it. ‘

The discesuion having now closed. the Chairman and Assessors left
their seats, and Mr. Ford, Warden of the town, was called upon to as-
sume the chair.

Rev. F. BEvans mnved that the thanks of the meeting be tendered to
Mr. Powell, and the two gentlemea who had assisted him, for the impar-
dal and effective manter in which they had discharged the ardaos duties
thay had devolved upon them during the two days proceedings.

Rev. J. Gunpry seconded the motion, which was carried by acclama-
lon.

The Doxology was sang, the benediction having been pronounced by
Mr. Evans, the proceedings terminated.



