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in the process of olovation to the Episcopato makes in
the contomplation of the Canoun, n slrong prime fecio case
in favor of tho porson on whom tho choice of the Con-
voution has fallon This prima facin case diminishes,
and is intonded 'to diminish, somewhat, the labor and re-
sponsibility of the tribunal which is next ealled upon to
act in this momentous transaction.

For, secondly, The Divine institution knows nothing
of « more Diocesan Bishop., A Bishop is a Bishop of
the Catholic Chuveh, and the restriction of his ordinary
jurisdiction to the limits of a Dioceso is a nisre expedient
and economical partition of the genoral powors of the
Order, in certain specified particnlars, But this con-
venient distribution of authority does not take awuy the
gensral jurisdiction which inhores in the Office, and
makes each Bishop a sworn guardian of the Faith in the
whole Church, and subjecls each one to the official visi-
tatorial power of his brethren. Therefore, each organ-
ized Provincial or National Church, claims and exereises
a potential voico in the creation of a Bishop. The can-
ons of tho Ameriean Church designaté, as the second
step in tho execution of this high trist, the solemn nssent
and testimonial of th: House of Deputies of the General
Couvention, in one contingency, and of the Standing
Committeo ingevery Diocese in another. Recognizing
the prima fucie case made in favor of the fitness aud
worthiness of the Bishop-cleet, by the previous action of
the Diocese, and with the knowledge that the Church at
large has rot the opportunity of such minute and search-
ing inquiry as the Diocesan Couvention is bound to
make, the Testimoninl preseribed for this higher tribu-
nal, representing in part the Catholic Church, leaves out
some of the particular specifications contained in the
Testimonial presented by the Diocesan Convention.

But let any man consider the enrnest, solemn, personal
terms of this second 'Testimonial, and see if he can un-
derstand it to be a mere perfunctory-obedience to.a
mandumus sent down from a -higher to a lower court:
Yob this assumption, this strange fallacy, porvades the
entire Roport sent out by the Illinois Convention.

On the contrary, the language of the Testimonial, and
the whole recompanying proceedings, impose upon this
ropresontative tribunal, in either of its forms, the most
solemn responsibility to spséak the truth; and to use
cvery availablo means of knowing tho truth of whichit
is required lo speak any thing less than. this, would be
the wanton betraysl of a sacred trust, a flagrant injury
to the Church of the living God. Ordinarily there has
been littledificulty in tho faithful-discharge of this high
dvty. Tor, as a general rule, the Divcesos and Conven-
tions have been careful in tho choice of their Bishops.
But when a Diocese, in a determined spirit of self-will,
attompt to thrust upon the Church as one of .its:Bish-.
ops, & man whose deotrinal views, touching the very
heart of Christian religion, are in avowed antagonism to
the expross.doctrine of :the Church, it is the plain duty
of every representativo of ‘the Churel to defeat and re-
buke that attempt, in the most.emphatic way.

Having thus seen .the true relation ¢f the House of
Deputies, and of the Standing Committees, respectively,
in the matter of making a Bishop in the Church of God,.
it will not tako long to dispose of tho strong assertions,.
and of the show of argument in the Illiuois Report.

Tirst of all, it is asserted thut the House of Deputics
was guilty.of unwarrantable ¢ usurpation ” in presuming
to enquire into the fitness of the Bishop-e!cct of.Illinojs,.
.and;that the Standing Committees will:be guilty of alike
“usurpation ” if they dare to enquire into the.fitness of
the new Bishop-elect. And 'the changes are rung upoin
the language of the Prosidont of the House, declaring
that the enquiry was conducted. with ** judicial. clearness
and calmness,” us o proof of the ‘‘usurpation of judicial
functions.” It is the first.time.I ever heard it alleged as
a crimo against a body concerned. in an appointment to
.ofitee, that in the dischargo of this official duty.the meni-
bers of the body. acted with judiviul calmness.  Is.it bet-|:
ter that they should have.acted capriciously, 1gnomntly,
or .corruptly ? Tho Jonest. discharge .of the. appomtmg
power, however diswributed. iavolves, ex: necessilate; the
oxercise-of judicial functions—IypaMENT in the diserimi- |
nation of character, in the determination of conduct.
‘There was no-lrial of Dr. Seymour, either a3 a man or ns

a presbyter. No right of:his was in issuo or in, jeopardy.
It was snnply an enquiry, to.inform.the judgment aud
the conscience of men churged with:a hlgh ofticial dut.y
—of men.whose. interest.in the question of h_la elevatlop
to the Episcopate was just,v:as -real and as strong, as bis
own.

