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than 250 sittings in the Church should for ever be | which were also the opiniona. of abler and better |did not‘avengé more than from 400 to 500. .

reserved as frec seats, for the accommodation of the
poor. To effect this arrangement, & Legislative
enactment was necessary ; and accordingly, the
Act 4 Vie. ¢, 3, was passed in 1841, declaring the
new Church of St. Luke to be the Parish Chureh
ot Portland, instead of @race Church,aad wholly
repealing the former Actof 6 Will. 4,¢c. 3. By
the entire repeal 'rf that A<y, the provision for othery
free Churches it the Prowiace was inadvertently
repealed also ; end thus the Corporations of such

" tree Churches which may hgve alresdy beenerect- |

~d, as well as any others to be erected, must be
wholly null and void; there being now no law in
existence to authorise such Corporationd. T'o re-
medy this evil, the present Bill wes brought in, Yo
daclare how such free Churches should hence-
torth be regulated ; and the Bill therefore was
merely meant to restore the object originaily in-

_tended, by the repealed Portland Church Act.

‘There appeared, however, to be an alteration or
mission 1u this Bill, of a provision contained in
the former Act, which prescribed the manner in
which the Parishioners of any Church already erect-
ed, should declare the sittings to be free. He
{Hon. Mr. Attorney General) had therefore prepar-
»d an amendment, to supply this deficiency. This
Bill stated, that the majority of the Pew Holders
might make such declaration; but the criginal
Portland Act, by the 5th Section provided, that its
principle should be extended *to any Churchal-
* ready erected, in which the Rector, Church War-
“ dens and Vestry thereof may, with the consent
“ and approbation of all the Pew owners and occu-
“ pants, to be gignified in writing, declare the seats
“ trom thenceforth free'and open, &c.” He (Hon.
Mr. Attorney General) wanted to make this Law
exactly what the original Law was; the ob-
ject of the Bill was merely to restore the pro-
visions of that Act which had inadvertently been
repealed, as’ related to the constituting of Corpo-
rations for free Churches ; and he had therefore
prepared this amendment, to render the Law ex-
actly what it was criginaily intended to be.

