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« correctness of the rules he had laid. dow
n. Even 

{ uble people, who had entered the Church and had 

. those rights, to adopt a system so desirable to carry 

. thou here,” just as muchas if they were still own- 

“a 

Co Zhe THEay OUBTIeYs, 
IE ee ed 

== o come — — 

Hon. Mr. Saunners replied to the Hon. Attor- 

ney General, strenuously maintaining the 
converse 

of that Hon. Membe:’s propositions; and after a few 

observations from Hon. Mr. Chandler,— 

Hon. Capt. OWEN observed, thatas he was 
not 

here yesterday when this Bill was first debated,
 and 

had not had sufficient opportunity of considering 

the subject, to enable him to form an opinion, 

he wished thie Committee would now report pro- 

gress, &c., to give him time for consideration. © 

Hon. Mr. SHoRE stated, that he also was not in 

the House during the whole of yesterday's deb
age: 

but he had heard enough of it to convince him of 

the soundness of the arguments of the Hon.
 Mem- 

ber on his left, (Hon. Mr. Saunders,) and of the 

“the Hon. Attorney General admitted that the rule | 

of conduct contended for was a good one ; but said 

that it would not apply to this country. But if the 

rule was good, why should it not be adopted in 

practice ? There were: none but imagin
ary diffi- 

culties in the way ; and if persons. in high and in- 

fluential positions in the community
, who 2s 

ledged the rule to be good, would aid the rev
eren 

Head of the Church in carrying it into effec
t, there 

would be no difficulty in the matter at all. Hon. 

Members seemed to think that there was some
 un- 

der-tow to this Bill, some hiddeu object to be
 ob- 

tained, more than was apparent; but surely t
hese 

was no shadow of foundation for such a. supposi- 

tion ; more especially whén the Hon. Membe
r who 

. was in the Chair yesterday had so candidly admit 

ted, that the object of the Bill was to throw open 

the Church to all classes, throughout the Provin
ee. | 

One Hon. Member (Hon, Mr. Chandler) seeme
d to 

think that that Hon. Gentleman who spoke so s
tre- 

nuously yesterday was insane or non-sane on the 

subject; but in his (Hon. Mr. Shore’s) mind,
 there 

was nothing like insahity in the arguments of that 

Hon. Member (Hon. Mr. Saunders); on the
 con- 

trary, he thought he had never heard more sane and 

convincing remarks in his life, supported as they 

were by quotations from authorities, which all m
ust 

-admit to be weighty and correct. : But what was 

the fact. with regard to the assertion, that people 

were driven away from our Churches, for want of || 

proper accommodation ? Although the Hon. and 

learned Attorney General might not have seen 

people driven out of the Church at Fredericton, he 

(Hon. Mr. S.) had. , He could name most respect- 

been obliged to walk out again; true, they were | 

not forcibly driven out, but they were-compelle
d to | 

co out, beeause no Pew door was opened to t
hem, 

he believed that if strangers were again to walk 

into the body of that Church, not one. Pew. door 

. would be thrown open.— After seme: further 
re- 

marks on the details of the Bill, the HongMember 

proceeded to -observe, that every one appeared to | should be made in a Churchztill all the Pew hold- | 

{ suspicion; and he for one, would consent t n
o com- | 

1 

a small one, that created or would dest
roy that 

spirit; but something far higher and more
 power- 

ful than either of those causes. It must be a spirit 

of true religion ; a spirit that would indu
ce men to 

humble @emselves truly and sincer-ly
sbefore the 

Most High in the place of His worship, 
that alone 

would subdue the influence of self conceit a
nd ar- 

rogance.—The Hon. Member then proceeded to 

contend, that the Pew system was n
ot the means 

of driving persons from the Church ; th
at other 

causes had operated; and that if people had
 been 

driven out of Pews in ene Church, they had been 

driven into Pews in another; a3 Churches of all 

Denominations were fitted up in the same man- 

ner; and at considerable length, and with mu
ch 

emphasis adjured the Hon. Mr. Saunders ‘to al- 

low the proposed amendments to be added to this 

Bill, without further opposition ; strenuously urging, 

that thejmost powerful and efficacious mode of
 in- 

ducing men to acquiésce in important changes
 of 

any kind, was by using the soothing arts of per- 

suasion rather than the compulsory operation of 

force ; as men would always sooner be persuaded
 

to what is right than driven to it. The Hon. 

