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%o, [:h:lykgﬁﬂ ‘“that the thiee went away.” 1

en “‘ the sacred writer expressly states otherwise,
a b::lhe Lorp, who has all through, as we have
"m - "I," 8poken of as one the “three,” remained
is

But not |

i h Abraham. ~ How is it possible then to
1 thep, ™Stand that in ver. 22 by the term ‘* the men”’
Deaq, s 20t that it was the other two only who then
Bug g on their way ?
i'“ Surely becomes an absolute certainty when
' ﬁn: the following chapter, where the narrative
. wed, that ¢ there came fwo angels to Sodom
L4, At that time only two.
ﬁ 3 P. Patrick, also objects to one of these,angels
M“"deTEd as Jehovah, because he says, then
;M"‘“hem must be also : for he is called also by
%sz OfJehovah, Gen. xix. 24.” But I think that
g :mth:“mmanon will show that in this statement
Mg agq " Prelate is mistaken; for that the per-
gy 'essed in that verse is the very same who
'eft with Abraham.
it !Iidt«t.ha' in the Jast verse of the eighteenth chap-
o Jogy And the Lorn went his way, as soon as
Mg olnml.ming with Abraham ; and Abraham
“:"1:0 his place.” Now this phraseology is
0 as would be proper, if it were one of the
10 His human form, with whom the Patri-
3 i:en conversing; they had remained by the
e CATnest converse when the two inferior
h.“ Went on their way, and as soon as the
.".'bicbsupplicatinn ended, *“the Lorp went his
8 gy, according to the tenor of the narrative,
was Tally afier His companions, as Abraham’s
Naturally to «petyrn.” Had this on the
: 'Qeﬂe":n a revelation of Jehovah to the Patriarch
Sap gy el With the three angels, the phrase here
Rin, s 03¢, would have been the least proper one
"Ulhi,nnor 18 there, to the best of my recollec-
& 8 approaching to such a conventual mode
they sl”d with respect to the Lord Jehovah in
\e‘gsacf‘- I judge, therefore, that it is here
anq € on this occasion He condescended to
0t oy hi:ﬂ ﬂs"man. anfi after the manner of men
 fupgy Way™ after His two companions. ;
by o) th €Ty in proof of this view of the subject
f the € 16th verse of the following chapter the
hep cc“nversatmn between the angels and Lot
Ways o i"l’(RGS. Previous to that the two angels
én?u tn of, and speak in the plural number,
2 selves_as being *“ sent ” by the Lorp; but
rSon l;sre Is an intimation that Jehovah was
2 Jeh“vaﬁ Y present, for it is said *“the Lorp
1 (= ) being mercifal unto him.” Now Iam
0 oy r‘"'e: that this may be said to be only a
apn €S8ton of the Divine goodness, manifested
ang mcehlthrou.gh the ministration of the two
“Ssing thet '8 [ might agree, did not the mode of
" 8 oy angels immediately change. Lot no
is a1y > W0 but one; so also the style of the

h

&:ﬁét,u:;tered. he begins again to speak of one as
% ty.
“ ) iq

3

Tho also, as hefore, speaks with divine
%l" Mo USin verse 17 it is stated, “ ke (no longer
he “ideape for thy life ;”

Ji euc"“}ﬂ him, see 1" (not we) have accepted
h:i the "'e 1t appears that Jehovah had again
B Loy o 20gels, about the time that they were
ln;:""t’ 2 his family from the devoted city.—
Deap, ‘hm‘;‘(’the difficulty of Bishop Patrick, since
leng, 1 Abray, 10 me, that the same three that ap-
e ¢ to ;"3 were now, as they stated to him they
Wiy 2h, g th M Sodom, and that therefore it was
‘ i“>hnmcn ¢ Almighty Chief of the three, though
nftﬂ » whom Lot addressed, and who is

) rajn !N the 24 verse, “ Then the Lorp ( Heb.
® ang “d upon S§rdom and upon Gomorrah
en, fire from the Lorp (Heb. Jehovabh) out

e

Iropuse LU ask the 5 >
{o amress His Excelleacy the Governor General with
the view of declamag it to be the opinion of that House
that the interests of the members of the Church of

To e Editor of the Church.

GENEAL THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY, N. Y.
July 2nd, 1851.