Hoen. Mr. Borsrorp seconded the amendment ;
and observed, that in reference to the manner in
which this Bill had come up from the Lower House,
singularly framed and devised as it was, he could
not but view it with much suspicion, and consider
it as calculated to create much unhappy dissen-
sion and difficulty between Churchmen througheut
the country. He was truly surprised to see the
Bill come up here, omitting so important a_provi-
sion, to secure the rights and property of Parish-
ioners throaghout the Province ; coming up here, as
it did, purpyrting.to be a mere revival of a former
Act, inadvertently repealed, and yet omitting that
most important provision to secure the rights-of
Pew Holders and proprietors ; an omissien which,
but for the careful inspection of the Hon. Attorney
General, might never have been discovered till too
late. He (Hon. Mr. B.)could not but repeat, that
he viewed the Bill 7n folo with great suspicion:
and when he spw such changes, contemplated in
the Church of " England in this Province, as this
Bill appeared designed to effect; changes which,
he was convinced, would do a vast deal more harm
than might row be imagined, he could not refrain
from expressing his opinion plainly. The Bill was
an attack upon the Pew system; and he wascon-
vinced that half of the Ghurches in the Province
never would have been built, but for the present
Pew system. What would keep those Churches'in
repair; what would provide funds for the support
of the Clergy, but that Pew system ? Those who
were acquainted with the country knew well, that
#nless some such means existed, of obteining funds
to build Churches, and ‘to sustain thein, Churches
wolikd not be erected-at.all; and even if they were
erected, they could not be kept in repair. - What
would be the effect of this Bill, if passed as it came
up to this House 2 Why., 1o, destruiudhe diifiti
iy "And how was this to be done? Was it
to bo effected by the vote and consent of every
.person who hdg given his money towards building
his Church, and who possessed a Pew ip that
Church? Certainly not; but it was to be left toa
majority to declare that the Church should be free:
that Pews should be abolish’d ; it was left extremely
vague in this Bill, how the object was ta be effected ;
and why was therc such an extremely important
omission in the Bill, rendering it so different froin
the former Act, of which it professed only ta be
a revival 2 - Why . was that original provision left
aut ‘in this Bill, and power given to a majority of
Pew Holders ta do away with the rights and pro-
perty of the minority ? But the people of this Pro-
vince were of such a stamp, that even if this Bill
should pass, (although some dissension might.be
caused by it for a time,) yet there would be found
to be but one feeling prevailing in the Province,
to keep up the Church in the same manner aad on
the same footing as it always had been kept up in
the Province; they would keep it up on tha same
principles and on the same system, as it had been
handed down to taem by their forefathers. And
why w&c it now asked to do away with that sys-
tem ?¥It was urged, by those who were thus as-
sailing established usages, that they were merely
non exsential forms and customs ;.it might be so,
hut those who had long been accustomedto them
might consider them essential. Even their oppo-
nents appeared to make them essential, by the
violence of their opposition to them ; and unless this
attempted innovation was at once firmly met and
.resisted, it might be the means of destroying the
Episcopa] Church in sthis Province. These opi-
nions could not be controverted ; he (Hon, Mr, B,)
knew well what the opinions of the people of the
-country were; it was highly important to meet
such changes, as were now sought to be intro-
duced, at the very threshold, by a determined and
fearless expression. of opinion by the Laity of the
Church. This Bill had come up from below with
such extreme marks of suspicion about it, with
such deceptive appearances, that required cautious
investigation. Why was it not said at once, that it
was somewhat different from the old Law? But
nothing of the kind had been disclosed ; it was ex-
pressly stated to be nothing but a simple revival of
the old Law ; and most probably the alteration
would never have been discovered, but for the vigi-
lance of the Hon.  Attorney General. He (Hon.
Mr. B.) was against-giving the majority of the Pew
Holders in any Church already erected and Pewed,
power to declare the sittings in that Church to be all
free ; but he had no objection to allow as many |
Churches as peopie chose to build in future, to be
made free from the beginning. Let thembuild
free Churches if they pleased, but let them.leave
uhtouched those aiready built ; he was quite cer-
tain, that the people of this country in general
were attached to their Pewss but so far from be-
:ng exclusive or unaccommodating, they were al-
ways glad and prond to open their Pew doorsto
strangers, of any degree. He was decidedly against
auch changes as were now proposed ; and he felt
cslled upor 23 a churchman to express his disappro-
hation: He cared not how high* might be the au- |
thority from whieh they emanated, whether Ec-
.clesiastical or Civil ; he was quite certain that the
people of this country never wouid give up the

ticeg, the feelings and the habits, that had
ecn handed dawn to them by their fathers. They
might be called prejudices perhaps; but if they
were prejudiges, -still ‘they could not be swept
away:; He, for ane, would oppose these changes ;
end in order a8 much as possible to prevent the
diseensions such changee would inevitably occa-
giom, and to fortifv the opions he had expressed,

-

men than. himself, he would quote a paragraph on
this subject, from a chargedelivered by the Bishop
of Worcester, in England; and the gentiments ut-
tered by that Prelate would be found to confirm the
view he (Hon. Mr. B.) had now taken. But even
if this iwtended new system of abolishing
Pews might be wpplicable to England, it was
not applicable here; the circumstances of the
%5 countrieswere in every respect widely
different, and there was noreason why such
<changes “sheuld .be introduced here, in oppo-
sition to the feelings of the whole laity of the Church
in this Province. He félt that he had been rather
lengthy in his remarks, but he could not have sajd
less on the sulfject, because he was convinced that
it was important to the peace and quietude of the
Church in this Province, that this House shonld
not pass a Bill, to give any. majority an opportunity
of destroying the rights and jroperty of the mino-
rity ; a measure which would only create confusion
and discord among Churchmen throughout the Pro-
vince. The Hon. Member concluded by reading
the following extract from the Bishop of Worces-
ter's charge.