Member concluded a long and éloquent. oration, 

Ly contending that, by .gradualey intfoduci
ng the 

system of free Churches, the people at large
 might 

be induced and persuaded to fall in w
ith and sup- 

port it ; but that a sudden and compulsory mode 

of proceedmg would only tend to injure and de- 

troy the interests it was intended to sub
serve ; as’ 

the manner of carrying out even'g right thi
ng was 

the alland in all¥vith regard to ensur
ing its ultimate 

success. 
Hon. Mr. Sauxpers replied’ to Hon: Mr. Kin- 

near’s speech at some length ; especially claiming 

for himself the merit of having strictly 
adopted his 

to give up such a practice. Hé (Hon. My. Min- 

chin,) 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 t
hat 

had seen, in other countries, free Churches and the 

effects of the free seat system, he had wholly al- 

tered his cpinions 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 thedf well filled, by persons of every class 

‘and condition ; he had always seen the utmost de- 

corum and good feeling among the congregatio
n, 

and as much respect paid by the humbler class
es to 

those of higher worldly station and distinction, 

as could ever be desir'd; yes, a great deal more
 than 

he ever saw, where the system of elose Pews and 

exclusiveness existed ; he never saw any intr
usion 

or disrespect among such congregations, but 
quite 

the contrary. He would therefore heartily go for 

this Bill, but not for the amendment; and if h
e did 

not sincerely believe, that the Bill would operate 

for the real benefit of his Church, he would not 

give it ns support. : 

Hon. Mr. Sauspers said he would feel much 

sent to something, not so entirely calculated to 

destroy the Bill, as this amendment was. It must he 

extremely evident, that if tiie consent”
 of every in- 

dividual owner of a Pew was to be requi
red, there 

od would be entirely prevented. Many cisualties 

were liable to prévent snch a consent being ob- 

tained, besides the positive obstinacy of indivi- 

duals ; such as the absence of Pew owners from 

the Province. the death of Pew owners and
 the mi- 

plan, by using thesoft arts af=persuasion, in his 

arcuments in this Committde ; which: were the 

-orily means he had of pleading his cause 
since it 

would_be_ preposterous to suppose that he could 

respect to the Hon. Members around him ; and 

after some other remarks in support ‘of
 his views 

on this question, 

| The Committee rose and again reporled pro- 

gress &c. 
| Thursday, February 26, 1846. 

the whole, on the Church Bill, took place this day. 

(Hon. Mt. Shore in the Chair. 
: 

| Hon. Mr. ArTornNey GENERAL moved his 

; llamendment to the first sectionef the Bi
ll. 

and they could get no accommodation there ; and || Hon, 'Mr.: Mixciy said, that so” far from the 

lamendment being what itwas represent
ed to be, 

Imerely calculated-to make fire Bill mor
e effectual 

|its real operation would be;to destroy the Dill al 

[together ; gs it went to pravige, that no aiteration 

admit the propriety of having free seats in Churches, {ers
 were got to agree to iti. Now to expect such 

but then they said, when once people had acquir
ed 

vested rights and interests, those rights must not be 

done away with, without the consent of all pa
rties: 

concerned. But that was an impossibility ; where- 

ever there were 200 or 300 persons concerned,
 it 

would be totally impossible to obtain the consent 

of all.” Then, should two or tarce gbsiinate persons 

be allowed to hold out against all the rest of a com- 

munity of 200 or 300, and say that none should have
 

the proposed alterations, because those two or three
 

would not consent? He thought that any reason- 

able person would atonee give waysto such a ma- 

jority; instead of persisting in opposition. He (Hon.
 

{an agreement, or that any large bod
y of men con- 

nected-with any public institution, would unani- 

mcuslyr agree on any proposed change of syst
em, 

amounted to an impossibility 5 ip could never be 

‘done. If the amendment would propose ‘that some 

specific majority, such as two-thirds, three
-fourths 

or four-fifths, should bind the whole, 
it would be 

all very well; but to say that the whole
 must una- 

nimously agree, that one or two only should pre- 

vent the intentions and wishes of all the rest, was 

improvement could ever be rade in any public in- 

stitution in the world, if one or two selfzwilled 

Mr. Sharel fhonaht it would be far better to. mo-| 
i | this amendment, DY ProviGiug what w aueejo ies |) 

w 
wai I Cera exient, su’ as urutuiniae vo che 

fourths of the whole number of Pew holders, should || 

be authorised to make the requisite declaration jf lification above Js. as he thousht that sum quite | 

“instead of requiring the consent of tie wliole ; and] 

then he would go with the Bill. . 

