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Tye FLopalist,

Hon. Mr. JounNsTo~ rose, and commenced his observa-
tions by stating that this Bill had ‘come up from ll'l«: Lower
llousv,' purporting to be'a re-enactment of l?‘u' several pro-
visions contained in the repealed Portland Church Act; but
that an important discrepancy between them ,}”d been dis-
covered, on examining the Bill here. In the first place, he
thought the qualification for voting for Church Wardens and
Vestrymen in a free Church, which was propos
Bill to be an annual subscription of 5s. instead of
the.old Act, wias too low; and secondly there was :.nmll_n-r
considerable difference between the okl Act, and this' with
regard to the mode of deelaring a Church free. The old law
provided, that after a Church was built and established,
whenever the pew holders thought proper to declare the
seats in the Charch free and open, and this declaration was
expressed in writing, and assented to by all the pew holders,
that then such Church should be free, andnot till then.—
But this Bill stated the matter in much more vague terms;
it said, * whenever such Church should be declared fiece,”
but did not say how it was to be declared; whether to he so
declared by the Bishop of the Dioc by the Rector,
Church Wardens and Vestry, or by a majority or any or
what proportion of Pew Holders of such (,'l}nrr)n The
amendment proposed by the Hon Attorney General, was
simply to fo'low up the words of the 5th section of the Act
of 1836, and to provide thatsuch declaration should be made
by and with the consent of @/l the Pew Tolders. This he
[ilnn. Mr. J.] thought a very proper and nece 'y amend-
ment, and urless it was agreed to he would not go with the
Bill although he approved of the general principle of the
measure. He fully admitted the necessity for such free
Churches, particularly in St. John; he would willingly con-

tribute to the erection of one in that Ciiy, and he thonght
there would be no difficulty in getting subscriptions for such
a Church there, and he hoped it might be the same in other
places. PButif this Bill was intended to go farther, and to
deprive him of his right as a Pew Holder in his present
Chareh, it would be such an Infringement on his rights and
property as he never would consent to. The Hon. Member
[Hon- Mr. Saunders] who opposed this amendment yester-
day, had urged' that thére were three principal Churches
that were built by the Government, and that therefore indi-
viduals could have no private rights in them. That argu-
ment perhaps might apply to those three Churches, but not
o others. . For instance there was a Stone Church in St
John, in which his [Hon. Mr. J’ own Pew was; that
Church was built by subscription; he had contiibuted to the
expense of its erection, he had purchased his Pew in it; and
he had a right, therefore, to say, that his Péw should not be
taken from bim without compensation. If, however, all the
rest of the Pew Holders in that Church would come forward
and give up their Pews, he did not say that he would not do
the same; but he did not look forward to-the probability of
any such event. Then, again, low was that Church to be
kept up2 It had beer built by éndividwal subseription, but
it was not yet entirely paid for; there was stilla large debt
due on it, which could enly-be paid off by the annual pro-
ceeds of the Pew rents; and if those Pews were taken away;
the property must go to destruction. He [Hon.-Mr. J.]
thought that the doctrines and arguments advanced yester

day, by the hon. member opposite, [Hon. Mr. Saunders,]
were such as would not generally apply to Churches in this
Province; and he believed, that if no Churches were hence-
forth to be huilt in the country but free Churches, there
would be a stop to the progress of the Church establishment
an this Province; as there was no other way to increase that
Church establishment, than by erecting Churches with Pews,

as always had been done. If that system had not been fol-
Yowed m- this Province, there never would have been half
the Churches in it that there are now.

Hon. Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL at some length rep

ed the sentiments advarced by him yesterday, particularly
contending thut Colonists brought with them only so much
of the common law of England, as was consistent with the
circumstances of the colony; drawing a contrast between the
old Churches 'of England, erezted in Roman Catholic times
and largely epdowed, and those’ of this Province; and de-
ducing frem the premises the argument; that the common
law ndividual right to seats i Churches was not applicable
to this Provinges nor capable of being carried out into prac-
tice heres- where theonly means of keeping up the Churches
and contributiug to the support of the Clergy wasj by the
sale-and renting of Pews. Hon. Attorney General also con-
tended, that if the rights of Pew Tolders were to be taken
away'by a majority, the probability was, that that majority
would consist of those who occupied the cheaper and infe-
rior seats, and who wished to get better seats for nothing;
and that nstead of the Pew system driving the poor away
from the Charch, the poor would have had no Chureh to go
to, if those who held the Pews had not put their hands in
their pockets and built the Churches for'them. Let there
be free Churches, and free seats too; but not to the destruc-
tion of existing rights of property: he believed that there
were now, in most Churches, as many free seats as were
ozcupied; the poor were not and could not be shut oat; but
there was no'reason for introducing a principle so unjust, as
that the property of. Pew Holders should be taken from them
by a mere shew of bands; though it would be perfectly just
to declare a Church free by the consent of all the Pew
Holders.

