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APPENDIX.

'(rk"*
{he Toronto Colonist, ^^nd Jaafj l8C'i.

mon8, lor Cojik'H <ir I'Jxtnic'H oi uio «^.)in!.s|«)ii;i-| n i^ not oui iinenuon, on ims m-cisiitm. un-

fiico, between tlio Mctitoiirml (tovciiinr of UppciiPresrt nny (.jiiiion rosiiccling tlie claim which ll

Canada .„,i ,i,e s,.„c,„rj „t su.c. o«<^.«^^^i•^f:::^f;:!,:^::;::^i:;;;-::i^;:£Tz
of th« creation of UcctoncK in tlmt I rovii.oe i>y\

^^^^ yourMuicsly ;ui(l wiUi I'arliamcnt to deci

IP HE RECTO RIKH.

We recently laid buf.nc ourw ad.'iH. in .Utrircntithut in Mnidi, 18.11, an address to the Kinp w.ih

publications of tlie Colonat, tlio entiio contoi.ts adopted by iho Logislativc Council of Upper

of a RiUuin to an A<ldrt'Ks <if tbe House of Com.|Ouiiadn,iii which the following panigraphe occur

:

mon8, for (?opieH or Extrac'H of the Ooirespond-^ ' It i«i not our intention, on lliis occibion. to ex-

lii.ion rospecliiig tlie claim which llie

'
'

" *' ipa

SStH

your Majesty and wiUi t'arliamcni to decide

Sir John Colborne. Tlie jlocumcnts thus pub- i,p„„ it.

liHhod supply tho fnlloHt information on tliis "Wt regret that i' wii« ever thought advisable to

imporlaut Bubjoct tlmt ha« ever been laid befor. Ugitute that quoKlion in thii colony, where it

'^
. .,,,.• X 1 u ,„ „^„i leould not be detcriiuned ; and we earntBtly hope,

t..o Imperial Parl.amcnt; and "uich more ampU.|^^^.
^,^^ ^^^ ^^ ^^ '.^^^^^ ^,^^^ .^ ^^^^ \^^

information, in dotnil, lliau lias over been com-j^j,^,^.jjjy
^^^ ^^ ^^^^^ g^ ^ f,„jjl Jeeision. lu the

manicatod to tho Lei^iHlatiire and people of ihiRi.neantitne, we cannot forbear to express our con-

Province or the late Trovince of Upper Canada.jviction that tlio rulerfi of tho Church of Scotlncd

We havc'no doubt but the information thus im-jare move Binccrtdy attached to tho principleB of
"

, , „ . ,, ..ClniHtianity than to desire that the only perma-
pnrtcd, has proved generally acceptable, as

>'|„e„t provision for religious instnction which ex-

•bH8 placed in the hands of our readers, tho par-ij^tg }„ this country aliould be entirely abolished,

ticulars, by means of which tht>y will be enabled

to arrive at an impartial judgment, in respect to

the legality of those Rectories.

because it hns appeared doubtful whether that

particular Chuich had a tight to share in it.

rhey must be aware that it is not with those foel-

ngs that the support of their venerable cstabliKh-

Reser

As an appendix to the important docuiuentMmient is regarded in Scotland by their fellow-

alrcndy published, we give to-day, from anotherjsubjecfs of otiier denominations ; and we do them

Parliamentary Return, in reference tc the Clergy the justice to believe that they would be foremoal

, • ^ , I ^ ,i^.,..„ Tj« , to disavow any such seulimerits jn regard to this
jrves, a despatch and enclosure. No. 1,

pp^yj^gg „ ^ ^

It may be regarded as strange, ut the present

day, that tho Legislative Councilor Upper Cahadii

ahould have introduced, iu 1831, such paragraph!*

into an address as we have quoted above, when,

in

- from Sir P. Maitland to Earl Bathurst, of date

""17th May, 1819 ; and a despatch, No. 2, in reply,

"^^ from Earl Hathurst to Sir P. Maitlaud, dated 6tli

! May, 1820 ; also a dcupatch, No. 10, of the same

.?n return, from Sir P. Maitland to Earl Bathurst.jj,, 1920, the Law Officers of tho Crown
*r dated 28th December, 1825. England had declared that "the provision made

These documents are of great importance, injby the 31 Geo. 3, cap. 31, for the support,

connection with those already published, for the

reason that, as far back as the year 1820, the

• Law Oflicers of tho Crown i?i England, gave it as

their opinion, that the Clergy Reserves were not

. confiDcd solely to tho clergy of the Church of

England ; and that from that time forward, the

and maintenance of a Protestant Clergy, are not

coftfined xoltl^ to the Clergy of the Church o/A'rtglatui,

bat may he extended also to the Clergy of the Church 0/

Scotland ;" and the only way to account for the

passing of such an address, is on the supposition

that Earl Bathurst's despatch of 6th May, 182D,

local Government of Upper Canada, aided by the had never been communicated to the Legislative

law officers in the Province, systematically op- Council, but that some local opinion had been

posed tho opinion of the law officers in England, substituted in its place, to involve iu doubt that

instead of following their advice, as they were in which to the Law Officers of the Crown in Eikj-

duty bound to do. Nay more, that they hadjlarul, appeared clear and beyond doubt. Had
oven suppvcssed and concealed that opinion froin|lhere been a ditlerciit course puivued, by those

the Legislature and people of Upper Canada, andiin autiiority in Upper Canada, in regard to thia

endeavored to influence public sentimont io an, question, subsequent to the receipt of Ea.l

opposite direction. To such an extent was this

BV6*cno of concealment and deception earned,

Dathursi's despatch of Cih of May, 1820, tin

probability ii', that the question of the Clergy