. Hon. Messrs. JounsToy and SAUNDERS seve-| 

rally made some additional remarks, after which,— 

Hon. Mr. Kix~EAR said, he had hoped that this 

question might have been settled without conflict-| 

.ing debate ;. and that the portion of the Portland] 

Act which had been inadvertently repealed might| 

have been revived, so as to have settled a question; 

of such great importance to the best interests of! 

society ; to have put it on such a footing as would 

have satisfied reasonable and moderate men he- 

longing to the Church, by! guarding the existing] 

rights of property on the one hand ; and on the] 

other, by offering an opportunity, consistently with 

out into practice as far as possible, Thus, where 

Pews were already in existence, thev would re- | 

main the same, unless given up by the gonsent of 

all parties ; but Churches hereafter to be erected 

might be thrown open fiom. the first, by an ars 

rangement under tie provisions of the Act. And | 

this gppeared to him (Hon. Mr. K.)to bea most 

moderate and proper mode of settling the question] 

such as might have mot the views of all parties con+ 

cerned.—The Hon: Member then, after| pronoun; 

cng a eulozium on the motives and principles which 

appearetl to actuate the Hon. Mr. Saunders, in his 

advocacy of the Bill as it was, proceeded to state 

that Lemnevertheless differed from the views and 

conclusions of that [Ton. Gentleman and observed, | 

that the .object of the Bill evidently was, to der | 

prive thase who had:long possessed a privilege and 

right of property in Pews, of the benefit of those 

rights and privileges by a declaraticn, the mode of 

making which, or by whom to be made, was not 

clearly defined. But what was the peculiar griev; | 

ance 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 not now opened to strangers when 
they entered the Churches. But was not that easily 

remedied ? In Churches of other Denominations, 

the Pew doors always fly open to strangers, and 

why could they not in Episcopal Churches 7 Why 

not adopt such a system as was pursued in Glas; 
gow, by setting apart every fitth or sixth Pey 

throughout the Church, as a free seat, into which 

strangers could always be shewn? That would do 
away with the spirit of exclusiveness, founded on 
pride, which had been so much complained of. If 

free Pows were thus set apart, not in- remote parts 

of the Church, but in every part of it, into which 

those con'd honourably be admitted, who couldy 

not afford to pay for Pews; then it would be im- 

possible to draw apy such invidious distinctions, or 

to say to the rich man, “Sit thou here,” or to the 

poor man, “Stand thou there.” He (Hon. Mr. Kl) 

did not think, although the Apostle James had been 

quoted, that the Pew system had been-carried out 

in defiance of the Scripture, What was the spirit 

of Scripture? Tt 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 haugh- 

tiness and conceit of men when assembled in the 

House of God. He would ask one reasonable ques- 

tion: open every Church to all comers, let every 

geat be common and free; and he would ask 

whether persons actuated by principles of pride and 
vanity, would not carry out those principles just as 

much when so assembled, as when they satin ex- 

clusive seats. Would they not crowd together in 

some particular part of the Church, and by form- 

ing a distinctive set, virtually say to the poor man, 

«Stand thou there,” and to the rich man, “Sit 

ers of Pews? For, it would be found, when the 

matter might be attempted to be carried out prac- 

tically, that that spirit of pride and haughti
ness and 

pxclusiveness would not be destroyed by the mere | of it ; such conduct would be so-conspicuous and 

destruction of Pews. Tt was not the Pew system,or | glaring that it would soon cure i
tself ; and the good 

people were allowed to defeat the better inte
ntions 

MS) pana. ye I 

he also objecte anv praposal to raise the gua- g: 1 k 

ch enough, espetially in Country Parishes. It was 

not necessary for him to go over all the arguments 

on the other side, that had been urged in the pre- 

vious debates on this spbject; but there were on
e 

or two which he would briefly notice. An Hon. 

and learned Member on his right, (Hon. Attorney 

General) had said, that there always would be a 

majority found to declare for free seats, becausé 

all the occupants of the worst or most inconvenient 

pews were ready to form a majority, that so they 

might get hold of the best pews for nothing. 

Why that wads one very good reason why the al- 

teration should be made. Those small Pew hold- 

ers found themselves thrust into all the most incoti- 

venient and uncomfortable parts of the Church, 

that a few rich and proud individuals might mono- 

polisc all the best and most comfortable situations ; 

although all had an equal right to accominodation 

in their Parish Church. Ie (ITon. Mr. M.) would 

go no further than the Fredericton Chireli, as he 

ceftainly, in the Church at Fredericton, many of 

thbse, smali*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 accommadation they enjoyed, 

or to the épace thay occupied, than the proprietors 

of the choice and spacious pews in the best situation. 

