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DEOCISIONS BREGARDING NEWSPAPERS.

1. Any person Who takes a paper regularly from the post-office,
whether directed in his pame or anothers, or whether he has
subseribed or not, is nsaible for payment.

2. If a person orders his paper discontinued. he must pay all
arrears, or the publishar may continue to send it until g.ymont
is made, and then oollect the whole amount, whether the paper
{s taken from the office or not.

3. In suits for subscriptions, the suit may be instituted in the
place where the paper is published, although tha subscriber may
reside hundreds of miles .'n{.

4. The ocourts have decided that refusing to take ne
periodicals from the post-ofMoce, or removing and leavin
unoalled for, while unpald, is * prima facie " evidence o
tional fraud.

The DOMINION CHURCHMAN b Twe Dellars a
Year., It puid strictly, that is promptly in advance, the
price will be ene dellar ; and in ne insti.uce will this rule
be departed from. Subscribers at a distance can easily
see when thelr subscriptions tall due by looking at the
address label on thelr paper. The Paper is Sent unti)
evdered to be stopped. (See abeve decisions.

The ** Domanion Churchman” is the organ o1
the Church of England in Oanada, and is an
swcellont medium for advertising—bemg a family
paper, and by far the most extensively cir-
culated Church jowrmal wm the Domimon.
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LESSONS for SUNDAYS and HOLY-DAYS.

Bept. #7th -17th BSUNDAY AFTRR TRINITY.
Morntng—Jeremiah v. Galatians v 13.
Evening—Jeremiah xxii. or xxxv. Luke iii. to 23.

THURBDAY, SEPT. 24, 1886.

The Rev. W H Wadleigh is the only gentle-
man travelling authorized to collect subscrip
tions for the “ Dominion Churchman.”

Lorp Esury's Ipea or TeE CEURCE OF EN6LAND
—About two months ago, Lord Eoury addressed a
letter to the Times on ** The Church of England.”
This letter has been sent to the Bishop of Oarlisle.
who has sent a reply which appeared in the Times
The letter is too lung for our columns, butthe most
important parts are the following paragraphs :—1.
“ What we should like to know,” asked Lord
Ebury, “ from the right reverend bench is whether,
in their opinion, our Church is still the Reformec
Church of England, or whether it is Anglo-Catho-
lic, or, in other words, & Church gradually lapsing
agaian to Rome, or whether they are unable to give
any answer at all to the question.” To which the
Bishop answers : ‘* Undoubtedly our Church is still
the Reformed Church of England ; no step has been
taken, no act; has been done, no word has been
spoken, either by Church or by Siate, to alter the
conditions upon which the R-formation of the six
teenth century was based. Union with Rome is as
1mpossible now as it has ever been ; or if there ever
was a ray of hope it must have been extinguished
In the most sanguine breast by the proceedings of
Pius IX. You proceed to ask ‘ whether it is Anglo
Oatholic,’ to which also 1 should reply undoabtedly
our Church is Anglo-Catholic ; for if Anglo-Catholic
means anything, it implies the English branch of
the Oatholic Church, which is precisely that which
we of the Church of England assert the Church of
Eogland to be. We assert our Church to be the
trae representative of the Catholic Church, we re.
Pudiate the name of Roman Catholics, we say that
the Bishop of Rome has no jurisdiction over the
Archbishop of Oanterbury, and it would seem that
all this and the like doctrine is conveniently ex-
Pressed by the phrase Anglo-Catholic. I should
declare that ‘our Church is still the Reformed
Church of England, and may rightly and conveni-
ently be described as Anglo-Oatholic.’

“ But this declaration cannot at all be accepted
by your lordship and those who sympathige with
you; for you say that Anglo-Catholic means, *in
other words,’ a Church gradually lapeing again to
Rome. These are * other words ' indued ; for they
seem as completely as possible to contradict the
obvious and only conceivable meaning of the term
which they purport to explain. . . . In fact, tak-
ing your lordship's words exactly as they stand,

they suggest as distinctly as possible a contradic-
tion 1n terms.

TauprriNG wrTH THE PRAVER BoOk. —The Bishop
of Carhisle thus deals with the proposal to de.
C’Mholicise the Prayer Book, it would, he believes,
give a tremendous impulse to Romanism. “ The
fact is, my dear lord, that yon live to a certain ex-
teot in a glass house, from which it is dangerous to
throw stones. I have lying before me a Bill intro-
duced by your lordship into the House of Lords,
entitled, ‘ The Prayer Book Amendment Act,” by
which it is proposed, and that, cbserse by the sim-
ple power of Parliament, to change the * doctrine
and discipline ' of the Church of England. Had
this Bill become an Aet, it is not too mach to say
that the Church of England as a national instita-
tion would have been well-nigh destroyed ; it is
difficult to prophesy what would have followed, but
undoubtedly such a revolution would have been
effected as has not been witnessed for centuries,
and a greater help would have been given to that Ro-
manism which your lordship dreads than could have
been supplied in any other way. Your lordship has
proved yourself, by the introduction of this Bill, to
be an incompetent judge as to what the doctrine
and discipline of the Church really are. Your
lordship endeavours to change the doctrine and
discipline of the Church of England as contained
in the Book of Common Prayer, and then aoccuses
of unfaithfulness those who solemnly profess to
accept the Book of Common Prayer ex animo. Your
lordship appears to hold that a man may honestly
object to the doctrine and discipline of the Church
of England. and even try to change them, provided
that his leanings be not towards Rome ; but I would
assure your lordship of my honest conviction that
auy tampering with the Book of {Common Prayer,
in the direction of Geneva, would in reality give a
tremendous tmpulse to many souls in the very direc-
tion which you would wish them to avoid.”

