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The following items of intelligence have been
received, hut are unavoidably postponed until
our next issue, in consequence of our devoting
this number entirely to a report of the
Conference. Meeting at Kockly; — Address
to the Eev. H. T. Stiles of Windsor;— Examin-
ation of St. Stephen’'s Sunday School, New-
town;—Meeting at Dubbo;—Meeting at
Ashfield;— Letters on Choral Services, &c.

The Editors are not responsible for the
opinions expressed by Coirespondents.

We can pay no attention to anonymous
communications.

Letters for the Sydney JSditors may be
addressed to the care of Joseph Cook and Co.,
370, Gleorgc-street, Sydney.

Correspondence and communications having
reference to the Dioceses of Newcastle orGloul-
burn, should be addressed to the Newcastle
or Goulbum Editors, as.intimated in the first
and second numbers of this publication;—

In the former caseto The Diocesan Editob
of The Church Chronicle, Mobpeth. In the
latter case, to the Goulbuen Editob of The
Church Chronicle,
Depot, Goulbubn.

Office of the Diocesan

THE GENEEAL CONFERENCE
OE THE THREE DIOCESES.

The Conference of Representatives of
the three existing Dioceses in New
South Wales has been held, and the
result so far is in the highest degree
satisfactory. Constitutions have been
unanimously agreed upon and a reso-
lution to apply to Parliament for a Bill
has been adopted. Our readers are
aware that certain differences of opinion
existed, and that just before the assem-
bling of the Conference some of those
differences had been expressed and
dwelt upon in a manner which seemed
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to threaten the of the

Conference.

harmony

Besides a few minor points as to the
relative numbers of lay and clerical re-
presentatives, and the right of all the
clergy in a diocese whether licensed to
a separate cure of souls or not, to sit
in Synod, one principal point of diffe-
rence was the relation of Diocesan
to Provincial Synods. It was proposed
in the diocese of Newcastle that the
Provincial Synod should be the govern-
ing body of the Church, and that
all its ordinances and determinations
should be binding on the Bishops of
the several dioceses and their successors
and on all other members of the United
Church of England and Ireland.

In the dioceses of Sydney and Goul-
burn the right of each diocese to man-
age its own affairs had been unani-
mously affirmed. The existence of the
Provincial Synod had been recognized,
and it was the full intention of the
bishops and clerical and lay represen-
tatives to constitute such Provincial
Synod by the joint action of the Dio-
cesan Synods. This was the course
taken in Canada. There the Provin-
cial Synod was called into existence by
means of the Diocesan Synods which
met by representation at Montreal in
1861 for that purpose.
land, the General or Provincial Syno”
had been first constituted; and it
was their mode of proceeding which
obtained the preference in the Diocese
of Newcastle.

In New Zea-

The desired end has now been
reached by a fusion of opinions and

preferences. The Constitutions agreed

Tee’is:

upon in the Dioceses of Sydney and
Goulburn have been preserved intact;
the slight differences between them
and the Diocese of Newcastle are
noted, and are to be the rule in that
Diocese; and provision is made for
the formation of a Provincial Synod by
representation of the three Dioceses,
but without giving to it any control
over the affairs of the Church in the
respective Dioceses. It will form a
tribunal of appellate jurisdiction—will
be the court (so to speak) of appeal in
such matters as are referred to it by
the several Dioceses, or by the whole
of them acting conjointly: in which
cases its decisions will be binding upon
those who have so appealed.

The settlement of this difficulty was
happily conceived, and successfully
carried into effect. All parties are
gratified, because all feel that the sub-
stantial benefit obtained is very great;
and if the ideal of Church Govern-
ment as set forth in New Zealand has
not been followed, we believe what
has really been 'obtained is practically
better.

Another and perhaps more serious
point of difference was the mode by
which effect was to be given to a Consti-
tution when agreed upon. The Bishop
of Newcastle had recently advocated
the plan of voluntary agreement, and,
having abeady petitioned against the

Bill of the Sydney Diocese of last
session, had, in his recently pub-
lished letter, predicted the certain

failure of any attempt to obtain an
Act of the Legislature, giving sanction
to our Constitution. The majority of
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the Conference, as it appeared, was in
favour of an application to the Legis-
lature ; and as all parties were agreed
that, at some time, an application in
some form was to be made to Parlia-
ment, it did not appear impossible to
harmonise the conflicting view's. It
was, however, loudly declared that the
Sydney Bill did seek some preference
over other and did
claim powers which w'ere not granted
to other denominations. Both these
statements w'ere ably and fully refuted
in the speeches of Mr. Gtokdok and
Mr. Stuakt, and by (luotations from
the evidence of Canon Boodle and
Sir A. Stephen.

