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THE ‘éIéHOP OF HURON AND TRINITY COLLEGE,
TORONTO.

Ir is with great and real pain that we feel bound to place on record
the following report and documents,

The Third Session of the Diocese of Huron was opened in London
(C. W.) on Tuesday, June 12. On Wednesday, the 13th, “the Rev.
Dr. Townley brought forward the following resolution :—

¢ That, seeing it is greatly to be desired that the Canadian Church
should unite in the upholding of one University, thereby insuring for
it a high literary character and extensive religious and Church influ-
ence, this Synod respectfully requests the Lord Bizhop to adopt such
means as in his wisdom he may see good as shall tend to secure the
hearty co-operation of all Churchmen in support of Trinity College,
‘Toronto ; which, through the energy of the Bishop of Toronto, and
the liberality of Churchmen here and at home, Las been for some
years in successful operation, and with the high honour of possessing
a royal charter.” -

The resolution was seconded by Mr. Ryland.

His Lordship snid he could not put the resolution to the meeting
without expressing an opinion thereon. He differed with Dr. Townley
in some of his remarks. He had studied the working of Trinity
College, and he considered that at the present time there was no
power vested in the hands of any of the Bishops to interfere in the
teachings of this college. This was not the case formerly, but a late
statute had altered it. He objected to the teachings of that university,
and if he had a son to educate, this would be the last place he would
send him to. In the present state of things, the supreme power was
vested in the Chancellor ; and so long as such was the case, he could
not give it his support. 3

11is Lordship put the resolution, which was lost, a large majority
voting against it.” 1

The following is extracted from the Canadian Ecclesiastical Gazette,
of July 15:—

¢ TRINITY COLLEGE. [
TriviTy COLLEGE, June D9th, 186¢. .

’

The Corporation of Trinity College, Toronto, have observed, in the

public prints, a report of the proceedings of the Synod 6i-the Diocese
of Huron, on Wednesday, June 20th, containing a statement made by
the Lord Bishop of Huron with reference to Trinity College ; and
they have ascertained from the testimony of persons:present at the

Synod that this report, so far as the language attributed it the Bishop -

¥

}

1 From the Echo and Protestant Episcopal Recorder. ! [N -
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is concerned, is substantially correct. That statement having been
made by a person oceupying the prominent position of the Bishop of
Huron, and in so public 2 manner, ex cathedrd as it were, in an open
Synod of the Clergy and Laity of his Diocese, requires to be met, vn
the part of the Corporation, by a statement no less public.

I. His Lordship objects to the teaching of Trinity College, and
deelares that, if he had a son to educate, it would be the last
place to which he would send him.

11. 1le states al<o that there is no power vested in the hands of any
of the Bishops to interfre in the teachings of the College.
¢ This,” he says, ¢ was not the case formerly, but a late statute
has altered it. In the present state ot things the supreme
power is vested in the Chancellor, and, so long as such is the
cage, 1 cannot give it my support.

The Corporation address themselves, in the first instance, to the

latter statement :

The ‘late statute,” to which the Bishop of Huron refers, was
recommended by a Committee to the Corporation, and received by
them, as a part of the report of the Committee, on the 12th of
February, 1859. It was, with the rest of the report, forthwith trans-
mitted to the Bishop of Huron. He was invited, before the next
meeting of the Corporation for the adoption of the report, to confer
privately with the Bishop of Toronto, in order to remove any possible
misconception. He did so confer.  On the 24th of February, 1859,
he accompanied the Bishop of Toronto to a meeting of the Corpora-
tion. The Bishop of Toronto informed the meeting that th~ Bishop
of Huron and himself were agreed on the report of the Committee,
the Bishop of Huron having only one or two unimportant amendments
to suguest.

Thexc amendments were agreed to, and the report was unanimously
Zdopted, in the preseuce of the Bishop of Huron, his veto being suffi-

ient to huve prevented the adoptivn of any portion of it.

From that day to this the Bishop of Huron has never intimated to
the Corporation his dissatisfaction with any statute enacted by the

adoption of that report.

lmears, therefore, that, without reference to the expediency of
the existing regulations, the Bishop of Huron has no c¢laim whatever
to allege statutes which he deliberately sanctioned, and against which
he has since entered no kind of protest, as a ground for discounte-
nancing the College.

Rut, again, the Bishop misstates the case as to the effect of those
statntes. e says that ¢ there is no power vested in the hands of any
of the Biciieps to interfere in the teachings of the’ College” He
might have, said thut the Bishops possess no separate or erclusive
power of so interfering. But they do possess, in common with other
wembers of:(;l;e Corporation, a right of interference; while their
sacred office would ever give them, especially on questions relating to

r:ligijoss frath or moral couduct, a powerful influence with the rest of
the hody. .
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The Bishop adds, ‘In the present state of things, the supreme
power is vested in the Chancellor.” Tlis is not the case. The only
statute on which the Bishop’s assertion can be based is the following :
‘No proposition for the removal of a provost or professor may be
submitted to the Corporation except through the Chancellor, and then
only on a written requisition, addressed to him by not less than five
members of the Corporation.” This statute gives the Chancellor no
real power at all, but merely provides that an important act should be
doune in a solemn manner, and through a fitting oflicer.

In reference to the Bishop’s first statement as to the teaching of
the Coliege, accompanied by the emphatic declaration that Trinity
College is the last place to which he would send a son, the Corpora-
tion observe that the charge against the teaching is most vague, and
that the ordinary rules of morality, to say nothing of Christian charity,
require that any man who advances such a charge should, under any
circumstances, be prepared to substantiate it in detail. Much more
must this be looked for in the instance of a Christian Bishop address-
ing his Clergy and Laity in Synod.

But, further, the Bishop is by law a member of the Corporation,
and lie cannot escape the responsibility which, in that character, rests
upon him.

He has never, then, in his place in the Corporation, brought
forward even the vague charge which he has hazarded in the meeting
of his Synod, far less has he attempted to substantiate it.

Nay, more than this, he has refused to do so, when urged by the
Bishop of Toronto to adopt this ¢ wiser and more honourable course.’
And his refusal was based on this ground, that he could not expect to
effect a change in the teaching of the University.

(Signed) Jomn Towronro, Lresiident.
CHARLES MacraTh, Bursar and Secretary.”

The following Pastoral has since been issued by the Bishop of
Huron :— :

“ To the Clergy ahd Laity of the Diocese of Huron.

My REVEREND BRETHREN AND BRETHREN,—A document, ema-
nating from the Corporation of Trinity College, Toronto, has appeared
in the extra of . the Ecclesiastical Gazette, and has been circulated
amongst the Clergy and Laity of this Diocese. This document,
contains so many mis-statements concerning matters in, which £ am
concerned, that T feel myself called upon to address yau,-and to state
the circumstances therein referred to as they really did occur.

T shall treat the subjects mentioned in this document in the same
order in which they are discussed in the extra. I am sorry that I
am thus placed under the necessity of publicly contsadicting state-
ments put forth by a body of such high respectability as the Corpora-
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tion of Trinity College ; but no other course remains to me ; Jjustice
to myself and a regard for the interests of truth compel me to do so.

With reference to the fourth paragraph of the extra, the following
statement of what really did occur, previous to, and at the meeting of
the 24th of February, 1859, will show how careless the Corporation
of Trinity College has been in preparing the document to which I
refer.

I received from the Bursar of Trinity College a circular, informing
me that a meeting of the Corporation would be held on the 24th of
February, at which important measures would be brought forward ;
but no report of resolutions of committee was transmitted to me, and
I had no intimation what these measures were. I had never attended
any meetings at Trinity College up to that time. T went to Toronto,
and on the morning of the 24th of February, being desirous to know
what the important business was which was to be brought before the
meeting, I inquired of the Rev. H. J. Grasctt what the business was.
He showed me a paper, on which were some resolutions ; lut the
statute, which was afterirards passed at the meeting, was not one of them.
I accompanied, not the Bishop, but Mr. Grasett, to the College; I
saw the Bishop of Toronto only for a few minutes that morning ; and
when the statute referred to in the extra was read by the Provost, I
objected to it, and it will be remembered by the gentlemen who were
present that what I objected to was, that when a requisition for the
removal of a Provost or Professor was signed by five members of the
Corporation, and placed in the hands of the Chancellor, the option
was left to him of bringing the complaint before the Corporation or
not, as he thought fit. I urged that when a requisition thus signed
was presented to the Chancellor, it should be imperative on him to
bring it before the governing body. I even suggested that the
number of signatures necessary to the requisition should be increased
to ten; but that the Chancellor ought not to have the power of
refusing to bring the requisition before the Corporation when thus
placed in his hands. T have not, therefore, mis-stated the effect of
these statutes, as is asserted; but the writer of the extra has kept cut
of view that provision of them to which I have objected. All the
members of the Corporation then present united in the desire to pass
the statute, and after stating my objections I ceased to oppose. I
might have pronounced my veto on the measure ; but under the cir-
cumstances, I did not think it advisable to do so. I was then, for the
first time, at a meeting of the Corporation of Trinity College, I had
.never assisted the institution in any way. I was surrounded by
- ‘Zentlemen-who had largely contributed to the funds of the University.

" They, together with the Bishop of Toronto, who had done so much,
and laboured 39, long and so energetically to establish Trinity College,
were desirous fhat the statute should pass ; I therefore did not think
it wise to usé-the power which I possessed, to veto their wish con-
cerning this sizjute. Had T done so, T fear the epithets which would
have been laished upon me would not have been more chaste, gentle,
- or courteoGs than those which members of the Corporation of Trinity
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College—a Church institution—have aliowed themselves to employ
concerning a Bishop when speaking of me in public and in private.

It is much to be regretted that when the Corporation of Trinity
.College, in their zeal, not to defend themselves, but to assail me,
resolved to come before the public, they were not more careful as to
the statements which they hazarded. ~They appear to have acted
upon the principle, that a man may, to defend himself, employ any
means to weaken or wound his adversary. This principle holds good
with those who rely for victory on physical strength. But the use of
such an expedient in literary warfare, more particularly where religion
is concerned, has ever been justly regarded as unworthy of the scholar
and the gentleman. A man does not defend himself, or strengthen
his position, by endeavouring to inflict a wound on the reputation of
his opponent. Such conduct generally recoils, with crushing force,
upon the head of him who has been guilty of it.

I will now direct attention to the statement which I made at the
meeting of the Synod of my Diocese. A clerical member of the
Syned gave notice of a motion concerning Trinity College. T told
this gentleman, before ke proposed his motion, that I was opposed to it,
and should be against him. He persevered in bringing it before the
Synod, and in a long speech, in which he uttered the most glowing
encomiums on Trinity College, moved its adoption, and was seconded
by a friend. When the resolution was thus before the Synod, a lay
delegate stood up, and requested me to give my opinion on the subject
of the resolution. This I did as nearly as I can remember in the
following words :—

¢ Being called upon by a member of the Synod to give my opinion
upon the question now before the meeting, I shall do so fully and
faithfully, as it is not my wish to give an opinion by halves upon so
important a subject. I cannot agree with the mover of the resolution
in the exaggerated eulogium which he has pronounced on Trinity
College. 1 have taken every pains for two years to inform myself
concerning the teaching of the University, and I cannot approve of it.
I think it dangerous to the young men educated there, more particu-
larly if they are educated for the Ministry. I could not comply with
the request contained in the resolution, for I should thereby encourage
parties to send their sons to the College, and I would not for any con-
sideration send a son of mine to the institution, Nor do I see any
prospect of affecting a change in the teaching of the University, as by
a recent statute the Chancellor is interposed between the Professors
and the Corporation, and power is given to suppress any complaint
against a Provost or Professor, even if preferred by all the Bishopsin
the Corporation.” What I intend to say in this letter concerning this
statement will be contained in the remarks which I am about to make
on the contents of the last paragraph of the extra.