Then, again, it must be remembered, that in that 

_Pews monopolised, in the winter time, all the co
r 

fort of the building ; and:while they were en
joying 

all the warmth. and comfort bf the stoves, others, at 

more distant parts of the {Cliurch, were almost 

freezing. Frequently had he himself (Hoo. Mr. 

M.) been obliged to wrap his cloak close around 

him, to keep himself warm, while he saw hig Hon. 

and learned friend the Att'y General sitting in per- 

fect ease and comfort in hi¥s pacious Pew, enjoying 

he (Hon. Mr. M.) heen obliged to stay at home on 

a Sunday, for féar of catching cold in 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 owners of the large and choice 

ones did. ‘But it was not the fact, that they. wanted 

to get possession of the Lest Pews for nothing; 

they did not want to get nossession of those Pews ; 

they wanted to abolish Pews altogether, and toin- 

troduce free seats throughout the Church; so that 

there should be no monopolies or distinctions in 

the House of God, but that all classes should equal- 

ly enjoy their natural right, of worshipping their 

Maker without exclusive privileges. But it was 

strange that there should be so much opposition to 

this proposal, from a few individnals, when so many 

of the principal Pew holders in the Church of. Fre- 

dericton had set a better example.” His. Honor the 

Chief Justice kad offered fo give up his large and 

beautiful seat, which -was one of the choicest in 

the whole Church ; so liad the Master of the Rolls; 

so had Judwe Carter ; so had Jndge Street; and so 

had an Hon. Member of this House (Hon. WV. H. 

Robinson,) and many others;and when it wes 

known, that there were so very few individuals 

hol liig out against the wishes of nearly all the 

congregation, it would surely be a great injustice 

to allow those few individuals to prevail. It had 

been said yesterday, by an honorable and learned 

Member, (Hon. Mr. Kinnear) that even if Pews 

were abolished, the exclusive system 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 pos- 

sible 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 

the free seat system, cither in a large Church or in | sense of the parties themselves would induce
 them 

oH 

hse force op power or any Coercive meas
ures, with | 

The third and Jast sitting of the Cpuunittee of 

an absolute: absurdity. Cn such a princiole, no jt 3 

| would consent to any Bill, on th subject,” that | 

was his (Hon. Mr. 

knew very little about the Country Churches; but | 

particular Church, the occupants of those very fine | 

all the cheering heat of the stoves; and often had | 

culties might occur, which would render a 
yunani- 

| mons consent impossible, and thus make the Bill 

wholly imperative; surely then, for such a purpose 

| as, this, they should laok upon the Church in the 

same light as any other community or body 
cerpo- 

| rate, in which the vote of a majority should alw
ays 

modifichtion of the amendment, as would require’a 

majority of thirge fourths or vur-fifths, or some other 

such rdasonable and specific proportion of voters 

was extremely unjust, and contrary to every prin
ci- 

| ple of proceeding inthe a{Fiirs of corporate 
bodies. 

Hon. Mr: Borsrorp hoped the Hon. and learn- 

{ Allorney Gene ral, ( Fery emphatically. 

{not.”} He (I{on. Air. B.) thoughfetivat the observ
a- 

tions he had made the other day, when "iis Bill was 

| frst discussed, were now completely co afirmed by 

| every Hon. Member who had spoken in i's support. 

The Bill had come up here with marks of great 

promise on the subject. He did not impute to any 

| ITon. Member the having had anything to do, with 

| the manner iy which this Bill had been sent up| 

i Here; but he would say, as he had said before, 

{that there were cvident symptoms of suspicion 

ldbout it; and that it was intend dd to cover a very 

| different design than that which appea
red on the 

{face of it. It wis now found, that instead of this 

| Bill bein merely a revival of a foriner enact- 

| ment, it was really de | to allow a majority 

would alter the provisions of tlie one intended to 

Ibe so rencwed.—1t was tire that a legi 

lative enactment had everbe +d for in thi 

LT . 3 PEI sea a a nrincinla n 

tehange into existing fu! s- as the Bill ws 

i wed to effect, ch alterations were, 

srouzht about by PRR - = IP , why stiould 

tome before the Leuislature, and ask them to sane- 

arguments in favor of this Bill had been mgst -ex 

ers had drawn a most deplorable and unfounded 

they not feel, that, the imputations they had thus 
1 

cust upon her, and. which would go abroad throngh | 

the medium of the press, more espectabygavith re- 

gard to this particular Churchin Freder
icton, wonld 

Bill? Becanse they said that a person had come 

into that Church at one end of the aisle, and gone 

| out at the other, was that a sufficient ground for 

{ithis Bill ? - Ifsuch an event had really happened, 

why did not those persons throw open their own 

ipew doors, for that unfortunate stranger; of why 

did they not prevent the recurrence of such evils, 

iby doing as was sometimes done elséwliere, viz. 