On the question of the appointment
of a Committee to draw up a Bill, the
following resolution, moved by Mr.
Gordon, and seconded by the Bishop
of NewCastee, was passed:—

denominations,

That a Committee consisting of the follow-
ing members : The Hon. E. Johnson, Esq.;
the Hon. J. Docker, Esq.; Alexander Gordon,
Esq. ; and Charles Campbell, Esq., be ap-
pointed to di-aw up a Bill to be submitted to
the Legislature, in order to carry out the
third of the resolutions already adopted by
this Conference ; and that the Committee.
drawing up such Bill, have regard to the Bill
which has been already agreed to by the
Dioceses of Sydney and Goiilburn, and also
to the several Acts which have been passed in
this colony at the instance of the Wesleyan
and Presbyterian denominations respectively;
and that tlie Committee be at liberty to obtain
such legal assistance and advice in drawing up
the Bill as they may deem necessary.

If a Bill is drawn up, wbicb will
unite tbe management of the property
of the Church with the government of
the Church, and give such recognition
to the Constitution as will enable the
Synod to carry out the provisions of it,
we shall obtain all we require. It will
matter little what may he the precise
mode in which the recognition or
sanction is given, provided the autho-
rity is there. It is proposed tliat the
Conference shall be assembled again
in July.

We congratulate the members of
the Church of England upon the
manner in which the business of the
Conference was conducted, and upon
the results obtained. The three
Bishops and their Dioceses'are mani-
festly agi'eed. It is evident that what
each Diocese desired has substantially
been obtained; and if, as in the case of
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the Diocese of Newcastle, a favourite
idea has been abandoned, it is only
because, in addition to narmouy of
action, the real advantage sought for
has been secured. Even if nothing
had re.sulted beyond the debates, and

the mutual knowledge gained and the
information elicited, and the habits
formed, we thiuk the Con:~ence

would have been rightly regarded as a
great success. We believe that it is
another step in that direction of self-
government and healthy development
which will eventually make the
Church of England in these colonies
(to adopt the language of the Presi-
dent's opening address) “ the glory of
the land in which we dwell.”

O\lirth [ttigllicia e
MEETING OF CONFERENCE.
The clerical and lay representatives as
appointed in and for the three dioceses
of Sydney, Newcastle, and Goulhurn,
assembled on Wednesday, the 11th

of April.

Divine Service, with the adminis-
tration of the Lord's Supper, was held
in St. James’ Church, at 11 a.m., at
which most of the representatives
were present.

Morning prayer was read by the In-
cumbent, the Rev. Canon Allwood,
to the end of the Psalms; the lessons,
by the
Very Rev. the Dean of Sydney. The
Litany was read by the Bishop of

and the remaining collects,

Goulhurn; the ofiice of the Holy
Communion, by the Metropolitan
Bishop of Sydney, assisted by the

Bishop of Newcastle. The collection
at the offertory was appropriated to
the funds of the Melanesian Mission.

The Conference  assembled at
Three o'clock in the afternoon, in
the Church Society's House, in Phillip
Street. Proceedings were commenced
with prayer, offered up by the Metro-
politan on his taking the chair. We
are indebted to the “ Sydney Morning
Herald” for the report which we now
present to our readers consecutively
in one number.

M embers.
The Eev. E. L. Kma, (at the request ofthe
President), read over the foUowmg list of

members, and with two or three exceptions
the calls were an.swered.

E ePKESENTATIVES.— DIOCESE OP SYDNEY.—
Clerical: The Very Kev. the Dean of Sydney,
the Eev. Canon Allwood, the Eev. W. B.
Clarke, the Eev. William Stack. Lay: Mr.
Alexander Gordon, the Don. Eobert Johnson,

Mr. James Maearlhur, and Mr. Alexander
Stuart.

E ePBESENTATITES.— DIOCESE OF  NEW-
CASTLE.— Clerical: Tlie Eev. Canon Cliild,

tlie Eev. Eobert Cliapman, the Eev. William
E. White, the Eev. John F. E. Wliinfield.
Lay: Tlie Hon. Josepli Doeker, Mr. Edward
Close, Captain Bolton, and Jlr. H. A. Thomas.

E ePRESENTATIVES.— DIOCESE OP  GOUL-
BTIBN— Clerical; Tlie Eev. William Sowerby,
the Eev. Thomas Driiitt, the Eev. Marcus
Blake Browiirigg, the Eev. Arthur Cecil Ldl-
ingston. Lay : Mr Nicholas E. Besiiard, Mr.
Charles Campbell, Mr. William D. Campbell,
and the Hon. James Chisholm.