Hon. Mr. SAunDERs replied to the Attorney General,
strenuously maintaining the converse of that hon. Member's
propositions; and after a few observations from Hon. Mr.
Chandler,— ; .

Hon, Capt. OWEN observed, that as he was not here yes-
terday when this Bill was first debated, and had not had suf-
ficient opportunity of considering the subject, to enable him
to form an opinion, he wished the Committee would now r¢-
port progress, &c., to give him time for consideration.

Hon. Mr. SuorE stated, that he also was not in the
House during the whole of yesterday’s debate; but he had
heard enough of it to convince him of the soundness of the
arguments of the Ilon. Member on his left, (Hon. Mr. Saun-
ders,) and of the correctness of the rules he had laid down.
Even the Hon. Attorney General admitted that the rule
of conduct contended for was a goad one; but said that it
would not apply to this conntry. - But if the rule was good,
why should it not be adopted in practice ? there were none
but imaginary difficulties in the way, and if persens in
high and nfluential positions in ‘the community, who ac-
knowledged the rule to be good, would aid the: reverend
head of the Church in carrying into effect, there would be
no difficuity.in the matter at all. Hon. Members seemed to
thin that there was some under-tow to this Bill, some hid-
den object to be obtained, more than was apparant; but
surely there was no shadow of foundation for such a suppo-
sition; more especially when the Hon. Member who was in
the Chair yesterday had so candidly admitted, that the ob-
ject of the Bill was to throw open the Church to all classes
throughout the Province. One Hon. Member (Hon. Mr.

Chandler) seemed to think that that Hon. Gentleman who
spoke s@istrenuously yesterday was insane or non-sane on
the sabjEct; but in his (Hon. Mr. Shore’s) mind, there was
nothing like insanity on his arguments of that Hon. Member
(Hon Mr. Saunders); on the contrary, he thought he had

[

never heard more sane and convineing remarks. in - his ‘life, -
supported as they were by. quotations: from authorities,

which all: must admit to be weighty and correct. - But what
sas the fict, with regard to the assertion, that people were

driven away from onr Churches, for want of proper accomo- .

dation ? Although the Hon. and Learned Attorney’ General
might not have seen people driven out of the Church at Fre-
dericton, he (Hon. Mr. S.) had. He could name most res-
pectable people, who had entered the Church'and had been
obliged to walk out again; true, they were not forcibly dri-
ven out, but they were compelled to go ont, because no Few

vas opened to them, and they could get np as: omoda-
3 1d he believed that if strangers weie aza
walk into the boly of that Church, not one 7 ew docr wm'd