“These were the spiritual exercises for which
Protestants assembled,in the House of God; it
might be doubted therefore whether there was any
propriety in restoring ecelesiastical ornaments
at a time when [His Lordship said it with empha-
sis] vital religion was alinost lost amid their forme-
lities. And here he wished to be allowed to say a
word in favor of ene ef the internal arrangements of
our churches which had lately been made the sub-
ject of much vituperation and ridicule : he alluded
to that mode in the distribution of the seats by
which each fammly, as it were, was allowed tg form
a family eongregation in the midst of the general
congregation. Such an arrangement was not ne-
cessary in Roman Catholic Churches, where the
people assembled not to pray but to gaze, where
the services were conducted 1n an unknown tongue,
and the offices of Religion were confined to the
Priest;; but in Protestan& Churches he thought it
contributed much to piety at home, and to that
family religion which might be considered the pe-
culiar characteristic of this nation. What father
of a family, who had been in the habit of humbling
himself before God in the privacy of his Pew, sur-
rounded by his wife and children, would willingly
resign the feelings naturally resulting from such
worship, out of a regard for the supposed pur-
poses of antiquity? While his Lordship would
raise his voice in favor of that arrangement which
protected from the public gaze the devetion of a
pious famijly, he was not insensible at the same
time, to the abuses of the system, and that in many
cases pews had been coustructed of much larger
than necessary’ dimensions, whereby sufficient ac-
commodation had not been left for other Parishion-
ers. Let such abuses be corrected by the compe-
tent authorities, but do not let us denounce « prac-
tice simply because we cannot find forit a date
earlier than Henry VIII. That it did not originate
with the Puritans may be proved from Bacon, who
when speaking of Sir Thomas More, the then
Lord Chancellor, said, ¢He did use to sit at mass
in the chancel and his ladye in the pew.’”

Hon. Mr. SauspeRs confessed he did rot view
this amendment in the same light as its Hon.
Mover did; that Hon. Member had told him that
there was no alteration contemplated in the Bill.
but that it was merely a slight verbal amendment;
but when he (Hon. Mr. S.)came to examine it, he
found it to be a most essential and ilnportant alter-
ation of the Bill ; it was such an extensive amend-
ment as took himn entirely by surprise; and he
could not but feel, therefore, that he had been. un-
fairly treated by the sudden introduction of such an
amendment, after he himself had previously asked
for only one day’s delay before going into Com-
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denied the inJulgenge. It was necessary, then, for
him now to go =somewhat at large into this
‘question; and as Hon. Members had gone back
to the customs of their ancestors, sc would he, in
discussing the matter. As to Pews in Churches,
he would contend, that Pews were entitled to no
sympathy or consideration; and a&s to existing
Churches having been built by the monies of the
pewo-wners or others; he would show what really
were the monies by which those Churches had
Leen built ; and how far the sticklers tor the Pew
svstem were justly entitled to syumpathy. He
(Hon. Mr. 8) hailed this Bill, as a measure which
he conzidered would do away with a most objec-
tionable system ; a svstem which, by sanctioning
the sale of Pews in Churches was a vielation of ihe
common law, and was an unchristian and unjusti-
fiable system, If the Church systen: in this Coun-
try were fairly examined, it would be seen, that
changes were absalutely necessary ; and he would
endsavour to prove that necessity, First, witli re-
gard to the Pew system : and in order to make his
remarks as brief as possible, he would cofine
them to their principal Parish Churches in the Pro-
vince ; viz, those of St. John, Frederictop and St,
Andrews. It must be admitted, that the moment
Pews in Churches were set up for sale, every’ in-
dividual who could not come up to the minimum
price, was thereby virtually excluded from enter-
ing the Charch at all 5 every person who was not
a Pew Holder must feel himself shut out, lie must
fee! that he had not purchased a footing in the
Church, and could not appear there. What were
the usual prices of Pews ? Why, even the minimum
price excluded the poor, the humbler elasses, the
most numerous portion -of Society, - The lowest
prices of Pews, say from £5 to £10 each, shut out
the labourer, the man who lives by his daily bread ;
the first principle of such a system was to exclude
from the Church by far the larger portion of the
community. But-the evil did not rest there; it
went farther. An individual in humble life, per-
haps, had saved enough from his earnings, had
strained his efforts, to put down £5, or £75 or £10,
to purchase a Pew for himself and family ; after a
time, he died, leaving pethaps a Widow and a
number of Children. That Pew was subject to an
aunual rent; the Widow, perhaps, was left with the
bare means of subsistence, or.-no means beyond
her own exertions ; the Pew rent became in arrear;
the Pew was then put up to sale for the arrears of
rent 4it was thus taken away from the poor Widow
and Children, and so the whole family were turn-
ed out of the Church. This was the frequent, the
constant operation of the present Pew system ;and
in the course of twenty or thirty years, plenty of
such instances had occurred, and still would ocecur.
Conld Churchmen then ever expeéct the blessing of
the Father of the Fatherless and the God of the
Widow, on their Church, while they continned a
system, which thus expelled the Widow and the
Orphan from théir communion ? Would He look
on them with a kindly eye? It could not be ex-
pected. If Churchmen found their congregations
thinned and their Churches deserted, thig was one
of the principel causes of it.- But it ‘might be
asked, why do not such persons go into the free
seats ? ‘He (llon. Mr. 8.) would therefore enquire
what was the number of such free seats, in the
three principal Cnhurches he had mentioned.
The Parish Church of Fredericton ought to seat
700 persons: in the body of that Church;there was
pne free seat, and he believed there wereabout five
in the galleries, of which three or four were occu-
pied by people of colour ; so that about thirtv poor
people,at the utmost,ont of a congregation of abont
700 persons; could obtain free sittings; though
he helieved the usual attendance at the Church
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the Church at St. Andrews, he wus told, there
were only three free seats in the bedy of the
Church. He did not know what was the Pew ac-
commodation at St. John, but he believed it was
extremely limited, in proportion to thevery large
‘congregations there, New what was the first
principle of the Christiaa religion, irculca ed by our
Saviour himself? It sas, * Preach the Gospel to the
Poor.” The first principle of our Holy Religion
was, * Preach thc Gospel lo every living creature.”
But on what prineiple did we act towards these
poor creatures ? Why, we told them, they must
he content to go to the free seats, if there were any
free seats for them.” But we had no right to draw
that distinction, between people coming to the
House of God, to worship tHim, who had declared
that He was no respecier of persons, The thing
was unchristian and not to be tolerated; and
when such distinctions were made, the effect
was to.attach a stigma and degradation to one
class -of God's creatures, and to give to another
class an idea of exclusive respectability and supe-
riority, which the Almighty himself had denounc-
ed. The honoruble member who spoke last dwelt
with much energy and sympathy, on the rights of
individuals by reason of the money they had given
to Churches ; but what was the fact, with regard
to the three. to which he [Hon. Mr. 8.] had already
alluded ? Trinity Church at Saint John was built
with money, drawn from the British Treasury, by
Bills of Exchange drawn by the Government of
this Province ; and that Church was thus presented
gratuitously to the people of this Country.” The
Church in Fredericton was built in the samme inan-
ner; and so was the Church at Saint Andrews.

