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~ CHAPEL PROPERTY.

Woe are quite aware, that our article, on
this subject, in the Frebruury unwmber, re-
quired further explanation,  The obscuvity
of it arwse fiom an errvor, discovered when it
way too late to rectify it sufliciemly.

We intended to show the position in which
the members of the Wesleyan  Methodist
Church were placed, rolative to thetr
chapel property, aud asserted, that with the
absolute ownership of that property by the
Conterence, there was no security tor the in-
tegrity, purity, and permauency of Methodism
iu'Cumuln, under the management of the
leaders of the Conference of the Wesleyan
Methodist Church; ws added, that should
Dr. Ryerson return with fresh impressions,
with his power in the Conference, he might
do anything. \We also stated, that moro than
the exclusive use of the chepels is insisted on
by the leaders of the Conference.

The error we committed, was in referring
this subject specinlly to the deed of settle-
ment for tha chapel property, which has but
a remote connection with the deed of settle-
ment. ’

We have only ta suppose, that on the occa-
sion of the dissolution of the Union in 1540
the contract of union then subsisting had
been broken by the Wesloyan Methodist
Church, instead of the British Missionary
Commiittee, what would have been the eflect
on the chapel property

Every portion of it would have become
the property of the Biitish Conference!

Our readers will recollect, that it afford-
ed Dr. Ryeison aud the onference, at that
time, strong grounds of congratulation to the
membets of the Church, that all the chapel
property was secured to the Conference, be-
cause the British Canference were the party
who broke up the union. We need only re-
fer to the litigation in the coses of the Belle-
ville and ‘Vaterloo Chapels, for another illus-
tration and proof of this fact. 1t was because
that the identity of the Methodist Episcopal
Chareh in Canada with the Wesleyan Metho-
dist Church was not proved, or not admitted
by the court (we do not kuow which), that
those two chapels were awarded to the latter.
With reference to them, worthy and pious
men  had  subsecribed, collected  subserip-
tions, and built chapels, fondly imagining that
they had secured a spiritzal asylum for them-
selves and their children, during their earthly
pilgrimage.

But what was the consequence? how
did they lose that property? certainly, in
equity, more theirs than the property
of any one else; they lost it because of a
change in the desiguation, government, and
discipline of the body to which they be-
longed, made without their consent, and
without consulting them, and which occasion-
ed their separation,

We ask the members of the Wesleyan
Methodist Church if they think it safe to re-
main exposed to a similar event?

They ars now expased to it; and, in 1810,
were within an bair's breadih of losing the
whale of their chapel propery!

It is true the Conference advocates, if they
have any, may sa

have been alicnated in such a case, it woulid
have remuined tho property of the Confer-
enee still.  lere i3 the diffieulty, thoe vital
question we have to deal with in relution to
this praperty.

When ¢ religions community raise funds,
by great exertions and sactilices, and build a
huuse of prayer, for themsclves, and their
tamilies, and their neighbows, and v inten-
tion, for generations to come, whase do they
suppose is the property, theits or that of the
Conterence !

Wheu a deed is executed, vesting the said
property in trustees, for the exclusive use of
the Conference of the W esleyan Methodist
Chureh; do they consider that the Conference
are to be «ieemed the ubsoluze owners of it
No! The Conference do aot go so far as
this, in theory at least. I3 there not, in the
trust deed, g virtual contract, that the Con-
ference shall have the uso of the property on
condition? Are not sume of these conditions,
that the Conference shall abide by the disci-
pline, and all the institutions of Methodism,
and that the Couference shull continue thy
samo body T But if the Conterence alter their
designation, and theiv relation to other
branches of the general Methodist body, sud
become, as decided by courts of jastice, di-
vested of property, or pussessors of property
in consequence of thut chunge, either in thewr
disaphine or in their relation to other bodies
of Methodists, or become another body, are
not thess conditions vislated 7 Under theso
circumstanees g community do not know who
they ave building a chapel for, ultimutely.

This was tho situstivn of the Belleville

and made sate and swie thut they nre not sub-
seribing aud building chapels for uther parties
as in the cuses of Belleville and Waterloo,
But there i3 no secutity that the present
chapel property shall abide under its present
ownership, to be enjuyed in accordance with
the intentions aud expectations implied in
contraets enivting when they were erected,
but that which may be afforded by the inter-
ference of' the people themselves, W e think
that Lay-representation is the only preventa-
tive of this danger; and we are certain, that
it the system of lay-representation comes
into aperation, the chapel property will not be
in dunger of heing alienated, by moeaus of an
union hereafter to be made or dissolved.