kby ptwchasing Pews and throwing them open to the 

lof this Metropolis, was that a reason why he 

should legislate to force so greata chinge through 

out the country, because the inhabitants of this 

[ Metropolis were sO exclusive and unaccommodat- 

ting in their Church ? Certainly not. He believed 

Lthis new principle would not do at all in the 

[countyy ; it was a principle which would tend far 

{ more to the injury ofthe Chureh than to its benefit ; 

| the people of this Province were devoted to the 

| principle of their forefathers and would 
keep it up. 

— Hon. Members had dwelt earnestly on imaginary | 

dangers to the Church; but there was no danger 

that those who opposed this Bill would leave the 

Church; there was no danger that those venerable 

lindividumis, who had been 70 years ia her com- 

munion, and who were now descending with grey 

hairs in honor to the grave, would “leave theif 

Church : but there was a danger that their Church 

would be taken from. them. But lét those who 

wished to cfiect such changes here take warning 

by what had happened elsewhere. What had be- 

come of those, who sowed dissension in the Church 

in the Mother Country #? Why they were now to 

be found in the bosom of the Church of Rome.— 

But the people of this Province would not 

be coerced into violent changes; they would 

‘exercise the right of private judgment, with re- 

shect to their religion and their Church; and if 

they did not, what would become of the Protestant 

Church? What did that Church arise from, but 

from the éxercise of the right of private judg- 

ment >—And the exercise of private judment 

would put this Bill down, as one which the -coun- 

the Church's and therefore he felt called upon to 

oppose it or any compromise such as had been 

proposed. But he would go with a Bill to revive 

the old law, and to réfstore the orizinal'qualification 

| for voting. He was convineed that the free Church 

system was not consistent with the feelings of the 

people ; there was not that disposition amongst 

them, that there was in former times, to keep up 

their Churches by the mere voluntary system ; it 

was not the case with our own Church only, it was 

so in all other denominations; there was less s
up- 

port offered to Churehes by the voluntary syste 

than there should be; and it was the Pew system 

only that-effectually provided funds far the enpport 

of Churches. This Bill therefore would be worse 

than useless; thronghout the Country it would be 

found that people would not care to pay 5s. peran- 

num, to become voters for Vestrymen, or members 

of Church Corporations; for it was difficult enough 

he formerly stood up for close Pews ; but 
since he | 

gratified, if the Hon. Attorney General would con- |
 

would always be difficulties, and the object intend
- | 

nority of the children; and many other such diffig| also contended, that if this amended Bill passed, | 

{ reculate the proceedings of the whole body. He 

(Hon. Mr 8.) had no objection to assent to such a | 

butto reqnize the assent of every individual voter| 

ed tiover of the amendment would consent to no | 

stich alteration of thé amendment. [Hon. Mr. | 

“Certainly | 

de- | 

persuasion and exhortation; why did the parties | 

tion by Law a principle so directly opposed” to the 

feelings and wishes of. the people-at large? The |! 

traordinary in their nature, and, most {aliredns 

although they had been uroed - with such singular | 

zeal. ability ‘and candour. ~ Bat its. support | 

picture of the condition of their .Chureh ; and did | 

. r . |] 

recoil on themselves ? Why did they seek this | 

“people as free seats? He (Hon. Mr. B.) did not || 

tadmit that such eviis existed, as had heen de- 

{scribed. But even if they did exist in the Church | 

try was not prepared for. It was a Bill which! 

would tend only to create difficulty aiid to injure | 

now even to collect enough 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 

H 3 

carried in the affimative. Division as follows: — 
Contents.—Hon. Mr. President, Hon. Messrs. . 

Robinson, Attorney General, Botsfdrd, Wyer,* 

| reasons that had been advanced, he_felt convinced, | Ha
tch, Johnston and Owen.—8, 

that if this measure were not boldly met and re- 

sisted at the very threshold, it would tend to de: 

stroy the Church in this Province altogether. 

Hon. Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL at considerable 

length snpported the argument of Hon. Mr. Bots- 

ford, und reiterated the “sentiments advanced by 

himself on previous days ; concluding his observa- 

tions by 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 desizned to establish ; for it was a downright 

republican principle to ‘a most extensive degree, 

and he therefore protested against. it. 