A passage from a letter of the Bishop of Toronto to me, written in
April last, when we had a correspondence on the subject of Trinity
College, is quoted, and it is added, ¢ That my refusal to adopt what
bis Lordship called the wiser and more honourable course, was based
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on this ground, that I could not expect to effect a change in the teaching
of the University.” I never stated any such ground for my refus.a].
To prove this I have only to quote the passage from my letter in which
I replied to the Bishop of Toronto. The passage is as follows —*You
say that in early life you adopted the rule, never, if possible, to allow
an opportunity of doing good to pass unimproved ; all who are
acquainted with the history of your life will acknowledge that few men
have more fully acted upon this rule—DBut there is another rule,
having Divine sanction, which T feel assured you would desire to
observe, and which must regulate my conduct towards Trinity College ;
itis, *“ Abstain from all appearance of evil.” 1 feel thatI am bound to
act up to this rule, and as I cannot in my soul approve of the teaching
of Trinity Colluye, I believe that my appearing to sanction it would be
a positive evil, and would expose me to the condemnation which the
Apuostle says is the just portion of those who say, “Let us do evil that
goud 1nay come.”’ The correspondence from which I have quoted,
took place in April last. From the above extract it will be seen that
though I did net, in my place in the Corporation, bring forward a
charge against the teaching of the University ; yet I made the charge
in the most solemn form in which I could put it to the President of
the Corporation, and as I received no answer to my letter, I concluded
either that the Presideut was indifferent as to what opinion I might
entertain of the teaching of Trinity College, or that he concurred in
the view which I expressed, in the same letter, ¢ that it was a wiser
course for m= to stand aloot from the University, than by a public
protest to exhibit the melancholy picture of a house divided against
itself.’

I should not even, when called upon by a member of my Synod,
have given expression to the opinion which I had formed of Trinity
College, had I not previously, in the most pointed and solemn manner,
given expression to the same opinion to the President of that institu-
tion.

In my opinion this was the time for the Corporation of Trinity
College to have applied to me to state what was the teaching to which
1 objected. Tt would have been a much more wise and honourable
course, when the charge was thus made to the head of the ingtitution,
to have inquired into it, than to wait in silence until I had preferred
the same charge, in compliance with a request made to me by a mem-
ber of the Synod, and then to publish a document occupied in the
discussion of a comparatively unimportant statute, and calculated to
divert public attention from the important subject, namely, the danger-
ous t acking of Trinity College, ’

I do not hold myself responsible to any man for the opinions which
I entertain. But, as T have in the present instance, when appealed
to by a member of my Synod, expressed my opinion of Trinity
College, I am prepared to submit the grounds upon which I have
formed that opinion to any of my Clergy, or of the laity of my
Diccese who may desire it. * T am in possession of ample information
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upon the subject, which I am ready to impart to those for whose satis-
faction and guidance the opinion was expressed.

Amongst other documents I have in my possession a manuscript
known in Trinity College by the name of ¢ The Provost’s Catechism ;’
it consists of 741 questions with answers. It is placed in the hands
of every student entering the University, and all are expected to
learn it. Independently of the fact that such a mode of dealing with
men is unheard of in any University at home, I consider the teaching
of this catechism dangerous in the highest degree; the views put
forth are unsound and un-Protestant. The explanations of Secripture
are one-sided ; the whole thing is calculated to indoctrinate the youths
educated at the institution with the views of the author of ¢the
catechism,’ and to prepare them to propagate the views amongst the
members of our communion througliout the country. An institution
which adopts such an expedient I cannot regard as safe. The minds
of young meun which are, for three or four years, forced into this
mould, wiil not, for a long time, if ever, regain that liberty and inde-
pendence of thought which-are indispensable to those who are to
minister the Word of Life to intellizent and reasoning men.

Let this catechism be no longer kept in manuscript, but published
and circulated as the text-book of the University of Trinity College ;
and I will venture to predict thut the same conclusion at which I have
arrived will be expressed by many, namely, that the teacking of ths
catechism is dangerous in the extreme.

I have been induced, my Reverend Brethren and Brethren, to
address you upon this subject because of the honoured name which is
affixed to the document I have been considering ; had it borne any
other signature I should have allowed it to pass in silence. But such
is the respect which I entertain towards the President of Trinity
College Corporation, that nothing can ever weaken the frelings of
veneration with which I regard him. We know that the hizhest
faculties and the most exalted mental powers succumb to time ; and if
his Lordship is not now what he once was, if his memory does not
faithfully record events as in years past, allowance should be made for
this by lis friends, and those who act with him and for him should be
careful not to lead him to lend his name to any proceeding unworthy
of the position he has so long filled with honour, and calculated, in
the evening of his days, to bring a cloud over the high reputation he
has so nobly won.

I am, my Reverend Brethren and Brethren, with earnest prayer
that God’s Spirit may be poured out upon us to guide us into all truth,

Your faithful Friend and Pastor,
BENJ. HURON.
London, July 21st, 1860.”

(A letter has appeared from the Provost of Trinity College relative
to the statement concerning  The Provost’s Catechism,” from which
it seems that the Bishop of Huron has mistaken the facts. We have
no room for it at present.) ‘

NO, CLIX. EE
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THE BISHOP OF HURON AND TRINITY COLLEGE,
TORONTO.

WE feel it our Tuty to print the following document in reference
to the Bishop of Huron’s charges against Trinity College. We
extract it from the Canadian Eeclesiastical Gazette of August 15.

TRINITY COLLEGE.

At a meeting of the Corporation of Trinity College, held on
Wednesday, August 8th, 1860 (present : The Hon. and Right Rev.
the Lord Bishop of Toronto ; the Hon. Sir John Beverley Robinson,
Bart., Chancellor of the University ; the Rev. the Provost of Trinity
College ; Professor Bovell, M.D. ; The Ven. A. N. Bethune, D.D.,
D.C.L., Archdeacon of York ; the Hon. G. W. Allan ; Lewis Moffatt,
Esq. ; the Hon, Mr. Vice-Chancellor Spragge ; James M. Strachan,
Esq. ; the Hon. Sir Allan Napier MacNab, Bart.; Samuel Bickerton
Harman, B.C.L.; the Hon. Jobn Hillyard Cameron, D.C.L.; the
Rev. T. B. Fuller, D.D. D.C.L. ; the Rev. S. Givins), the following
minute was unanimously adopted :

The Corporation of Trinity College have had their attention
directed to a Pastorul, addressed by the Lord Bishop of Huron, to the
Clergy and Laity of his Diocese, in reply to a statement put forth by
them, bearing date June 29th, 1860.

In this pastoral the Bishop of Huron asserts that the Corporation
liave made ““many misstatements” in the document put forth by
them.

He first says, “no report of resolutions of committee was trans-
mitted to me,” intending, as it would seem, to impugn the assertion of
the Corporation thai the statute, to which the Bishop of Huron pub-
licly objected in his Synod, was transmitted to him * with the rest of
the report of tl: committee.” The Corporation se¢ no cause to
retract their assertion that this report was transmitted to the Bishop
of Iluron. Not only was it the avowed determination of the Corpo-
ration to send the document to his Lordship, but the Corporation are
satisfied that it was sent ; although they admit that the transmission
of the document does not necessarily imply its reception by his Lord-
ship, if indeed this be the fact which he intends to deny, when he
says that “no report of resolutions of committee was transmitted to
him.” The simple question is, did the Bishop of Huron, or did he
not, receive, some days before the meeting, a paper containing a
report of the committee on the statutes which were proposed and
adopted at the meeting? If not, where did he procure the copy
which Lie used at the meeting of the Corporation ? The Corporation
put this inquiry deliberately and advisedly.

The Bishop of Huron next states that, being thus in the dark as to
the important business which was to be transacted, and being naturally
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anxious to] be informed on so grave a subject, he “inquired of the
Rev. H. J. Grasett what the business was.” The official summons
from the Bursar was, according to the Bishop’s statement, the only
invitation which he received to be present at Toronto, on the 24th of
February. He has evidently overlooked the following letter addressed
to him, on the 18th, by the Bishop of Toronto :

(Copy.)
My DEARr Lorp, ToronTo, February 18th, 1859,

‘We have been attempting for some time to make such modifications
in the rules and regulations for the government of Trinity College, as
your Lordship’s accession to a share in the management would seem
to require. But the difficulty of getting a full meeting of the Corpora-
tion, owing to the frequent absence of the Chancellor, Sir John B.
Robinson, and the Hon. John Hillyard Cameron, has occasioned un-
avoidable delay.

‘We have now, however, agreed to a draft of the few changes that
are thought necessary, and we propose to assemble in the council
chamber of Trinity, on Thursday the 24th instant, at three o'clock p..
for their final consideration in view to their adoption.

In requesting your Lordship to take your place in the Corporation
on this occasion, I may truthfully observe that Trinity College is, and
was from the first, intended by ail parties favourable to its establish-
ment, to be the Church University of the Province of Upper Canada.
Hence the provision in the charter, enabling the Bishops to meet for
the management of its concerns, on the footing of perfect equality.

To secure this important object, we obtained the munificent patron-
age of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts,
a permanent endowment, and frequent pecuniary donations. To the
same cause we owe likewise the liberal grants of the Society for Pro-
moting Christian Knowledge, and the cordial support of the members
of our beloved Church, not only in England, but likewise throughout
the Province and in the United States.

I still hope to see the three Bishops in their seats as heads and con-
conservators of the institution, and working cordially together in
promoting its effectiveness, and extending its blessings through the
colony.

If )x,lot inconvenient to your Lordship I would respectfully suggest
that it might be of advantage for us to meet the Chancellor, Sir John
B. Robinson, Bart. and the Hon. John Hillyard Cameron, in his
office, at ten or eleven o’clock, A.31. on Thursday, the 24th, the day of
meeting, to talk over the business to come before the Corporation in
the afternoon, and should any amendments occur, they may still be
adopted, and thus secure a pleasant unity in our proceedings. I
remain, my dear Lord, your’s faithfully,

JOHN TORONTO.

The Right Rev, the Lord Bishop of Huron.
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Of this letter his Lorasmp says nothing; yet, strange to say, on
arriving in Toronto he acted upon it. He did, at the time appc'\mted,
presenﬁ himself at Mr. Cameron’s office, and thence go to the residence
of the Bishop of Toronto. After consulting with him, he returned
to Mr. Cameron, and informed him that, having seen the Bishop of
Toronto, he had agreed with him respecting the report of th(:) com-
mittee on statutes, except in a few unimportant particulars, which he
thought would create no difliculty at the meeting. . .

The Corporation cannot conceive that this understanding with the
Bishop of Toronto could have been arrived at in the absence of any
written document in the hand of either party, or at a casual meeting
which might properly be dcxcribed in the terms which the Bishop of
Huron employs when he says: “ I saw the Bishop of Toronto only
for a few minutes that morning.”

The Bishop of Huron next demurs to the assertion that ¢ he accom-
panied the Bishop of Toronto to the meeting of the Corporation.”
If these words necessarily imply more than that the Bishops presented
themselves to the meeting together, the Corporation willingly with-
draw them, together with any imputation which the Bishop of Huron
may suppose them to convey.

At the opening of the business of the meeting the Bishop of
Toronto spoke to this effect: “ 1 am happy to inform the gentlemen
present that the Dishop of Huron and myself are of one mind respect-
ing the statutes now to be proposed for adoption ; the Bishop has one
or two unimportant amendments to suggest, which I trust the Cor-
poration will adopt.” 'The Bishop of Iluron sat by and assented to
this statement. ‘The Corporation consider it impossible that, if some
new statute, ot which the Bishop of Huron had never heard, had been
brought forward for adoption, and brought forward as forming a part
of the body of the statutes respecting which he had consulted with
the Bishop of Toronto (and in this way they affirm that it must have
been brought forward, if it was brought forward at all), he should not
Lave uttered one single syllable of remonstrance or surprise.