The P resident then declared the General
Conference constituted.

On a question put from the chair, it was
unanimously resolved that the proceedings be
open to the public.

The President delivered the foUowmg
opening address.

Eight Eeverend and Eeverend Brethren,
and Brethren of the Laity,— The circumstances
under which we meet are such as to call forth
earnest prayer to the Great Head of the
Church, that He would be pleased to grant
us the spirit of love and of wisdom, that all
our things may be done with charity, and
that we may be guided into all truth. It is
my fervent desire that wo may be thus influ-
enced and directed ; that the Church of G od
may receive no hurt or damage, and that the
cause of our Divine Eedeemer may he advanced.
W e meet at a later period than was originally
intended. When in September last our Coii-
ferenoe agreed to join in the request that had
already been made by the Diocese of Newcastle,
that| would conveneaConference ofthe Bishops,
clerical and lay representatives of the respec-
tive dioceses of this colony, it was my inten-
tion to have invited yon to meet in January.
The Bishop of Newcastle, however, having ex-
pressed a wish that the Conference might be
held in April after Easter, | summoned the
representatives of the diocese of Sydney on the
19th December, and after much discussion
they agreed (while deeply regretting the delay)
respectfully to recommend the Metropolitan
to comply with the Bishop of Newcastle's re-
quest.

It is not my intention to occupy your
time with a len”~-hened address. To the repre-
sentatives of my own diocese my sentiments
are well known, and have not undergone any
change. The Constitutions appear to me to be
as simple, comprehensive, and efficacious as
they have ever done, and as they, no doubt,
appeared to this diocese, when they were
adopted by its representatives without a single
dissentient voice. That they are in all res-
pects suitable for other dioceses has never been
affirmed; that they are capable of improve-
ment we may safely admit, inasmuch as they
are of human composition, and the manner in
which this and other constitutions can be
brought into a united system of government
for the whole Church in the colony, is one of
the subjects for our consideration. In the
settlement of this point some liberty must be
allowed. The dioceses of Newcastle and Goul-
burn have alsodrawn up theirown constitutions,
and thus while each diocese maintains the
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inherent right of managing its own affairs, it
may in all essential and necessary things, be
miited with other’dioceses. Nor will snub a
principle of action on the part of the several
dioceses in the least interfere with the union
of them all in a general hr provincial
synod. On the contrary, this appears to me
to be the best way of scciu-ing united action.
The attempt to bring the affairs of each diocese
under the control of a general body is likely to
give rise to jealousy and misconception. Nor
can | see any advantage in delegating the
powers of a provincial synod to a standing
committee for each diocese. Itisamore direct
and equally safe course to allow each diocese
to settle the mode in which its affairs shall be
managed. The members of the Church in any
particular diocese will probably be as good men
of business and as competent to conduct their
own alTairs as any body of persons appointed
by delegation from the provincial synod. The
province of New Zealand has recently afforded
us an illustration in point. The diocese of
Christ Church threatened to withdraw from
the authority of the synod: and to prevent
this an application was made to the colonial
Legislature, and an Act has been obtained
(printed in the last number of The Church
Chronicle), of which the title is, “ An Act to
remove doubts as to the interpretation of the
Eeligious, Charitable, and Educational Trusts
Act, and to enable diocesan Synods of the
Branch of the United Church of England and
Ireland in New Zealand to manage and regulate
Church Property within their respective Dio-
ceses.” 'When the diocesan institutions have
been arranged, the formation of the provincial
synod will naturally follow. If eight years
ago the dioceses of Sydney and Newcastle had
agreed upon the com'se to be pursued, and
had obtained their synods, we should now, by
the addition of a thu'd diocese, have been in a
position to form a provincial s*od for New
South Wales. The first provincial synod of the
United Church of England in Canada, was held
in 1861, and was constituted by the joint action
of five Canadian dioceses, several of which had
held their diocesan synods two or three years
before. 1 see no reason w-hj' we sboidd not
pursue a similarcourse. Tlie question of most
importance and greatest dilGeulty, is tlie nature
of the legislative sanction by whicli elfcet shall
be given to the regulations of the synod acting
under the constitutions agreed upon in the
conference. The consent of the members of
the Church of England in the diocese of
Sydney has already been given to certain con-
stitutions, and what was next required was
that they should be recognised by the Legis-
lature in such a manner as to make them
binding upon the members of the Church.
The diocese of Sydney had already agreed upon
the method to be adopted for securing this
object, but stayed its proceedings in deference
to the wishes of those at whose request this
general conference has been summoned. Not
that it was over the intention of the diocese of
Sydney to isolate itself in the matter of synodi-
cal action, and in my address to the represent-
atives in September, 1865, | shew-cd that all
the proceedings of the metropolitan diocese
had been carried on under the conviction th.at
they were in conformity wdth the intentions of
the diocese of Newcastle. Combined action,
however, being only possible by means of the
course we are now taking, "we shall, 1 trust, be
enabled to attain the object upon which so
much time and labour have been expended. |
shall not perplex your minds by discussing
nice questions (from which, with Luther, 1 feel
disposed to ask that the Lord would deliver
His Church), but will content myself with