|
be thrown open,—After some further remarks on the details |
of the Bill, the hon, Member proceeded to observe, that eve- |
| ry one appeared 10 admit the propriety of having free seats
in Churches; but they $aid, when once people had acquired |
| vested rights and interests, those rights must not be done |
away with, without the consent of «/l parties concerned.—
Jut that was an impossibility; wherever there were 200 or
4 ned, ‘it would be totally impossible to ob-
| tain the consent of all. ' "I hen, should two or three obstinate
[ persons be allowed to hold out against.all the rest of a com-
munity of two or three hundred, and say that none .~huuld!¥
have the proposed alterations, because these two or three |
would not'consent ?  Ife thought thatany reasonable person
would at once give wiry to such a maj ﬁl}\', instead of per-
[ sisting in opposition. Ife (Hon. Mr. Shore) thought it would
be fir better to modify this amendment, by providing that a |
majority to a certain extent, such as two-thirds or three- |
fourths® of the whole number of Pew-holders, should be au- |
thorised to make the requisite declaration; instead of re- |
quiring the consent of the whole: and then he would go |
with the Bill.
Hon. Messrs. JorinsTton and SAUNDE
| made some additional remarks, after which,— 3
Hon, Mr. Kin~EAR said, he had Loped that this ques-
tion might have been settled without conflicting debate; and
[ that the portion of the Portland Act which had been mad-
vertently repealed might have been revived, so as to have
| settled a question of such great jimportance to the best inter-
ests of society; to have put it on such a footing as would
| have satisfied reasonable and ll](‘{]('l"(i‘L‘ men belonging
| Church by guarding the existingrights of property on the one
hand ; and on the othér by offering an opportunity, consistently
with those rights, to adopt a system so desirable to.carry out
into pract s far ss. possible. Thus, .where pews were
already in ex y would. remain the same, unle
given up by the consent of all parties; but Churches hereaf-
ter to be erected might be thrown open from the first, by an
arrangement under the provisions of the act. ~And this ap-
peared to him (hon. Mr. K.) to be a most mogerate and
proper mode of settling the question, such as might have
met the views of all parties concerned.—The.hon. Member
then, after pronouncing a eulogium on the motiv and prin-
ciples which appeared to actuate the Hon. Mr. wnders, in
his advocacy of the Bill as it was, proceeded to state that
he nevertheless differed from the views and conclusions of
that Hon. Gentleman, and observed, that the object of the
Bill evidently was, to deprive those who had long possessed
a privilege and ' right of property in Pews, of the benefit of
those rightsand privileges by a declaration, the mode of ma-
king which, or by whom to be made, was not clearly defin-
ed. But what was the peculiar grievance complained of,
which. this Bill was to remedy ? For in all cases of changes
of system, there must be some grievance to be removed. . It
was said, that Pews were now opened to strangers when
they entered the Churches. But was that not easily reme-
died? In Churches of other denominations, the Pew. doors
always fly open.to stringers, and why could they not “in
Episcopal Churches 2 Why not adopt such a system as was
pursued in Glasgow, by setting apart every fifth or sixth
Pew throughout the Church, as a free seat,.into which
strangers could always be shown ! . That would do away
with the spirit of exclusiveness, founded on pride, which
had been so-much complained. of.” If free Pews were thus
set apart, not 1’ remote parts of the Church, but in every
part of it, info which those could honourably be admitted,
who could not afford to pay fér Pews; then it would be im-
possible to draw any such invidious distinctions, or to say to
rich man, ¢ Sit thou here,”’ or to the poor man, ¢ Stand
thou there.””” He (Hon. Mr. K.) did not think, although
the Apostle James had been quoted, that the Pew system
had heen carried out in defiance of the Scripture. -What
as the spirit of Scripture ? It was not to do away with
every social distinction among men, but to put down the
pride of heart, the spiritual pride of men, the haughtiness.and
conceit of men when assembled in the House of .God.,, He
would ask one reasonable question; open every Churchto all
comers let every seat be common and free:and he would ask
whether persons actuated by - principtes of pride and va-
nity, would not carry out those principles just as much,
when so assembled, as when they sat in exclusive seats.
Would they not'crowd together in some particular part of
the Church, and by forming a distinctive set, virtually say to
the poor man, ¢Stand thou there,’” and te the rich man,
<¢Sit thou here,” just as much as if they were still owners
of Pews? For, it would be found, when the matter might
be attempted to be carried out practicully, that that spirit of
pride’ and haughtiness and exclusiveness would. not be de-
stroyed by the mere destruction of Pews. It was mot the
Pew system, or the free sedt system, either in a large Church
or in a small one, that created. or, would, destroy. that spirit;
but something far higher and more powerful than either of
those causes. Tt'must be a spirit of true’ religion; a spirit
that would induce men to humble themselves truly and sin-
cerely before the Most High in-the place of His worship, that
alone would subdue the influence of self-conceit and arro-
gance. The Hon. Memher then proceeded to contend, that
the Pew system was not the means of driving persons from
the Church; that other causes had operated; and thatif peo
ple had been driven out of Pews in one Church, they had
been driven into Pews in another; as Churches of all de-
nominations were fitted up in the same manner; and at con-
siderable length, and with' much emphasis adjured the Hou.
Mr. Saunders to allow the'proposed amendments to be added
to' this Bill, without further opposition; strenuously urging,
that the most powerfal and efficacious mode of mducing men
to acquiesce in important changes of any. kind, was by using
the soothing arts of persuasion rather than the compulsory