'J.‘hg Roport proceeds to inform na that tho whoié 1une-
tionof tho House of Depuhes or of the Stamlmg Com-
mllteos m tlus matter, is to @eshfv, a8 w1tneeses "allcd in
& court of . ]ustxco, to what they alr -eady know .[f they
are ignorant, they must remain in thnt bhssl'ul stntc'

Su,rely it.migat have ocenrred to t’m dlstm(ru;shed To.w-‘

yex who drew up this paper, that when a person who has

been called as a witiiess in any case, i§ found to know:
T'Goa. The Bible does indeed raise n wall hebween ono
clnsg of Pepyle and auother, but it is between the good
14 ’ vt . ‘ iis [}

nothing about it, he is simply told to *“atand asxgle " o
» not required to sign o solemn testimonial, whiph is to

work incalenlable mischiof or incaleulable good, in re-
gard to a matlor of which he knows nothing at all, In
the case hefore us, the persons asked to testify, instead
of being meve witnesses enlled to tell what they know in
vegard to an issue joined between two parties in a court
of law, are the appointed guardians of the honor and in-
(agrity of the Church, ealled upon to perform a duty in-
volving the dearest interosts of that Chureh, and bound,
therefore, by the most sacred obligation, to use all rea-
sonable diligence to bo corrcetly informed concerning
the matter of which they ave required to affirm.

After awliile, it secmns to have dawned upon the writer
of the Report, that possibly, there might be something
which these official ¢ witnesses” would have o right to
inquire about : and he generously enlightens them as to
the limits of the knowledge which they may legitimately
seck. They may ascertain, tho Report says, whether the
person about whom they are to testify has ever been
tried and condemned for any offence which would dis-
qualify him for the Episcopate. A regular trial and
condemuation, it is affirmed, is the only legitimate source
of information fox the House of Deputices, or for the Stand-
ing Committees; that is to say, a Diocese must have elected
as its Bishop a mun already degraded from the Ministry,
or the reluctaut ¢ witnesses’ must sign the Testimorials,
expressing their confidencoe in his fithess. To use the
language of the Repoxt, this, at least, would seem fo be

“Careductio ad absurdum.”

The most speoions argument in the Report maintains
that this Testimonial must be signed in any case
in which a Bishop would be bound to give a Letter Di-
missory. The speciousness of this argument comes from

A mers zerbal coincidence, where the-circumstances are

altogether difforent. The Presbyter has a vested right
in his office, which can only be disturbed .or taken away

by trinl and condemnation. When he asks for Lettors

Dimissory, thoreforo the Bishop must cither grant them, |,
or institute a trinl. He has no right to deprive the Pres-
byter of-his function by indirection. But no-Presbyter,
provious to consecruation, has uny vested -right or proper-
ty in the Episcopate. And all the parties-concerned in
conferring -that high office upon any Pesbyter, not only
have the right, but are bound upon thcir consciences, to
act as seems to them best for the hionor of God, and for
the good of His Church. A parallel case illustrates .the
distinction.

The President of tho United States with all the.power
of his army, eannot legally punish tho vilest criminal, un-
til after trinl and conviction. Will it bo contonded that
before such trial and conviction, the President is bound,
or evon possesses the moral right. to nomiuatesucha man
to & high and respomsiblo office? And if the President
could Le so derelict ag to make such a.nomination, would
the Senate be precluded from inquiry, and bound to con-
firm that nomiontion ?

It would be too long to.go into the last point of this
remarkable dvcument—the limts of -truc and false doc-

trine. In the-case now at issue, this. poiut has heen de- |2

cided with gratifying unnnimity by.the American Church.
It is mainly by guarding the-access to the several Orders
of tho Ministry that a Church cau .effectually exercise
her Divine commission a3 an feclesin Docers. Eaxity, or
faithlessness, here, will soon lead to corruption, and to
aultimate apostacy.

The imperious and deuuuciutoxy toue of the document
wo have .been compelled to examine,.us-well as the elec-
-tion just made, is in suggostive keeping with the.general
policy of the party it ropresents—the apparent detormin-
ation to carry every paint by persistence and bravado.

A CHURCHMAN,

+

For the Church Journal and Messanger.
¢ SENTIMENTALISM,”

Messrs, Eprrors : I read most of tho leaders in Tng
CuurcH Journan with great. plensure and profit. But
your article of Fob. 18th, on **Sentimeutalism,” to my
apprehension, needs exphnatgon You say that *‘by
the universal tw and comity of the Catholic Church, '.Dr.
Colenso is & deposed Bishop.” And-yet you rate him as
‘® thorough]y bonest man. I understand that the Ca-
tholic ‘Church is a divine mstltuﬁon, founded on the
‘Apostles and Ptoplu.tq, Jesus Chiist Himself being the
‘chief cornerstone. This institution must necessarily be

Very compreheusive ad to its menﬁ)etshlp, secing that it
Founder came into the' world, not o’ establish a smail 80-
ciety, with its constitution aud’ bye-laws, But to draw all

Hitio and honest souls-to’ Himself. He tejects none, we
axo ussured, who come to Hiw,, proposmg to be His dis-
c‘xplcs But porlmps ‘He ‘knew not\img about the univet-
sal'law and comity of tho Catholié ‘Church. And; jn-
deed wimto\ cer this law and comxty maybe, I'suspoct it
fo be part and parcel of that medimvalism which you
seem genora}ly to hold in such Just eontempt Nothmg
of thekind'do I find* men.loned in tho wrltmgs of pro-
plmh; or apostles, ot the recorded Bayings of ‘the: Sox\ of

