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Massachuselts ; and considering the names it
bears, and the history of the formation of the
Grand Lodge of thatancient Common weaith,
I have been more than surprised at some of
ite positions.

The Report begins with the expression of
a great deal of sympathy, and expresses the
opinion that an independent organization 1s
essential to the eflective and proper working
of the order, in the opinion of the entire craft
in Canada; but professes to fiud * well-tued
principles” in the way of recognition, amd
then states tho question at issue to be, ¢ whe-
ther it is consistent, with the recogmize!. laws
or customs of {reemasonry, for any lodges un-
der a particular jurisdiction, to secede from
the parent body without its cunsent, and 10
form, of their own authonty, a new budy,
having an independent existence and inde-
pendent powers,”

Although the question might have been
stated with greater fairness, I do not ebject to
it, as thus expressed. And I feel uo ditliculty
in saying, that if the consistency of such ac-
tion is denied, Massachusetts herself hus no
legritimate Grand Lodge whatever. She ash-
ed no ¢ consent™ to “secede” from the * pa-
rent body,” by either of her Provincial
Grand iodges. Both on the 2nd day of
January, 1783, when the old Massacliusetts
Grand Lodge assembled, after an eutie sus-
pension of eight years ; and in August 1857—
when her Saint John’s Graud Lodge met, afier
a suspension of more than twelve ycars—
we find mno such idea dreamed of,
so far as she has seen fit to discluse
hes history to the masunic world.  The
Grand Master of one of her Grand Ludges
laid in his shroud ol glury under the Kiug's
Chapel, and the other also had passed anay
from earth. An assumed ¢ clective supre-
macy,” in the one case, and a sileutly as-
sumed right to act, m the otlicr, were all that
were thought necessary in thuse + guod days
of old.” Nor was more thought needful when
the Massachusetts and S$t. John's Grand
Lodges, united in 1792, aud formed the pre-
sent Grand Lodge of Massachusetts.

Ifall this action was not secession, by what
name is it to be deseribed? Who cver keard,
among it all, that the - consent™ of tle
¢« Grand Body *? was asked, aud wlio so igno-
rant as not to know, that upon self-assumed
authority, Massachusetts inangurated a ¢ new
body, with an independent existetc c. and -
dependent powers.”™ This being true, the
committee of Massachusetts must cither disa-
vow themselves, or admit that independent
action is to be cujoyed by them valy in com-
mon with others.

I quote another paragraph frum the report
of the Massachusetts Commitice.—+ Each
¢ rand Lodge in the United States rules ang
governs without interference from auy other,
all Lodges within the civil 4.+ .~diction of the
State in which she is situ.:. —holding the
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territories as common ground, wherein each
Grand Lodzoe 15 free to charter Lodges at
pleasure, vanl each territory by being regu-
larly awmdled to the Lnion as a Slate, ac-
quires the 1ight to form a Grand Lodge, for it-
sell.  Your Cormmttee are awaro that this
has « metimes been done before admission as
a Star>: but although 1t may be alleged 1n
excuso that territories are States 1n process of
formation, we still think the practice 1llegal,
and not {0 be justified in any case, the only
gafe rule, m our opmon, being that laid
down.”

The first portion of this opimon admits of
no controversy j—no one dentes its truth and
correciness. Thesecond portion has no truth
10 sustai 1t, and, 1f Massachusetts holds to 1,
she stands alone. I would be highly thank-
ful 10 know, when, twhere, and by whom any
such rule, as to the Graud Lodges of the fer-
ritories, was established and ehat Grand
Loldge has either assented to or acquiesced in
.  For myself, I know of none. If such
Grand Lodges arc of doubtful vahdity, I can-
not withhold the question, whether my own
native and loved State 1s not now in full ma-
sonte communion with Minnesota, Oregon and
Kansas 7—and if she 1s not, why she does not
inform her sister Grand Lodges that her ma-
sonic compasses do not embrace them in tins
cirelo of masonic brothethood.