Pew Holders to pews in Churches which they did
not build? But what was the custom of their an-
cestors? These who, first landed in this Province
brought with them the common law of England,
and that common law was, that every parishi-
oner had a right, or equal and un-distinctive

What exclusive rights, then had any of these rich |

[ Je

built, shewed that the Church of England had-not

prospered there ; it had indeed been nearly station-

ary for 40 years; having perhups not added more

than 40 persons to its congregution in that time ;

or an average of one in each year. Jt wad said,

that a great proportion of the present population

were Roman Catholics ; but had these 300 persons,

who formed the Church congregation 40 years ago,

no descendants ; was there no increase of population

n alf that time from that body of persons?  Why,

new generations had sprung up and nivlughed in

that time jtherefore tl.e thing was convincing with

regard to the Church at St. Andrews. But now to

come nearer home, to the Church in Fredericton.

He (Hon. My. 8.) could not say what its congrega-

tion nuinbered in 1806 ; but he believed it then in-

cluded the whole body of.Church-going people in

the town. He remembered that in 1817 he used

to see the Church crowded, even full Lo overflowing.

In 1830, after a considerable absence from this

country, he returned to the Province, and then he
observed that the congregation was become very

thin ; and from that period to the present, it had

been nearly stationary. In making these remanks,

he begged most distinctly to observe, that he made

no allusion whatdger, and imputed ncthing in the

least degree tc individhals ; it was not persons that
he found faylt with, but it was merely the effect of
the pew system. A Rector now came into a Pa-

rish, and what did he find? He found himself a

Rector of the Pew holders of the Parish; of a few

rich individuals; he knew nothing of the Poor;
they were not to be found in his Church ; one must

o to other congregations to look for the poor. He

(Hon. Mr. S.) believe !, that out of the 4C0 or 500
people attending the Church in Fredericton; there
were nol above 30 or 40 who could really be look-

ed upon as belonging to the humbler classes, Was

this a system that it was desirable to change, or]
to cline to 2 Where were the descendants of those

persons who sat in that Church in 18062 Many of
them were gone 1o other places of worship ; they
had joined other denowinations ; there were indi-

