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Bavtimers, Feb. 9ih, 1852,

Rt. Rev. and Dear Sir,—

Your favour of the 3cd of Dec. is before
me. [Its tone of mingled courtesy, and su-
iliousness served only to excite a smile,
but shall not provoke me to the utter-
ance of a sentence disrespectful to my eccle-
siastical superior, The answer which 1
now send you, has in part been written
some weeks, but numerous engagements
have prevented my copying it.

Your observation concerning “the deli-
eacy and propriety of my resort to your
eorrespondence with the Vestry of Christ
Charch,”. renders it proper for me to say,
that the gxtracts in my former letter, on
this subject, were taken from the public
records of the Vestry of Christ Church,
Baltimore. Of course your exception has
no force.

Alludiag to the interview held at your
bouse on the evening of July 26, 1842, you
state, *° Now, there was surely some object
of the interview. What was it, what could
it be, but to learn, whether there were any
grounds or reasons for modification of wy

reviously formed conclusion 1’ As you
gue admit the very point for which I quot-
ed from the public records of Christ
Church, viz., that you had * previously
formed your conclusion” and had thus so
far as you were concerned, “‘ declined "' the
jovitation to Christ §Church, [ have no
occasion to say anything further on this
head : gince, if you had, previously to see-
ing me, formed your *‘ conclusion” 1o de-
cline, it is not easy to conceive how you
‘could still have the subject of ** acceptance
under consideration,” as you stated you
bad in a furmer communication.

_ But then, you now tell me, ¢ surely there
was some object in that interview,” &c.
Mark, how the case stands! Your own
“ conclusion ” was formed previously to
seeing me, you declare you arrived at it
“on grounds iudependently”of the inter-
view.” What then could have been the
object of this intezview ?  Your refusal of
the invitation to the Rectorship of Christ
Church was concluded. You informed me
of the same. | then stated to you that I
had concluded to accept the invitation.
Then ensued the conversation relating to
the Lecture Room services of Christ Church,
Baltimore; when you urged your opinions
on the same, and when | declined agreeing
with you, on the grouuds previously stated,
you emphatically charged irregularity. |
plead the contrary, and cited practice and
usage, and declared that I could not con-
sent 1o a change which would be a reflec-
tion on my brother’s ministry and also on
my own. Llere your object becomes mani-
fest. You sought to ohtain from me a pro-
mise to forego that mode of conducting our
Lecture Room services, which my brother,
(now the assistant Bishop of the Diocese of
Virginia,) had found so useful,and to which
you had reasous to suppose | was-attached.
You were anxicus to revolutionize the
whole character of these Lecture Room
services, and, as you expressed yourself,
make Christ Church * a model Church.”
Thinking this Church wzs a tolerably fair
model already, and not foud of novelties, 1
concluded to follow as nearly as I could in
the footsieps of my predecessor, at least
uatil [ saw some better way, which, after
twenty-five years of ministerial labour, 1|
have unever yet found.

I think it is now more then ever apparent
that your statements in your letter of Oct.
24th, in which you say, the invitation to the
Rectorship of Christ Church was “sull
wnder consideration” at the time of our iv-
terview, and the facts, as proved by the re-
cords of Christ Church, and admitted by
your letter of Dec. 3d, are utterly at vari-
ance; whilst * the motivé” which prompted
you to solicit that interview at your house,
va the 26th of July, 1842, is apparent. 1
now declare that 1 regard that procedure on
your part, in its ‘‘giounds,” * reasons,” and
character—in its reflections on the ministry
of my predecessor and in its attempt to
embarrass my own, in contemplation of my
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attempt, and [ must frankly coufess, that
understood, as this matter now is in the
admissions of your last letter, I .consider
your conduct on that occasion at your
house, as having been a most ungracious
return for the courtesy done you by myself,
in thus coming to Baltimore and waiting
upon you at your own parlicular request.
You bad, in advance, disposed of the call
of the Vestry ; 1 was, however, to be tam-
pered with, and my predecessor struck. ut,
over my head, by the charge of ** irregula-
rity” in bhis ministrations! Sirange pro-
ceeding—and in my humble judgment ut-
terly uonjustifiable, call it by what terins
you may.