The Commuttee of the Grand Lodge of Mas-
sachusetts ond no ditheulty 1n deciding, that
all the reasons givon "y the tormers of the
Grand Lodge ot Canada make out only a case
of “simple meonvenience ;7 hold the action
they have taken to be rebellion; assert
that + n masonry there can be no long-contin-
ued oppresston,®” that ¢ there can be no temp-
tation to tyranny, for nothing is to be gained
by 1, and that + within certam bounds the
will of the mayjonity 13 absolute.”  They then
most fraternaily call the Granu Lodge of Eng-
land «our veuerable mother,” prolest against
the newly formed Grand Lodge of Canada by
resolution, and forbid all masonic communica-
tion with 1t or with any Lodge or mndividual
having any connexion therewith,

It 15 doubtless always ++inconvenient > for
masonry to be governed by a power three
thousand miles off and across an ocean. The
Grand Lodge of Massachusetts atself found 1t
so at the close of the revolutionary war, and
remedied the «nconvemence™ by its owun
act.  Canada, even more inconveniently sit-
nated than Massachusetts, has sunply done
an act of the same kind,  Isat possible, i
ine worlds or i Heaven’s high chancery, to
hold one ta be loyal, and the other treasonable ?
That « silo of the majonity > which « within
certain bounds 1s absolute,” and which the
Massachusetts Committee seo so clearly to be
a protection againet + oppression and tyranny,*
has been prostrated upon the floor of the Grand
Lodge of England by the despotic wiil of the
| present Grand Master, and has, at this mo-
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ment, as every well-informed mason knows,
only & mythical existence, at least within
that Grand Lodge of ¢ our venerable mother.??

‘In the full meaning of the second resolu-
tion passed by the Grand Lodge of Massachu-
selts, at the jecommendaten of its commeitteo,
a very large ranige 1s taken.  Carried out to
its results, as 1t obvivusly 1eads, some seven
or eght State Graud  Ludges, all their subor-
dmates, aud all the members of each, are lit
erally excotmmunicated from association with
that Grand body,—masmuch as that number ot
Grand Lodges have agreed that they will have
s« connexton ’ with this same independent
Grand Lodge of Canada.  If this wasactually
itended, it geems to me to open a fountain of
bitter waters, illy adapted to promote the
growth ot charty and brotherly love.

I have esamined, with some care, the
communications of some masonic writers on
this hughly wteresting subject, with a view of
learming all that was accessible; and I am
obhged to eapress my surpnse at what has
appeared 1 relaton to 1t in some of the lead-
g masonic publications, It has been con-
tended in one quarter that the recognition of
‘he Independent Grand Lodge of Canada by
the Grand Lodge of Ireland is of no great im-
portance. because she had only about fifteen
lodges in Cunadu, and did not burthen them
with charges so harshly as the Grand Lodge
of England did the lodges holding warrants
under her. This 1s a singular argument to be
urged, and very naturally leads to the inquiry,
why, iof Ireland’s acknotcledgement 13 of no
importance, Scotland’s refusal 1s of even as
muclt weight, when it 1s kaown that she had
a far less number of lodges inthe Provinee
under her care. If m a terntory free and
open for the adimission of warranted lodges by
ditferent foreign Grand Lodges, the question
of nght and wrong 1= to be settled by the
greater or lesser number of lodges introduced
by each. then we have mtroduced a new
masonic taie of practicy, the existence of
wlich 1s vet unhnown to our constitutions,
and equally unknown to themntellectual tribu-
nals of masomie equity and justice.

And it has been conterded too, strange as
it may scem. that since the separation of
Canada from Frauce. the three Grand Lodges
ot Great Britamn and Ireland, have « held and
improved™ that Province, (to use the langu-
age of the writer,) a8 a < copurcenary or a
pattnershirp nhientance, with a joint right
of =uccession**—as +on¢ hewr holding the
premisos as an estale in common.”® With
such a view of her position, Canada might
well complain that this nteresting masonic
partnership of the rose, the shamrock and the
thistle, did not transact its business under
some regular partnership title, and issue its
todge warrants 1n the name of the firm. It
mught also have been important to eaquire, in
what respective ndividual proportions theso
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