
GLEANINGS.

promntcd by governmont or logisiative interférence. The reasons of this opinion
are thlese-ijuman governinent is of a nature totally foeign to î'oligious principle
whichl exists in the lieart and affections, and there only, as te its govorning- power.
The propagation of religious truthi lias been oommitted by the Author of Chiristilinity
sololy te thoso who undorstand and love it, and inover to any who hiate it, arc mndif-
feront to, it, or disobey it. Ail lîuuan governmoents and legisiatures are comiposcd, in
part at least, of mon who have no understanding of rclgiouis truth, its nature, opera-
tiens, or motives, an(d wlîo thierofore, are nocessarily precludod. by the nature of' the
thixng, and by divine authority, from profaning it by their sleemes and artifices.-
lutman governiments and legislatures are constituted solciy for the secular affairs cf
society, and have no dlaim te interfère with thought and conscience. Religion is a
thing, which is ene, truc. and unalterable, and lias in it ne incoîîgruitics or incom-
patibilities. But nover since the repoal cf the Test and Corporation Acts, and the
passing cf the Catholic Emancipation Bill in Engiand, bave tic legislaturo and
goverumnent cf thitt country boon fro from, suoli religieus difféeces, as te render
thoni incompetent te legisiate fer a thing which la wholly froe frorn incongrui tis.-
This rule hold.- in full force in the colonies. The logisiature cf New South Wales
cannet, thorefore, premote religion by meddling wvitli it. Tliat legisiature is cein-
posed cf stronig rehigieus antiigonisms, and thereoe, nny act ivhich it unites to,
porforrn in faveur cf what, it catis religion, wilt necessar-ily have te efl'ect of inpart-
ing as muchi aid te, what is wrung and untrue, as te what is riglit and truc.* Besides
ali this, thero is an irroligion about the characters cf' somne mornbers ivhicb rircessa-
rily iticapacitates tlîer from, doaling with a subjeet with -%Yiiliî thcy eia have no
roal symipathy. And above ail this, uulcss the legislaturo can produce a commission
frein the Auther cf religion, authorizing thîem te select, as the objects cf patronaige,
thc systenms which they eau afford te support, it is pure arrogance and unwarr-anted
assumption te make any such distinctions. Thiese reasons wo hold te bo irrefragable,
anid te nullify ait grounds on whioh the present select committc nîay claim te bring
Up nnything more than a xnoroiy negative report.
jTho noxtn consideration is for tuec clergy themnsclvcs. We hoartily wisii they
weuld repudiate a dopendouce, by ivIili they arc flor more completely compre-
nxised and dislionoured than over P>aul was by tent-making, or John Bunyan hîy the
manufacture cf tag-laces. IVo will substantiate our statement. Thîoy profess te
beliove that the dottrines they teacli are cf ail-controlting cfficocy in promnpting mon
te tho fuifiliuont cf every duty, nnd especially iu inspiring them witlî a genieresity
and seif-denil adequate te the propagation of the systoîn thoy ding te. But if due
credit were givon te thoso doctrines, wouid net the confidence of the ciergy in the
efficaoy cf their own preaching, be such as te enable therm te eschiew a species cf
poouniary support at variance with the supposition, that the people xviii do their
duty? %V maitain, thon, that in leoking for state-support, they do la ffleet tell
the people that thoir doctrines are more tiieory tian practice, that, in poiint -of filet
they have some doubts îvhcthor these doctrines can bac safély trusted. Why, thoný,
do tioy preacb those doctrines that arc se littie efficacieus ini thoir estoi? There
rEceins te us a complote compromise here. One thing is quito certain- hoe %vlio dees
net contributo according te lus real ability, for the support and propagationi cf bis
religion, shows that it bas littie place in lus boart; and the clergyman *lbo is afraid
te, trust bis people iu that matter, betrays a mistrust eithor cf thé utiiity cf bis own
âervicos, or cf the principles which hoe dissemninates.

Nor de we couceive that the chiaracter cf our govcrnmeut aw d legisiaturo is
morally such, that dependence upon it eau be nmadte te refleot honeur upon the
saered character of the clorgy, or can contu ibute anytiming te thme furthmerance of their
designs. WVe are astonishied th-it they do net perceive this. The iinoney thcy

* One can scarcely hcelp Mliing at tic langunge of Rloker (if, indecd, it ho his)
wheu loies :-S IVe hoid thtat . . there is net any nian cf the Chiurcli otf Eng-
laud but the saine man is aise a member cf the Commonwealth, ner any meniber cf
te Commonwealth ivilîi is net aise cf the Chu-rhu of England, .. as ina tri-

angle-figur-e the base dotli differ from the sides thoreef, and yet one and the self-
sanie liue is both a base and aise a a side, a side simply, a base if it chance te be
tho bottom, and underlye the rest." Tiiiswias truc cftUicJewish Theocracy.--Bo.