stating that | shall be satisfied with any measure
which secures the legal efficacy of the consti-
tutions agreed upon in this conference. It is
of little moment whether this end is secured
by a Synod Bill, or by a Trust Act. It is
obvious that we must resort to the Legislature,
if for no other purpose than to modify or repeal
the existing Church Act. But | do not think
wise to apply to the Parhament for any alter-
ation in tlie Church Act, until legal recognition
has been obtained for our constitutions, and
when | use the term “ recognition,” | mean
that it Kiould be of such a nature as to make
the constitutions obligatory upon the members
of the Church of England. 1 hope that much
that has been said against the bill of the
Sydney Conference, and the conference itself,
will be forgotten, or at least will not be un-
necessarily referred to in discussion. Some of
the accusations are founded in misapprehension
which will no doubt be dispelled in the course
of debate, and I believe that we all meet with
real love to our Chm-eh, and to the cause of
divine truth which it upholds, and that our
single aim is to advance that cause by perfect-
ing our union, and developing our powers
through the orderly and effective government
of the body. 1 have requested the Chancellor
of the Diocese of Sydney to prepare certain
resolutions to be laid before the Conference. |
have not done tliis with any intention of
dictating to the Conference the course wdiich
they should take, but solely for the purpose of
bringing forward the subjects for discussion in
an orderly and intelligible form. May the
Spirit of Glon keep prayerfully in our minds the
great purpose for which we are met here— the
strengthening and building up of our beloved
Church on secure foundations. May He keep
away from us strife and division, and enable us
in all lowliness and meekness, with longsutfer-
ing and forbearing one anotherin love, to keep
the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace,
that so our meeting together may be for the
better and not for the worse, and that the
whole body being joined together in love may
be a faithful witness for God in an evil gene-
ration, and the glory of the land in which we
dwell.
SECRETAEY.

It was moved by the Bishop op N ewcastle,
seconded by the Bishop op Goulbubn, “ That
the Bov. E. L. Kiira be appointed Seerctary to
the Conference.”

Motion put and agreed to.

STAKDIIta ORDERS COMMITTEE.

It was moved by Captain Bolton, seconded
by Mr. C. Oampbell, “ That the Dean of
Sydney, Mr. Alexander Stuart, (nominated by
the Bishop of Sydney,) the Eev. Canon Child,
the Hon. J. Docker, (nominated by the Bishop
of Newcastle,) the Ecv. W. Sowerby, and Mr.
W. D. Campbell, (nominated by the Bishop of
Goulburn,) be appointed a Standing Orders
Committee."

The Eev. W. Stack, who regarded it asun-
advisable at this early stage of the proceedings
to institute distinctions of diocese, moved as an
amendment, “ That a Standing Orders Com-
mittee of six be appointed by ballot.”

The amendment was seconded by the Eev.
E. Chapman.

The amendment was negatived by 13 to 5,
and the original motion agreed to nemine
contradicente.

PINANCE COMMITTEE.

Theundermentioned memberswers appointed
a finance committee :—-Mr. A. Stuart, Mr. C.
Campbell, Hon. J. Docker and Mr. J. Chisholm.
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RESOLUTIONS.

Mr. A. Gordon, in pursuance of an intima-
tion in the President’s opening address, gave
notice that as soon after the other business
tliat must necessarily take precedence was dis-
posed of, he should submit certain resolutions
(which he read) for the adoption of the Con-
ference.

In a conversational discussion that foUowcd
this announcement, it appeared to be the almost
general opinion that these resolutions were of
such importance—dealing, as they did, with
the whole scope and object of the Conference—
as to require further time for consideration
than was proposed to be given. It was even-
tually agreed to adjourn until 6 o’'clock, then
to receive the rejmrt of the Standing Orders
Committee, after which Mr. Gordon was to
give notice of these resolutions to be discussed
the following day.