q
| 300 persons conce

severally

all the fest, was an absolute absurdity. On such a princi-
ple, no improvement could ever be made in' any public in-
stitution in thé world, if one or twp self-willed people were
allowed to defeat the better intentions of the great majority.
This was his [hon. Mr. M’s] principle objection to th
amendment; and he also objected to any prupos&l 10 raise
the qualification above 5s. as he thought that sum quite high
enough; especially in Country Parishe It was not.neces-
sary for bim to go over all the arguments-on the other side,
that had been urged in the previous debate on this subject;
but there were one or two which he would briefly notice.
An hon. and learned member on his right, [Hon, Attorney
General] bad said, that.there always would be a majority

found to declare for free seats, because all the occupants of
the worst or most inconvenient pews were ready to form a mia-

jority, thatso they might get hold of the best pews for nothing.

Why that was one very good reason why the alteration

should be made. Those small Pew holders found them-

selves thrust into all the most inconvenient and unconmfort-

able parts of the Church, that a few rich and proud indivi-

duals might monopolize all the best :and most comfortable

situations; although all had an equal right to accomn,odation

in their Parish Church. He [hon. Mr. M.] would go no

further than the Fredericton Church, as he knew very lit-

tle about the Country Churches; but dertainly, in the

Church at Fredericton, many of those small Pew holders,

who were .thrust :into the back ground and excluded from

the conveniences and comforts of the building, paid much

more in proportion to the accommodation they enjoyed, or.

to the space they occupied, -than the proprietors of the

choice and spacious Pews in the best situation. ~ Then,

again, it must be remembered, that in that particular church

the occupants of those very fine Pews monopolised, in the

winter time, all the comfort of the building; and while they

were enjoying all the warmth and comfort of the stoves,

others, at more distant parts of the Chyrch, werée almost-
freezing, Frequently had he himself (hon. Mr.. M.) been

d to wrap his ¢loak close around him, to keep himself
rarm, while he saw his hon. and learned friend the Attor-

ney General sitting in perfect ease and comfort in his spa-

cious Pew, enjoying ull the cheering heat of the stoves; and

often had he (hon. Mr. M.) been obliged to stay at home

on a Sunday, for fear of catching cold i his seat at Church.

Yet, as he had said before, those persons who suffered so

much, paid more in proportion for their pews than the own-

ers of the large and choice ones did. But it was not the

fiet, that they wanted to get possession of the best pews for

nothing; they did not want to, get possession of those Pews;

they wanted to abolish-the Pews altogether, and to intro-

duce free seats throughout the, Church; so that there should

beno monopolies or distinctions in the House of God, - but

that all classes should equally enjoy their natural right, of
worshipping their Maker without exclusive privileg But
it was strange that there should be so much opposition to

this proposal, from a few individuals, when so many of the

principal Pew holders in the Chureh of Frederictor had set

a better example. His Honour the Chief Justice hud offer-

ed to give up his large und beautiful seat, which was one of
the choicest in the whole Church; so had the Master of the

Rolls; so had Judge Carter; so had Judge Street; and so had

an hon. Member of this House [hon. W. H. Robinson,] and

many others; and when it was known, that there was so

very few individuals holding outagainst the wishes of nearly

all the congregation, it would surely be a great injustice to

allow those few individuals to prevail. 1t bad been said

yesterday, by an hon. and learned Member, [hon. Mr. Kin-

near] that even if Pews were abolished, the-exclusive sys-

tem would still be carried on; that the proud and haughty

would crowd together into particular corners and portions of
the Church, in order to keep as far aloof as possible from

the generality. But he (hon. Mr. M.) did not believe that
would be the case; it might perhaps be done two or three
times, in the early days of the alteration; it might last for a
little while; but such persons would soon see the folly of it;
such conduct would be so conspicuous and glaring that it
wonld soon cure itself; and the good sense of the parties
themselves would induce them to give up such a practice.
He (hon. Mr. M.) was formerly an advocate for close pews
although he had always desired to see a proportion of free
seats in every Church; he did not deny that he formerly
stood up for close Pews; but .smce he had seen, in other
_countries, free Churches and the -effects of the free seat
system, he had wholly altered his opinions on the subject,
and had entirely abandoned all partiality for the exclusive
system. He had been in such free Churches; he had al-
ways found them well filled, by persons of every class
and condition; he had always™ seen the - utmost decorun
and good feeling among the congregation, and as much
respect puaid by. the humbler classes to those of higher
worldly. station“and distinction, as could” ever be desired;
yes, a great deal more than he ever saw, where the sys-
tem of close Pews and exclusjveness  existed;. he never
saw any intrusion or disrespect’ among suchcongregations,
but quite the contrary. He would beartily go for this Bill
but not for the amendment; and if he did not.sincerely
believe, that the Bill would operate for the real benefit of
his Church, he would not give it his support.