Referring to my letter of Dec 2nd, you
correct an impression to which I referred
doubtfully, as you will see by my language.
Nut having been present at the consecration
of the Right Rev. John Johns, D. D., in
Richmond, I was not positive as to the
exact part you took in that sermon, and
hence alluded to it as such. My language
was, *‘ Yoa were, I belicve, one of his pre-
sentors at his consecration to the Episco-
pate, and did him the kinduess to preach
the sermon on that occasion.” ‘T'he third
and fourth words in this sentence—the
same which I now underscore—show that
this particular statement partakes somewhat
of the nature of #n inquiry. A glance at
my lunguage relieves both it and myself
from all anxiety or any iunjury from your
disparaging remark, in reference to a dis-
trust of my recollection of the events. In
matters of doubtful belief I am very care-
ful always to express such doubt, especially
in cases of reliance upon mere reports from
others. Pardon me fur being spprehensive
that you did intentionally canse much in-
convenience to yoursell, by seeming to act
on the very opposite rule, as for instance, in
your late correspondence with the Rev.
Willinm Goode of Eugland.

I now fer, from your correction of the
latter incident, for which I thauk you, tha)
you admit the former, viz , that you were one
of the presentors of theRev. John Johns, D.
D., at his consecration ; as this, if it be so
—and it is presumed that it was—is suffi-
cient for my purpose, | dispense with the
other incidents.  All | wished was to prove
that you co-operated in the consecration of
the clergyman to the Episcopate, whom by
direct implication you charged in my pre-
sence with being irregular 1 his ministers-
al services. Surely, afier this, you cabh
never again be so intensely vigilant as 1o
exteud your supervision hbeyond the clergy
of your own Diocese, and solicit inierviews
with them at your own house, affectionately
admaomshing them on the subject of appre-
hended irregularity.

Your efforts to evade the facts cited by
myself to show your most unkind and op-
pressive interference with several of your
clergy, as etated  my former correspond-
ence with you, are only naked assertiuns of
your own views of the course of your offi-
cial conduct. | have been connected with
this Diocese, as one of its presbyters, some-
thing hke twenty years, a period of time
considerably more extended than your Epis-
copate, and have lived under two of your
predecessurs in that high office, and never
have | known such exttaordinary exercise
of authority, and such painful disregard of
the feelings of the clergy, as | have witness-
ed during the last nine years In the in-
stance of the Kev. Mr. Robbins, cited n
my last letter, and also in ny own case, you
have acted as if 1t were a shight affair 10
threaten and also to present to the Standing
Committee your unhappy presbyters who
differ with you on points of admited doubt-
fulness, It is true, in your letter to Mr.
Robbins, you speak of ‘“the trouble and
disgrace” of a public trial; but you ersi-
dently rush iuto such proceedings—witness
your late attempt against myself—as if they
were of little consequence. 1 speak with
strong emotion on this subject. Twice
have [ been thus *“harrassed ” by yourself;
aod, in the last instance, was kept waiting
for weeks in a state of no very agreeable
suspense, not being by you apprised of the

transfer y'ilhin your jurisdiction, as one of | 5ciion of the Sianding Commutiee, and only
the most extraordinary—to say no more—: | knowing that you had formally presented
that I have ever known, as happening inthe | me,  So easily may the character of a min-
conduct of any Bishop of this Church. 1/, ter of the gospel be stained, and rumour
feel wounded, even at this distance of time, | iy her hundred tongues, set in motion

in having been made the aubjecl of such au against us, that I reg.ud ll as a serious in-

THE WESLEYAN.