It is well to note the Bishop of Carlisle is not
even a High Churchman.

Dr. Porrs QorrectED ABOUT METHODISM.—Dr.
Potts is, we all know, amiable, just, indeed, the
sort of a man one cannot but desire to be on good
terms with. But Dr. Potts has made & serious
mistake about the Methodist body, and, strange as
it may seem, we hold the honour of that body
much higher in esteem on this point, than even its
distinguished preacher. Dr. Potts has allowed
himself to be inflated with the very intoxicating
gas of prohibitionism, which plays sad havoe with
the mental faculties. In a recent sermon he took
occasion to allude to the attitude of the Methodist
body to total abstinence as having been always
favourable to that intemperate form of temperance.
We know otherwise. In our yourger days we
heard a debate on ¢ Teetotalism,” between Dr.
Lees the noted advocate of total abstinence, and
the Rev. James Bromley, a Wesleyan preacher,
who was selected for this debate by the Methodist
body, and whose line of argunment was that univer-
sally followed by all Wesleyan preachers and mem-
bers in those days. The Methodists took the
ground that the Bible inculeated ** Temperance ”
and not * Teetotalism.” They also argued that
Teetotalism -was opposed to the Gospel by leading
its adherents to rest satisfied with an act at the
best of barren morelity. They contended that the
mere non-commission of the one sin of drunken.
ness was elevated to the place of spiritual obedi-

ence to the law of Christ by the converted heart.!

The Methodists had sound reason on their side.
Teetotalism waagirectly in antagonism to Chris-
tianity in those days, just as now it is to the spirit
and teachings of the Christian religion, although
nominally in alliance with it. The Metholism of
James Bromley's days was a wholly different thing
to what it is to-day, and in nothing more marked
than this, that then it was a brave contemner of
the world and worldly ways and worldly men, a
purely spiritual force, while now—the change is
manifest. Frowm reliance upon God and Preachers
for the work of moral reform to trust in Magis-
trates and Police there is a great drop.

Rev. Dr. Ports axp Prommsition.—The following
letter to a daily paper from the Rev. D.J. Mac-
donnell, is 8o timely and so marked by his char-
acteristic bravery, sound sense and clearness, that
we are glad to give it space.
discussion during the past half century it has come
to pass that the virtue of ‘ temperance - as enjoin-

ed by Bt. Paul and St. Peter, and practised by the

Lord Jesus Christ, has come to be looked at ask-
ance by large numbers of good men, and even con-
demned by not a few of them as a sin, and that
language had been misused to such an extent that
in the minds of hundred of persons accustomed to
hear denunciations not merely of drunkenness, but
of drinking, ‘ temperance ’ means not moderation
but total abstinence.

“ A similar fate seems to threaten the word ! pro.
hibition.” *When I find & hard headed Presbyterian
winister issuing a catechism in which the question
18 asked, *‘Where is prohibition found in the
Bible ?’ and auswered thus: *In Prov. xxiii. 81,
‘ Look not then upon the wine when it 1s red,’’
etc.; and when I find so clear-head a man as Dr.
Potts preaching a stirring sermon in wh ch he
deals with three phases of so-called ¢ prohibition,’
viz., (1) ‘personal prohibition, meaning volun-
tary abstinence, (2) ‘domestic prohibition,’ ard
(8) legal prohibition, I feel constrained to ask
brethren to be more exact in their choice of words.
¢ Prohibition’ has a well defined meaning. The
t-xt * Look not unto the wine,’ elc., has no more
to do with °prohibition’ than the ot.er onme,
‘ Let no man therefore judge youin meat or in
drink.’ Voluntary abstinence from whiskey has no
more to do.with *prohibition’ then voluntary
abstinence from green tea or unripe fruit has to do
with the passing of a law prohibiting the importa-
tion of any sort of tea or the raising-of any sort of
fruit. The exercise of . parental authority in the
banishing of wine from the table has no more to do
with ¢ prohibition’ than a father’'s injunction,
* My boy, don't get your feet wet,” has to do with
a statute prohibiting all citizens from going out of
doors on a wet day.

“I do not, of course, for & moment suspect my
friend, Dr. Potts, whose reiurn to Toronto we of
the church catholic hail with satisfaction, has any
intention of playing fast and loose with words;
but not all his hearers, and not all your readers, are
8o clear-headed as he is; and when he talks_to
them of ¢probibition’ as inclading voluntary
abstinence and the exercise of authority in the home
in regard to strong drink, many hundreds will, I
suspect, be found saying, *I vote for prohibition,’
who would not say so with so great readiness if the
true issue, viz.,” * legal prohibition,” and tha$ alone
were put before them. Scores of men in this com-
munity are voluntary abtainers who will never be
prohibitionists.”

—It will be remembered that the St. Louis Ex-
position took its stand on keeping its exhibition
closed on Sunday. It came out handsomely ahead
in its financial exhibit at the close. Godliness did

not hurt it. The New Orleaus exhibition decided
otherwise, and is open all day Sundays. It has
been under a cloud, and a losing concern from the

day it opened, in spite of the government loan to
help it.—Church News. ‘

“In the course of '
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