As for the opposition offered to the statute at the time, not as
introduced by surprise, but on its proper merits, the recollection of all
present would show that the Bishop of Huron took no exception
against the vesting of a discretionary power in the Chancellor, but
merely offered some suggestions respecting details, which he by no
means pressed ; and that he certainly left on the minds of all present
an impression as to his fecling respecting the statute, directly opposed
to that which his pastoral letter would convey.

The Corporation would desire to make every reasonable allowance
for the imperfect recollection of circumstances long past of which no
written record remains, but they owe it to themselves to declare that
they see no reason to retract any assertion which they have put forth,
]z;pd‘that they believe that if the Blsh.op of Huron had fairly availed

imzelf of the proper means of re-culling the occurrences of that time,

he could not have impugned their assertions as be has thought proper
to do so, -
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The Corporation, however, proceed to notice one or two statements
of the Bishop of Huron which they confess have greatly surprised
them ; and though, in any personal coutroversy, they would gladly
have forborne to point out so particularly, as they will now proceed
to do, the just grounds of their surprise; yet in vindicating an im-
portant institution, in which the Church of England has a deep interest,
from a very injurious attack, which they feel to have been lightly and
inconsiderately made, they cannot properly refrain.

The Bishop of Huron quotes from the statement of the Corporation
the following words : “ And his refusal (to bring forward in his place
in the Corporation his charge against the teaching of the College) was
based on this ground, that he could not expect to effect a change in
the teaching of the University ;” and he adds, “I never stated any
such ground for my refusal. To prove this I have only to quote the
passage from my letter in which I replied to the Bishop of Toronto.
The passage is as follows: ¢ You say that in early life you adopted
the rule, never, if possible, to allow an opportunity of doing good to
pass unimproved : all who are acquainted with the history of your
life will acknowledge that few men have more fully acted upon this
rule. But there is another rule having divine sanction, which I feel
assured you would desire to observe, and which must regulate my
conduct towards Trinity College ; it is, ¢ Abstain from all appearance
of evil.” I feel that I am bound to act up to this rule, and as 7
cannot in my soul approve of the teacking of Trinity College, 1 believe
that my appearing to sanction it, would be a positive evil, and would
cxpose me to the condemnation which the Apostle says is the just
portion of those who say, « Let us do evil that good may come.”’”

Here the Bishop’s quotation from his letter ends, though the very
next words of that letter are the following : “ Were I to go to the
Council, as you say, would be the ¢ wiser and more honourable course,’
and enter my protest against the teaching which I disapprove, no good
result would follow, as I could not expect to effect a change in the teuch-
ing of the University, and the melancholy picture of a house divided
against itself would be presented.”

It thus appears that, in order to disprove the assertion of the Cor-
poration, the Bishop of Huron quotes the first half of a pnragraph. of
his letter, stopping just when he arrives at those words, used by him-
self in the same letter, which would establish their assertion and dis-
prove his own. The Corporation also invite particular attention to
the fact, that, after denying the ground for his refusal which the words
of his own letter, left unquoted by him, had distinctly expressed, the
Bishop of Huron proceeds to quote, in his pastoral, expressions which
immediately follow them, thus giving a résumé of the whole sentence,
with the omission of the only words upon which the Bishop and the
Corporation are at issue.

Once more, the Bishop of Huron says : . .

“ From the above extract it will be seen that though I dld. not, in
my place in the Corporation, bring forward a charge against the
teaching of the University, yet I make the charge in the most solemn
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form in which I could pat it to the President of the Corporation, and
as I received no answer to my letter, I concluded either that the Pre-
sident was indifferent as to what opinion I might entertain of the
teaching of Trinity College, or that he concurred in the view which I
expressed in the same letter, ¢ that it was a wiser course for me to
stand aloof from the University, than by a public protest to exhibit
the melancholy picture of a house divided against itself.

«T should not, even when called upon by a member of my Synod,
have given expression to the opinion which I had formed of Trinity
College, had I not, previously, in the most pointed, and solemn manner,
given expression to the same opinion to the President of that Institu-
tion.”

The Corporation regret that they are compelled to characterize this
passage as most disingenious. In proof of this assertion they quote
below from two letters of the Bishop of Huron, and from the reply
of the Bishop of Toronto to the first of those letters. In a letter,
dated April 19th, 1860, the Bishop of Huron uses the words: “I
disapprove of Trinity College in many things.” He thus gave the
Bishop of Toronto opportunity of appealing to him, in the following
earnest terms, to state the grounds of his disapproval. The letter of
the Bishop of Toronto bears date April 25th, 1860, and it may here
be observed that the correspondence originated in a letter addressed
to the Bishop of Huron by the Bursar of Trinity College, inviting
him, in the name of the Corporation, to exercise his privilege of
nominating five members of the College Council from his own Diocese,
in accordance with a statute to which he had so recently given his
assent.

My Dear Lorp, Toronro, April 25th, 1860.

I have read your letter of the 19th inst. with very much regret,
because it has been my earnest wish that you should take your place
at the Council of Trinity College, as you have equal power and
authority with myself, and give us your hearty and strenuous assist-
ance in its government and direction. Suffer me therefore to entreat
you to re-consider and withdraw your letter of the 19th inst., and to
proceed to the nomination of those whom you desire to represent your
Diocese in the University.

Trinity College being always intended for the benefit of Upper
Canqda, s.md desiring no pre-eminence in the establishment, it was
provided in the charter at my desire that all the Bishops should enjoy
¢qual authority.

There are, you say, some things which you disapprove of in the
Institution, if so, permit me, as the wiser and more honourable course,
to request you to come among us and point them out, that they ma):
be fairly examined and modified if deficient, or confirmed if found
ﬁcl)]:r%ct. 1 lfe::] a:stllxred, from the knowledge I have of the members of

ounci/ at they are 1 i i
thiug really, objoctin 3; e 10t unreasonable or disposed to retain any-

The authorities of Trinity College are quite aware, that among the
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members of the Church in Upper Canada there are in some few points
differences of opinion, but they have never considered them, nor are
they disposed to consider them, a just cause of separation and estrange-
ment. The same differences, and in much the same proportion, exist
in England, as they do in the Church here, but the true Christians of
both parties are found associating to promote and support institutions
really good, and they disapprove of those who make them grounds of
contention,

This being the view which I take, and have always taken of the
University’s relation to the Church, I desire without offence to state,
that as it seems to me, you are not at liberty to refuse to discharge
the important duties of an office to which you have been appointed by
competent authority without incurring a responsibility which the
reasons you assign will in no way sustain or justify.

In truth, the very fact of your separation from us will inflict upon
the Church and University an injury that you can never repair.

One of the rules of conduct which I adopted in early life was the
following : «Never if possible to permit an opportunity of doing good
to pass me unimproved.” In carrying out this principle I may have
frequently failed and suffered much discouragement, mortification and
sorrow ; but, believing that no thought or effort for good is ever lost
in our Lord’s kind Providence, I persevered in my course and I now
find, on looking back when nearly at the end of my journey, that the
balance is greatly in my favour. To bear and forbear in all situations
of life, is the ordained lot and the wisdom of humanity, and our
struggle after good, like prayer, should never cease. Hence, I have
always strongly felt the truth of the Apostle’s doctrine, ¢ That to him
that knoweth to do goed, and doeth it not, to him it is sin.”

Again entreating you to re-consider and withdraw your letter, I
remain, my dear Lord, your faithful Brother in Christ,

JOHN TORONTO,

To this strong and affectionate appeal of the Bishop of Toronto,
the Bishop of Huron replied in a letter containing the following
passage :

“T now come to that part of your letter which has caused me much
anxious thought. I would preface my remarks by assuring you that,
in the commencement of my Episcopal career, moved by the high
opinion which I entertained of your experience and judgment, I formed
the resolution to avail myself of your advice and fatherly counsel
whenever I could do so, without doing violence to my own convictions,
and it bas caused me many unpleasant feelings, that I am not able, in
the present case, to agree with the opinion which you have advanced.

You say that in early life you adopted the rule, “ never, if gosmb]e,
to permit an opportunity of doing good to pass.umm.proved. Any
one at all acquainted with the history of your life will acknowledge
that few men have more fully acted up to this excellent rule. But
there is another rule of Divine authority, which, I feel assured, you
would not desire to overlook, and which regulates my conduct towards
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Trinity College. It is the Apostolic rule, “ Abstain from all appear-
ance of evil” T feel that I am bound to act up to this rule, un‘d'a.s 1
cannot, in my soul, approve of the theological teaching o'f Trinity
College, I believe that my appearing to sanction this teaching would
be a positive evil, and would expose me to the condemnation \\'hxc.h
the Apostle says is the just portion of those who say, “let us do evil
that good may come ;” were I to go to the C‘ouncil, as you say would
be the ¢ wiser and more honourable course,” and enter my protest
against the teaching which I disapprove, no good re.sult would f'o!low,
as I could not expect to effect a change in the teaching of the Univer-
sity, and the melancholy picture of a house divided against itself would
be presented. To avoid this I have heretofore kept aloof from the
University, and I am still satisfied in my own mind, that it is better for
me thus to act than to introduce discussion into the Council, and thus
render patent to the world the differences which unhappily exist
amongst us. Praying earnestly that the Lord will grant to us both,
that wisdom, which cometh down from above and which is pure and
peaceable, so that we may be enabled to follow peace with all men, I
remain, my dear Lord, with unabated respect and esteem, your brother
in the ministry,

BENJ. HURON.

P.8.—1T have written the above as a private communication to your
Lordship, as your letter of the 25th of April appeared to me to require
it. B. I

Such is the correspondence. In the first letter the Bishop of Huron
declures that he disapproves of Trinity College in many things ; in
the second, the Bishop of Toronto urges him to give explicit expression
to that disapproval at the proper time and place ; in the third, the
Bishop of Huron refuses to do this, because hie considers that such inter-
ference would be useless, at the same time stating that his letter is a
private communication. And yet he does not fear to commit himself
to the following statement: that he had made a charge against the
teaching of the Culieye, in the most solemn Jorm in whick ke could put
i to the President of the Corporation; that he received no answer to his
letter, and that he thence concluded that the P’resident was indifferent
to his opinion, or that he agreed with him in thinking that it was
better that he should stand aloof from the College.

Any reader would justly infer from this statement that such a letter
as that of the Bishop of Toronto could never have been addressed to
the Bishop of Huron ; he would, indeed, infer that the whole trans-
action had been utterly the reverse of what it really was ; that the
Bishop of Huron had openly and candidly stated objections azainst
which the Bishop of Toronto shut his ear, rather than that the I?ishop
of Huron refused to state objections for which the Bishop of Toronto
had most earnestly called.

W Th.e Bish'op of~Huron' describes himself as having said in his Synod,

I have taken every pains for two years to inform myself concerning
the teacLing of the University ;” and again, near the close of his



letter he adds, “I am in possession of ample information upon the
subject, which I am ready to impart to those for whose satisfaction
and guidance the opinion (given in the Huron Synod) was expressed.”
Yet the Bishop of Huron says elsewhere, “I was then (February 24th,
1859) for the first time at a meeting of the Corporation of Trinity

. College.” And he has never been there since. He has not only not
carefully used, but studiously shunned, every open method of inform-
ing himself of the teaching of the College. e has preferred to
observe and acquaint himself with the College under all the disadvan-
ages inseparable from a distant and hostile position, while he had
every opportunity of acquiring that intimate and familiar acquaintance
with the details of its system, which every friend of the Church and
of the University would desire that our Bishops in Upper Canada
should possess, and which is indeed a part of the duty which they are
bound to assume on entering upon the episcopal office.