jary, even to appear on the records of a
Standing Committee, as charged with being
a violator of the godly order of this Church.
It is not proper for any clergyman o arrest
disciplinary process: but 1 must avail my-
self of this occasion to implore you, at
least, 12 acquaint yoursell with the facts of
the severil cases which may come before
you, which, it is evident, both in Mr. Rob-
bins’ instance and my own, you did not :
and also never 1o present a presbyter for
doing that which in your own words is *‘ an
admitted liberty.” To resort to the ““trouble
and disgrace” of a public trial in such
cases, merely to fix a limit to an “‘admitted
liberty,” as you call it, is a refinement of
cruelty of which I am sure no well regulat-
ed or generous mind could be guilty. Min-
isterial character, dearer to us than life it-
self, is not, cannot be safe where such prac-
tices are permitted. Beneath a governmen
of law we are safe, but not otherwise.
Laws constructively extorted by severe judi-
cial processes—in other words, the decrees
of courts obtained as 1n the case of the Rev
Joseph I'rapnell, may be easily made the
very worst instruments of oppression. From
such calamities may God in mercy save this
Church, and especially from the consolida-

tion of the execuiive, legislative and judi-
cial power in one man. The best of men |

are too fond of power. Wise) legislation

visit the Churches within its Diocese, f,,
the purpose of examining the state of the
Church, inspecting the behaviour of his
Clergy, preaching, administering the sacra.
ments, ordaining and officiating in the
apostolic rite of confirmation.” Such visizg.
tions may be made as ofien as once ip each
year to each Church, and oftener, if the
minister of the Church request. And iy j
deemed proper that such visitations be made
once in three years at least, by every Bishop
to every Church within his Diocese, The
control of the public scrvices at the timg
such visitations, shall be subject to the dipes,
tion of the Lishop. At all other 1imes,the
minister of such congregation shall COI'IH
the public services of the Church of
which he has the charge, subject 10 the
rubrics and canons of this Church.”

Mark the sentence which 1 have under.
scored. Its paternity! who can douby?
This sweeping annihilation of the trye angd
proper position of the presbyters of thig
Church, embod:es and declares, most fully
aud fauhfully, your idea of Episcopal cun.
sohidated power, and reduces the body of
presbyters to a mere deputy of the Bishop,
Instead of passing this section, however,we
rejoice, on reading on page I8R5, amon
ather sentences in the Journal of 1830 be.
fore cited, the following language, offered
by Bishop Meade, moved by Bishop Mell-

will not seek to inflate this natuve prnpensi-; vae, and seconded |,’ anhnp pU"":

ty, but rather terestrain and abate it
[ now approach a part of your lctier,

* Whereas, it 18 in accordance with the mild

tspirit of our holy rehigion and the wise mo-

which involves a very grave matter. Al- [ deration of our Chureh, not 10 legislate on
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luding to my ‘‘ statement,
curreuces in Christ Church and in Frede-
rick,” you observe: * your allegation of
inconsistency, hetween statements made in
the Geuneral Convention «f 1350, (which

were made by you in the Honse of Bishops,) |

*“and the recollections and representations
of others on the subject of certain alleged
claims, against which you and others pre-
sented a memorial to that Convention, in-
duces me now 1o repeat distinetly the decla-
ration, that I have not at any time asserted
my official right to read the Declaration of
Absolution,when morning or evening prayer
was said by a presbyter in my presence:
but bave uniformly declared, that having
established and long continued the usage
before auy opposition was set up, [ was wil-
ling, (though fully believing the Bishop 1o
have the right to take any part of the ser-
vice at his visitation,) for the sake of those
who pleaded conscientious scruples, to ac-
cept it as a courtesy, end accordingly asked
it as such. ‘I'ne msapprehensions of your-
self and others, must have originated in my
assertion of the right of the Bishop at Ins
visitation, to read the whole service himselt,
il he should 50 choose ; a nght wiich |
suppose never to have been disputed or
doubted.”

