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DECISIONS REGARDING NEWSPAPERS.
1. Any person who takes a paper regularly

rom tho Post offioe, whether directed to his own name or
another's, or whether he hag mubsoribed or not, is respon-

aible for payment.

2, If & person orders his paper discontinued
he uuetpay all arrears, or the publisher may continue to
gend it until payment 18 mads, and then collect the whole
amount, whether the paper &8 taken from the oflcs or not

3. In suits for subscriptions, the suit may be
jastituted In the place where the paper is publisbed Al
though the subseriber may reside hundroda of miles away

4, The courts have decided that refusing to

take newspapers or periodicals from the Post office, or
removing and leaving them uncailed for, 18 prima faole
evidenco of intentional fraud.

CALENDAR FOR NOVEMBER.

—

Nov. let—AwL Sainr's Day.

“  2pd—22ad Sunday after Trinity,
9th—23rd Sunday after Trinity.
16th—24th Sunday after Trinity.
23rd—2b6th Sunday after Trinity.
30th—1st Sundsay in Advont,

St, Anparw's A. & M, Athan, Creed
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CHURCH AND STATE.

B

Paper read ot the Hull Congress by the Rigar P

Kxv. ALraed Bamsy, D.D,D.CL, late
Primate of Ausiralia and Tasmania.

* WAt is the guestion of ‘ Church and State ¥
It starts from tho acknowledgmont of & real
coporete life of humarity under both its super-
natural and its natural aepects: it is iteelf the
inquiry how they are related to each other, in
themselves, and in tho claim of esch upon the
individual life.

1. Not by scoident—not from osuses purely

ecclesiastionl—has the old guestion at this mo-
ment, & coriain newness of special urgency.
Everywbero the current of men’s thonghts sets,
in some senmee, in tho ssme direction, The
battle of individuslism, which is the battle of
liberty and ppiritusl energy, has, for us at least,
been fought and wop., But bow shall it be
rightly harmcniged with the life of human go:
ciety—eubordirated without being absorbed or
overborne in 1the coyporato power of unity, aun-
thority, continuity ? This is the great question
of these daye, which in different tones men are
everywhere asking. Diffioult enough is the
question in any form. Yet to ue, 88 Christians,
neceerarily realizing both the natural and the
supernatural life in humanily, it aseumes a
greater complexity, because a more complete
correspondence with the whole of our complex
being. We cannot, if we follow the teaching
of our Master, gsin an unpatural simplivity by
ignoring the spiritual reality of either element
ot the antithesis—by looking to the State as all
in all, and assuming the Church to be abso-
lutely subjeot 10 it, & mere voluntary assciation
or saet of assodiations of oilizens, more or less
likeminded in religious belief—or by realizing
spiritusl unity only in the Churob, and regard-
ing the pation a8 & body having no moral life,
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littlo more than a jrint.stock company, under
law and compact for mutual convenience—
mainly in materisl things. To us both the
State end tbe Churoh, though on different
spiritual levels, are at once ordinances of God
1o rnle bumanity, and ministers of God to serve
bumsanity—the nation sacred, as historically
through the tribe an expsnsion of the family into
whioh we are born—the Church having & higher
sacredness, 88 the newer family in Christ, into
which we are born again, Both, therefore,
bear upon the moral life of humsanity, in res-
peot of right and duty ; both have to claim from
the individual some loyalty of reverence avd
gelf-eacrifice.  As the supernatural never con-
tradiots or ignores, always regenerates and ex-
slts the natural, it is clear that Church- and
State cannot be antagonistic in idea, and thay
neither can rightly ignore or enslave the other ;
they must have some relations of harmony in
(hemselves theoagh which they harmonize their
vlaims upon the individual consoience.

To briog g0 vast a subjeot to some extent
within graep, lot us lock briefly at the various
conceptions of these relations only as they con-
cern our own English experience.

2. The old conception of that relation was—
a8 ia well known, yet not always remembered—
one of distinctness, indeed, of basis and life, but
of identity (so to spesk) of material, Tho
Church was the nation in the spiritual relation
of all its members to Gcd and to one other. All
Englishmen were born into the State: sll were
baptized into the CRurch; it was conceived
as ¢quslly impossible for them to throw off
either their oivil o: their ecolesiastical loyalty,
This view, enunciated olesrly, as we know, by
Hooker, was no theory of our great divine; it
was simply an exposition of what had grown up
through the ages in historioal fact, As the in-
dividual, regenerated to the new life in Christ,
yet retsing his 0ld personality, as he is the same
man in his daily business, his aotion as a oit-
izen, his spiritual life as a Christian, 50 was it
beld to be with the whole community.