viduals who had-left that Church, within his own

rights to a seat in the Parish Church; there was
no such thing recognised by the common Inw of
England, as any distinction of seats or rights to
seats in the Parish Church. But the ancestors of
the present race of New Brunswickers had their
Churches, their Ministers, and nther appliances for
Divine worship provided them by the munificence
of the British Government, Then what rights had
their descendants to contend for, with regard to
Pews in such Churches? [t might be said, that
the system was necessary, to provide the means
of keeping up the Chureh and supporting the
Clergy. But should that besaid, with regard to so
populous and wealthy a place as the City of Saint
John? When it was knowns that a noble Church
had been built for them, Mimsters, provided for
their Church, even the verv Church Books thrust
upon them as a donation, and all this by the gene-
rosity of England; and ample donations bestowed
on the Church for its support ; could it be said, that
thdt community could not support the ordinary ex-
penses of their Church without the pew aystem?
What were those expenses, bevond the contribu-
tions tawards the support of the Clergy ? There were
abdut 25 Sundays in the year, on which the Church
required fuel for warming it; and _there were the
salaries of the Organist and Sexton. The repairs
of the Church could not cost much; the repairs of
a Church so stibstantially well built, could not re-
quire much annual expense. But whatever those
expenses might be. shonld the rich proprietors and
merchant Princes of Saint John say, that they-conld
not previde a small sum, every few years, for re-
pairing their Church ? Dissente:§ built their own
Churches and kept them in repair, by individual
subscriptions and donations,  He (Hon. Mr. 8.) did
not think any sane person could contend for one
moment, that the system of pews had been intro-

dyced. with a view to k wn thaie Chrelyes @ bin
ne nrnever ﬁ]

a love of earrving class distinetions into the House
of God ;'that was the reason which had really
crused the institetion of pews, It arose tiom a
deésire to sit in conspicuons situitions, in comnlno-
dious and eligible places; and to keep the humbler
classes in remote ana lese desirable parts of the
Church; the poor were thrust back, that the rich
might enjey the best places ; that was the real fecl-
ing which had created pews, [t was a fraud
on the common law rights of tha peaple, when the
system of gale of pews was figst introduced and
operated on; hut the thing was illegal in every
respect ; a violat'on of the common Inw of England ;
and nearly all the laws that had been passed by
the Provincial Legislature o this subject, were
tainted with this illeoatity. The forefathers of the
pre-ent generation broucht all their common law
rights with them ; everv Parishioner had an equal
right'to be elected a Vestryman, and fo exercise
his elective franchise. Nearly all the first set-
tlers of the Province were Episcopahans; nine
out of ten were so: and for a long time their
common law rights and franchises were left to
them. The Act of 1789 preserved those fran-
chises : but in 1810 it was found that there were
a great many other denominations of Christians in
the country, and many of the poor were -worship-
pina God in other places than the Church of Eng-
land ; "and then a law was passed, confining the
right of voting for ChurchWardens and Vestrymen,
and of being elected. to Members of the Church
or Pew halders. That was fair enouch. becanse
it was within the spirit of the common law, and be-
cause it ‘vas never intended that Members ofother
deneminations should interfere with the temporali-
ties of our Church.  But this led to anotner step.
which was the most atracious violation of the
rights of Churchmen, that ever took place in this
Province. In 1831 a law was passed, which tram-
pled on the whole ri- hts of Members of the Church.
of Communicants, of stated hearers and rent

ers of pews:and transferred the right of voting and
of being elected from oeccupants and renters of
pews, to the sole owners of pews, although those
sole owners were not even required to be Parish-
ioners. What an iniquitous law was this; by
which the whole body of Parishioners were de-
prived of that common law right, to which they
had ever been . entitled, and which they had till
then justly enjoyed ; a law, by which, the rich got
rid of all the poor and hunibler classes of persons
belonging to the Church, and confined its privi-
leges and franchises, to the few wealthy parties,
who were able to purchase pews; though they
might not even be resident in the Parish! What
a law to introduce, when every Parishioner had an
inherent right to vote and to be elected, in regard
to the management of the temporalities of his
Chuarch! Now, what had been the operation of
this law ; how had this glorious system prospered.,