The Conference adjourned at 4 o’'clock in
the afternoon, until 6 in the evening.

On the re-assembling after the adjournment.

The President stated that the Conference
had re-assembled in order to receive tlie report
of the Standing Orders Committee, aud for the
purpose of considering the same.

STANDING ORDERS.

The Devn oe Sydney, as Chaii-man of the
Standing Orders Committee, brought up the
report, and read it, iu exteiiso to the Coiiferonce.

[It appeared that on the question as to whe-
ther the votes of the Conference should be
taken collectively, or by separate dioceses, no
arrangement had been made— the Committee
having been unable to arrive at a decision, as
their numbers were equally divided.]

The Dean oe Sydney moved the adoption
of the Eeport.

The Eev. Canon Child seconded the motion.

The Eev. W. Stack moved, as an amend-
ment, that the report of the Standing Orders
Committee be received for consideration.

The President pointed out that the recep-
tion of a report implied consideration. He
thought the amendment mmecessary.

The Eev. W. Stack, from whore he was
sitting, had heard the proposed orders rather
indistinctly, but had certainly heard one that
he thought objectionable. Might they not
have these proposed standing orders read to
them over again ?

The President said he would read them to
the Conference ; they might be taken seriatim.

The President then, slowly, and iu a dis-
tinct voice, read the proposed standing orders.

The Eev. W. Stack objected to two portions
of the proposed standing orders. He objected
to the proposition to empower any one person
to determine that strangers should h.ivo to
leave the room. It was too much power to
confide to one person. He objected, also, to
the order by which it was proposed to limit
every speaker to twenty minutes. That rule
had been tried by the last Conference and had
failed. It had been set at nought by almost
every speaker. It was also found disad-
vantageous in this way—that many thought
themselves bound to speak for the full time
allowed. He thought the rule umieoessary.

Captain Bolton considered the rule for the
limitation of a speaker to twenty minutes to
be unnecessary. He objected to the rule by
which it would be left in the power of auy one
member to compel all strangers to quit the
room. He thought that that might fairly be
left to the judgment of the President.
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Mr. C. CampbklI1 thought it undesirable
to have this rule for the limitation of speakers
to twenty minutes.

The Rev. W. Stack then moved, and
Captain Bolton seconded, a specifio amend-
ment on the proposed standing orders, where-
by it was proposed that the limitation of
twenty minutes bo struck out, and the clause
about the exclusion of strangers, at the instance
of one member of the Conference, dispensed
with.

The Pbksident thought that the twenty
minutes’ rule would practically be found to be
of very little use. It had been disregarded at
the last Conference. It was, however, rigidly
obseiwed in the Church meetings at liome.
lie remembered this to his cost, for he had
once been stopixid by the Bisliop of Man-
chester in the midst of a statement. He was
obliged to get another speaker to complete his
statement for him. He thought that the ob-
jection which had been made as to the exclusion
of strangers, at the instance of one member of
the Conference woidd be obviated if strangers
were only to bo directed by the President to
withdraw at the instance of timeo members.

The Bisnop oe Newcastle concurred in
the opinion expressed by the President on
both of the points at issue.

The Dean of Sydney reminded the Confer-
ence that the rule about the exclusion of
strangers was an order adopted from Parlia-
mentary practice.

The Bishop of Goijlbpen remarked that
the practice of the House of Lords, usually
followed as a precedent, was that indicated by
the proposed order as to the presence of
strangers. He thought that, practically, there
would be no difficulty in obtaining the opini
of three members of the Conference, signified
through one to the President, for directing the
withdrawal of non-members, if it should, at
any time, be deemed necessary.

The Rev. W. Stack said that the parlia-
mentary rule was based upon the odd principle
by which it was assumed that no non-members
were present. |t was sometliing founded upon
ancient parliamentary custom, to which the
circumstances of the Conference presented no

analogy. He should be perfectly satisfied if
the rule suggested bj the Metropolitan were
adopted.

The amendment of the Rev. "W. Stack was
then, by leave, withdrawn.

The provisional limitation of speakers to a
maximum of twenty minutes was, thereupon,
struck out of the orders. Standing order No.
5 was amended, to the effectthat, “ at the
written request of any three members, the
President should order any stranger to with-
draw.” Tlie amendment on rule 5 was made
on the motion of the Rev. W. Stack, seconded
by Captain Bolton.

The question was then put, “ Shall the pro-
posed standing orders be the Standing Orders
this Conference ?”

The Rev. P. A. C. Lillingston moved, asan
amendment, “ That these standing orders be
not adopted until some definite arrangement
shall have been made in regard to the way in
wliioh the members of the Conference are to
vote—whether collectively or by dioceses.”