As to the character of the instruction given in the College, the
Corporation have full confidence in the teaching of the Provost, as
being in entire conformity with the formularies of our Church, as™"
elucidated by her great writers ; and they now make a public demand
of the Bishop of Huron, to state definitely the points on which his
objections are founded. They cannot tamely suffer any officer of the
College to be assailed as “unsound and unprotestant,” merely because
he keeps close to those formularies and summaries of doctrine which
constitute the only guide which we can safely and consistently follow
as members of the Church of England.

Of the closing paragraph of the Bishop of Huron’s letter, the Cor-
poration will only permit themselves to say, that if the Bishop of
Huron had really entertained “the feelings of veneration,” which he ’
there affects to entertain, and which are assuredly entertained by every
other member of the Corporation towards the object of his remarks,

. he could never have made himself responsible for language which has
drawn upon him the righteous indignation, not only of every Church-
man in this Diocese, but of every inhabitant of the Province to whom
the Bishop of Toronto is known, either by his public services or by
the virtues of his personal character.

(Signed)  JorN ToronTo, President.
CHARLES MAGRATH, Bursar and Secretary.







THE BISHOP OF HURON AND TRINITY COLLEGE,
TORONTO.

The Bishop of Huron to the Clerical and Lay Gentlemen composing the
Exccutive Committee of the Synod of the Divcese of Huron.
My REVEREND BRETHREN AND BRETHREN,

Your resolution, requesting me to lay before the Diocese the proofs
upon which I have formed the opinion which I expressed concerning
the teaching of Trinity College, Toronto, has been placed in my
hands. In compliance with your request, I now proceed to redeem
the pledge which I gave in my pastoral, of making known to the
clergy and laity of my Diocese the grounds of my opinion, whenever
called upon to do so.

Some time after my return from England, in 1858, some graduates
in Trinity College applied to me for ordination, and it became my
duty to examine them. T perceived that the views of some of these
gentlemen, more particularly concerning the character aud doctrines
of the Church of Rome, were not such as I had always entertained.
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I sought out the cause of this, and after a good: deal of examination
and inquiry, I was led to the conclusion that the views held by these
gentlemen were traceable to the teaching to which they had been
subjected during their University course. The mode of teaching, as
described to me, appeared to be highly objectionable, and the matter
taught was in my view most dangerous to all students, more especially
to young men preparing for the ministry. T shall now direct attention
to these two points, the mode of teaching and the things taught.

In order that I should not fall into any error concerning the mode
of teaching in the University, I addressed, by letter, several gentle-
men who have been connected with Trinity College, and I forwarded
to each of them a list of questions, to which I requested candid and
plain answers. The following are the questions and answers, from
which you may form your own opinion as to the mode of imparting
religious instruction to young men in Trinity College.

1. Was the attendance on the lectures on catechism compulsory ?

2. Did the Provost at each lecture dictate questions and answers
from his own manuseript ?

3. Did the students write both questions and answers as he dictated
them ?

4. Were the students expected on the next lecture day to read the
answers as the Provost had dictated them ?

5. Did you ever know tbe Provost to lend his manuscript to a
student to correct his notes taken down at lecture ?

6. Are there any copies of the manuscript thus corrected handed
down from class to class ? And is the book familiarly known among
the students as *“'I'he Provost’s Catechism” ?

7. Did the Provost ever express his disapproval of the use of these
note books ?

8. Are you aware whether a proposition to publish the manuseript
was ever made by any of the students, and what was the Provost’s
reason for disapproving of its publication ?

The following answers are from a layman residing in the Diocese
of Toronto. The answers are numbered to correspond with the
questions.

Ans. 1.—Attendance on the lectures is fully as compulsory as on
auy other lecture prescribed. .

Ans. 2.—Yes, it is the Provost’s regular mode of proceeding to
dictate questions and answers. .

d4ns. 3.—No ; that would be impossible at the rate the Provost is
accustomed to go on. One of the first things a student does after
entering, is (on advice) to secure a copy of the manuscript, which
invariably corresponds, almost verbatim, with that which the Provost
uses, except in some instances it may not perbaps be so full. A’.s
each student enters the lecture room, he brings bis own or another’s
copy of this manuseript, which he places on the table before him, in
the presence of the Provost, leaving it closed until the questions
dictated on the last lecture day are answered or dlsp0§ed of. Then
he opens his manuscript, and follows the P'rovost as far as he goes,
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marking at the same time, if he notices any error or mistake. Apart
from this, he writes neither questions nor answers, nor does he take
notes, which must be quite apparent to the Provost. )

Ans, 4.—Yes; that is the plan pursued, and never, in my experience,
did T witness an answer, as recorded in these manuscripts, prove to
be incorrect ; but I have known other answers refused, when they did
not suit the Provost’s views, or, as he said, “ were not the answers I
gave.” .

Ans. 5—No ; but I have heard he did so ; but whether he did or
not, the perfect agreement of both proves that we Lave got a correct
copy. .

‘Ans. 6.—These copies now in use are positively correct copies of
the Provost’s so far as they go. These are handed down from class
to class. The freshman (for whose benefit the catechism is designed)
either copies one for himself, or has one given him by some of the
students who have preceded him. I have been asked repeatedly by
the students, © How do you like the Provost’s catechism ?”

«ns. 7.—1 have never heard him do so.

Ans, 8.—1T don’t know. These statements are perfectly true, and
can be proved in the most solemn manner.

I now proceed to give the answers of a clergyman in the Diocese
of Huron.

Ans. 1.—Attendance was compulsory.

Ans. 2.—The Provost at each lecture asked questions, evidently
from his manuseript, upon the notes which he had dictuted at the
previous lecture, and of course the answers had to be taken from
his notes.

Ans. 3.—The students used every means to acquire the answers
which the Provost required, and when they found they had not the
exact answer in their manuscript, they took down the answer given
by him.

Ans. 4—The students were required to give correct answers, taken
from the Provost's notes, to the questions asked by him.

Ans. 5.—Never ; but he lent his questions sometimes.

Ans. 6.—There is a catechism, question and answer, in common use
among the students, handed down from class to class, and familiarly
known as “ The Provost’s Catechism.”

Ans. 7.—Never that T know of.

Ans. 8.—I have Leard the students speaking of wishing to have the
catechism published, but I do not remember the Provost’s objections.
T The next answers are from a layman resident in the Diocese of

oronto :

Ans. 1.—Yes; the Provost required an excuse for absence on every
occasion,

Ans. 2,—The Provost lectured from his manuscript, and asked
questions on the next day for lecture. He has frequently said, when
a question has not been answered satisfactorily, ¢ That is not what I
gave you.” His questions were written as well as his lectures.

Ans. 3.—Some of them took notes ; others would have their prede-
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cessor’s books, and would only follow him while reading, and see
that they were correct. -

Ans. 4.—We generally answered in his own words, and if not, as
nearly as possible.

Ans. 5.—He lent his questions on the catechism on one-or two
occasions, and his notes on the articles. 1 cannot answer positively
as to his notes on the catechism.

Ans, 6.—The manuscript, with an exact copy of his questions (as
taken by Mr. Wm. Jones, now of Cambridge), and the answers, as
collected (answer No. 3), were handed down. When I entered in
1856, I procured a book from Mr. Wm. Jones, from which to copy a
manuscript for myself. It was always spoken of as *“ The Provost’s
Catechism.”

Ans. 7.—1 never heard of any disapproval, either directly or
indirectly.

Amns. 8.—1 on several occasions have heard students propose to have
it published, and the reply generally given was < The Provost would
not like it.” Whether or not he was consulted, I cannot say.

The next set of answers is from a layman, now resident in the
Diocese of Huron.

Ans. 1.—Attendance on the catechism lecture was compulsory.

Ans. 2.—The Provost read from his manuscript as a continuous
lecture, but must have been aware that he had it either written, or
took very few notes in the room, and both questions and answers were
contained in his lecture, although not distinguished as such by him,
being probably aware that we had both questions and answers before us.

Ans, 3.—The students had both questions and answers written before
they entered the room, and only compared theirs with the Provost’s
while he read.

Ans. 4.—The students were expected on the lecture day to answer
the questions of the preceding lecture day in the substance, and as
much as possible in the words given.

Ans. 4—1I never did.

Ans.—Each student of the first year either borrows, and copies a
manuscript from the borrowed copy, or purchases from a student of
the second or third year his manuscript.

Ans. T.—1 never heard him say anything pro or con in the matter.

Ans. 3.—1I never heard any proposition of the kind, though it might
have been made without my knowledge.

The following is an extract from a note received from a lay gentle-
man, residing at some distance :—*“I do not think the Provost has
ever given both questions and answers to any student to copy, but 1
heard when I was at College that he lent his questions on one occasion
and that a copy was taken of them. Of course, as soon as the students
had a copy of the questions which were to be put to them, they were
able to form proper answers from the notes which they had taken
down from the last or preceding lecture. I don’t remember hearing
any copy called «“ The Provost’s Catechism ;” I have heard of “The
Provost's Questions,” meaning those questions which the Provost
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asks. 1 have heard that the Provost has been asked to publish a
catechism, in order that the -students might be saved the trouble of
writing out copies for themselves.” . L

The following answers arve from a graduate of Trinity College,
residing in the Diocese of Toronto :— ) .

Ans. 1.—Yes ; it was placed precisely on the same footing with the
other subjects.  Students absenting themselves from the catechizm, or
any other lecture given by the Provost, were obllget{ to account sutis-
Furtorily to the Provost on the succeeding day, for their absence
therefrom.

Ans. 2.—Yes ; the Provost’s mode of procedure was as fellows :—
At his first lecture to freshmen he read to us about thirty questions
(the number varied afterwards). The next Friday he questioned us
on the matter of the preceding Friday, and read to us fresh questions
and answers, sufficient to fill up the hour.

Ans, 3.—The students had copies of the questions and answers
written, either by themselves, or students who had previously gra-
duated in Trinity College, and as the Provost read his lecture they
compared their manuscripts with what read and made alterations in the
references (texts of Scripture), or anything else in which there might
have been a discrepancy. They were thus assured of perfect accuracy.

Ans. 4.—)Most assuredly they were; for I recollect that on one
occasion, a student of my year expressed the answer in a manner
which varied, by two wnimportant words, from that dictated by the
Provost on the preceding Friday, and was corrected for it. I remem-
ber this the more distinctly, as every student who took pains with it,
used to repeat it with literal accuracy.

Ans. 5.—1 understood, by report among the students, that the
Provost did at one time lend his manuscript to a student, and 1
always considered that this was the origin of the almost stereotyped
accuracy of our manuscripts.

Ans. 6.—Yes ; generally a student, after his previous examination
in his second year, at which time he passes his third and last exami-
nation in the catechism, either gives, lends, or sells his manuscript
catechism to jumior students. In my case I obtained the loan of a
manuscript catechism, and copied it out. It is familiarly known
among the students as * The Provost’s Catechism.”

Ans. 7.—Never to my knowledge.

dns. 3.—No; but I often wished, for my own convenience, that it
had been printed and published, as the copying of it entailed a gres
deal of unnecessary labour upon me, and wasted much precious time :
in fact, I thought it on the whole a very strange proceeding.

I have stated fully my objections to this mode of teaching in my
pastoral ; I need not here repeat them.

This manuseript known as “The Provost’s Catechism,” with the
questions copied or corrected from his own manuscript, lent for that
purpose, and the answers taken down carefully from his lips, and
corrected from time to time, has been handed down from class to class,
and has been bought and sold by the students. I bave not given the




pames of those gentlemen froth which I have received the above
answers to my questions, but I can obtain permission to do so if
necessary, and shall lay the original documents, together with the
letters which accompanied them, before any member of the Synod
appointed for that purpose. There was but one gentleman to whom
T applied who expressed a wish “not to be at all implicated in the
matter.” T have therefore not made any use of his communication.
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(Continued from p. 431.)