Hou. Mr. Snore briefly alluded to an instance | 

of a Church a few miles frond Fredericton, having | 

lately been entirely built and being still supported | 

by the voluntary principle; and urged that the prin- 

ciple was working very well there. The Hon. 

Member also expressed his firm conviction, that all | 

the evils and difficulties suggested by the oppo- 

nents of the Bill were merely ‘imaginary, stpposi- 

tory and unfounded, and would so be proved by 

experience. 
ton. Mr. ArTrorNEY GENERAL replied’ to the | 

Hon. Mr. Shore, contending thatthe object of this] 

Bill and the amendment was, expressly to provide | 

the means of supporting that very Church, and | 

l every Cliurch already erected or that might: be | 

| erected, under similar circumstances ; as, without | 

{ such a‘provision,no such free Church could beeomea 

{ Corporation, or have any means of managing .its| 

temporal affairs. - The Hon. Attorney General | 

i 

Non-Contents.— Hon. Messrs. Shore; Saunders 

Chandler, Kinnear and Minchin.—5. : 
The Bill as amended was then agreed to, 

CorrigeNpa.—Our, readers. are requested to 

correct a typographical error, which inadvertently - 

escaped notice, in our last paper; viz ; page 2, co- 

tumn 3, and second line from the bottom, for « free” 

read “ four.”— Also, 
in page 2, column 4, line 60 from the bottom, and 

2 following lines, for “money which Sir Howard 

Douglas had appropriated to g@ very ‘diferent pur~ 
pose” ; read, “by a sum of money which had béen 
“given from the casual revenue by Sir Howard 
“Douglas, towards the building of a mew Stone 
* Church ; but which, after he Red left tie Province, 
“ aps transferred to different purposes ;” 

Friday and Saturday, February 27 & 28. 
On Friday last, the Bill relating to Town ang 

Parisa Orricers in the City and County of St. 
John, was committed for further cons deration ; but 
being occupied in transcribing the very extensive 
debate on.the Church Bill, the Reporter was un- 
able to be present during the further discussion on 
this Bill. Progress was again reported; and on 
Saturday, the Committee on the Bill sat again; 
when some slight amendments were made to it, 
on motion of Hon. Mr. Chandler, without further 

| discussion, znd the Bill agreed to. 

_ Monday, March 2, 1846. 

CoLLECTION OF THE REVENUE. 

| people might build one hundred free Churches if ‘The House went into Comittee of the whole 
’ 

they pleased, .and the Bill would not interfere 

agement ; and it was only td protect existing 

rights and property that the ameadment was in- 

tended. But if the principle were tu be adopted 

| 

consecrate any other than free Churches, Le (Hon. 

Mr. Attorney General) never wonld give one six- 

pence towards a free Church. He could get a 

( t | on the Bill for the Collection of the Revenue, and 

with them, except to provide for their proper man-| on the Report of the Select Committee of this 
House onthe same.—Hon.Mr.Botsford in the Chair. 

lion. Mr. BorsForp, before reading the Bill 

i ataled, that this Bill having been sent up from th 

by the Iead of the Church here, that he would not | Lolver ol on pacha it se a , 

Hause coisidered it'as a money Bill, and that 
| therefore ouse could make no amendments 
[to it: but the Select Committee of this House were 

| Church without that system; he could build a{ofh different opinion, and had suggested certain 

Church for himself if he chose ; and if necessary 

| he would do it's he could easily get a Clergyman 

to officiate in it, a properly #doined Clergyman of 

[ the Church of England, wholly independent of the 

3ishop of this Diocese; and he was quite sure that 

| his Charch would always be well attended ; it would 
ty y 

be full. The measures now attempted to be car- 

| riedinto effect, were tending to drive people out 

{ of the Church ; and if they were driven out, they 

must act in self defence. 
Hon, Capt. Owes was perfectly of the same 

opinion as the Hon. and leatned Member who had
 

inst sat down; and he {on. Capt. O.) for one, 

never would consent to place the affairs of the 

Church under the "arbitrary jurisdiction of = any 

| one power, spiritual or civil. He was a strong! 

| attached and sincere Churct 

| an Englishman; he had the feelings and principles 

of an Enclisf Churchman, and he- never would 

submit to any papish supremacy in the airs of 

his Church. He was opposed to this Bill, except- 

ine so far as it pgvived the old Law. He strong- 

by objected 10 the Legislature being called on t6 

make bye Laws for Corporations of, any k 

whether ecelisiastical or not./ With regard’to the 

| Church in Fredericton; mo doubt ify Mis Hon. 