My DEAR Sir,~At the close of another Seminary
year, the students f the General Theological Seminary
deem it incumbenmupon them to make some acknow-
ledgement of yourkindness in furnishing your paper
for their Reading loom gratuitously. The words an
works of the Churh in Canada are always of interest
to them; and theyare sincerely gratefil to you for
placing before thenso faithful a record of both.

T'am, my dear Si, respectfully, your obedient servt.,
Wirriam E. ARMITAGE,
Librarian of the Reading Room.

To theEditor of the Church.

Dear Sim,—Thkre were several typographical
inaccuracies in myletter to the Hon. Mr. de Blaquiere,
as published in « Zie Chureh * of the 3rd instant, but
of which I will onlyask the correction of one, viz:

for the “13th and kth Vie. chap. 29,” read * 13th and |

14th Vie. chap 49.°

May I also beg that for “ his late Mujesty George
the Fourth wag pleaed to endow the University of
King’s College,” ma be read * the Crown was pleased
to endow the Univesity of King’s College, and to
grant a charter tothe same,” &c.; the endowment
having been the git of George the Third, and the
charter having beergranted by George the Fourth.

I sent this corretion after I had despatched my
last letter, but it seens it did not reach you in time.

Faithfally yours,

July 4th, 1851, ARTHUR PALMER.

br The Church. %
TO THE HONRABLE P. B. DE BLAQUIERE.

HoNorasrx Srr,~According to promise, T proceed
to state in this letts: the reasons which oblige me to
come to the conclusbn that there is no satisfactory
recognition of the prnciple, that religion is the basis
of all sound education n the scheme of affiliation which
you are desirons of orcing on the members of the
Church of England ir this Diocese, and which, on ac-
count of that fata] defet, they will not, I am persuaded
as a body, ever be inluced to adopt.

In order to guard izainst misconception, it may be
well that I should stde at the outset, what I undersiand
this affiliation to mein.

« Affiliation,” T (onceive, means, that while the
University of Torono itself neither teaches religion,
nor, as_a University, worships God,—while it never

once offers up a suppliation for blessings nor ascription
of praise,—all which &, by the 28th and 20th Sections

of 12 Vie., c. 82, exjressly prohibited, —but devotes
itself exclusively to mstruction in secular learning ;
the various religious lodies in the Province shall have
permission to establish, entirely from their own means,
“ each in its own way and wccording to its own views

and in the 23 verse, | of religious truth,”” coleges in which religious instruc-
tion-shall be given, thit such colleges shall be recog-
nized by the Universiy of Toronto for that purpose,
and shall moreover he empowered to grant Degrees in

Divinity, which the Dhiversity itsel{ is prohibited from

conferring.

Now, Sir, I learn fiom-the public papers that you
?el.s:w O vunvily va e Ol st

England would be best served by their becoming a

party to the s¢d scheme.

The memters of the Church of England must surely

by snclasion
hi Aes wage
5 o8 T mygy oy

o of o
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1\"'3'“1" to another,
Stance in Seripture,
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hlture, not
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%'r € succeeded

I will only add that one of these

the son of God, or langnage is

nk, would be blasphemous from

" The explanation of  this

in atrick would give from Theodoric

ry. God gives

nor do 1 think that there is

ce ir where by a plain and

tation, it can be even reasonably expected |
even the angels, save the Lord
Angel of the Covenant, is per-
nely authoritative langnage.

c in so far confirming the
n ¢ Pretation of this celebrated chapter, as to
Q.‘be‘*’lcpnﬁdvnce of the humblest member of

IS surely most unsatisfacto

e e, aln meaning of the Biok of God, and
le “f,peued his convietion of its infinite value
Practical godliness, T shiall be thankful.

ourg faithfully, o

qfke Editor of The Church.