The Rev. M. B. Beownbigo seconded Mr.
Lillingston’s amendment.

The form of the amendment being objected
to, theRev. F.A.C.Lillingston (with the con-
sent of the Conference) moved his amendment
in the following shape :—*“ That the following
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words be added to the standing orders, viz. :
‘That the votes shall be taken collectively
except whenever anyone of the bishops present
may desire that they shall be taken by
dioceses.””

In seconding this amendment, the Rev. M.
B. Buownuigg said, it seemed to him thaton
this topic there had been a great difference of
opinion. It would be most unwise, on general
occasions, to vote “ by dioceses” but cases
might happen when it might bo deemed
desirable that they should not vote collectively.

Mr. N. R. Besnaed, as a point of order,
would remark that the motion was an
‘'maddition” to the standing orders, and not an
“ amendment.”

The President explained how it was
always the rule to treat such a motion as an
“ amendment.”

The Bishop of Newcastle expressed Ids
dissent from the proposal embodied in the
amendment of Mr. Lillingston. He thought
it very undesirable that the Bishops should bo
expected individually to decide when it was
expedient that the Conference should vote by
Dioceses. It would be much better to have
the question settled at once.

Captain Bolton opposed the amendment.
He considered it loss an " amendment” than a
distinct, substantive resolution. He was dis-
posed to think that the question involved was
one which ought to be settled immediately.
On what grounds was such a proposition as
that now submitted made at all ? 1t was only
at Provincial Synods that voting by Dioceses
was adopted. There, it was necessary ; other-
wise, the large Diocese would overwhelm the
small. They were there as a general Confer-
ence, with four clerical and four lay members
from each Diocese. Clearly, the object of
the three Dioceses being thus equally repre-
sented in that Conference was to take tlie
general sense of all, as tested by the majority
of the whole. A numerical minority miglit
otherwise actually override a general majority.
If the eight delegates for the Sydney Diocese
chose to vote for a motion, and five from each
of the other two Dioceses against it, the result
might bo that it would be in the power of ten
votes to sway fourteen. Would such a result
as that be a proper one in any deliberative
meeting ? Ho, for one, would vote against
the amendment.

The Hon. J. Dookee objected to the form
of the proposition submitted by Mr. Lilling-
ston. It put the question m a worse position
than ever.

The Rev. P. A. C. Lillingston was about to
speak in reply, when he was informed by the
President that he had no reply on the amend-
ment he had moved. The resolution was
thereupon, after some discussion, withdrawn
as an amendment, and moved in nearly the
same words by the Rev. Mr. LiUingstou's sub-
stantive motion.

The Rev.P. A. C. Litlingston defended his
motion, and combated the various objections
which had been raised against his proposition
in the course of the debate.

The Rev. M. B. Bkowneigg seconded the
motion. The voting by Dioceses was an
analogous arrangement to that of voting by
orders in the different diocesan meetings. It
was quite possible that Sydney and Newcastle
might, but for the arrangement contemplated
in the motion, swamp the Q-oulburn Diocese.

The Bishop of Newcastle thought it
would be the fairest plan to take the votes of
the Conference collectively.

Mr. CHABLE3 Campbell was in favour of
collective voting. 'Taking the votes of the
three different Dioceses separately woidd not
promote fusion, but discord.

The Hon. Mr. Docker thought the motion
of Mr. Lillingston involved an inconsistency.
He moved that all the words after the word
“ collectively” be omitted.

Tlio Rev. T. Dbuitt seconded the amend-
ment.

Mr. .Lames Macarthcr could see no diffi-
culty that could arise from the Conference
voting collectively.

The President regarded the motion of the
Rev. Mr. Lillingston as a middle course—one
which Avould work well. Circumstanced as
they were, the Sydney Diocese would suffer if
they voted collectively. 'Tliey had one of
their clerical representatives (the Rev. W. B.
Clarke) ill; and one of their lay members
(the Hon. Robert Johnson) w-as also absent.

The Rev. W. Stack supported the amend-
ment of Mr. Docker.

Mr. A. Stuart, at some length, supported
the motion of Mr. Lilhngston.

Mr. A. Thomas was in favour of the amend-
ment of Mr. Docker.

‘The Rev. P. A. C. Lillingston replied.

As the question was about to bo put from
the chair, a discussion incidentally arose as to
how the Bishops were to vote.