Hon. Mr. SAuNDERs said he would feel. much gratified;
if the Hon. Attorney General ‘would conseat'to something,
not so entirely caléulated to destroy, the Bill, as this amend-
ment was. It.nvast be extremely evident, that if the con-
sent of every individual owner of a Pew, was to be required,
there would always be difficulties, and the object intended
would be entirely prevented. Many casualties were liable
to prevent'such a consent being obtained, besides the posi-
tive obstinacy of individuals; such as the absence of Pew
owiters from “the Province, the death of Pew owners and

operation of force; as men would always ‘sooner be persuad-
ed to do what is right than driven to it. The Hon. Member
concluded a long and eloquent oration, by contending that,
by gradnally introducing the system of -free Churches, the
people at large might be induced and persuaded to fall in
with and support it; but thata sudden and compulsory mode
of proceeding would: only tend to injure aud destroy the in-
terests it was intended to subserve; as the manner of carry-
ing out even a right thing was the all and in all, with re-
gard to ensuring its ultimate success. -

Hon. Mr. SAunpERs replied to Hon. Mr. Kinnear’s
speech at some length; especially claiming for himself the
merit of having strictly adopted his plan, by using the soft
arts of persuasion, in his arguments, in- this Committee;
which were the only means he had of pleading his cause;

force or power or any coercive measures, with respect to the
Hon. Membe ound him; and after some other remarks
in support of his views on this question,

' The Committee rose and again reported progress, &c.

) TruRsDAY, February 26.
The third and last sitting of the Committee of the whole,
on the Church Bill, took place this day, hon ‘Mr. .Shore in
the Chair. 3 ¥
Hon. Mr. ATToRNEY GENERAL moved his amendment
to the first section of the Bi'l. ¢ A
Hon. Mr. Mi~ncHIN said, that so far from the amend-

téd-to make the Bill more eftectual, its real operation would
be, to destroy the Bill altogether; as it went to provide, that
no alteration should be made in"a Church, till all the Pew
holders were got to agree to it. Now to expect sich an
agreement, or that any large body of men connected with
any pidic institution, would unanimously agtee.on any
propgeed change of system, amounted to an impossibility ;

since it would be preposterous to suppose that he could use1

ment being what it was ‘represented to'be, ‘merely calcula- |

the minority of the children; and many: other such difficul-
ties might occur, which would render a unanimous consent
{ impossible, and thus make the Bill wholly imperative; sure-
ly then, for such a purpose as this, they should look upon
the Church in the same light as any other commuuity or Lo-
i dy corporate, in which the vote of a majority should always
| régulate the proceedings of the Whole body. He (Hon.-Mr.
‘ S.) had no objéction to assent to such a modification of the
| amendment, as would require a majority of three fourths or
four-fifths, or some other such reasonable and specific pro-
portion of voters; but to require the assent,of every indivi
dual voter was extremely unjust,. and contrary to every
| principle of proceeding in the affairs of corporate bodies.

| Hon. Mr. Borsrorp hoped the hon. and learned mover
| of the amendment would consent to no such alteration of the
amendment. [Hon. Mr. Attorney General, (Very ‘em-
phatically.) ¢ Certainly not.”’]- He (Hon. Mr. B.) thought
that the observations he had made the other day, when this
Bill was first discussed, were now completely confirmed by
every hon. member who had spoken - in its: support. The
Bill,had come up here with marks of great suspicion; and
he for one, would consent to no compromise on the subject.
! He did not impute to any hon. member the having had any-
thing to do with the manner'in which this Bill had been sent
up here; but he would say, as he had said" before, that
there were evident symptoms of 'suspicion about it; and
that it was intended to cover a very different. design than
that which appeared on the face of it. Tt was now found,
that instead of this Bill being merely a revival of ‘a former
enactment, it was really devised to allow a majority to take
away the rights of a minority; and he;never would consent
to any Bill, on this subject, that would alter .the provisions
of the one intended to be sorenewed —It was the first time

| Province, to introduce so extremea principle of change into
l existing institutions, as the Bill was intended to effect. 1If
i such alterations were desiréd, why should they not be brought

it could never be done. If the amendinént would propose | about by persuasion and exhortation; why did ‘the  parties

ith:n some specifie'majority, such as two-thirds, three-forths ' come before the Legislature, and ask them ‘to sanction hy
four-fifths, . should bind the whole, it would all he very | Law a principle so directly opposed to the féelings and w
W but to say the whole must unaninously ag-ee, that ' es of the people at large ? The arguments in favor of this
| 31 two only should prevent the intentions and wishes of