"AR S1r,—In the Annual Report of
g&—:"‘?'y presented to the meeting held in
% Jllne, and which has been since pub-
Iy Uch newspaper, there is the following
Othia 8 higy 2Ch to be regretted that more favour-
sdl'trim ',! (?%Pot been presented from the several
g " ttees in the Home and Simeoe
Dw,
::zé?::gh‘"ch
‘Png." ‘ha:e":‘) Other Parochial committees, I do not
wlt‘“ € one in which 1 have hitherto taken
H‘ﬂq ‘eﬁ,heentuled to it. The amount, I believe,
Plgg 208t PRI of e Church Society fell very
h% 18 oo i’"ﬂ"- of that of the year previous; and
"" Bwygy: 4€Ted that the members of the Charch
‘,‘ﬁngh - 18hip h iyt
i gy 0 Min; ave heen called upon to subseribe
N‘l& Subs Ster’s salary, the very slight dimuni-
M ag ..:"‘P'mns to the Society should not be

Mavourable,” | Besides the Annual

this expression of regret may be dne

TS ‘bﬂo' e have incurred within the last sixteen
P fdré,"‘°80011ays;_
b, %0 BWIENE ..o £125- 00 0
&:%Excehu"h'yafd v 5 1800 . b
- ek g, p USe 150 0 0
radford 150 0 0
Sy, .0
e
Oy king o0 £437 10 0

R ey, nsiderati 1
g N3y ey, ion the poverty of some
¥ %’}th :lir' and the other adversepcircumstances,
4 tion Umiliry, submit, that we do not occupy
. € Teport, we might have expected.

e €main, R;;' and dear Sir,

Wogt  The ost faithfully yours,

e n'ﬂﬁ:‘?"m‘ﬂﬂe, Artaur HiLw,
- UrY, June 28, 1851,

v 1Y of the Chug s o .

Was sent i oo 0reh Society informs us, that
b ang vy, With the remittance made by the
Whicy o::t Gwillimbury Parochial Associa-
) T Rey, correspondent is connected.

cil than y#

be grateful © you for asking the Legislative Council to
give its opnion as to what would be most conducive to
their intecests.  Doubtless Roman Catholics and others,
who do not belong to'the Church of England, are more
competent judges of what would be conducive to the
educafional interests of her members than they are
them:elves. And when a body so composed gives its
opiaion that those Interests would be best served by
affiliation with a University which confines its teach-
ing to secular learning—to the exclusion of religion—
i that opinion will be 80 conclusive that it will be quite
! ulmecessary to refer the matter, as you propose to do,
to a Convocation of the Clergy and Laity ; for, howe-
ver strongly they may now feel upon the subject, the
weight of authority which sach a legislative decision
will carry with it must be so overwhelming as to pre-
vent the Convocation fiom being so presumptuous as

to decide otherwise.

Before I proceed, let me further thank you for that

passage in your inténded motion, in which you propose
that the Legislative Council shall assure His Excellency
that « it anxiously Wishes to see every benefit and pri-

vilege enjoyed by other denominations fully extended

to the members of the United Churches of England and

Ireland in this Province » Nothing can possibly ex-

ceed the liberality of this declaration ; it is one which

will doubtless impress every member of the National

Church with the livel est feelings of gratitude.

Sir, I have @ higher opinion of the Legislative Coun-
seem 10 entertain, inasmuch as I cannot
think that®hat House wil] adopt an address which

sanctions an exercise of arbitrary power, and pronoun-

ces an opinion upon a subject with wh}'ch_.’in its legis-
lative capacity, 1t must fee] itself restrained from deal-
ing, if not by incompetence, at all events by conside-
ratione of delicacy: As, however, the whole matter
turns upon the question of afiiliation, permit me to
state some of the Teasons which, in my judgment,
render it impossible for the Church of England to take
up th» position W tich you wish her to assume, and to
connect herself by an afiiliated college, with the Uni-
versity of Toronto. R . e &
1. Any system ol instruction in which religion is
not an essential P2t is an irreligious system. If the
essence of the 8YS'€M be not an acknowledgement of
God it is a Godless §ystem ;—it may tolerate religion
—it may even, {f0M Motives of policy, require under
special circumstances, certificates of some kind of reli-
gious observanees T Qualifications; but if these are not
of the essence of the System, if they are mere ex-
pedients to seci’® SUpport—expedients instantly put
aside when adheTence to them might have the effect of
damaging the supPO't they were adopted to conciliate—
then, 1 say, that 81Ch @ system is in the plainest sense
Godless. ~And pray do not say of me as you did of the
Bishop of the Dio¢€se, that T am siandeiing yon and
your University 1P thus expressing myself, for I mean
to prove what 1 843-
hat religw",ﬂ‘e“, 18 not an essential part of the sys-
tem of the Umve"s“?' of Toronto, is plain from the
fact that it is eXPTESSLy enacted that “ no religious test
or qualification 1% ;-10 € required of, or appointed for,”
any individual in ¢ E.Um\{em&y. Allattempt to estab-
lish such a qualification is by 15y hrohibited, see 12,
Vic. c. 82, sec: 29 and therefore not only students and
scholars, and PersOns admitted to degrees, but also all