T Now proceed to lay before you the teaching which I characterised
as “dangerous in the extreme.” I have heard, when examining
graduates of Trinity College, statements which they have reported as
made to them, either in the course of lectures, or in conversation with
the Divinity Professor. Some of these I took down at the time I
heard them, such as the following, that “the Church of England lost
at the Reformation some things which were in themselves good, and
tended to edification ;” that “justification was an impertinent subject
to introduce before a congregation, as there was not one man in ten
thousand who was not already justified.” These and such like state-
ments I have heard from gentlemen who have been students in the
University. I do not here dwell upon them ; I come to the considera-
tion of documents which I shall quote, and I think when these docu-
ments are well weighed, and compared with the articles and formularies
of our Church, they will abundantly establish the conclusion to which
I have come, that the teaching in Trinity College is dangerous.

I have now in my possession five copies of the catechism, which
have been for years in the hands of the students of Trinity College,
and which graduates of that University declare contains the qnestions
of the Provost, corrected from his own manuscript, with the answers
taken down carefully from his lips. I have collated these five copies,
and their agreement is such as must convince any one that either they
all had their origin from one copy, or that they were reported with
wonderful fidelity from the lips of the lecturer.

The following are specimens of the dangerous teaching contained ir
this catechism :—

On the article “Born of the Virgin Mary,” we find the following
questions and answers—

Ques.—What is the Hebrew form of the name Mary ?

Ans.—Miriam.

Ques.—What does the name signify ?

Ans.—~Exaltation.
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Ques.—What signification, then, had it as borne by the mother of
our Lord ?

Ans.—The exalted position resulting from her having given birth
to the Redeemer of the world,

Ques.—Who is the first recorded possessor of this name ?

Ans.—Miriam, the sister of Moses and Aaron.,

Ques.—Show that she may be regarded as holding a position under
the old dispensation, typical of that which Mary held under the new ?

Ans.—Miriam was an instrument in bringing the Israelites to the
promised land, and M ary was an instrument in bringing mankind into
the Kingdom of Glory (or Heaven).

Ques—What was the belief of the early Fathers respecting the
virginity of Mary ?

Ans.—That she continued a virgin ever after.

Ques.—On what grounds did it rest ?

Ans.—Some suppose that the mother of such a son could not be
mother of another.

Such teaching as this I regard as a dangerous tampering with a false
doctrine of the Church of Rome, directly leading to idolatry. It will,
I doubt not, be said by some that Pearson, in his “ Exposition of the
Creed,” teaches the same thing. Even were this the case, still, I would
consider the teaching as dangerous in the present time, when there is,
especially in the minds of the young, such a hankering after the errors
and superstitions of Rome ; but Pearson does not teach that the Virgin
Mary had a divinely appoinied type under the law ; neither does he
teach that she was an instrument in bringing mankind into the Kingdom
of Heaven. He says: ¢ As she, Miriam, was exalted to be one of
those who brought the people of God out of the Egyptian bondage, so
was this Mary exalted to be the mother of that S«uviour who, through the
red sea of his blood, had wrought a plenteous redemption for us, of
which that was but a type.” In the questions and answers of the
catechism, the undue exaltation of Mary is pushed far beyond what
Pearson says upon the subject, and we see the germ of that full-blown
superstition which, in its most revolting form, meets us in the late
letter of the Pope to the Canadian Bishops. 1 fear such teaching for
our young men. If they are taught to believe that Mary is typified in
the law, they may soon conclude, with Bonaventura, that she is to be
found in the Psalms, and thus be led to look upon the idolatrous honour
done to her in the Church of Rome as natural and right.

On the article * The Communion of Saints,” I find the following
questions and answers :—

Ques.—With whom have the saints communion? Prove from
Holy Scripture.

Ans—With God the Father, &c., and with God the Son, &c., and
with God the Holy Ghost, &c., and with the holy angels, &c., and with
all the saints of the Church Militant, &c., and with all the saints
departed, &ec. ]

Ques.—Wherein does communion with saints departed consist ?

Ans—In union of affection, involving on our part reverential com-
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memoration and imitation, and on their part interest on our behalf, and
probable intercession with God for us.

I will add lere a letter lately received from a clergyman who some
years since graduated in Trinity College. “I will now endeavour to
state, as well as I can remember, things which struck me as particularly
strange in the Provost’s doctrinal teaching. I cannot remember his
exact words. I can only give the impression that they left on my mind
at the time. In lecturing on ¢ The Communion of Saints,” he certainly
gave us to understand, while discoursing on the interest the saints
took in our spiritual welfare, that he thought that they pleaded with
God for us. He did on one occasion make use of these words, or
words very like them, ¢ This is one of the losses which we sustained,’
or ‘Things which we lost, at the Reformation,” and I have a very
strong impression upon my mind that it was when speaking of prayers
for the dead. He always spoke of baptismal regeneration, as if all
divines received the doctrine in its strongest sense, without ever hint-
ing that there was a far more evangelical view of it taken by many
eminent divines in our Church. When young men are thus taught,
in the creed we profess to believe, that the saints departed take an
interest in our spiritual welfare, and yrolubly intercede with God for
us, the transition is easy to <Holy St. Dominick, pray for us” Can
we regard that man as a sound-hearted member of the (Lurch of
Englund, as she now is, who has learned that the same Church, at the
Retormation, lnst certain valuable practices, which, of course, it would
be our duty, if possible, to have restored ?”

On the article * Remission of Sins,” in the Creed, I find the follow-
ing questions and answers :(—

w~x.—How is remission of sins granted under the Goospel ?

Ans.—In baptism past sin is forgiven, whether original or actual,
in the case ecither of infants or adults duly prepared by faith and
repentance.

(/nzs.—How is it granted after baptism ?

Ans.—On repentance.

@urs.—In what mode is redemption declared and sealed to the
penitent 7

Ans.— Tt is declared in the vuthoritutive absolution, and sealed in the
reception of the Holy Communion.

Qnes.—Prove from Holy Seripture.

Anrs—<If we say that we have no sin we deceive ourselves, and
the truth is not in ue. It we confess our sins, he is faithful and just
to forzive us our ~ins.” (1 John i. 8, 9.) “To whom ye forgive any-
thing, I forgive alzo, for if I forgive anything, to whom 1 forcive it
for your sukes forgive I it, in the person of Clirist.” (2 Cor. ii. 10.) ’

The cvid-nt int-ntion in quoting this passage from the Second
o S e el L st . e el
{n the anS\:er o the re(;edli[:] e aztl ormgwe al?solutum mentioned
ing remission of sins get forthgiqufl:' {On- ho'mmbt‘ he mode of grant-
ci:ted 80 clearly in the elevegth h‘ iele opm with, the mode enun-

article of our Church, “ We are
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accounted righteous before God only for the merit of our Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ by faith, and not for own works and deservings ;
wherefore, that we are justified by fuith only, is a most wholesome doc-
trine, and very full of comfort, as more largely is expressed in the
homily of justification.” This mode of teaching the remission of sin,
in baptism, sealed by the reception of the Lord’s Supper, and declared
by the authoritative absolution of the Church, is not that which God
has revealed in His Word, and which our Church teaches in her formu-
laries, her articles, and her homilies. If baptism, the supper of our
Lord, and the authoritative absolution, take away sin and seal the
pardon of the transgressor, then the Church of Rome is right, and
our forefathers were unjustifiable schismatics in separating from her
communion.

Concerning the sacraments, I find in the catechism the following
questions and answers :—

Ques.—Of what sacraments does the catechism treat ?

Ans,—Of two only, as generally necessary to salvation, baptism and
the Lord’s Supper.

Ques.— What is implied by these restrictions of the term ?

Ans.—That the term sacrament may be more widely applied to
mean any holy rite.

Ques.—Where, then, lies the error of the Roman Church in making
seven sacraments ?

Ans.—In drawing no due distinction between the two great sacraments
and other holy rites.

Ques.—The sacraments are said to be generally necessary to salva-
tion ; what is meant by generally ?

Ans—Generally here means universally ; generally, i.e. to all men.
The sacraments are necessary, not to God, as instruments whereby He
may save us, but to us, as God's appointed means of salvation, the
channels in which his grace flows to us.—(Laud.)

Ques.—Give an instance of a sacrament or holy rite ordained by
Christ Himself, which is not generally necessary to salvation ?

Ans.—Orders.

Ques.—What rites does Rome class with the two great sacraments ?

Ans—Confirmation, penance, orders, matrimony, and extreme
unction.

Ques.—What is to be observed concerning confirmation ?

Ans.—Confirmation was in early times part of the sacrament of bap-
tism ; it became separated from it in three ways, &ec.

Ques.—What concerning orders ?

Ans—This rite was appointed by Christ, and was accompanied by
an outward sign, hut the grace bestowed was not personal, but official,
and there is no promise of remission of sins.

Ques.—What respecting penance ?

Ans—1In early times those who were subject to ecclesiastical penal-
ties were required to confess their sins, and after having been separated
from the Church, were admitted by the laying oun of hands. (This
rite is not attended by the remission of sins.)
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Ques.—What respecting matrimony ? .

Ans.—1In this rite there are outward signs, but no spiritual grace,
and no promise of remission of sins.

Is it safe to teach young men thus to regard the so-called sac_rameuts
which the Church of Rome has added to the only two appointed by
Christ ? and not as our Church plainly teaches concerning them in the
Twenty-fifth Article:  Those five commonly-called sacraments are
not to he counted for sncraments of the Glospel, being such as have grown
partly of the corrupt following of the apostles, partly are states of life
allowed in the Scriptures, but yet kave not like nature of sacraments, with
baptism and the Lord's Supper, for that they have not any visible sign or
ceremony orduined of God.”  Our Church does not speak of two great
sacraments, leaving us to infer that there are lesser sacraments, and
that the Church of Rome, in adding to the sacraments appointed by
Chirist, has only erred in not making a “dJue distinction” between the
two greater sacraments and other holy rites or sacraments. Neither
does our Church trifle with her members by using the word * gene-
rally ” when she intended to express “ universally.” When we add to
thix, that those young men who are thus taught in the first year of
their University course to toy with the sacraments of the Church of
Rome, are further instructed that the recipient of the bread and wine
in the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper partakes of the *glorified
humanity ” of the Son of God, I think it will be acknowledged that
the teaching is dangerous in a very high degree. Moreover, in this
cateehism, our Lord’s words, recorded in the sixth chapter of St. John’s’
Gospel, are repeatedly quoted, as spoken concerning the sacrament of
the Lord’s Supper, as in the followlng answers :—

Qu»s.—Prove from Holy Scripture that the Lord’s Supper is gene-
raliy necessary ?

fns.—*Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you,
except ye eat of the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, ye
have no life in you.” (John vi. 33.

(Jues.—What words of our Lord show this ?

Ans—Onr Lord speaks of the spiritual benefits which should cer-
tainly flow from eating his flesh and blood, of which benefits the wicked
cannot be thought to partake : “ Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh
my blood, hath eternal life, and I will raite him up at the last day.
He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood dwelleth in Me, and I
in him.” (John vi. 54, &e.)

Ques—Prove from Holy Seripture that the Holy Eucharist sustains
the spiritual Uife imparted by baptism ?

Ans~—Then Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you,
Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, you
have no life in you.” (John vi. 53.)

