192

THE CANADIAN SPECTATOR.

1st June, 1837, Mr. (now Dr.) Cook read to the Presbytery of Quebec, which
then included Montreal, the draft of a letter of instruction to Dr. Mathieson,
who was proceeding to Scotland as a representative to the Mother Church. The
draft was approved and ordered to be transmitted. Itissigned by “ John Cook,
Moderator of the Presbytery of Quebec.” The letter throughout takes for
granted the real connection that exists between the Church in Canada and the
Church of Scotland, but these words seem to place the matter beyond doubt :—

« CLERGY RESERVES.—You will endeavour to keep alive, in the Church of Scotland, the

interest already expressed in our just claims to a portion of these reserves, as éelonging lo an
Established Church of the British Empire, co-ordinate with the Church of England.”

To plain, simple, honest men, but one meaning can attach to these words.
Vet in the face of these, and as I shall shortly show them, other expressions
equally strong, Dr. Cook, the writer of these words, and who signed in his
official capacity, bad the boldness, as a member of the Board which sought to
appropriate the Fund belonging to the Church he and other members of the
Board had left, to instruct his attorneys to set up the plea to set aside the Writ
of Injunction obtained in 1875, that there never had been any real connection
with the Church of Scotland on the part of the Church in Canada which, to use
his own words, had demanded recognition, as belongingto an Established Church
of the British Empire, co-ordinate with the Church of England ;| The question
may very pertinently be asked :—Was there any attempt made to obtain a share
of the benefits of the Clergy Reserves, by setting up the false pretence that the
Presbyterian Church of Canada in connection with the Church of Scotland
represented in Canada one of the National Churches so completely that she was
entitled to all the advantages bestowed by the Act of Union, equally with the
Church of England, or was the statement in 1875, In the legal plea a direct
violation of the truth? These, to say the least, singular variations may be
allowable to an advocate anxious to gain his case ; they can scarcely add to the
reputation of a Minister of the Gospel. i

The evidence of the Hon. William Morris as to the connection with the
Church of Scotland can as little be doubted as that of Dr. Cook. In the same
year, 1837, that gentleman was sent to Great Britain in reference to the claims
of members of the Church of Scotland living in Canada, that is, members and
adherents of the Presbyterian Church of Canada in connection with the
Church of Scotland. It s necessary to be very particular on this head. At a
meeting held in Cobourg, at which’ Mr. Morris was appointed, the following,
among other resolutions, were passed :

«That under and by virtue of the Act of Union, the adherents to the Church of Scot-
land, in any British Colony, are entitled to a communication of all civil and religious rights,
&vc., equally with the adherents of the Church of England,

¢ That in terms of the Act of Union, the status of the Church of Scotland, is co-ordinate
with that of the Church of England, &c.

¢ That with the view of eftectually removing the disabilities under which we labour, we
address His Majesty and the Imperial Parliament of Great Britain, praying that a declaratory
Act of the Imperial Parliament may be })asse.d, to remove all our disabilities and to restore
us to that position to which by the Act of Union we are entitled.

«That all members of our Church throughout Canada should resist by every constitu-
tional means all attempts to encroach on our rights, and should rest only when no disability
shall remain to be removed, and when the provisious of the Act of Union, in riference to the
Church of Scotland, shall be fully complied with.”

There were sixteen resolutions in all, but the extracts sufficiently show
their nature. It is unnecessary to speak in detail of the steps taken by Mr.
Morris to vindicate the claims of the Church which he was sent to represent.
He emphatically claimed for it the privileges asked for by the petition which he
carried with him, and on his return received the thanks of the Synod and a
testimonial to be preserved as an heir-loom in his family. Yet Mr. John L.
Morris, his son, a member of the Board which is administering for the benefit
of those who have joined another communion the fund belonging solely to the
Presbyterian Church of Canada in connection with the Church of Scotland, had
the hardihood, in 1875, to set up the plea that there never was any real eon-
nection with the Church of Scotland. As one of the attorneys for the Board it
may be laudable in him to use any plea, but that can scarcely be a virtue in an
advocate which.is a sin in an elder. However, he may plead the example of
ecclesiastical gentlemen in mitigation of the offence, for we know that

Ev'n ministers they hae bheen kenned
In holy rapture, *
A rousing whid at times to vend
And nail't wi’ Scripture,”

It may be objected that the claims set up by the adherents in Canada of
the Church of Scotland were never acknowledged as valid, and that therefore
those who had seceded in 1875 must not be condemned as inconsistent in first
making the demands and then, finding them untenable, accepting the defeat
and conforming their actions to the reality as brought home to them by an
adverse decision. I will in answer to this supposed objection show: 1. That
the Church of Scotland admitted and supported the claim of the Presbyterian
Church of Canada in connection with the Church of Scotland to be her repre-
.sentative in Canada, and as such entitled to demand and receive all the benefits
arising from the fact of her being a National Church ; and 2. That the Imperial
Parliament recognised and provided for the claims of that Church.

At the meeting of the Gen_eral Assembly of the Church of Scotland in
May, 1837, the report of a committee appointed to consider the position of the
Church relative to the appropriation of the Clergy Reserves recommended that
the most energetic measures should be adopted by the Assembly to procure a
portion of that source of revenue for the Church of Scotland in the colonies.
That report was approved of.

In May, 1839, at the meeting of Assembly, the report of the Colonial
Comnmittee, adopted by the Assembly, states that “the Committee embrace
every opportunity for asserting and maintaining the rights of members of the
Church of Scotland resident in the British Colonies to all the privileges and
emoluments secured by the Treaty of Union to the Established Churches of the
United Kingdom.” The Assembly itself records its heartfelt acknowledgment
for the * satisfactory assurance given to the representatives with reference to the
claims of the Church of Scotland on the Clergy Reserves in Canada.” In the
appendix to the Committee’s report is a letter, dated 4th January, 1839, from
. Sir George Grey, Colonial Secretary, addressed to the chairman of Committee,
containing, when viewed in the light of the counter statement of Dr. Cook in
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