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word only, but in his works ; the sky, the r>oe*n, the 
mountninn, and the flowers. There is celestial elo­
quence in all .these things. In a word, he must be 
free, noble, brave, tender, and true. J. W. N.

Itctitrü).
.1 Short Catechism on the Duty of Con forming to the 

Established Church, at good Subjects and good 
Christians : being an abstract of a larger Catechism, 
on the same subject. By the Right Rev. Thomas 
Birgf.ss, D. D , Bishop of St. David's. Ninth edi­
tion : London. Ue•printed at St. John, N. B., by 
Lewis M. Durant &. Co. 1937 : With an Addition 
to the Uc-print. 12 pp. *

“ Q. Why did Si, Peter say ‘ for the Lord’s sake 
“ A. Because the Lord has taught us by his exam­

ple to ■yihuiit to the ordinances of those who rule over 
us ; and not to give offence by disobedience. Matt. 
xvii/27.”

We very much doubt wlictlier St. Peter used the 
phrase in question for the reason here assigned : at 
least we think we could assign n better reason. But 
let it lie even as is here supposed, the example of our 
Lord shows to what kind of “ ordinances” we must 
submit. His submission was in the case of “ custom 
or tribute,"1 a matter perfectly within the rightful and 
legitimate jurisdiction of the Civil government. Our 
Lord has never set us an example to violate con­
science by a blind submission in religious matters to 
any Civil power : An instance of this kind would be 
in point, and would go far to sustain the imscriptural 
grounds Dr. Burgess has pursued—this instance, how­
ever, ran never be exhibited. But why talk of such 
submission ? Neither the laws of our land nor the 
Sacred Scriptures, require it.

“ (|. Who is sworn to defend and uphold the 
Church, as established by law ?

“ A. The King. ‘
“ Q. 1 low do you mean—‘ to uphold and defend the 

Churdi
“A. ‘ To maintain the Church in the unity of 

true religion, and in the Imnd of pence.’ ” (See the 
King’s Declaration, prefixed to the Thirty Nine Ar­
ticles.)

We grant that, for years after the Reformation, it 
was the desire of the Sovereign to bring all the subjects 
of the realm into a state of conformity to the Articles 
and Ceremonies of the State-Church, and for this pur­
pose penal laws were made and enforced, with what 
effect history can best say. That the “ Declara­
tion” in question was made under these circumstances 
is evident not only from historic fart, but from the 
very face of the “ Declaration” itself. But every per­
son, not notoriously ignorant, must he aware of what 
is called the Toleration Act, passed in the 1st year 
of Willi am and Mart, and extended by Statute 10. 
Ann. e. for the relief of non-conformists who 
were liable to intolerant and oppressive laws which 
were a disgrace to the Statute-Book,—and more es­
pecially, of the further extension of the principle of 
toleration bv the 52d. George III. c. 155, entitled 
•‘An Act to repeal certain Acts, and amend other 
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Acts, relating to religious worship and assemblies, and 
persons teaching, or preaching therein 29 Ju|y| 
1812. To quote, therefore, Statutes, or “ Decla­
rations,” made during reigns of religious intolerance,- 
by which many were compelled unjustly to suffer, 
and before the Acts of Toleration were passed by 
which persons, conscientiously non-comforming to the 
Establishment are relieved from grievous oppression, 
in proof that the Sovereign is hound to “ uphold and 
defend the Church” of England in the sense which 
Dr. Burgess attaches to the phrase, “unity of true 
religion,” is perfectly inapplicable,—as much so as 
were wo to quote against the Protestant Episcopal 
Church of England, Statutes passed in favour of the 
Romish Church during the reign of Popery. —Though 
the Sovereign is “ sworn to uphold and defend the 
Chvrch, as established by law,” he or she, is not 
“ sworn” so to do by the oppression and destruction 
of other Protestant Churches not so established ; but 
by the Statute-laws of the land is pledged to “ uphold 
and defend” even these in their just and legal rights 
and privileges.

“ Q. Do not the laws require an nniforinity of 
public worship, tlrat i«, that there should he only one 
form of public worship ?

“ A. Yes.
“ Q. What is that form of public worship ?
“ A. The form of public Worship, which is set forth 

in the hook of Common Prayer.
Will the approvers of these answers and ques­

tions favour us with authenticated copies of, er 
extracts from, these laws ; by which, regardless of 
private judgment, and established usages, the various 
Christian denominations under British rule, arc nott 
required to observe “on/y one form of public worship,” 
and this form the one “ which is set forth in the hook 
of Common Prayer ?” If such laws exist, what are the 
penalties of non-conformily ? If any, we would ask 
why they are not inflicted ? To what sourco are 
we indebted for this leniency ? Is it to the indiffer­
ence, or friendly feeling of the champions of the Es­
tablishment ? Wc feel thankful to a gracious Provi­
dence that this Catechism is not Law—nor Gospel !

“ Q. What do yon conclude from the form, charac­
ter, and privileges of the Church of Christ ?

“ A. I conclude first, that as there is one holy Catho­
lic Church, for which Christ died, we have no coven­
anted hope of salvation, hut as being faithful mem­
bers of it.”

This “ one holy Catholic Church” is a spiritual 
Church, and is not confined to any one sect, whether 
established by law or not. It is true out of this Church 
there is no salvation ; hut it is not true, out of the 
Church of England there is no salvntiop—otherwise 

j the Church of England is the “ one holy Catholic 
I Church,” an opinion abundantly refuted as well by 
! the previous arguments, as by the positive assertion, 
j already quoted, of Archbishop Seeker, one of the dig- 
| Hilaries of the Established Church.
[ “ Secondly, that all true churches arc parts of the
j one holy Catholic Church ;—”

This cannot be denied : but how many true cliurch- 
I es are there in the world ? We think we have give®'