THE CAUSE OF AND REMEDY FFOR
. DIVISION.

Wae have boen mduced to eall the attention of our
readers to this subjuct, from the riseninstunee, that one
of our late mumbers was returned to us, having the
following words written an the margin :e~

“ Mark them weho cause divisions among yon and avoid
them.—D. Prrrnrson

‘T'his quotation seems to be dexigned to canvey to us
a reprool, althaugh it imght have been, with equal pro-
priety, employed to enconrage mul sitnulate us in
the inful but necessary service upon which we have
entered.

As a reproof we receive it; and, in the epirit of
wisdom and charity, would we refer toit.  If we have,
in any particular, erred frow the straght puth of duty,
cither by entening upon the suerons tisk of endeu.
vouring to bring ubout an ceclesiastical reformation,
or by the manner i which vur labours have been cons
ducted, and 1" our frend (for such wo presnwme ho is)
deaigng, by areference to divine anthanty, to con -iico
us of our error, and to bungus back to the right way,
lie deserves not only our unteigned gratitede but our
sincere thanke.  \We freely adunt the value of renrouf,

and Waterloo people, aud this would have

when given with such wisdom and clearness ax that it

been the situation of all the property now | may correct by convmnemg the judgement, but our
held by the Wesleyan Methodist Chuteh, if | fiend wil aliow, that it may be given vawisely—out

the Conference had violated the articles of
union, instead of thoe DBritish Missionary
Committec.

Our readers, therefore, will, no doubt, ad-
mit, that we are cortect in not wishing the
ordiary decd of trust to be altered, in 1efer-
ence to the Conference having the exclusive
use of the chapel prapeity; and, that we are
correct in desiring an alteration to the eflect,
that the Couference shall not be allowed to
alter the designation it had when the particu-
lar property was invested for their use, nor
alter their velation to other branches of the
Methodist body, or become auy other body,
nor depart from the institations and discipline
of the Couference, in effect, at the timo of
such investment, nor make any cheange aflect-
ing the ownership of the chapel property,
without consulting the members of the Chiurceh.
Fhis alteration of tho deed is imperative and
immedietely called for, as in the event of uny
contemplated union, the chapel property will
go with the body created by that union, und
be lost to all thut may separate in conse-
quence of that union, as well as to all the vest
on its dissalution,

Such an alteration of the deed, however,
will only affect chapels to be hereafter built,
aud we strongly recommend that, in all such
cases, no steps thould be taken towards-the
settlement of newly built chapels, 1l the
parties, for whom ﬂwy: are erected, are se-

of senson, and, theretore, be wnprofitablz and vain,

The language of the reprool i whon from Paul's
Epistle to the Romans§ but, bewg cinjorntnd from its
connection, fuils to cotney the Apustle’s meaning, and
may be wrested to produce an ipression dircetly at
varianco with his desigu.

The divisions cundemned by the Scriptore, aro
clearly defined; bnt, i the quotation, are not specified.
The language of the Epistle is, * Now I bescech you,
brethren, mark them who eanse divicon < and offences,
contrary to the ductriae whoek ye hacelcarned ; and avoid
them,”

The words in italics are cssentid to onr apprehend-
my the design of the Apoxile, yet they are entirely
overlooked, or put anide by Mr Petersen m his guotas
ton, which condemns ull darsen ndiscrminately,
while the words of the Apovle condenn such only as
are contrary to sound doctnne.  Wo dvsire fully, und
atall times, to yicld ourselvesta the enunail here given;
and of our foend will meet us i calin seriptural argu-
wentation, upion the gred we limne talien, in defenco
of the Christian biertb s of onr people, 2 2 Charel,
we will, with wmueh {leasare, pablish s conanunica.
tons, "There aro nonn who tore sincerely desre
nmty, nod fova peace, than we do, yet we wilf never
cunvent to purchage the ous or the wiher, ut tha ex-
pense of prmaple. We are notignorant of the whe-
ritanee of the fanaful with 1e-cct W dlus; and are
preporad, as good soldiers, to cinlure the ve proach of
the Cross.  Tho nwbuadors of” Christ wite not only
chiarzed with creating division, bt with “minmg the
world up side dowa ! Taey imvaded, by ther
preachng, tue peaco of funiies, of societes, and of
nations.  Mark tha scenes of viot, confivon, and up-
roar which often nttended their labours 2 aund, as n con.
sequence. the miflerings to which they vere expoced,
by the desertion of friends, the fury of tie pogmlace,
and the severity of the ol wingrstrates, yet they

labonred sull, and ouly ceased thix work of disixion
. . u
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