| persons appointed Professors, Lecturers, Mast.g. or
| Tutors, &c., are exempt from the necessity of having
| any religious qualification whatever. They need not
| even believe in the being of a God, much less in
| the doctrines of revealed religion. To use the words
| of the Trustees of the University of Queen’s Col-
| lege Kingston, ““as no religious test is required of
the Professors, not even a belief in the existence of God,
there is nothing in the Act to prevent Infidels, Atheists
or persons holding the most dangerous and pernicioys
| principles, from being intrusted with the instruction of
| youth at that time of life when evil impressions are most
likely to be made upon their minds.” This beinz the
| case, of what value is the By-law of your Senate, V\_'hgch
| makes the evidences of natural and revealed veligion
part of Moral Philosophy? Imagine Sir, 2 Hume or a
Gibbon lecturing on the evidences of Christianity, and
| stabbing religion with an inuendo. And as the aw of
| your University stands, let men of their talents, Wwith
| the same principles, offer themselves for Professorsh_lps,
! ‘and you would be acting illegally if you should reject
them on account of their want of religious qqahﬁca{non,
into which you are not permitted to enquire. Sir, |
would rather not have the evidences ot Religionread than
that they should have such men as their Lecturers,
Again, in support of the charge of Godlessness, I adduce
| the clause of the Act above referred to, by which relj-
gious observances according to any form are interdicted
within the University ;—they are not to b.e Imposed
upon the members or officers of the University or any
of them > Really Sir, with the Act open before meT
dm amazed at the hardihood of that passage in the ad-
dress which yon tried to get the Senate to adopt. and in
which you stated, ¢“the Senate equally denies that any
prohibition exists as to any form of prayer, or toany act
of public worship; allowing to all, perfect freedom
therein, and the utmost facility for conducting the same,”
If you meant by this, that they might have those privil.
eges elsewhere, although not in the University, the sub-
terfuge was, I must say, a very miserable one; for
again, to'quote the Trustees of aneen.’s.Col!ege. “N(?t
only is the teachiug of Theology proh}b}t(’d in the Uni-
versity of Toronto, but all forms of vame.worshrp, all
public prayer, anything that can remind either Profes-
sors or Students of God and the daties we owe to him,
of our responsibilities and obligations, is rigidly and per-
emptorily excluded.”

In reply to what I have stated above, I may be re-
ferred to the Act 13th and 14th Vie. chap. 49, an Act
which was passed for the purpose of endeavouring to
remove certain doubts respecting the intention of the
Act of the preceding Session; and this it proceeds to
do by attempting to give something of a colourable
religous character to the University of Toronto, in a
manner which to a superficial reader may seem
plausible giough, but which, when closely examin-
ed, will be seen to leave that University as essentially
irreligious or Godless as it was before. It is quife
true that the last-mentioned Act authorises the estab-
lishment of regulations by the Visitors or Senate « for
the Undergraduates and Students aitending upon public
worship in their respective Churches, and receiving re-
ligious instruction fiom their respective Mlmsters,.a.nd
that every facility shall be afforded by the Authorities
of the University for such attendance on religious wor-
ship.”>  All this is quite true ; but remember that « n,
religious test or qualification” is to be required of an
Student in the University. Suppose therefore a yogtg
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given in this country, “1 do nat belong to any,” what
can your regulations do then ? you have no worship of
God,—no common prayer,—no religious tea'chlng in
your University, and in spite of your regulations you
train the poor youth in infidelity.