b6 this language were not in your own
hand-writing and over your own signawre,
before me, | should be disposed o doubt i,
as coming from you. Hew you can aliow
yoursell so to speak is perfectly unaccount-
able t> me. Observe, then, your naccuracy
10 statement of fact, and mark ! not a thing
heard from others, and in reference to which
you nmught be mistaken, but a matter which
came before you-officially, as a member of
the House of Bishops, and which closely
and particularly affected yoursell! You say,
referring to the memorial from Maryland,
that ‘1 and others presented” it. Now,
tura to your copy of the Journal of the
General Convention, and find my name, if
you can, as one of the signers of thai
docament.

But 2udly.  You say, “* the right of the
Bishop at his visitation to read the whole
service himself, if he should so choose,”
you suppose has uever ‘‘ been doubted or
disputed.”

Why, over and above the decided resist-
ance made to this claim by you, asserted in
the presence of the Rev. W. N. Pendleton
and myself, at visitations of our respective
Churches, as before stated to you, see you
not in the action of the last General Con-
vention on the alterations proposed in the
Canon on Episcopal visitations, something
more than a doubt ; yes, a negative of this
claim ! [ copy from page 41 of the Journal.

The following proposed Canon of Epis-
copal visitations was presented. I quote
but the first section : —

“1. Every Bishop of this Church shall

relative to oce- |

doubtful points without great and sufliciem
reasons ; and whereas, there are many who
would feel aggrieved - by any legislation
which would enbher enforce or deny the dis-
puted rights referred to by the memorialiste,
and whereas, the Bishop of Maryland has
declared that the only claim he asserts is
the night of adummistering the holy com-
munion 1n each parish, at his regular visita-
tions, and that he bas ever been ready
to arrange his visitations so as not to in-
terfere with the known wishes and consei-
entious objections of those who are opposed
to the claimn asserted—"Therefore resolved,”
&c. Here, surely, the record tells us of
*“ doubt and dispuie,’” winlst the terms of
the proposed eanou speak for. inereased
')U\\'Pr.

You know the resolt.  ‘The Consention
struck out of this proposed canon every
clause save to authorise the Dishop “ 1o
minister the word, and, o he think fit, the
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper,” uot to
‘“control the services)” but ** 10 mimstet
the word.”  Now this decided objection te
pass the proposed canon as origina.ly drawn,
and this himiting of the added clauses, as
above expressed, iogether with the language
used by Bishops Meade, Mcllvaine and
Pouter, surely do more than demonstrate the
existence of *“doubts” in regard to your
alleged aud asserted righ's and claims for
the Bishop 10 not merely ** controlPthe ser-
vices at a visitation, but actually supersede
the Rector Presbyter, for the time beingp
and engross, not by * courtesy,” but by
law, the whole service,

With these recorded facts before you, the
language of your letier of Dec. 3, 1851, w
most extraordinary.

I conclude by quoting as coincident testi-
mony to the close and literal truth of my
former statemeuts on this subject, the law-
guage of the Rev. W. N. Peudleton, whoes
case | presented for your consideration i
my last communication to you.

“| affirm,” writes Mr. Pendleton, * that
he, (the Bishop, referring to yoursell,) hae
again and again, relentlessly pressed the
points of the Absolution and of the whole
service, not only by words, but by actious.
Aud in proof | refer you in brief to docv-
ments published by me in the Protestast

‘hurchman of May 17th, 1851.”

I here solemnly re-affirm the same decle-
ration, made in my last letter, touching the
same subject, and I am ready before any
tribunal of this Church, to give my opes
testimony to the point wade belore the
House of Bishops, and reiterated in thie
correspondence with the facts at issue
Sacred truth and ministerial character aré
now implicated, and vught to be vindicated,
or we shall all suffer.

This is a painful position betweed 8
Bishop and two of his senior Presbyters;
but your declarations, oral and written, have
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