St. Andrews, in 1806, when the Church of that
Town was numeronsly and respectahly attended,
it always had a full congregation. But if a person
were now in 1846 to visit St. Andrews, he would
fipd that Church with a congregation, almost ex-
actly the same in number as it was 40 vears ago;
excepting only; that by the enlargement of the
Church. about twelve pews had been added to it,
In 1806 the population af St. Andrews was, per-
haps. nearly three hundred persons, all of whom
were seen of a Sunday within the walls of their
Parish Church. In 1846, it was found, that even
with these additional pews, the congregation had
but verv. slichtly varied in number. althongh _the
population of the town was very nearly four thou-

pon f |
erenl motive was, a feeling ol vanity,

and what effect had it had on the Church? 1In}

{ knowledge, whose fumilies had grown up into ex-
(tensive communities ; and many of them had left it
| because they had not the means of getting ac-
{ commnodation in the Church. One of the things
that had had a most injurions effect on the Church
had been the Pew system. It might, perhaps, have
been, in some few instances alleviated, particularly.
| in“St. John ; but even there he thought his remarks
were almost as applicable as they were here; al-
though in, that city they'had been favoured with
a succession of most zealous, devoted, and pious
clergymen, who had exerted themselves to the ut-
most in their holy vocation. But the Pew system
was one which the friends of\the Church were
bound by every principle, whether.of "Christianity,
of fair-play, or of common law, to use their. utmest
| efforts to abolish ; and theretore he (Hon. Mr. S.)
never would assent'to the introduction of | this
amendment to the Bill, requiring the * approbation
and ccnsent of all the Pew holders,” to the decla-
ration that the seats in'a Church should be free.—
What was the meaning,and what would be the ef-
fect of this amendment? Why, that if only one
individual Pewowner.should hold out against all
the rest, his oppesition wonld prevent the introdne-
tion of the system of tree seats into a Church. He
(Hon. Mr. S.) did not intend to enter into a contro-
versy with the remarks in the Charge of the Bishop
| of Worcester; but before he concluded his obser-
! vations, he would read some anthorities from the
{ Great Avthor.of the Christian Religion ; which he
thought were of a higher order than ever the
opinions of the Bishop of Worcester: [An Hon.
| Member.—** From an Oxford Tract ] No. not from
{an Oxford Tract ; but from the New Testument.—
| Asto Mre argument, that people had invested their
{wopey in building Churches; he contended that
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facts.  Who contributed most largely to-buikd our
Churches ? Three of them had been huilt at the
expense of the British Government, as he had  al
ready mentioned. Al the old Churches “inthe
{ Province were at that early period built by the
san.e means §since then. the Society for the pro-
motion of Christian Knowledge had - largely as-
sisted su h objegts ; uppropriztions from the cagual
revenue had been maide, and public grants of
every description had been lavished on aliujost
every individaal Church that had been built, He
would admit that Dissenters had seme rioht to
maintain the Pew system ; because they had bailt
their own Churches, they paid their own clergy,
they repaired and kept up their Churches, entirely
from their own funds; and therefore they might,
with some honest pride, continne ~uch a systeni—
But look at the Fredericton Parish Church: it waas
built by Government money ; it was afterwards en-
larged by Government money ; money ‘which Sir
Howard Dduglas had appropriategto a very differ-
ent purpose ; and what right had any persons to
steal into that Church, and. erect separate pews
tiere.for exclusive accommodation? When it was
remembered, teo, that the very funds obtained from
England, in aid of our colonial Churches and Mis-
sions, was raised by voluntary contributions, even
by penny subscriptions, collécted, from the very
servan's, the menials, and the diily libourers of
England ; where was the pride of those-people who
had built and approprizted those pews, in Churches
erected by means of such contributions? Yet
those people sold - their pews at an upset price,
bought the best of them themselves, nearest to the
altar and in the choicest sitnations, and thrust the
poorto the extreme verge of the Church, to its re-
motest and most inconvenient parts. That was the
very truth, without the least straining or exag-
veration. He would now read some authorities,
to shew what was the common law of England re-
lating to Pews and Parishioners. It was laid down
in Comyn’s Digest, and in all the Books, * that 3y
commop right the eiection of Church Wardens
ought tobe by the wholé parish ;” and so it was with
regard to the Vestry. The Act of Assembly now
in force in this Province in this respect, was basad
on.an unrighteous principle, and in violation of the
common law ; and he (Hon, Mr. S.) hoped yet to
see it repealed. [The Hon. Member then pro-
ceeded to read the following authorities, in support
of his argument.] Lord Coke, 12 Rep. 105, says,
the Church “is dedicated and consecrated to the
service of God. and is common to all the inhabitants.”
In I Term Reporls, 428, Slocks v. Roath,* Every
parishioner has a right to go into the Church.
Possession for above sixty years of a Pew cannot
ensure a title to maintain an action against a dis-
turber, without a faculty or-prescription.”

