
IS CANADIAN LOYALTY A SENTIMENT OR A PRINCIPLE^

The United ^tules luive dclilierately

departed from this ancient and Holid

foundation. They claim that ' tht;

people are the source of all political

])Ower.' They have left out of their

Constitution any acknowledgment of

the existence of a Su})renie Being.

They have prohibited not nierelv the

establishment of religion in the land,

but also any national preference of

Christianity over Judaism, Mahom-
medanism, or infidelity. Tho Amer-
ican p(^oplo are undoubtedly remark-

able, in certain aspects, as a God-fenr-

ing community, yet they have always

rejected the thought of any neces-

sary connection between religion and

politica Now-a-days, it is iiiiha))pily

a prevalent idea that the exercise of

no political rights should be affected

by a man's repudiation 'of a belief in

God. The painful scenes recently ex-

hibited in the House of Commons, in

the Bradlaugh case, are sufficient evi-

dence of this. But the distinction to

which I point, in comparing the Kng-

lish and American Constitutions, is

apjiarent by the fact, that in the

IJnited States there is nothing to

hinder the preijence of an avowed
atheist in Congresd, whilst in Eng-

land the proposal to admit Bradlaugh

into Ptirliament is justly regar<led as

breaking down the barrier which has

hitherto restrained those who openly

discard belief in. the existence of God,

and in the divine obligation of an

oath, from sharing in the councils of*

the nation.* Notwithstanding the

time-serving spirit of the Government,

who were afraid to take a decided

stand on this question, :,he religious

instincts of the people—more faithful

• It is true that the talcing of an oath or an
affirmation, by a member elect, is eciually jire-

Bcribed by American as by English law. liut

there is a material difference in the cliaracter

of this obligation in the two countries. In
England, the affirmation by a member elected

to Parliament is essentially 'i religious act, as

much so as takin;,' the oath. The primary
law enjoins an oath. But to meet the scru-

ples of certain t.!hristian denominations, who
object to the use of an oath, at anytime, they

and they only are pennitted, on such occa-

than their leaders to the true princi-

ph's of the Constitution—have thus

far i>revailed to close the doors of

parliament against an avowed infidel

uml blasphemer.

At the time of the separation of the

American colonicfrom Great Britain,

the expediency of a permanent alliance

betwe«!n religion and i)olitic8 had not
become an open (juestion. The exist-

ence of this alliance was indisputable.

It WHS wrought into the fabric of our
national polity. Such a connection

does not necessarily re(|uire the per-

petual union between Church and
Stf.te, or forbid different Christian de-

nominations to exist, as in Canada,
upon a footing of perfect equality.

But it implies and involves the distinct

responsibility of a Christian govern-

ment to respect the revealed laws of

^!od, to enforce the decorous observ-

ance of the Christian Sabbath, and
generally to protect and uphold the

institutions of Christianity. In these

T)articular8 Great Britain has been aii

example to all other nations.

On the other hand, we cannot be un-

mindful of the fact, that in the United
States— notwithstanding the abund-

ance of individual piety amongst the

people—there is a grievous lack of the

restraining influences of governmentto
repress the abuses of free thought, in

social and religious matters. Witness
the liberty allowed in that country to

the origin and establishment of Mor-
monism in the western territories, and
to the reckless blasphemies of Inger-

soU—both of them awful growths and
developments of free thought, working
incalculable mischief to multitudes

—

but wholly disregarded by the civil

authorities. Sucli abominable and in-

jurious outcomes of the right of pri-

sions, to make an affirmation instead. In tho

United States, the alternative use of an affir-

mation in lieu of an oath has no .such origin.

It is expres.sly jiennitted, by an article of the

Constitution, to any person who for any rea-

son — .as, for example, because, like Bradlaugh,
he disbelieved in the exi.steuce of God,

—

might prefer to affirm, to do so ; instead of

taking the prescribed oath.