In these questions and answers, taken from different parts of the
c?techlim, the student is unhesitatingly taught to interpret the words
gf ‘::' Lordl: "S‘ the sixth of John, as spoken concerning the sacrament
the Refroma 8 Supper. Commentators of the Church of England since

on. and some Roman Catholic divines, have interpreted
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the sixth chapter of St. John’s Gospel, as having no reference whatso-
ever to the Lord’s Supper, and one of the latter has asserted that « the
Universal Church has understood this passage, ever since its promul-
gation, to mean spiritual eating and drinking by a living faith.”

One of our most eminent reformers, when combating the doetrine
of transubstantiation, thus expressed himself concerning this passage :
“Christ in that place of John spake not of the material and sacramental
bread, nor of the sacramental eating (for that was spoken two or three
years before the eacrament was first ordained), but he spake of spiritual
bread, many times repeating, ‘I am the bread of life which came down
from heaven,” and of spiritual eating by faith, after which sort He was
at the same present time eating of as many as believed on Him, although
the sacrament was not at that time made and instituted. And there-
fore He said, ¢ Your fathers did eat manna in the desert, and died ; but
he that eateth this bread shall live for ever,” Therefore, this place of
St. John can in no wise be understood of the sacramental bread, whiciu
neither came from heaven, neither giveth life to all that eat. Nor of
such bread could Christ have presently said, ¢ This is my flesh,’” except
they will say, that Christ did then consecrate so many years before the
institution of His holy supper.”—Cranmer,

I cannot, therefore, think it sound divinity or good Protestantism to
teach that in the sixth chapter of St. John, our Lord refers to the
oral reception of the elementsin the sacrament, and not to the spirttual
participation of his body and blood, by faith ; such teaching I must con-
sider “dangerous in the extreme.”

I have thus laid before you, from authentic sources, some of the
teaching to which I object. The impressions conveyed to my mind
by the examination of graduates of the University, I cannot of course
convey to yours. The mode adopted by me to ascertain the character
and effects of the teaching in Trinity College, is that which common
sense dictated, and which my position required me [to adopt, namely,
to examine the pupils. It would be quite impossible to write ail I
have learned in this way, but the result has been a deep-seated con-
viction that a large portion of tares is mixed with the seed sown in
the minds of the young men educated in the institution. In some I
know, these tares have not taken root, but this is to be attributed to
the fact, that their minds were pre-occupied by the good seed which
had been previously sown by the care of their parents or pastors.
Whether this has always been sufficient to prevent the growth of the
tares, I cannot say.

Before I conclude this letter, which is the last I shall address to you
on this subject, I would briefly advert to one or two passages In my
late pastoral. .

The resolutions of the committee, which were said to ha.ve been
transmitted to me, were never received ; they never came into my
hands. .

When the statute, which has been the subject of discuss_lon, was
read at the council, I strongly objected fo it, stating at the same time, that
if we could always depend on having a Chancellor like the gentleman
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who now so worthily occupies that position, there could be no objection
to leave some discretionary power with him, as all knew that he wou'ld
act wisely and justly, but that such discretion could not be safely in-
trusted to every person who might hereafter be elected Chancellor of
the University. .

With reference to my reasons for not appearing at the meetings of
the corporation, they are stated by me in my letter to the Bishop of
Toronto, and occupy a paragraph of that letter.

It is very unfortunate that when the corporation of Trinity College
undertook to state from my letter the grounds on which I declined to
take my place at the corporation, they should have selected part of a
sentence in the middle of this paragraph, and overlooked those portions
of the same paragraph which immediately preccde and follow that part
of a sentence which they selected. The letter is now before the pupils,
and any one who will take the trouble to analyse the paragraph referred
to will find that there are three grounds stated for my refusal to attend
the corporation of Trinity College. The first and chief reason which
I quote in my pastoral is contained in the words, “ as I cunnot in my soul
approve of the theological teaching of Trimity Cullege, I belicve that my
appearing to sanction this teaching would be « positive evil” 'The second
is in the following words: < Were I to go to the council, as you say
would be the wiser and more honourable course, and enter my protest
against the teaching which I condemn, no yood result would follow (as 1
could not expect to eftect a change in the teaching of the University).”
The words which I have included between brackets are the only por-
tion of the paragraph mnoticed by the corporation, and they state this
as the ground of my refusal to attend the meeting of the council,
whereas these words constitute an inferior member of my sentence,
and do not express my reason for not attending the meetings of
the council. The third reason assigned in the paragraph is: « And
the melancholy picture of a house divided against itself would
be presented ; to avoid this I have keretofore kept aloof from the Univer-
sity, and I am still satisfied in my own mind, that it is better for me
to act than to introduce discussion into the council, and thus to render
patent the differences which unhappily exist among us.” With these
three reasons tlus plainly before them, the corporation of Trinity
College sclects an inferior ‘member of a sentence in the middle of the
paragraph, and asserts th'at in that part of a sentence, without reference
z(:) ,;}pl?y(i:?:lf}igeli ecc;xzt;u;;i hthe é’-n;:md ?t;ted by me for refusing to
them Y q € bishop of Toronto to take my place at

"I‘hls 1ettt,3’r Was written as a “private communication to the Bishop
of Toroato,” but it is evident it was laid before the corporation, as it i
referred to in their document of the 29th of June, pIn thai’: lett y
while I declined to take my place at the council (for ‘the three ree -
assigned), wl_tich was the thing the Bishop urged me to do, I stated i:l]S:}I::
:.I:‘osie.n}pl.m.nc way, ¢ £ canmot i my soul approve of the theological teach-

4 lj rinity College,” and I hoped and expected that his Lordship
would have asked me to particularize in what the teaching consisted ;



to my regret and surprise, he did not do so, and therefore I could not
arrive at any other conclusion than that which I have stated in my
pastoral.

But discussions on these minor points are unimportant, and are of
no real interest to the public. The teaching of Trinity College is
that which concerns the community. From what I have written
above, all may judge of this for themselves. The documentary
evidence which I have adduced is but a small part of the information
which I have obtained in my examination of the graduates of the
University. Some, perhaps, may not see the danger I apprehend, and
may think it quite safe to send their sons to the institution ; but I
feel assured that many will concur in opinion with me, that it is not
wise or safe to subject young and inexperienced minds to such teach-
ing, even though great names may be quoted in favour of it.

In conclusion, I would say, that as no one can now misunderstand my
attendance at the council of Trinity College, and as ¢ the melancholy
picture” which I wished to avoid has been made patent to all, I shall
take into consideration the expediency of appointing five gentlemen as
members of the corporation, and of endeavouring, in my place there,
to effect those changes in the institution which will render it such,
that I may be able conscientiously to recommend it to others, and
avail myself of it for the benefit of my diocese. I remain, my reverend
brethren and brethren, your faithful friend and brother in the faith,

BENJ. HURON.

Aug. 29, 1860.
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TORONTO.
(Continucd from Dec. 1860, p. 471.)

WE suppose that our readers have had enough of these documents
to enable them to form their own opinions on the merits of the case.
We little thought when we printed, in the Colowial Clureh Chronicle
for September last, the charge brought by the Bishop against the
College, that the controversy would continue so long. The Provost
published a letter, to which we referred in September (p. 353), which
ought to have been conclusive, and which, we suppose, would have been
so with any other Prelate in our communion than Bishop Cronyn.
Since the following letter was in type, we have seen another from the
Provost, which is meant as a postscript, and which we intend to print
in February, and then we hope to have done with the matter. The
Canadian correspondent of the Guardian, of December 27, 1860, says :—

“ Since the Provost’s overwhelming rejoinders, Bishop Cronyn has
been silent,—no apologies or excuses have been offered. He stands
convicted of having made groundless charges against the most im-
portant Church Institution in the Canadas, and yet he makes no sigu.
Were he, however, to devote all the remainder of his days to making
atonement for his reckless conduct, he could not undo one-half the
mischief he has done.” We recommend the letter in the Guardian to
the notice of our readers.

At a well-attended meeting of the Corporation of Trinity College,
held on Thursday, September 27th, 1860, the Lord Bishop of Toronto
made the following communication to the meeting :—

“I beg leave to lay on the table a letter which I have received
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from the Reverend the Provost of Trinity College, in vindication
of his religious teaching in the College from an attack which has
been made upon it by the Bishop of Huron, and also the printed
letter upon it by the Bishop of Huron to the Executive Committee of
his Diocese, in which that attack is continued. I lay these papers
before the Council, not doubting that it will appear to them on their
consideration, that the Provost, in regard to those things which he
admits that he has taught, has successfully defended his doctrine by
reference to Holy Scripture, and the Book of Common Prayer, and to
those venerated Divines, whose writings are of the highest authority
in our Church.”

The Bishop then called upon the Provost to read thefollowing letter :—

My Lozp,—I have prepared, in reply to the letter addressed by the
Lord Bishop of Huroen to the Executive Committee of his Synod, a
full statement of my teaching on the points objected to by his Lord-
ship, together with authorities from approved writers of the Church
of England ; but independent of this more elaborate reply, I think it
necessary to give a brief answer to some of the comments of the
Bishop on the manner, matter, and tendency of that teaching. As
respects the manner, I can add but little to the statement which I
made in my letter of the 28th of July, which was published in the
daily papers, and which I here transcribe,

It is my duty to lecture the students of the first year on the Cate-
chism of the Church of England. TFor this purpose I have compiled
2 manuscript, which I read and explain to the class. The students are
expected to take notes of the lecture and to answer questions on the
next day.of attendance. In order to save time and to observe due
method in my questioning, I have prepared for my own use a book
of questions, omitting or adding questions at my discretion, when I
use it. The only written result of my lectures which I require or
wigh, is a summary of them in the note-books of the students. The
contents of these books I never see, nor can I hold myself responsible
for them. 1 am, however, given to understand that it is the practice
of some of the students to write down the questions which are
addressed to them, and to reduce their notes into the form of answers
to these questions. This practice I disapprove, and it is well known
that I do not consider it to be a legitimate mode of registering the
information given in the lectures. Some years ago I consented, more
than once, to place my book of questions in the hands of students, on
their plea that it would assist them to complete or correct their notes.
I know also that the note-books have passed from hand to hand in the
College, but so far from encouraging this I have urged young men to
trust, if not exclusively, at all events mainly, to their own recollection
and record of what they hear. My wish is further, that in replying
to my questions, the students should give,in their own language, for the
most part, the substance of what they have been taught. Of course there
are instances in which substantial accuracy can be secured only by keep-
ing close to the exact terms in which the instruction was conveyed.

I beg, therefore, to observe that no manuscript known by the name

c2
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of ¢ The Provost’s Catechism,” or by apy other name, is placed in the
hands of «uy student entering the University, far less is any student
expected to larn it.”

Ihe statement which I bere made is fully borne out by one cf the
Bishop's own authorities. He says, “ 1 do not think the Provost las
ever given both (uestions and answers to any student to copy, but I
heard when I was at College that he lent his questions on one vccaslion,
and that a copy was taken of them. Of course, as soon as the students
had a copy of the questions which were to be put to them, they were
able to form proper answers from the notes which they had taken
down from the last or preceding lecture. 1 don’t remember of hearing
of any copy called ¢ The Provost's Catechism.” T have heard of the
¢ Provost’s questions, meaning those questions which the Provost
asks. I have heard that the Provost has been asked to publish a
catechism, in order that the students might be saved the trouble of
writing out copies for themsclves.” It may, however, be well that I
should now do publicly, what I should long ago have been most ready
and willing to do privately, give answers of my own to the series of
questions which the Bishop of Huron has addressed to his informants.
This then I proceed to do.

(jurs. 1.—Was the attendance on the lectures on catechism com-
pulsory ?

Ans.—Undoubtedly it was, and no hint has been thrown out that it
was not so.

(nes. 2—Did the Provost at each lecture dictate questions and
answers from his own wanuscript ?

Ans.—Certainly not. I put questions to the students at the open-
ing of each lecture, on the sulject of the preceding lecture, to be
answered by them vivd cove.  Consequently, the statement that ques-
tions were read at the first lecture is absolutely untrue.