In Consistory Reports, I, 194, “ Eve:y man who
seltles as a householder has a right to call upon the
Parish for a convenient seat.”

In Consislory Reports 1,317, “ A. Parishioner
has a right to a seat in the Church withont payvs
ment.. In Phillimore’s Reporis 1, 323, “By the
eoeneral law and of common right, all the Pews
belong to the Parishioners at large for theiruse
and accommodation,” p.324. It is the objret
of the law that all the Inhabiiants shonld be ac-
commodated.” 3 Phillim. 16, “ There e¢an be no
property in Pews: they are erected for the use of
the Parishioners : as to personal property ina Pew,
the law knows of no such thing.” 8 Phill. 528,
“ The usé of the Pews belonos to the Parish.
ionera.”— Haggard’s Rep. 1., 29, 30: ~* Seats i1
the Church belong tothe Inhabitants : they cannol
he sold nor let?—¢*The pawment of money for
seats 1 an allegal practice, which tie Court can
never sanction nor approve.’ “ The sele and pur-

toss enppectod] by

sand. 'Khe very circumstance, that free Churches,
of other denominations, had in the mean time heen

chase operate against a claim ”

{The Hon. Member also cited the judgment

8ir John Nicholi in the Arches® Court, in the case
of Fuller v. Lone 11, 419, 23 follows :—] “ By
the general law and of common right, all the Pews
in 2 Parish Church are the common property of the -
Parish: they arefor the use, in common, of tire
parishioners, who are intitied to be seated, orderly
and conveniently, so as best to ide for the ac-
commodation of all” * * * “These ex- -
clusive rights are merely supposititious, and would
turn out, upon investigation, to be no rights
at all. With respect to the poor, indeed, every possi-
ble reason exists why no concessions should be
made, at all likely to infringe upon the due ac~
commodation of the Poor, in thei- several Parish
Churches. Itisto be presumed that they are the per-.
sons most in want of religious instruction ; and theic
titie, as such, to receive it, is expressly recognized
by the Divine Founder of Christianity himself,”

[Hon. Mr. 8. then, after calling on the Hon. At-
torney.General to leave the Bill us it was, instead
of endeavouring to iutroduce a c ause, solely de-
signed to prevent the most beneficial of the
operation of the Bill, quoted the following ‘extract
from the writings of a Reverend Divine.]

“How offensive, then, must it be in his sight;
(God's) when the poor, whom Christ counted hap-
py, are not only not respected, but dishonoured and
contemned ; not only dishonoured, but thrust out
and spurned away ; while the rich enlarge their
omple seats, and make broad their spacious resting
places, not to admit their fellew Christians, but per-
tinaciously to exclude them, not racollecting that
the gaic. which they make straic for others, iso
thereby made straiter and narrower for them-
sclves; that all ranks and degrees of men.havea .
common Saviour, a universal redemption, a common
salvation proposed to all on the sam= terms, accord-
ing to one rule, under one Head, without distine-
tion or preference, with one reward distribured in
various degrees not according to temporal distinc-
tion, but in proportion to the improvement of talent
and increase in grace, in every station of worldly
society.”

After a few further obser¢ations, on the subject
of the sale of Pews, Hon. Mr S. observed, that in
reference to the quotation from the Bishop of
Worchester’s charge, he (Hon. Mr. 8.) would con-
tent himself with citing the following passage
from the Apostie St. James, in which that evil prac-
tice was plainly condemned : — ;

“ My brethern, have not the fuith of our Lord
Jesus Christ, the Lord of Glory, with respect of
persons. For if there come unto your assembly &
man with a gold ring, in goodly apparel,and there
come in,also a poor man in vile raiment ;and ye have
respect to him that weareth the gay clothing, and
say unto him. Sit thou here in a_good place ; and
say to the poor, Stand thou there, or sit here under
my footstoo! ; a1e ve not then partial in yourselves
and are become judges of'evil thoughts 2"