Friend on is left (Hon. ML. Minchin,) Had not co? a | 

comfortable seat in that Church. he had a very 

drone reason for wishing to g¢t a. oetter § but 

that Was BO reason Tor tikipy away other people's 

He (Fon Capt. O.) regeetted to so» such. 

linnovations coming so soen into the Chugen in 

Province : there appfared to be a strong. dis- 
[ position to establish a spiritnal despotism lier; a 
spirit which was despicable wherever it was found: 

he, for one, was determined to meet it on the 

His Honour the PresipesT supported the a- 

mendment 3 and in reply to the arguments and 

sutements of the Hon. Mr. Saunders, went at con- 

siderable lenoth into the history and statistics of 

the varions Churches in and® about St. John ; 

{ shewing therefrom the advancement and rise of the 

Church, under the present syste, in that City and 
{ County. His Honour also stated his conviction, 
{ that a free Ghareh ¥as much needed in St John, 

principally on account of the vast numbers of 

| Mariners , traders and. other strangers constantly 
resorting thither 3. and that, no doubt, the next 

Church erected in fhat City would be a free Church. 

{is Honour further expressed his apinion, that 

the parties wishing to introduce these proposed | 

innovations, had not had a sufficient opportunity | 
of ascertyining and reflecting on the feelings and 

habits of the people of this Province and that 

therefore such attempted innovations were as yet 

rremature and unwise, 2 

Hon. Mr. Haren also very briefty suprorted the 

amendment, observing that’ he never could be 

brought to assent to a princiole, which would do 

away with private rights. “Tthad been utged, that 

the falling off of the Church in this Province had 

I beert cansed by the pew system ; that however, 
was a novelty to him ; he had never before heard 

such a reason: assigped. No; that was not 

the reason; there were graver and weightier 

causes than that, wliich had produced the effect 5: 

which however he would not now particularly ad- 

vert to. He could explain them more fully, but he 

forbore. . The Pew system, however, was a system 

| of private property and private rigits, which had 

existed so many years i this Province, without 
difficulty or inconvenience, that he would not lend 

his voice te put it down. r 

Hon. Mr. SauNDERS again, at great length, elo- 

| quently replied to the arguments of Hon: Members 

| on the other side ; in the course of which, the Hon. 
Member,in reference to the remarks which had been 

made. respecting the manner in which this Bill bad 

been passed apd sent up from the’ Honse of Assem- 

bly, deprecated any allusions to occurrences inthe 

lower House, ér as to the manner in which Bills 

had passed there, and been sent up to'this House ; 

urging that such alinsions were contrary to esta- 

blished rule in debating matters in the Council ; 
and observing, that after this Bill had so unani- 

monsly ‘passed the lower House, it: coulg 

man, but he was also | 

{anjendments to the Bill, which it was now for the 
| Committee of the whole to consider and decide 
upen. Formerly, it had been the practice for the 
Lower House to include the regulations for the 
collection of the Revenue in the Revenue Bill; 

| whence it happened, that if any amendments were ! 
l made by this House, in that part of the Bill relating 
| merely go the collection of the Revenue, they were 
ndt concurred in by the Lower House, and so the 
whole Bill was lost. To obviate this Uifficulty, it 

| was determined some years ago, to separate the 
| tvio objects of the Revenue law;and by putting 
! thie regulations for the collection of the” Revenue 
{11a separate Bill from the Bill imposing the dutics 
| or raising a Revenue, and sending the former Bill 
{up to this House on paper, the Council were en- 
abledto exercise their right of amending the mere 

| rdgulations and provisions for collecting the Reve- 
| nie, without interfering with the money Bill at all. 
| I'his/practice. had been pursued ever since 1836; 
l ahd in 1840 this House made amendments in the * 
L411 for the collection of the Revenue,” which were 
{cthcurred in by the Lower House. It was very 
extraordinary, therefore, that this Bill, now before 
the Committee, should have been sent up engross- 
lel on parchment, as a money Bill; there was 
| iothing in the Bil! to authorise suct: a proceeding ; 
| there was no provision for imposing taxes or" pe- 
| chiniary, birdend on the people ; and if the House 
lal Assembly thought this Bill an integral part of 
I'the Revenue law, why were not both Bills includ- 
l.ed in one? There was no necessity.in that case, for 
| separating them. But he (Hon. Mr. B.) thonght 
| there would be a great inconvenience “in uniting 
the two Bills g. because the Bill for. the collection 

af*the Revenue might include important regula- 
tions and provisions, having nothing to do with the 
imposing of duties for raising the Revenue, bat. 