But again I may be told, that no one shall be ad-
mitted as a Student of the University, orsto a Degree
therein, * without possessing such religious requisites
as may be prescribed by the constituted Authorities of
the affiliated College to which he belongs.” Sir, thisis
only true of “any Candidate for Matriculation or for
any Degree who shall, at the time of his application, be
a Student in any of the different Colleges which shall
be so far affiliated to the said University as to be en-
titled to appoint a member to the Sen te t}xervof.
Suppose that a young man at matriculation is vota
member of any affiliated College, avd that he never
bseomes one, where is his certificate of religious re-
quisites? There is none, nor can he be required to pro-
duce any. He may be an avowed infidel go through
the University, and cven become a Graduate as
such,—and that, not inspite of the system, as in the
Motber Country, but with its full concurrence and
acquiescence.  For it is speciallly to be borne in mind
that the Act last referred to. the object of which is to
remove all doubts touching the Christian character of
the University of Toronto—contains the following
exceptive clanse, * Provided always that nothing
herein contained shall extend or be construed to
extend to empower the said University, by statute or
otherwise, to compel any person to become a Student
or Member of such affitiated College as a condition
precedent to his bring matriculated or admitted to Ly
Degree in said University, or otherwise howsoever.

I have now shown you, Sir, that religion is no part
whatever of the essence of the system of the University
of Toronto ; that on the contrary, within the .Umver-
sity, religion is proscribed and interd cted in every-
possible way ; that the teaching of theology is exclyde,(},
that the requiring or appointing a religions qualifica
tion evensfor the Professors is prohibited; and that
the worship of Almighty Ged is forbidden ;—in addi
tion to all which the Ministers of Religion are declared
ineligible to be appointed by Government to the Seaate
or to be elected by Convocation to the office which
you now fill.

I have further shown yvou from younr own aet, that
(even with your affiliated Colleges, and n“\lv.‘iﬂlslnl.ld-
ing all the amiable professions ahout religion soiu-
geniously introduced into your declarative law for
removing certain doubts s to the Christian characttl-r
of your institution, and so to give it a colourable
religions character,) the University of Toronto is at
this moment, in the essence of its system, thoronchly
and completely godless; thata young man may enter 1t

as an infidel, that he may continuein it as such, and as
such he may take his degree without having ever
heard a prayer offered up, and without one saving trath
of Christianity b:ing pressed upoun his conscience. 3

The University of Toronto being thus thgcunnB‘g e
both in principle and 1n the practical operation of N:ﬁ
system, how can it be expected that the Church o
England shall give in its adhesior. thereto ? How
can our Church ever support an ingtitution whose

religion, and which, without its walls, only recognizes
religion for the purpose of conciliating support?
and even then exceptionally ; for, as 1 have shown,
|'it is not mecessary that those who enter or graduate
"at the University of Toronto should have any reli-

whole internal system is a continual abnegation of

Suppise then that a youth
of the Church of England whom circumstances
had made his own master was desirous of getting
rid of what youth too often feels 1o be a burthen,
—I mean daily religious worship and religious instruc-
tion,—he has only at his matriculation to decline to state
the denomination to which he belongs, or whether he
belongs to any, or if pressed further, he has but fo say,
—as the University of Toronto tempts him to say,—that
he belongs to none, and thenceforth he hears from that
University, directly or indirectly, no more of God, His
worship, or His truth, than if no God existed. And such
is the Institution which it is  slander” to call Godless !
Such is the system with which the Chuich of England
is required to affiliate |

Purposing to submit in my next letter some further
reasons against your scheme of affiliation,

I have the honour to be, Honourable Sir,
Your obedient humble servant, -

ARTHUR PALMER,
Rector of Guelph and Rural Dean.

any affiliated Colleges.

To the Editor of the Church.
CHURCH UNION.
Co. Londonderry, Ireland, June 1st, 1851,

Srr,—Among the many interesting articles, documen-
tary or original, with which your journal abounds, I
have read few which convey to the parent country
more painful information than the “ Address from the
Church Union of the Diocese of Toronto, to the Laity
of the Church in Canada,” published in your number
of April 3d, of this ygar.

