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migbl be lorb'ultliiijj i\ lU'ffvulor. If Mi'; nor-

luoii ill qu"8lioii hud liocui iiii iitl.'u'.k on aon-

tinients lield by tlio liialiop, iia it wii8 siii at-

iiick ou tlioso held by tlio miiiistor luid bis

contrropiitioii,— the jiisbop bimsolf wodlii

bmdiy have failed to tbank hia dufondor, and

ivli.ii. ilill"<M'.'iitly ii'iMi t'';il wlilfh I rcftd from
bit) poii in Iho Standaud of to day's date.

Now l;r»'tlut'n, \ put ibii? ctiae in connec-
tion Willi ib(! liyuod from a Cbrist Church
point of vit'w.

It buy, I bfliuve, bppii impressed npon you
to load him with Ma best rcvviinis. How j],,^^ ^i,,, ^y„„(l it* to boil thia ftad every olUer
mucii more, when I stood np, hh I believed,

« for niy mister, (ind for niycburcb, in defence

of tbo ministry Which bi^^d been entrnsicd lo

mo with the most .solemn adjunilions. Hlill,

bud I iicted in the manner described, 1 should

have been unworthy of ihu iniQif«try.

I havo tiio consolation of believin;;, from

numerous testimonies, that tbo step wai> ap-

proved by the congregation gonerally,—some
of whom even on their dying beds, have re-

ferred to it with tears.

But in fact there was do other way open to

wound ol the eliurch.

Now ii is not n synol in ifsolf that I object

to, but the pri:u;iplea on which the pro|)Oscd

synod is urouiidcd. And seeing in this cuso
ibe working of ibof principles nod feeling

certain from the vor;, nature of the assurnp*
tion on which they are based, that they will

still work, Ihoiiirh in another form, thn ques-
tion arises, is it safe to go into such a synod?.
Who will suggest a tribunal by which such

I case as this could * c trieii ? For I find in

the proposed synod no provision made for

me of dealinir with this otfensivo discourse, t-ying ilio Uisiiop himself, whoever maybe
There was no tribunal in the country wh!ch|ilie incuiiibtni of the ollice. I wish to speak
could have dealt with tbo erroneous doctrinoUvith all respect. This is a public question

.

which I believed it to contain. I had no] We are coustituting, or professing to consti-

hope that the Bishop would rebuke the'tute, the clMirch for our children. And
preacher. lie has ndeed ?inci> intimatedisurely wi; cmniot omit irom oiir considera-
ihat there was nothing in the sermon whichliion the chief part of that consMiution,—the
wout beyond the liberty of opinions in head. Now, as in tho proposed constitution,

the Church of England, and of which any

formnl notice could bo taken. T mny ob-

serve, my brethren, in passing, that the

iho Bishop can say" no " to every proposal
of the rosl of the body, it is plain that no
tribunal can try the bisliof), except a revolu-

nreacher on that occasion, was guilty of n'tionaiy oue,— i c, ouo which will destroy tbo

great breach of trust ia using my pulpit toiprorogaiive.

tench doctrines which ho knew were notor-| It may bo supposed that the convention
iously adverse to my own. The pulpit is'wHi alter tliis. Tue Bishop does not sup-
nnder the exclusive contro! of the luinister'pose so. He hns adojitod the resolutions

who, as ho must have known, is accountablejwhich include, ~ though they do not express
for the doctrine taught, so far as in him lie?.'—the veto, as the "understanding" on

I say, then, that in this case,—in the casewhich the convention meats. See the circu-
of the letter I havo read to you, condemning lar to the "Clergy nnd Laity." And in

me for my protest.,—the Bishop, relying looking over the prograuiinc set forth, I must
doubtless, on the irresponsible nuthorityjexpress my own feelings that there is appar-
•which I am sure ho sincerely believes hejently little' that snvors of religion in the
possesses, combined in his own person tholuioveineut, but mncli thut reseaibles an np-
funclions of prosecutor, witness and judge ;!proacliirig pnliti'-al contest. At least I

functions which, I ventu'-R to SHy,exce|)t injuiust say iheit when elnetions are directed to

tli« ecclesiastical law, (if this be law) or itiibe held in any chureli,— for the registrar of
(iovernment over infants or elaves, are the dioceee, it would soem, haa kindly ar-
never allowed to meet in one person. j^^ranged that this proceeding shall take placo

I must also observe, that on applying tojiu the sacred edifice it?elf ;— (subject, I be-
the Bishop to know what others witnessed licvc, to the approval of a committee)—and
against me ;

at what council, if any, thisjwhen the communicants and congregation
sentence was decided on ; and what record, |are called to whit may be a partv strife,

if any, was made in the archives of the dio-!where no sound of discord shonld be' heard,
cese ; this information was refused,and I was'it does a little griUe on my ideas of the sane-
referred, for redress, to the Arcbhidhop ofjiity jiiui ficvotion which one would like to seo
Canterbury, which means, 1 believe, a cosilyljireservcd arnon^isi ii.-.

lawsuit, 1 am ((uito frUro'if Archdeacon Gil-} 15nt to revert to Uio question from Iha
•on knew these things, bo would write some-iOhiibt Ohuieli point ol view. How is the
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