The Bishop of Qoulburn read a sentence
from the constitutions prepared by the Diocese
of Neivcastle, wliich declared that “ the voting
shall be by Dioceses.” He was opposed to
collective voting in this Qeueral Conference ;
but seeing that others held a different opinion,
he would accept as a compromise the proposi-
tion of Mr. Lillmgston. He had abstained
from voting hitherto; but if the collective
mode of voting slioidd be adopted for the
clerical and lay representatives, he w'ould urge
that the Bishops should vote as a separate
house.

Mr. H. A. Thomas was in favour of the
Conference voting collectively, but did not see
why the Bishops might not vote separately.

After some further remarks from the Bishop
OF Newcastle, to the effect that he had no
objections to voting coUectively if the Bishop
should vote separately,

Mr. Docker's amendment was put,
carried by a majority of 12 to 9.

The Dean of Sydney said he woidd not
have accepted the position which he held as a
member of that Conference, if he had known
that the Conference would liave decided upon
voting collectively. He regretted it very much.
He now moved, asan amendment, that after the
words “ collectively " the following w'ords be
added— “ that every vote at the General Con-
ference shall be determined by a majority of
each of the three orders present at such
meeting.”

The Rev. T. Deuitt seconded the amend-
ment, whicli was carried by 15 to 1.

The report of the Standing Orders Com-
mittee was then adopted, and, on the motion of
the Dean of Sydney, was ordered to be prmted.

NOTICE OF MOTION.

Mr. A. Gordon gave notice of his intention
on to-morrow (‘Thm-sday) to move the following
resolutions:—

and

1. That the object of the present Conference is to

determine—first, what form of constitution it is desir-
able to adopt for the good government of the Chm-ch
in the colony; and secondly, what legislative sanction
or recognition it is necessary or desirable to obtain of
that constitution.



2. That any determination at which this Conference
may arrive in reference to such form of constitution,
must be based on a recognition of the inherent rigiit
of each diocese to manage its own affairs, and must
also give pnictical effect to the constitutions already
passed for that purpose by any of the dioceses now
meeting in Conference.

3. That it is desirable to apply to the Legislature for
such sanction or recognition of the constitution so to
be determined upon as will secure its practical work-
ing, and in paiticular will make subject to it all pro-
perty devoted to the support of the Church in this
colony, and which is not affected by any express trust.

4. That this Conference do resolve itself into a
committee for the pun>ose of drawing up a form of
constitution for the good governmentof the Church
in tills colony, in conformity with the foregoing reso-
lutions.

Contingent on a Porm of Constitution being
determined upon:—

5. That the Bill agreed to by the Diocese of Sydney
and Goulburn respectively be referred to a committee
of members, who shali be authorised to make
such alterations therein, if any, asmay be necessary to
carry out the third of the foregoing resolutions, with
liberty to obtain such legal assistance and advice as
they may deem reciuisite for that purpose.

6. That this Conference, lsrepresenting the three
Dioceses of Sydney, Newcastle, and Goulburn, pledges
their several Dioceses to use their best exertions to
obtain the inassing of such Bill as shall be sanctioned
by the committee.

7. Tliat be appointed a committee
to carry out the last resolution.

The Conference adjourned at twenty-five
minutes to 9 o'clock until Thursday, at 3 p.m.

Second Day.—Thursday, 12th April.

The Conference met pursuant to adjourn-
ment.

The President took the chair at a quarter-
past 3.

After prayer, the minutes of the previous
meeting were read by the Secretary, and,
after a correction at the instance of the Rev.
W. Stack, they were signed by the Pre-
sident.

The first business was tlie consideration of
the following resolutions standing iu the name
of Mr. Gordon \—

1. That the object of the present Conference is to
determine—IIrst, what form of constitution it is de-
sirable to adopt for the good government of the
Church in the colony; and secondly, what legislative
sanction or recognition it is necessary or desirable to
obtain of that constitution.

2. That any determination at which this Conference
may arrive, in reference to such form of constitution,
must be based on a recognition of the inherent right
of each Diocese to manage its own affairs, and must
also give practical effect to the constitutions alreadj’
passed for that purpose by any of the Dioceses now
meeting in Conference.

3. That it is desirable to apply to the Legislature for
n of tho constitution so to
secure its practical work-
ing, and in particular will make subject to it all pro-
perty devoted to the support of the Church in this
colony, and which is not aifected by any express trust.

4. That this Conference do resolve itself into a com-
mittee for the purpose of drawing up a form of consti-
tution for the good government of the Church in this
colony, in conformity with the foregoing resolutions.