[ which might materially affect the constitutional 
tights and privileges of the subject ; and on which, 
| therefore; this House ought undoubtedly to have a 
delibefitive voice, and to exercise an independent. 
judgment. He (Hon. Mr. B.) believed this’ was 
the first time, ‘that a Bill of this nature had 
been sent up on parchment, since the practice was 
adopted of separating the two Bills; The Select 
Commijtee had thought it necessary to’ suggest 
fome amendments to the Bill, and he, for one, was 
i conid to act on that suggestion, as this certain- 

| 
| 
| 

i 

y could not be properly deemed a money Bill; 
ut, on the contrary, was of such a nature, as this 
louse had a right to exercise a deliberative judg- 
ment and influence upon. : 

| The observations of the lionourable Chairman 
blicited a brief conversation, from Hon. Messrs. 
Black, Owen, Hatch and Wyer ; when, upon Hon. 
Mr. Minchin observing, that the question being an 
important one, and the House at present thin, it 
might be desirable to postpone its .consideration 
1ill the House was fuller; the Committee agreed 
to report progress &e. : ea 

Tuesday, March 3, 1846. 
The Bill for Collecting the Revenue was com-- 

mitted for further consideration. Hon. Mr. Saun- 
ders 1a the Chair. : 

After the Bill, (which was extremely lengthy,) 
had been read,— 3 

Hon. Mr. ArtorNey GENERAL detailed seve- 
ral instances of difficulty and inconvenience, which 
might arise in the practical working of the Act, and 
which would therefore require amendment ; but ob- 
served, that as it was an Act imposing penalties, 
‘and it had been sent up from the Lo ser House on 
parchment, he supposed the only way to get over 
the difficulty would be, by postponing the Bill for 
three months ; and then the Lower House might 
send up @ new one, in a proper shape; but it would 
‘not do to pass such a law, to be in- force for 10 
years, with euch imperfections on its face. 
Hon. Mr. Borsrorp thought it unnecegsary to 

throw out the Bill; for the reasons he had® given 

yesterday, he thought this House should amend the 

Bill wherever they might deem it necessary, so 

long as they did not alter the penalties imposed by 

it. He (Hon. Mr. B.) thought there would be no 

difficulty in pursuing this course, as it certainly was 

scarcely be said, that it had not received the sanc= 

tion and approval®of that House ; and the Hon. 

Member also expressly declared, that he had never | 

seen the Bill till it had come up to this House from | 

the Assembly. ; 

The observations of Hon. Mr. ‘SAuNDERS pro- | 

duced a brief reply from Hon, Mr, Chandler, which 

in turn elicited a rejoinder from that Hon. Mem- 

ber ; but the great extent of this report, and the: 

pressure of time and space, wholly preclude our 

transcribing these reiterating discussions. 
: 

The question being then taken on the -Amend- 

ment, as proposed by Hon. Mr. Attorney General,
 it 

was carried in the affirmative. i 

Contents.— Hon. Mr. President, Hon. Messrs. 

Robinson, Attorney General, Botsford, Chandler, 

Wyer, Hatch, Kinnear, Johnston and 
Owen.—10. 

Non-Conienls.— Hon. Messrs. Shore, Saunders | 

and Minchin.—3. ini 

The lst. Section of the Bill, as amended, being 

then acreed ta, the Committee proceeded with 

the further details of the Biil, the discussion on 

which was only of a desultory nature, 

Hon. Mr. Botsford moved as an amendment,that the 

qualification for voting be 20s. per annum, instead 

of 5s., as proposed by the Bill; which was also 

a mistake in the Lower Housz, in sending up this 

Bill on parchment.’ At all events, if that House 

should determine to act on the strict principle, of 

considering this as a money 3ill, they could but 

throw out this Bill when amended, and send up a 
new one, He thercfore moved that the Committee 
report progress &c., to give time to prepare the ne- 
cessary amendments, . 

Hon, Mr. CuaspLER seconded the motion, and 
suggested that the amendments should be ready 
to-morrow, (the 4th inst.) as the old Jaw would ex- 
pire on the 8th inst. and no time was to be lost in 
getting the Act passed.—Progress reported 
&ec. accordingly. - 

ET ———————— 

HOUSE OF ASSEMBLY. 

“Wednesday, February 25. 
Roman CaTrovric BisHoP. 
( Continued from our last.) 

Mr. W. H. STREET continued to argue that 
the 

Bill then before the Committee ought to be decided 

on its own merits, and 1 tive of any A 

passed in another Colony. There might be, said 

he, some danger in giving the Romon Catholic 