{0

h-

3ill had been most extraordinary in their nature, and most

I

that a legislative enactment had ever been asked for in this .

fallacious; although they had been urged with such singalar
| zeal, ability and candour. But -its supporters had. dr
| 2 most deplorable and unfounded picture ‘of .the condit

| their Church; and did they not feel, that the imputations
| they had thus cast upon her, and which would go abroad
through the medium of the press, more especially with re-
gard to this particular Church in Fredericton, would recoil
on themselves ? Why, did they seek this Bill 2 Becius
| they said that a person had come into that Church at one
| e!nl of the aisle, and gone out at the other, wes that a suffi-

| cient ground for this Bil? If such an event had really hap-
| p\'nr(l.‘\\'h_\' did not those persons throw open their own pew
doors for that unfortunate stranger; or why (id they not
prevent the recurrence of such evils, by doing ‘as was some-
times done elsewhere, viz. by pur i'ng Pews and throw-
ing Ih}%m open to the ll('()p]l".l. f ? He (Hon."Mr
B.) did not admit that sach evils existed, as had been des-
| eribed. ) Jut even if they did exist in the Church of this
.}lclropolls, was that a reason why he should Jegislate tc
force so great a chango throughout the country, because the
inhabitants of this Metropolis were so exclusive und unac-
commodating in their Church ? ,Certainly mot.  He believed
this new principle would nat do at all in the country ; it was
a principle: which’ would tend far mere to the inj('m' of the
Church than to its benefit; the people of this Province were
devoted to the principle ¢f theirforefathers and would keep
it up.—Hon. Members had dwelt earnestly on imagipary
dangers to the Church: but there was no danger that those
who opposed this Bill would leave the Charch; tiere was
no danger that those venerable mdividuals, wito had been
70 years in her communion, and who were now descending
with grey hairs in honer' te the grave, would leave thei
Church; but there was a danger that their Church would
| be taken from them.. But let those who wished to effect
{ such changes here take.warning by what had happened efse-
5 where. What had become of those, who sowec dissension
{ in the Church i thc Mother Country 2 Why they were now

{ to be found in the' bosom of'the Church of Rome. But the
people of this Province would not be coereed into violent
{ changes; they would exercise the right of private judgnient,
{ with respect to their religion and their Church; and if they
j(lid not, what would become of the Protestant Church ?
{ What did that Church arise from; but frem tle exercisé of
the right of private judgment ? ' And the exercise of private
judgment would put this Bill down, as one which the coun-
{try was not prepared for. It'wasa Bill which would tend
ounly to create difficulty and to injure the Clurch; and there—-
fore he felt'ealled upon to opposeit or any compromise such
as had been proposed. “But: he would go with a Bill to re-
| vive the old law, and te restore the original qualifieation for
| neting. - He was ¢onvinced that the free (Jhurch gystem was
{not consistent with the feelings of the people; there was not
that disposition amongst tflem, that thiere was in former
| ties, to keep up their Churches by tiie mere voluntary sys
tem; it was not the case with our own Churchi oply, it was
| so in all other deneminations; there was-Jess ‘support offered
| to Churches: by the voluntary system tRan tliere should. he;
{and it was the Pew system anly that effectually provided
funds for the support of Churches. :