P

and the bad only, * Yo shall discern betweon the right-
eous and the wicked, betweon him that gerveth God, and
him that sexveth Him not.” Such is the plainness and
simplicify of Seripture. Now T understand that depo-
sition from the Episcopate is not exactly excommunica-
tion from the Church. Yet it may be said to be a partial
excommunieation, sering that it mars the fellowship pre-
viously existing, and is caleulated to discourag. and
alionate the deposed. The grounds for such deposition
should be jist and lawful, nceording to tho letter and
spirit of the Divine Law, otherwise the deposition is an
iniquity which the Judge of all must condemn. Now I
should be glad to have it made clear that Dr. Colenso
was justly and lawfully deposed—not according to-the
law and comity of the Catholic Church, which may ho
whatever you may choose to make or call it—but accord-
ing to the law of God, and the comity of the fellowship
of all truo and honest souls. Siiow us what and where
the walls are in the Church of God ? Pronus,

For the Church Journal and Mezsenger.
THE CANON OF RITUAL.

Messns. Epirors : It scems to mo that the article of
Dr. Hopkins on * 2%e New Canon of Ritual,” in the
Jauuary number of the Church Review, onght toreceive a
few words of notice and reply. Perbaps the Review il-
self would be the most proper place for such a reply ;

Jbut your journel will reach and be read by ten times as

many persons as the Review, and I have but very few
words to spy.

The Doctor claims that the Canon is unconstitutional,
and says, in italics, ¢ that is now conceded all round.”

This is surely » mistake; Does the Doctor suppose
that the vast mejority of the two Houses of the General
Convention voted for a measure that thoy regarded ny
unconstitutional ? Would he have done so himsgelf ? Or
is he so much better than they ?

The Doctox seems to ln.y great stress on.the fact that
8o little was said in its favor, or rather so little in angwer
to the ‘arguments’ and objections that were nrged
against the Canon. But I can anssure him that.a good
many of us felt, ‘

(1.) Sure that the Canon would pass by an ovegwhelm.
ing majority ;

{2.) That it was best to give those who were opposed
to it un opportunity to say all that they might fecl dis-
posed to say ngainst it ; to occupy all the time allowable
for its discuseion,,if thoy should wish to do so. And

(3.) We felt, many of us ut least, that thero was no
need of answering their objections ; that their “argu-
ments” were forceless, and.their entreaties unavailing.

Now for the Caunon itself. Dr. Hopkius claims that it
is unconstitutional, vecause it is a trial, or provides a
mode of trial, for Prosbyters conjrary to Axticlo VI, of
the Conshtuhou. Now, I do not doubt, but theremay beo
a scnse of the word “{risl” given in Webster’s «Un-

bndged " in accordance with which what is directed to
be done in 3 II. [I] of the Canon may be u;xllul a trial,
But cerLunly it isnot a trial in the sense in which that
word is used’in the Constitution,

Bat waiving that, the vindication of the Canon is more
simple than such an argument implies, and s.nnds on
other grounds.

In our Church the Bishop.is.regarded as'the chiof ox-
ceutive officer. As such he is clothed—as all executive
officers of necessity st be—with the disoretionary
power of interpreting any words or formularies ho may
have oceasion to -enforce; which interprotd{ion of his
must stand as.the law until it is-roviewed and overruled
by some higher authority.

Nowa Bishop, as part of his.ordination.vows, is-bound,
s with all faithful dxlmence, to.--banish and drive away
from the Church all ervoneous and strange doctrine, con-
1| trary to God's word.” And’ the Dgucon is bound “to
roverently oley his Bishop and other chicf winisters,
.+ + . . following with a glad mind and will theit godly
ndmomtzons »  And this vow is 1epcnted on liis ordina-
tion to the Priesthood.

Uader this rule thero can be nc doubt that'it is made
a Bishop’s duty to inquire and see ihether & Deqcon or
Presbyter is teaching strange or erroreous’ dm;trmcs.
and if he finds reason to thmk ‘that such is the ¢se, he
is bound to advise and ¢ admonuh,” if'need ‘be, the
Peacort or Presbyler to do 80 no more.

Isthis-a ‘“trial”? If so, thei what is' provided for
ing IL. (1] of the Canon, is a trml ‘.But then’ lho*.Bxshop
was atithorized-to make this kind of ttmlbefore ihe Con-
stxtutlon WAS adopfed If is an mhorent _purt of his

‘oﬁice, and ‘the Constxtutlon wis nev cr 1uteuded to inter-

fexe with ot restrain it,
But suppose t‘he doctrine or. practice is not clearly
either ““ atrange ” or ¢ éitoneous,” hut, only doubtful ?

‘Dr. Hopkms makes great ado over the. Aige of this word
¢ doubtful:* ~'If a thmg is doub{f’ul it is not either clcal-

ly right or cleariy mong. lt may bo one. of thoco

things which St. Paul ealis ¢ lawful,” b,ut not ““exs

'Eedleut » Hele An act may be Jawful in the scnse of not



