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tory of the times in the midst of which the pro-
vision was adopted, The precise point of the
inquiry is, what is the religious freedom which
has been guaranteed.

« Before the adoption of the Constitution, at-
tempts were made in some of the colonies and
States to legislate not only in respect to the
establishment of religion, but in respect to its
doctrines and precepts as well. The people
were taxed, against their will, for the support
of religion, and sometimes for the support of
particular sects, to whose tenets they could not
and did not subscribe. Punishments were
prescribed for a failure to attend ‘upon public
worship, and sometimes for entertaining here-
tical opinions. The controversy upon this
general subject was animated in many of the
States, but seemed at last to culminate in Vir-
ginia. In 1784 the house of delegates of that
State, having under consideration ‘a bill estab-
lishing provision for teachers of the Christian
religion,’ postponed it until the next session,
and directed.that the bill be published and dis-
tributed, and that the people be requested ‘to
signify their opinion respecting the adoption of
such a bill at the next session of assembly.’

« This brought out a determined oppesition.
Amongst others, Mr. Madison prepared a ¢ Me-
morial and Remonstrance, which was widely
circulated and signed, and in which he demon-
strated that religion, or the duty we owe the
Creator,’ was not within the cognizance of civil
government. Semple’s Virginia Baptists, Ap-
pendix. At the next session the proposed bill
was not only defeated, but another, ¢for estab-
lishing religious freedom,’ drafted by Mr. Jeffer-
son (1 Jeff. Works, 45 ; 2 Howison's Hist. of Va,
298), passed. In the preamble of this act Qg
Hening’s Stat. 84) religious freedom is defined,
and, after a recital ¢that to suffer the civil ma-
gistrate to intrude his powers into the field of
opinion, and to restrain the profession or pro-
pagation of principles on supposition of their
ill tendency, is a dangerous fallacy, which at
once destroys all religious liberty, it is declared
¢that it is time enough for the righttul purposes
of civil government for its officers to interfere
when principles break out into overt acts
against peace and good order. In these two
sentences is found the true distinction between
what properly belongs to the church and what
to the state. '

« In a little more than & year after the pas-
sage of this statute, the convention met which
prepared the Constitution of the United States.
Of this convention Mr. Jefferson was not a
member, he being then absent as minister to
France. As soon as he saw the draft of the
Constitution proposed for adoption, he, in a let-
ter to a friend, expressed his disappointment at
the absence of an express declaration insuring
the freedom of religion (2 Jeff. Works, 355), but
was willing to accept it as it was, trusting that
the good sense and honest intentions of the
people would bring about the necessary altera-
tions. 1 Jeff. Works, 79. Five of the Slates,
while adopting the Constitution, proposed
amendments. Three, New Hampshire, New
York and Virginia, included in one form or
another a declaration of religious freedom in
the changes they desired tu have made, as did
also North Carolina,where the convention at first
declined to ratify the Constitution until the
proposed amendments were acted upon. Ac-
cordingly, at the first session of the first Con-
gress, the amendment now under consideration
was proposed, with others, by Mr. Madison. It
met the views of the advocates of religious free-
dom, and was adopted. Mr. Jefferson after-
wards, in reply to an address to him by a com-
mittee of the Danbury Baptist Association (8
Jeff. Works, 113), took occasion to say: ¢Be-
lieving, with you, that religion is a matter
which lies solely between man and his God,
that he owes account to none other for his faith
or his worship, that the legislative powers
of the Government reach actions only, and not
opinions, I contemplate with sovereign rever-
ence that act of the whole American people
which declared that their legislature should
«make no law respecting an establishment of
religion or prohibiting the free exercise there-
of,” thus building a wall of separation betwesn
church and state. Adhering to this expression
of the supreme will of the nation in bebalf of
the rights of conscience, I shall see with sincere
satisfaction the progress of those sentiments
which tend to restore man to all his natural
rights, convinced he has no natural right in
opposition to his social duties’ Coming as this
does from an acknowledged leader of the advo-
cates of the measure, it may be accepted almost
as an authoritative declaration of the scope and
effect of the amendment thus socured. Con-