This Bilt therefore wonld be worse than useless; through-
out the comntry it would be found that peeple wauld not
| care to pay 5s. per annum, to become voters.for Vestrymen,
| or members of ‘Church Corporations; for it was difficait
| encugh now even te' collect enougli from the pew-rents, to
keep Churches in decent repair. On that principle he [Hon
{ Mr. B.] objected to the Bill; and for all the reasons that had
{ been advanced, Tie félt convinced, that if this: heasure were
| not boldly met and resisted at the very threshold, it would!
tend to destrdy the Chiuréhi in this Province altogether.
Hon. Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL dt considerable lengtli

supported the argument of Hon. Mr._ Botsford, and reiterated
the sentiments advanced by himself’on previous days; con-
lc\uding his gbservations iy declaring that he, never would
| withdraw the amendment or.modify it; that he never. would:
| go for any such republican principle as this Bill was desi
| ed to establish; for it-was a downright republicar. principle
ho amost extensive degree, ahd he therefore protested against
{it. g §

ar-

Hon. Mr. SuorE hriéfly alluded to an instance 'of «
Church a few miles from Fredericton, hawing lately been en=
tirely built and Being, still supported by. the: voluntary prin-
ciple, and urged that the pyrinciple was werking. very wellt
there. The hon.;Member.also expressed his: formy capwction
that all the evils. and’ difficulties suggested by the: ppponents
of the bil} were:merely imaginary, suppository and unfound-
ed, and weuld so-bie nroved by experence,

Hon. Ms. A7ToRNE¥ GENERAL replied to the hon.
Mr. Shore, centending that the object of this Bill and the
amendment was, expressly to provide the, means of support-
ing that vesy Church, and every Church already erected’ oi-
that might He erected, under similar circmmstances; as,with-
out such 2 prowision, ne such fice Church could becomé -
Corporation, or have any means of managing: its- temporal'
affairs. The hon. Attorney General alsa contended, that if
this amended Bill passed, people might build one handr:d’
| free Churches i tliey pleased, and the Bill would notinter-
fere with shem, exoept to provide for their propér manage-
ment; aad it was only to protect existing riglits and property
that the amendment: was mtended.. But if the principle:
were to be adopted by tha Head of the Church liere, that he
would net eanseerate any other than'free Chiurches, he (hou.
Mr. Attorney Generul) never weuld give one- sixpence to-
wards a free Churc.  He could get a Church without that
system; he could build a Church for- himself” if he chose:
.and if necessary lie would do it; he could easily geta Clergy--

Church of England, wholly independentof the Bishop of this
Diocese; and he was quite, sure that his Church would ‘al-
ways be well attended,. it would be full. . The measures
now attempted to. be.carried inte effect, were tending to
drive peopde ot of)the Charch;.and ithey were driven out',
they must aet in self defence. :

Ion. Capt. Owew was:peiféctly of the same opimon as
the Hon. and learned Member whia had just sat* down; and
he [Hon. €apt. O-T for one, never would consént to' place
the affairs: of the Churcl under the arbitrary jarisdiction of

tached amd sincere Clmrchinan, but he-was also an English-
man; he had the féelmgs and principles of” an English
Churchmran ;. and he.never wowld’ submit to any popish su-
premacy m tiie affaiis of* Iis- Church. He was opposed ta
this Bill, excepting so fur as it revived the old Law. "He
strongly objected to the Legislature being called on to make
bye Laws for Corporations of any kin+!, whether ecclesiasti-
cal or not. Withi regard to thie Church in Fredericton: no!
doubt if his Hon.. fiiend. on his left [Hon. Mr. Minchin] had:
not got a comfortable seat-in that CHurch, he had a very
strong reason for wishing to get @ better; but tlat way' no
reason for taking away- ether people’s:-pews. He:[Hon..
Capt. O.] regretted- ta see such Jonovations ceming so soon
into the-Church i tliis Province; there ‘appeared to be i
strong disposition to e§t:\blish~ﬂ spiritual despotism here; a
spirit-which was: despicable wherever it was found; and he,
for one, wag-determined tomeetit on the threshold.

His Hopour ‘the PREsiDEX T supperted ‘the amendments;
and in reply to the arguments and statements of the ‘Hon.
Mr. Sannders, went at considerable length into the history
and statistics of the warious Charches in and about St..John
shewing therefrom the advapcement and rise of ‘the Church,.
under the present System,.in that City and Ceunty. His
‘Honour also stated his: comviction, that a free Chur'(_‘.h was
much needed in St. Johm, principally on account of the vast
numbers of Maxiners, traders:and ofher strangers constantly
resorting thither; and that, no doubt, tlie next Church erect-
ed in that City weuld be o free Church. His: Henour fur-
ther expressed his opinion, that the parties wishing to intro-
duce these proposed innovations, had not had a sufficienv
oppuriunil_\ of ascertaining and reflecting on the feelings andi

man to oflicmté in it, a properly erdained Clergyman of the-

any one power, spivitual -or civic, e was a strongly at--
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