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all denominations, without any knowledge what
eyer of the description of ceremony thiat was to
bo performed. Hon. members opposite had re-
ceived with o roar of disapprobation the declara-
tion of Mr. Hubbard that a bill to a'low Cardinal

Wiseman to officiate in Westminster Abbey would

not be more Inimical to the Church; but if the
measure under discussion becamo law, Cardinal
Wiseman might go into Westminster Abboy and
celebrato mass there; and what would Le tho re-
sult? Riot, disorder, and bloodsbed.  Admit the
dlssenters to tho churchyard, and the next step
would bo to mako the church itself comwmon to
sects of every religious denomination,

Mr. Briour termed tho argument of tho noble

" Mr. Disraxtt had anticipated that tho right
lhon. gentleman had risen to announce the inten-
’, tion of the Government to intreduco a bill upon
o tho subject on their own responsibility; but the
, proposal he had mado was most unrcasonablo,
and he hoped his hon, fricnd would not comply
s with it.

; The house thea divided, and the smendment
| was oarried by 236 to 166. Tho bill was there-
iforo lost.

|
Mr. L. Kixg, in _moving tho second reading of

Wednesday, Moy 1.
RELIQIOUS WORSMIP DILL.

fi

Mr, NxwpoATE opposed the bill, which was, in
his opinion, vicicus in principlo and fraught with
dangerous conseqences. ’

r. ATRTON, 83 framer of the bill, said its real

u ob{cct was to cmancipato tho laity of the Estab-

lished Church from tho despotism of & ceitain
number of clergymen, who were at liberty now
to doas thoy pleased, and not to interfere with the
parochial system,

Sir W. HeaTiicors pressed upon the atiention
of 8ir G. Lowis that every one of the modifications
suggested by him in the bill, and upon which he
| had justified his vote for the second reading, bad
| been disclaimed by tho framer of tt,

Mr. IHorararL supported the bill in theinterests

b

lord a hobgoblin, with which ho desired to frighten , the Religious Worship Bill, oxplained tho stato of of the laity. Ho thought Sir W. Heathcoto had

tho house. Ho did not Leliovo in the success ol‘Q.tho law which it proposed to amend, whercby

no

“rather misreprosented what bod fallen from Mr.

any attempts on the part of nonconformists to ' clergyman can legally enter the parish of another| Ayrton,

overthrow tho Established Church. Should that

Church bo overthrown, it weuld be through the, out tho per .ission of tho inoumbent, and tho ' ness to adopt the suggest

growth of zeal within its own borders, and tho
coming to o orisis of those differences of opinion
which notoriously prevailed in tho Church.  With
regard to thebill beforo the house, ho recommended
that it shculd bo permitted to go into committee,

and should then bo altercd to agreo with the Act.

which was already in force in Ircland.

Mr. Nswpoats admtted that thero had beon o
grievous want of chanty oxhibited by cortain
clergymen of the Church of England, who acting
upon somo nice techuicality, had refused to read
the truly christian service of the Church over tue
graves of thair departed brethren—often brethren
in Christ, though diftering, perhaps, as to the
externals of religivn. 1o regretied that there
was no compotent tribuoal to appeal to in such
cascs. 50 that tho rights of dissenters might be
declared and enforced in open court. It was
said that the Roman Catholics would not avail
themselves of the il 1f 1t were passed, he should
think very lightly of the Romish hierarohy, how-
ever, if they did not.  Thoy considered that the
Protestant Cburch was a usurper of thelr rights,
and his objection to tho bill was, that unless the
law was mamntawed whick cstablished tho rights of
the Church of England to her churchyards, the
very first who would cnter them would be the
Roman Cathiolic prelates,

Mr. Bux7ox supported tho bill.

Mr. Warrons charasterised the Lill as & mew.-
saro designed to rearedy o minimum of grievance
by the creation of a maximum of incunvenience.
Instead of going into committce upon it, there-
fore, ho would suggest that it should bo withdrawn,
and that snother should be introduced which
would mcet the professed objects of its supporters,
and at tho s~me timo bo exempt from the ob-
jections to which tlic one before the house was
amenable.

Mr. Baings, believing that there was o feeling
on ‘part of the qpposition to do what was
reascnable towards remoying what was a real

ractical grievance, alep recommended the withe
55“1'9! the bill, and the preparation of another
freq {rom the objections urged against this, He
thonght there was an nmount of fair objection.to
the details of the measure that would justify his
hon. friend in taking that course.