I have no occasion to enter into the general subject
treated of in this remarkable paper, so just in its reason-
ing and unrefutable as to the facts it adduces, My
business lies with a portion of it, in which the writers
appear to have somewhat departed from their accus-
tomed deference to the truth of history, and to a fair
delineation of the events of our own days. The para-
graph to which I refer contains the following assertion :
¢ At this moment (1851) Canada presents the strange
anomaly of men who, in common with ourselves protest
against the errors of Romanism, yet leagued with the
latter in open hostility to the only sure rampart against
Romish aggression ; and their united efforts are now
directed to plunder the Established Church of the slen-
der provision remaining for its temporal wants, in the
hope of thereby destroying its spiritual efliciency.”—
So far I presume the writers to be fully correet ini their
very distressing statentent. What follows is more
questionable: “1In Ireland the various dissenting bo-
dies understood their true position and interests, and
openly supported the Church in her struggle, feeling
that if she fell before the assaults of Romanism, they
must be overwhelmed in her ruins.” Cordially do T
wish that it were in my power to confirm the assump-
tion contained in the above sentence. But nothing is
more remote from fact. A few of the more eminent
and educated of the Presbyterian ministers did indeed
raise their voice in condemnation— the ko Iy was mute,
acquiescent, or openly countenanced the injustice. In
the former class stood, and still stands forth conspicu-
ous and admired, the deservedly celebrated Dr. Cooke.
Above the narrow bigotry of his fellows in the lofty
spirit of the accomplished man ; no less their supe:
Tmanmers ; refined by a constant association with the
higher classes of society (o which his attainments have
ever given him a welcome access,—Dr. Cooke has
been through life the consistent advocate of his own
early umbliterated motto, “ PROTESTANT PEACE.”—
Others of his co-ministers may—some I am sure do,
entertain similar sentiments, but these men do not utter
or publish their opinions. He alone, by whom, as .
history will wuly affirm, Ireland was preserved to the
British Empire,” when 0’Connell tempted, and nearly
successfully tempted the sectarian divisions and the dis-
union of c{ﬂsscs in Ulster—defied the wily demoecrat
and saved religion and loyalty ; envy, misrepresenta-
tion, and opposition are now his reward. :

The ¢ anomaly of men, who, in common with our-
selves; protest against the errors of Romanism, yet are
leagued in open hostility to the only . sure rampart of
defence azainst Romish aggression,” is probably more
notorious now in Ireland than has ever been our lot to
Witness, It is wholly impossible to exaggerate the
amount of bigotry gnd animosity with which the ma-
JOr portion of the Presbyterian Ministers assail the doc-
trines and ritual of the Church of England. No less
zealous are the laity of the inferior ranks in labouring

'Y every means to alienate the people from the Estab-
lished Church - -bribes, schools, gifts, threats of exclu-
sive dealing, &c., &c., have become the universal prac-
tice. One of the most distingnished ministers, the Rev.
Dr, Edgar of Belfast, pushed disengenuousness to the
miserable extreme of agsolutely ignoring the very ex-
istence of the Clergy of the Established Church 1p_the

rovince of Connaught. This candid tourist visited
during the year 1848, the far West of Ireland ; the ob-
Ject of his excursion was ‘to ascertain the progress of
famine, and also of the means resorted o Jor its relief,

&e., &c. On these topics he was sufficiently explicit—
excepting that he omitted to make mention of the un-
exampled labours, munificence, and self denial of the
Clergy of the Church of England, _many of whom—
immensely his superiors in_education and manners,
honoured this rustic brother by the kindest hospitality.
His published narrative is the evidence on which these
assertions rest ; but the principal cause of that melan-
choly hostility to the Church of England springs from
a source beyond our expectations to alter. The Pres-
byterian Ministers of Ireland, alike in name only to
their fellow worshippers in Scotland-—are no longer
what they were. Tniny own memory the ministers
of that persuasion frequented the tables of the wealthy,
the accomplished, and the great, as respected guests,—
That association so much to be desiredhas passed away ;
—the vast majority of the Presbyte’kun Ml.msters of
Ireland ave now drawn from a class inferior to the
alumni of Maynooth. The very small farmers, the
cottiers, and retail dealers, furnish exclusively the can-
didates for Presbyterian orders—throwing out the sons
of the merchant and gentleman of moderate fortune,
who indeed it must be admitted, have for the most pa
embraced the X piscopalian profession of Faith. From
the very low caste to which they now belong arises
natural?;/ the political and social doctrines which they
inculeate. Envious of their Scots fellow-ministers—
reviling where they cannot rival—comrades and confe-
derates of the needy agriculturalist or dealer, humbled
and mortified, trampled on whenever it is thought ex-
pedient o to do by the refractory of their own congre-
gations, irritated by insult and by the sense of individual
})owcrlessness Jor good. 'The Presbyterian Ministers of

reland are essentially o discontented body, avd will
undoubtedly remain so until they enjoy niuch more
than at present of pastoral inde;;endence- and the etill
higher security of a fixed ritual. Some of these une~

gious qualification whatever, or be members of

ducated bigots decline entering our churches on*the