And this he thought was some answer to the
venerable Pielate.. His Hon. friend on his right,
(Hon. M, Botsford) had urged that Dissenters also
had Pews in their Churches; he (Hon. Mr. S.) ad-
mitted that they had ; but he had already shewn.
that there were reasons for their having them, which
Churchmen could not urge ; and the effect of Pews
which was so greatly felt by us, viz. that of exclu-
'siveness, was never felt by D'ssenters. No man .
conld everenter for a mement into a Dissenting
Church, even though.he were clad in poor rai-
ment, but every Pew door would instautly open to.
him; and would that be the case in our Churches ?
[¢ Yes, yes,” from several Hon. Memhera.l, He
(Hon. Mr. 8.) was decldedly of opinion that it
would not; on the contrary, he could picture to
himself, with what astonishment, with*what horror
and-dismay would some of the persons who owned
those large and commodious Pews, view a.poor
angd humbly clad individual, who should venture to
=uier vue of tieir Pews, intruding his presence in
their exclusive domain, % coming betwaen the wind
and their nobility.,” He (Hon. Mr. 8.) would now
conclude his remarks ; he had gone at some length
into this guestion, and had been compelled to use
strong lapgnage ; but Ke had done so in general
terms, end without any personal allusion or inten-
tion. ‘He hoped no individual would for a moment -
conceive himself to be pointed at; he (Hon. Mr.
S.) most assuredly had no reference to any person
ghomsoever in particular. There were many in-
dividuals, who were Pew owners, whom he highly
esteemed and respected : who had grown old in the
community, and had discharged the duties of a long
life with the greatest honour and integrity ; families
who were entitled to the highest consideration; but -
to none of them, (especially as to females,) had he
the slightestidea of individually alluding. He would
pay every tribute of respect to those persons; but
it was the Pew system in general which he so en-
tirely reprobated; and that system . he was
thoraughly prepared to oppose and put down.

Hon. Mr. ArTrorney GENERAL 8aid, as he had
been’ called upondto give his opinion, as 1o the au-
thorities from tha common law of England, quoted
by the Hon, Member who had just sat down, he
would reply, that the Hon. Member's law was very
good, but it was badly applied ; and it conld not be
made applicable to the circumstances of this conn-
try. All the old Churches of England were built
in times of Roman Catholic superstition; they
were erected by the voluntary and general contri-
butions of the people or by private muaificence ;
and when erected they were given for ever to the
public at large ; and thus the people hac a univer-
sal right to their occupation. The altera ion of the
national form of religion, which taok pl:ce at the
Reformation, could net alter the rights o the peo-
ple, nonct of the Legislature could ater those
fights ; the old Churches of England were built
free Churches, and they remained free Churches,
but that was n/t the case in this Provingo., . At the
settling of this Province, where did the first British
subjects came from ? They came as refuzees from,
the old States of America, whers they had pre-
viously enjoyed Churches with - paws. He (Hon.
Mr. Attorney General) had been 70 vezrs in the
habit of going to Church, and he had always sat in
the Pew of his fathers; in the Pew where his fami-
ly had always been accustomed tosit. Fe did ot
want to introduce the common law, 1n a case where
its ‘principles would not app'y. On that peint he
diffeted in opinion with the Hon. Member who.
spoke last.  The Churches of this «couniry were
not wholly built by the Crown or Government ; they
were only partially so: sums were given only in
aid of other funds for building them. The first
Church in St. John was an old building, which was
purchased to be nsed as a Church ; and it was algo
used for the Courts of Justize ; and a.small sum, he
believed about £500. was given by Government to
it, He remembered the building of the present
Church; it was an Uncle of his that built ‘it ; sub-
scriptions were raised in aid of that building, and’
it was eight or nine years before it was finished.
Afterwards that Charch was enlarged; and how
was it enlarged ? Why, about sixty more Pews
were added to it, and accommodation thus gained
for 250 more subscribers this enlargement added
upwards of £100 a year to the Church income, and
prid its own expense. But that Church never
would have been built, if it had been left to be
done on the principle of a free Church.—The Hon.
Attorney General then briefly described a splendid
Church erected a few years since in Baltimore, U.
8., by subscription, and supported by the.sale of
Pews ; and proceeded to observe, that if the Bishop
of this Diocese (of N. B.)should refuse to conse-
crate any but free’Churches, he wouid have none to
comeecrute ; the power of consecration would die of
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