
A.

(

It WA9 rljfbt t'oat Ibo Binhop should liMve

•ei forth bis views before thn cougregHtiuos.:

Bat, that beio^ done, he should, ia my bum-j
ble judgment, have retired, und lul't the con.t

gregatiout) and ministry free to deliberate ou!

bis proposals.
|

On this groiind I protested three several

|

times against the evident unfairuesj ot expect-l

ing myself and congregation to be bound by|

a movement of the nature and ends of which!
the majority, I am persuaded, are still pro-!

foondly ignorant. And I mast also observe!
that this movement, so far as authority is:

concerned, is only the act of individuals,

however highly esteemed, and not ttf the con-i

gregation.
j

Now I believe that the trne bnriness andi

end of a synod is that ot a voluntary union

|

n( congregations, who have agreed on their!

common faith, to combine their strength inj

spreading abroad the gospel and, in common
|

ebristian works. And bad these been purely
the ends of the present movement, I for one
would not have opposed it. So far from this

being the case it has at the outset been
grounded oa principles utterly repudiated by
a large body in the Church of England.

I must put this matter plainly before you,
because I declare to you my conviction that

the purity of the reformed faith is in danger
from those principles.

Had it not been for the occurrences which
took place at the consecration of the church,
when, before you all, I protested against
ritoalism ; and had it not been for what has
ensued Irom that protest ; I, too, might have
been led into the unconscious acceptance ot

principles, the nature of which I might have
discovered when too late.

What has subsequently happened I feel 1

asuflt now briefly put before you. It is a

daty which I owe to my ministry and the

eaaae of troth; to my family; and to you, my
bdoved brethren. To you, the congregation,
beoanie lever since that protest theie has been
A sonething, you scarcely have known what,
disturbing your quiet if not obstructing your
edification; to my ministry, that I may not be
aapposed to have ej^ercised it nnlawfully ' to

my children, that my name may not ..j a
reproach to them when my lips are silent.

I must therefore put a certain letter before

you; a letter wbittb, whatever others may
have done, I have never communicated, nor
spoken of, except to some very few members
of the congregation, who have sought of me
»• explanation ; and you will bear me wit>

fieis, my friends, that, whatever wrong ma^

hiiv* lieeu done to me, I huve not gone

whispering Hmong you to foment dissensionb.

WhHl I say, therelore, I say openly.

The letter to which I allude is a judgioetit

passed upon mo by the Birfhop, for the protest

which 1 uttered on the occcasion referred to;

rtnd I produce it now in order, first, that this

element of disquiet,—so far at least as ilia

a hidden one,—may be removed from nmoncst

you; and also, because it forcibly illustrates

what I wish to say aa to the dangerous' na-

ture of the principle on which the projected

synod ie virtually based ;
the doctrine, I

mean, of the apostolical succession; the con-

troversy of ages and of all the churches.

And here F wish you to bear in mind, that

I bring this before you as an official act on

the Bishop's part, and not as a pursonal mat-

ter ; the said letter having been sent by him
to the Church Wardens (who did not send il

back) and therefore virtually published.

What I thorefore now say to you is in 'some
sense my defence, as well as pertinent to my
general argument.

This is the letter :

—

' Bishop's Closb, Victoria,

Decmbeer 14, 1872.

Rkv. Sir :—Having ofiFered you, with no

good result, several opportunities of express-

ing regret at your conduct on the 5th of De-

cember, a regret which should be expressed

to your Bishop, who was unhappily present

an eye and ear witness of the sad scene; to

your brother minister whom, you openly in-

sulted in the House of God, and to the con-

gregation whom you disturbed and distress-

ed, it now remains for me to discharge a
most painful duty, the more painful consider*

ing your position as Oean of the Cathedral
and as senior clergyman of the diocese, from
whom might be expected at least an example
of self-control, propriety and order.

On the 5th of December, at the evening
service of the Day of Consecration 6f Christ

Church, immediately after the sermon by the

Archdeacon of Vancouver, instead of pfoceed*^

ing with the service, you stood np, and in

irritating and chiding language yon de'<

nounced your b*'otber clergyman by name,
and amongst other words declared that he had
violated the law of the church, the law of the

land, and the law ot God in the Scriptures.

Being evidently undec excitement, your
manner and language caused unseemly dis-

turbance in the congregation. There were
vehement expressions such as are only heard
in secular buildings and m drinking saloond,

stamping of feet, clapping of bands, and
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