That commnnily was indeed far more inde-
endent 28 & nation than as & Church, As &
pstion, exoept for & ocertain irternational
brotherhood of Christendom, te which the
graud idea of tho Holy Roman Empire vainly
sought to give definiteness and headehip, it
could live its own self-contained lile, and de-
velop itzeif in its own way. As a Church it was
but & part of the Catholic Church of Christ. As
such its independence was obviously condi
tiored. The trath of God in Christ, declared ip
the revelation of Christ Himself, and accepted
in the Catholioc oreeds; the sacraments of
Christ, as at once the roeans of the meuns of the
new life of the individual and as the Divine
bord of Church unity—the Minisiry of Christ,
of Divine appointment and authority from the
beginning, and always under His mission por
petuating itself—these things, and the Church
law, 50 far as it rightly embodied and enforeed
them, a National Church could not make or
unmake, They were the conditions of its ex-
istence. Before the sixteenth century this Ca.
ibolic unity was held to be secured by ackrow
ledgment, pot wholly unreserved, of the
supreme Papal authority. At the Rsformation
that authority was repudiated as a usurpation,
based on fslsehood. But declension from the
unity of Christendom was expressly disclaimed;
and appesl to 8 General Couneil showed that—
1o adapt & modern phrase—free Federation was
substituted in the unity of the Church for des
potic Empire.

Still, under the sacred authoriiy of these
furdamental principles of Church life, the
body was the National Church, and, as such,
olasimed & considerable measure of distinctive-
ness and independence. The royal supremaay.
a8 set forth in the sixteenth century—claiming
to be, not the creation of & new jurisdiation, but
the vindication of the oldi—implied no subor-
dination of the Church, to a distinot body called

the State, The very title of Head, though after-

wards wisely rejscted lest, with whatever re.
gervations, it shonld even geem to trench on the
Headship of Christ, and the coastant reference
to a sacred privilege and miseion in the * Liord’s
Avointed,” showed that the Sovereign was re-
garded as (except in the ministration of the
Word and Saoraments) the representative of
the National Church. Whatever may have
been, in those days of revolution, the abuses
and encrosohments of that eupremacy, its
theory was plain emough. ILooking to the
world without, it was simply the assertion of
the qualified independence of the Church as a
whole—looking within, it was the assertion of
its authority through law over all persons,
olergy and laity alike. It was thus virtually
a repudiation of any olerical olaim to absolute
anthority of legislation or of government;
while yet in both the whole course of events
showed that the rights of the clergy as & dis-
tinot and sacred Order, and as specially fit to
take the initiative in matters of dootrine and
dircipline, was clearly recognized ; and Parlia-
ment—then, be it always remembered, a repre-
sentative asgembly of Church laity—olaimed,
indeed, for the laity a distizot voice, bat on the
whole, while it frequently took the lead as to
temporalities, yet on spiritual matters was sa-
tisfied with the privilege of acceptance and of
judgment,

Such was the original conception of the rela-
tion of Church and State—in principle olear
and consistent, involving no proper antagon-
ism or conflict ; in practice only liable to the
irregularity and diffioulty, which are gener-
ated in a community, a8 in an individual, by
want of perfeot harmony botween the temporal
and spiritual life. I need not tell you that it 18
itself gone forever, destroyed,by the disintegrat.
ing force of that religious individualism which
realizes [as Newmsn has gsid] in its
intensest moments ounly two existences,
God and our own soul, Baut it is not a matter
of pureiy speculative and historical interest. For
it has left distinot traces of itself in elements of
our existing Church system and provisions of
oar Church law; and many of our diffioulties
arise, whether we know it or not, from the ap-
plication of these, under conditions wholly dif.
terent from that to whick alone they properly
belong.

3. But if this relation of identity be gone,
shall we, must we, go af once to the other ex-
treme of absolute independence — ‘s free
Church’ (or, rather, free Churches) ‘in a
free Stiate’ a9 has been  done for
own RHoglish-speaking race in the great
Amerioan Republic and in almost all our
colonies ? It isa tempting thing thus to adept &
simple and logical theory, and to cat (as men
fanoy) the Gordian knot of diffoulty and in-
tricacy of relution. I oan easily conceive how
a State, not only desirons of universal equality
before the law, but weary of ecclesiastiocal dis-
putes and seotarian jealousies, may adopt such
a courge, I can still more easily conceive how
the Church, rather than snbmit to any infringe.
ment of her sacred religious right, and still
more sacred religious duty to Her Master and
to His people may be ready to saccept
it or ever. demand it. But I sam
oonvinced, both from theory and from some
experience, that only sheer pecessity can make
it wise and right to take refuge in it.

In complete perfection I think it impossible,
The man who is the subject at once of Churoh
snd State is one and indjvisible; bis national
and ecolesiastioal relations must aot upon each
other if both are essentially vital'and moral; re-
ligion and politics in their broad, general prin-
ciples cannot be kept apart. So long as the
Church has temporalities which need the State’s
protection—so lopg &8 ecolesiastioal govern:
ment is liable, as it always will be, to affeot &
man’s oivil rights--a Church, however, 1B
theory independent, cannot, 8s we see_ every
day, be really irdependentof a State jurisdiction,

which may have, moreover, by necessity &