8if ‘M. Pxro stated “his_readiness to comply,
with the suggestion’ of Mr. Walpore, provided
8ir W. Hexthcote would consent to withdraw bis
smendment. :

‘8ie:W. Hzatrcora having declined tq accede to
tbis: proposal, :

8ir Q. Gray expressed bis regret that the hon.
baronet shotld have detérmined upon laking that
course, and added that althoigh he had comie down
withthe inteution” of voting sgsinst the hill, he
should now retire from tho'h(om gvnd Ot Yote

ket T ey B8 = :

s

atalk:

, clergyman an perform Divino Servico there with-

y inconveniences attending this prohibition, which,
Lo romarked, was, in many instances, practically

“ disregarded.

. Mr. 8. Estcourr observed that, although the

i preamblo of tho bill purported that its object was),

1 to givo increased facilities for the performance
.. of Divino worship, its real meaning was to cnable
. tho Archbishops and Bishogs to grant licences to
« olergymen of tho Church ¢f England to perform
.« Dinino Service in any parish without the consent
, of the incumbent; in other words, to place a rival
. and competitor in every parish, in defiaoce of the
,.incumbent. e urged that no better plan could
bo adopted t. iutroduce strife and discord in
. pariehies, that it would break up the parochial
, system, which it would be better at once to do
-away with, IHe hogcd the houso would not pass
. & bill su meagre and unguanled, the professed ob-
..Ject of which cuuld Lo attained by other means,
1 0nd ho moved to defer the second reading for six
, ments. .
o Sir G. Lewis said the luw required the consent
wuf thoincumbent and the licence of the Bishop,
o and 1f the object of the bill was merely to dispenso
. with the furmer, ho was prepared to give bis voto
. for tho second reading. It did not appear to him
.« that the Lill would iaterfere with the parochial
, systemn, and if it passed with proper safegunrds,
+ond tho Bishiop's consent was provided for, he
. dud vot thiok the dangers apprehended would be
i likely tv be realised, ur that the measure would
 have mure than a very uarrow and limited uper-
aation.
w  Lord J. Masxens insisted that the rights of
. the parochinl clergy would bo invaded by the bill,
, which would saoction irritating iptrusions and
destroy the vitality of the existing parochial sys.
tem. Iie suggested cases in which'the proposed
alterations in the law would create the very evils
and excesses which it aimed at curing,

Mr. Bass supported the bill,

Mr. Sraoxer should vote for tho secend read-
ing of. the bill, believing that it might Le altered
in commitiee s0 a3.to confer a great henefit upon
the Established Church.

Mr. G. Harpy called” attention to the terms of
j-the bill, wh.ch authorised any clergyman licensed
wby the Archhishop to go as a roving preacher
into any parish in the proviuce, and officiate there
without the consent of. the incumbent. He. ob-
jected, o such a disturbance of the existing
system, which would upset the diacipline. of the
Church of Eugland, and provoke jealousy, rivalry,
and dissensions. The bill went far beyond any

f

f

evitably lead to further innovations.

which, he said, was to benefit the Church of
England, aud its effect woyld be to diminish strife
| and allsyilt-will.

grievanco that could be really felt, and must in-l

Mr. Buxtox defended the bill, the objest of,

Mr. L. Kixag, in hig roply, sigaified his readi-
) 8Y.g ions of Sir G Lowia,

T"pon & divisior: the amendment was carried b
191 to 146; so the bill is lost.

SMonday, May Gth.
THE TWENTY-NIKTII CANON OF THE CHURCH.

y  Mr, H. SrymotR asked tho Scoretary of State
wfor the Home Department, if that portion of
«Canon 29 which forbids a parent from being ad-
o mitted to answer as godfather for his own child
ybad been altered or repealed by the Convocation
nof Canterbury, sccording to the Royal license
y granted to them under the advico of Her Ma-
pJesty’s Qovernment, whetber such alteration or
prepeal would have tho effect of relieving the
» members of the Church in the Province of Canter-
bury from the obligation now lying upon them in
. xeference to sponsors,
Sic G. C. Lewis su4id the Convocation of the
o Province of Canterbury had received o license
yfrom Her Majesty to alter or repeal the 20tk
« Canon, but ginco then they had not submitted to
, tho Crown any legislative act in consequence of
. the permission thus given to them. Therefore,
, o practical question bad arisen fur the determi-
.nation of the Government, or upon which they
, could form any opinion. As to the hypothetical
, legal question juvelved in the interrogatory of the
, hon, member, ho believed that an opinion had
. been expreesed by high legal suthorities that,
,,even if this canon were rcpealed, therc would
; 8till be an ancient law of the Church in force
which would have tho eame corresponding cffect.
| That, however, was a point on which it wos im-
, possible for him to give an opinion of his own.
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