(ues. 3.—Did the students write both questions and answers as he
dictated them ?

Ans.—Since neitherquestions nor answers were dictated, they could
not be written by the students.

(Jurs. $—Were the students expected on the next lecture day to
read the answers as the Provost had dictated them ?

Ans.—As the answers had neither been dictated nor written down,
they could not be read.

Ques. 5.—Did you ever know the Provost to lend his manuscript to
a student to correct his notes taken down at lecture ?

Ans.—I have norecollection whatever of having lent my manuscript,
nor is the correctness of my recollection in this particular disputed by
the informants of the Bishop of Huron, but I did lend a book con-
taining my questions. It is particularly to be noticed that these
que(snons have no answers annexed.

b :ci(::l g.—A;e there any copies of the manuseript thus corrected
ed down from class to class, and is the book familiarly known
among the students as ““ The Provost's Catechism ?”

4ns.—I believe that a manuscript containing my questions, with
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answers framed from the notes of my lectures, was compiled, soon
after the opening of the College, without autherity, by one of the
students, and has been repeatedly copied ; but I had no knowledge of
the existence of such a book, until I was informed of it in July last
by Dr. Bovell, who received his information from the Bishop of
Huron. I have never seen such a book, and know of its existence
only by report.

Ques. 7.—Did the Provost ever express his disapproval of the use
of these note-books ?

Ans.—1I did frequently express disapproval of the servile use of
the note-books of others, conceiving, however, that they contained
merely an analysis of my lectures. Had I known what these note-
books are said to contain, my disapproval would have been expressed
more strongly ; and when I lent my questions, which I have not done
for some years, I cautioned students not to avail themselves of them
for the purpose of reducing my lecture to a catechetical form.

Ques. 8.—Are you aware whether a proposition to publish the
manuscript was ever made by any of the students, and what was the
Provost’s reason for disapproving of its publication ?

Amns.—1 was never asked to publish my manuscript on the catechism.

These facts I consider to be of great importance. 1st.—So far as
they relate to the mode of teaching, which, had it been conducted by
dictated questions and answers, I should with the Bishop of Huron
regard as very objectionable, and without precedent at home, 2d.—Be-
cause the fact that answers to the questions were not dictated, mate-
rially affects the authority of the manuscripts from which the Bishop
of Huron derives his information. It should be remembered that at
the time at which the Bishop issued his first pastoral of the 21st July,
I was in utter ignorance of the contents of these manuseripts, and
consequently most anxious not to be held in any way responsible for
them ; and it must be evident to any reasonable man that 1 cannot
justly be held answerable for the terms in which young men, little
versed in theology, have thought fit to give expression to my teaching.

In the next paragraph of the Bishop’s letter he speaks of informa-
tion derived by his Lordship from candidates for holy orders, respect-
ing my opinions as expressed in my lectures or in private conversa-
tion. ~ I must indignantly protest against the production of any such
hearsay evidence ; and the special instances brought forward by the
Bishop, respecting “the losses sustained at the Ref.orm.atlon_,” and
“the impertinence of preaching on the doctrine of justification,” I
meet with a flat denial of their truth. In the same way I meet the
letter of a clergyman quoted by the Bishop, in which mention is made
of prayers for the dead,—a practice against which every Theological
student of the College must know that I have repeatedly and strongly
urged every argument both from Scripture and from reason. )

"To proceed to the Bishop’s specific objections. 1st.—Concerning
the Virgin Mary. The Bishop says, * Such teaching I regard as a
dangerous tampering with a false doctrine of the Church of Ro:pe,
directly leading to idolatry.” I positively deny that my real teaching
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is in any degrec open to this censure, 'and I most conﬁden.tly appeal
to the Theolozical students generally, in proof of the assertion that I
have ever strongly condemned those grievous crrors of the Chu'rch of
Rome which as-ign to the Dlessed Virgin any other place, in the
¢eonomy of human redemption, than that of a humble yet most
honoured instrument in the hand of Him who made her thus instru-
mental by causing her to be the mother of the Lord. In my lectures
on the articles, I have argued against the dogma of the Immaculate
Conception from our Lord’s words, ¢ Yea rather, blessed are they
that hear the word of God and keep it,” by showing that, if that
dogma were true, then Mary would enjoy an eaclusive spiritual prive-
lee, to which the hearving and keeping of the ward of (fod conld (('f/l'(lnl,'e
o other hroman beiny. T have often said that the one error of Mariolatry
constituted, in my opinion, an impassable gulf between the Church of
Rome and our own. )

The answer which the Bishop of Huron cites on this subject is,
« Miriam was an instrument in bringing the Israelites into the pro-
mized land, and Mary was an instrument in bringing mankind into
the kingdom of glory (or heaven).” For this answer, as being in-
correct, 1 am in no way responsible, and I object to it altogether, both
in respect of Miriam and in respect of Mary. I consider the latter
clause to be open to very dangerous construction, as it might be uu-
understood to imply some past or permanent ministry of the Blessed
Virgin tending immediately to the salvation of mankind.

In explanatiom of my own view, I would say that-I claim Bishop
Pearson as a recornized authority in our C'hurch, and his book on the
ereed as an unexceptionable text-hook. Pearson then says: ¢ As <he
(Miriam) was exalted to be one of them who brought the people of
God out of the Ezvptian bondage, so was this Mary exalted to become
the mother of that Saviour, who, through the Red Sea of His blood,
hath wrought a plenteous redemption for us, of which that was but a
tvpe.”  In my manuscript I find the following words: * The sister of
Mos=es and Aaron, coupled with them by the prophets as a joint leader
of Israel from Egypt (Micah vi. 4), and thus answering, in some
typical respect, to the place which Mary bore instrumentally in the
means of human redemption.” These words are taken from Dr. Mill's
analysis of Pearson, and are taken advisedly, as expressing distinctly
and guardedly the DBizhop’s meaning. For these words only, then,
can I consent to be responsible, nor can I suppose that any candid
person would object to them as not correctly representing the meaning
of the original author.

I trace the typical resemblance of which Pearson speaks only in the '
earlier recorded events of Miriany's life, when, watching the infant de-
liverer “to see whnt' .\\'ould become of the child,” she occupies in
respect of h'lm. a position analozous to that of Mary as the guardian
of our Lord's infancy ; and again, when leading the song of triumph
at the Red Sea, she celebrated the beginning of God's temporal deliver-

ance, as Mary celebrated, in her Eucharistic Hyun, the beginning of
His great redemption.
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The Bishop next quotes from the manuseript he has used, yet with-
out any special remark, two questions and answers relating to the
belief of the early Church respecting the perpetual virginity of the
mother of our Lord. TIn my manuseript I find only a reference to a
passage in Bishop Pearson, which I here transcribe : “ We believe the
mother of our Lord to have been not only before and after H's nativity,
but also for ever, the most immaculate and blessed Virgin ;” and again,
* the peculiar eminency and unparalleled privilege of that mother, the
special honour and reverence due unto that Son, and ever paid by her,
the regard of that Holy Ghost who came upon her, and the power of
the Highest which overshadowed her, the singular goodness and piety
of Joseph to whum she was espoused, have persuaded the Churcl of
God in all ages to believe that she still continued in the same virginity,
and therefore is to be acknowledged as the ever Virgin Mary.”!

To this testimony of Bishop Pearson may be added those of Arch-

bishop Cranmer, Bishop Latimer, Bishop Hooper, Bishop Jewel, Dr.
Hammond, Bishop Bull, Bishop Beveridge, Bishop Wilson, and Bishop
Z. Pearce, which I shall give in full in my longer letter ; some of
these writers maintain the perpetual virginity as a reasouable and
.pious opinion, while others contend that it is a necessary doctrine
proved by Holy Seripture. I should be disposed to tuke the ground
occupied by the former, and I trust that their authority, togeilier with
that of those who adopt the stricter view of the matter, will protect
me from the charge of dangerous heresy or disgusting folly.

Respecting the Bishop’s objection, under the heads of “the inter-
cession of saints,” I would again confidently appeal to the students of
the College as to the character of my teaching, and I must indignantly
deny the Bishop of Huron’s igsinuation as to its tendency. No man
can be more heartily convinced than I am of the presumptuous impiety
of the practice of the “invocation of saints”

To the question and answer quoted by the Bishop I havc no objec-
tion to urge, as my manuscript contains the words “and probable
intercession with God for us,” though not in the form of question or
answer. I will only notice that the introduction of the word “ pro-
bable ” shows that prayer on the part of the departed for the Church
on earth is not inculcated as a necessary doctrine, proved by Holy
Scripture, but is spoken of only as a pious opinion, not contrary to it.

In reply to the Bishop’s objection, I have to state that the great
writers of our Church in controversy with Rome, have always carefully
distinguished between the prayers of saints departed for us and our
praying to them. ‘Thelatter they justly denounce as a presumptuous and
superstitious practice, and as an invasion of the prerogative ot Almighty
God ; the former they allow to be a probable and reasonable belief.
They distinguish also bLetween general and particular intercession,
showing that the former implies no present knowledge of our conditien
on the part of saints departed, but merely a secollection of earthly
friends. When I speak of the suints depurted, 1 mean “the spirits of

! Pearson on the Creed, vol. i. p. 272, Oxford, 1820.
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just men made perfects” not assuming ll¥at .it. is possible thag we
<hould have any certain knowledge of the individuals who constitute
their body, which knowledge must be assumed by those who approve
or practise the “invoeation of saints.” T i

T can by no means admit that the transition is easy, from the belief
that saints departed offer zeneral intercession for the Church on earth,
to the use of the invocation ¢ IHoly St. Dominick, pray for us;” and
1 consider the admission that such a trapsition /s easy most perilous to
the true faith. 1 subjuin an extract from a letter addressed by Bishop
Ridley to the martyr Bradford, shortly after his condemmation :
« Brother Bradfird, so long as I shall understand thou art in thy
journcy, hy God’s grace, I shall call upon our heavenly Father for
Christ’s =uke to set thee safely home, and then, good Drother, speak
you and pray for the remnant which are to suffer for Christ's sake,
according to that thou then shalt know more clearly.”?  If Bishop
Ridley is to be accounted a dangerous heretic for the adoption of this
lanzuage, T am well content to share his disgrace.

Respecting the remission of sins I appeal to Bishop Pearson ; his
words are :—

« Aud therefore the Church of God, in which remission of sin is
preached, doth not only promise it at first by the laver of regenera-
tion, but afterwards also, upon the virtue of repentance; and to deny
the Church this power of absolution is the heresy of Novatian.”

In these words the writer claims for the Church the power of
absolving the ;v nitent, nut the power of absoleiny any transgressor what-
ever, as the Lizhop of Huron implies.  Dr. Mill, in Lis analysis, adds
the means which the Church employs in the exercise of this power,
and speaks of remission as declared in the authoritative alsolutions
(uot absolution) pronounced by the ministers of the Church, and sealed
in the reception of the Holy Communion. The whole weight of the
Bishop of Huron’s objection lies in the suppression of the word
“penitent.”  True repentance, which cannot exist apart from true
faith in Christ, is presupposed, as the indispensable qualification of
the recipient of the pardon, which God is then asserted to bestow in
the L'l.xu.rch, this, the awthoritutive, yet simply ministerial, absolution of
the minister, which takes effect, not at his, the minister’s pleasure, but
according to the genuineness of the repentance of those to whom it is
administered.  In special cases, of rare occurrence, the minister is
indeed cal!e(.l upon to pronounce an absolution, which is judicial as
well us ministerial ; yet here, again, the absolution is contingent, and
cannot take effect except upon those who truly repent and believe.

Re'sl')ectmg the Sacraments, as hLis Lordship has recognised the
Homx}les as one of the z}uthoritative formularies of our Church, I would
§ubnut th:'nt every detail of my teaching to which Lis Lordship objects
is to be iouqd in t}le Homily on Common Prayer and Sacraments.
} lelx':ll;l?::(:rtmto tl‘ns matter at much greater length in a letter which

o publish, and will here merely observe that, in speaking

! See vol. iii. p. 370 of Foxe's Acts and Monuments, folio, London, 1684,
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of penance, matrimony, &c., it was my purpose to indicate some one or
more points in which each of the five so-called sacraments of the Church
of Rome falls short of the definition of a sacrament given in the
Catechism of the Church of England. It being an undoubted historical
fact that the word “sacrament” was applied in early times, not to seven
rites or holy things, but to things innumerable of such nature, it is
most important not to rest the pre-eminence of the two great sacra-
ments of Christ upon a vain attempt to restrict to them a term of
human invention not found in Holy Seripture, but on their distinctive
dignity as being ordained by Christ Himself, and as being the only
outward signs in the use of which our spiritual life is communicated
and sustained.

In order, however, to maintain as far as possible a verbal distinction
between the two great sacraments and other holy rites—a distinction
which has not been made by the appropriation to those sacraments of
a distinctive name—1 should in practice invariably use the word
“gacrament ” of baptism and the Lord’s Supper only, and I should.
reprove any young man under my care for applying it to any other
rite. So far am I from teaching the students of Trinity College to
“toy” with the so-called sacraments of the Church of Rome.

The Bishop also complains that the words “ generally necessary to
salvation,” are thus explained in the manuscript which he has used;
< generally here means universally, generally, 4.e. to all men.” Inmy
manuseript 1 find these words ¢ generally necessary, not to God, as
instruments whereby he is to save, but to us, as God’s appointed
means of salvation, necessary generally, that is, to all men.” I do not
use the word “ universally,” and if I err in my interpretation of the
word “generally,” I err with Dr. Hammond, Bishop Nicholson, Bishop
Beveridge, Bishop Wilson, and Dr. Nicholls, as I shall show by
quotations in my longer letter. I Lave been accustomed also to show
how this general necessity is limited, by reference to the language used
respecting the sacrament of baptism in the service for the baptism of
adults, “ whereby ye may perceive the great necessity of this sacra-
ment, where ¢t may be had.” If this explanation of the word
« generally” be not satisfactory, I should be glad to learn what inter-
pretation of the term will meet at once the theory of the objector and
the requirements of common sense.

There are but two other points in the Bishop of Huron’s letter now
remaining to be considered. On these I must touch very briefly,
reserving the more full reply to them for my longer letter. They are
these,—the Bishop’s objection to Mr. Proctor’s statement that every
faithful recipient (not the recipient as the Bishop states) of the bread
and wine in the Lord’s Supper partakes of the glorified humanity of
the Son of God, and his Lordship’s objection to my reference to St.
John vi. 53, to prove the necessity of the Lord’s Supper. In reply to
the former object, I am prepared to show that Mr. Proctor’s teaching
is fully confirmed by great divines of our Church, and among the rest
by Archbishop Usher, whom I now proceed to quote, “ Yet was it fit
also that this head should be of the same nature with the body which is



26 The Bishop of Huron and Trinity College, Toronto.

knit unto it ; and therefore that Ie should so be God, as t!lat He ’mi-{ht
partake of our flesh likewise. * I“or;we.artz_ member,s of His l‘)ody., saith
the same Apostle, ‘of His flesh, and of His l{ones. . And, except ye
eat the flesh of the Son of man,’ saith our Saviour Himself, ¢ and driok
His blood, ye have no lite in you.” *He that eateth my flesh, and
drinketh mv blood, dwelleth in Me, and T in him.” Declaring thereby,
first, that b'y His mystical and supernatural uninn,‘we are as truly con-
joined with Ilim, as the meat and drink we _take is with us, when by
the ordinary work of nature it is converted into our own substance ;
secondly, that this conjunction i tmumediately made with his huuin
nature” 1 . .

Respecting the Bishop’s objection to my quoting the sixth chapter
of St. John, I will only state that while a ditlerence of opinion exists
among divines as to interpreting the language of the sixth of St. John,
directly of the Lord's Supper, or of spirituul feeling in general, all who
held the former opinion, and most of those who hold the latter, would
alike agree in urging from this chapter the necessity of the Lord’s
Nupper as the great mean of Divine appointment, whereby the act of
spiritual feeling is performed, und the benefit thence resulting received.

The passage which the Bishop quotes from Archbishop Cranmer is
by no means hostile to my application of the textin question. Writing
against (rardiner, and against the error of transubstantiation, he argues
that our Lord did not speak in this chapter of sacramental eating, but
of spiritual eating ; two acts which he conceived his antagonist to
regard as almost identical, but which he regarded as distinct. It does
by no means follow, however, that Cranmer did not look upon sacra-
mental feeding as being, after the institution of the Lord's Supper, a
necessary condition of spiritual feeding. A quotation, which I shall
give in my longor letter, will go far to prove that he did so. Both
objections appear to be raised for the purpose of throwing upon my
teaching a vague suspicion of a leaning to the error of transubstantia-
tion. This suspicion may, I believe, be completely met by the following
extract from my manuscript on the catechisra. * The body and blood
of Christ, which are verily and indeed taken and reccived by the faith-
ful in the Lord’s Supper.” ¢ Verily and indeed,” no less truly because
not corporally : “by the faithful,” the wicked cannot receive 1 Cor.
X. 21 St Angustine’s saying “ the wicked eat ¢ panem Domini,” but
not ‘ panem Dominum.””  Our Lord speaks also of spivitual benefits
which shall ccrtainly follow from cating His flesh and drinking His
Llood, of which benefits the wicked cannot be thought to partake. St.
Jolin vi. 54, 36.

. 1t any man supposes that a person who thus teaches can countenance
in any degree the doctrines of transubstantiation, 1 confess myself in-
capable of arguing with him.

_In conclusion, T wish to observe that the present controversy is very
l'k*])'. to convey to the public in general tie impression that if false
doctrin= has not bLieen tauzht in the College, yet at least undue

—_—

pro-

! Usher's Works, vol. iv. Pop. 102 isee alo page 617),



minence and exaggerated importance have been given to matters of
very secondary moment. Your Lordship is well aware that it is not my
teaching, but the Bishop of Huron’sstrictures on it, which have given
this prominence and importance to the matters in question. I do not
say this by way of complaint, but simply in self-defence, and for the
purpose of abating a not unreasonable prejudice. The objections are
for the most part based on a few short and scattered clauses, not one
of which [ am prepared to retract, but which I should be very sorry
to have made the principal or even prominent topics of my teaching.
I have the honour to be, my Lord,

Your Lordship’s obliged and faithful servant,

Trinity College, September 27, 1860. GEORGE WHITAKER.

'T'he letter of the Provost having been read, the following resolutions
were unanimously adopted :

Moved by the Hon. Gi. W. Allan, seconded by S. D. Harman, Esq.,

Resolved,—That this Corporation, having heard the reply of the Pro-
vost of Trinity College to the letter of the Bishop of Huron, bearing
date, August 29, 1860, desire to express their entire satisfaction with the
explanations offered of the charges advanced against the theological
teaching of the Institution in that letter.

Moved by the Hon. Mr. Justice Ilagarty, seconded by the Hon. J.
H. Cameron,

Resolved,—That this Corporation feel it incumbent upon them to
express their unfeigned surprise and regret at the course which has
been adopted by the Bishop of Huron to obtain evidence against the
theological teaching of this institution.

They naturally supposed that a gentleman in the position of the
Provost would be safe from any charge of unsoundness until personally
referred to for an admission or denial of hearsay statements, Ilud the
charges been denied by the accused, this Corporation could not
properly have objected to the right of his accusers to proceed to collect
evidence relevant to the charge.

Apart from the theological hearing of the case, this Corporation
desire to express their decided opinion as to the unprecedented mauner
in which grave charges have been publicly advanced against the
soundness of the teaching of this College, by one in whom the law has
vested Jarge powers to inquire into and reform any thing erroneous,
but who has not attempted to exercise this power in a constitutional
manner.
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THE BISHOP OF HURON AND TRINITY COLLEGE,
TORONTO.—THE PROVOST'S LETTER.

My Lorp,—I find myself under the necessity of troubling your
Lordship with a short communication, which I wish to be regarded
as a postscript to my second letter.

The Bishop of Huron states in his letter to the members of the
Executive Committee of his Synod that he has heard, when examining
graduates of Trinity College, that I have said that “ justification was
an impertinent subject to introduce before a congregation, as there
was not one man in ten thousand who was not already justitied.”
Being conscious that I had never brought such a statement before the
students, I gave the charge a flat denial in my first letter. In the
second I suggested a remark on which another charge might have
been, however unjustly, grounded ; but I could recollect, at that time,
nothing which could have served as a basis for this. I found, how-
ever, yesterday, in Waterland (vol. vi. p. 32, Oxford, 1843) a passage
which I have read in my class, and which no doubt gave occasion to
the charge.
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Dr. Waterland's words are : “ Some will plead, that man is utterly
unable to do good works before he is justified and reg_enemted : they
should rather say before he receives grace ; for that is the ‘real and
the full truth. But what occasion or need is there for disturbing
common Christians at all with points of this nature now ? Are we
not all of us, or nearly all (ten thousand to one), baptized in infancy;
and therefore regenerated and justified of course, and thereby prepared
for good works, as soon as capable of them by our years? Good
works must, in this case at least (which is our case), follow after
justification and regeneration, if they are at all: and therefore how
impertinent and frivolous is it, if not hurtful rather, to amuse the
ignorant with such notions, which, in our circumstances, may much
better be spared ?”

Observe 1st. That the words are not mine, but Dr. Waterland’s,
read at the time from his book.

2d. That the word ©impertinent” in his writings, as those of a
grave and intelligent author, signifies “out of place,” unsuitable to
the subject.

3d. That the writer, himself composing a treatise on justification,
does not say that it is an impertinent subject to introduce before &
congregation, but that, under the circumstances which then existed
(they can hardly be said to exist among ourselves) it was impertinent,
or rather hurtful, to amuse the ignorant with the notion that man
cannot do good works before he is justified and regenerated. His
meaning evidently is that it is injndicious and hurtful to lead the bulk
of a Christian congregation to consider that they are lying under an
incapacity to perform good works, and that he would rather have them
taught as those “ which have believed in God,” that they should “be
careful to maintain” them. (Titus iii. 8.)

4th. Dr. Waterland does not say that “ there is not one man in ten
thousand who is not already justified.” He says, “are we not all of
us, or nearly all (ten thousand to one), baptized in infancy; and
therefore regenerated and justified of course.” I do not expect that
his teaching, any more than that of the Prayer-Book, will escape
reprobation ; but at all events he speaks with reverence ; he dis-
tincuizshes between the ministration of the external rite and th~
reception of the inward grace, and makes the former, not the latter,
the subject of his numerical calculation.

I have given this, perhaps superfluous, explanation, first, for my
own sake, because if there is one error of which more than of another
I would carefully avoid the appearance, it is that of disguising in any
degre:g what I tn‘:nch,‘ox: what I believe : and secondly, for the sake of
;.he Bishop of Huron's informant, whom I would not wilfully suffer to
i]tei:ml‘l:ii tl:n:{;im-putat;lon ?f having stated what was a pure fabrication ;
miéu?\dt‘:<t\0l:)d c:)ernt t r?t 1e1shogld be conscious of having so miserably
the hoqstoot so grossly mlsrepres.e?ted,‘what he heard, T have

onour to be, my Lord, your Lordship’s obliged and faithful Servant,

Trinity College, X 13, 1850, GEORGE WHITAKER.