Contingent on a Form of Constitution being
determined upon

5. That the Bill agreed to by the Dioceses of Sydney
and Goulburn respectively be referred to a committee
bf members, who shall be authorised to make
such alterations therein, if any, as may be necessary to
carry out the third of the foregoing resolutions, with
liberty to obtain such legal assistance and advice as
they may deem re(piisite for that purpose.

_6 That this Conference, as representing the three
Dioceses of Sydney, Newcastle, and Goulburn, pledges
these several Dioceses to use their best exertions to
obtain the passing of such Bill as shall he sanctioned
hy the committee.

7. That be appointed a committee to
carry out the last resolution.
Mr. Gordon said it now became bis

duty to submit to tlie Conference tlie resolu-
tions of which he had given notice. He
intended to propose them successively, and
would conclude liis present address by moving
the adoption of the first. Having said a few
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words in reference to his own personal position
in regard to the resolutions, he proceeded to
explain their object to the Conference. The
first was to lay distinctly before the conference
the business they were met to transact, em-
bracing two particular specified objects. (1.)
To determine the form of constitution which
it was desirable to adopt for the good govern-
ment of the Church of England in this colony;
and (2) to determine what legislative sanction
or recognition it was necessary to obtain in
order to practical eftect to that constitution.
The secona resolution wa™ intended to lay down
the principle which was to guide them with
regard to the first; and ihc tliird was in-
tended to guide them with regard to the second
of those objects. Having laid down these two
principles of action with regard to the subjects
they had to discuss, the fourth resolution was
intended to move them as a body into commit-
tee for the purpose of giving effect to those
principles they had laid down in reference to
those two subjects with which they had to
deal; and if the results of the deliberation of
the committee should end in presenting to the
conference as a whole a conclusive result on
those two points, the fifth resolution was to lay
down a mode by wliich a portion of that result
must be carried into effect. Having thus ar-
rived at the completion of their labours, the
sixth resolution was intended to pledge them
all to use their best endeavours to give practi-
cal effect to the resultof their labours, and the
object of the seventh was to point out the
means by which that practical effect was to be
given to their exertions. In discussing these
resolutions he should endeavour, as far as
possible, to exclude from consideration all

that had been said and written out-
side upon the subject they had now
to discuss, for he was convinced that much

had been said wliicliwould have been better not
said, and mucli had been written wTiicli it
would have been better had it never been
placed on record ; and that all that was really
pertinent to the subject would be re-produced
in this Conference iu the course of the debate,
by those who took part in the discussion.

He would now apply himself to the
first resolution. The general object of
their meeting was, that by united consider-

ation the members of the different dioceses
might arrive at a satisfactory conclusion upon
matteri which they had been more or less
separately discussing for a great length of
time. In 1858, when the question of Synodical
action was first actively brought forward for
discussion, the diocese of Sydney taking the
initiative (but communicating freely with the
diocese of Newcastle as represented by its
Bishop) ventured to draw up abill, which was
intended to carry out with regard to the whole
Church very much tho same objects that were
embraced in this resolution. But the Con-
ference which met in November of that year,
resulted in a bill having reference entirely to
the diocese of Sydney. A provision however,
was made by a vote taken at the Conference,
that such communication should take place
with the diocese of Newcastle as might enable
the bill to be restored to its original form.
Such communication did take place and the
bill was restored to its original form. He
referred to this to show that the united action
of the two dioceses was considered desirable in
reference to such a bill. It became necessary
in 1865 again to enter upon the consideration
of this subject, and again the Sydney diocese
had no intention to isolate itself for the pur-
pose of single diocesan action. It was anxious
that a line of conduct similar to that proposed
iu 1858 might be possible in 1865, but that
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was found not able to be carried out. One of
the last propositions made by those who had
charge of the bill of 1865 was that a committee
of tho diocese of Newcastle should meet and
confer with the committee of the Sydney Con-
ference, and in like manner a committee of
the diocese of Goulburn, but that apparently
could not be done. It seemed better to the
neighbouring dioceses to ask the Metropolitan
to call a general Conference, and they were
now here representing the three dioceses for
the purpose of taking united counsel and
action in reference to this matter.  The only
good which could result from such a meeting
was that which miglit be accomplished by
united action. They would do no good if
they split themselves into parties. To do good
they must endeavour to merge all unimportant
distinctions, and unite together in such a way
as would convince the world outside that they
were in earnest in the endeavour to carry out
the two objects they had in view. He con-
cluded by moving the resolution.

Tho Very Rev.
seconded tho motion.

Mr. C. Campbell said he was almost
ashamed to trouble the Conference with a
little hypercriticism, but lie would much
rather see such words as the “ management of
the affairs of the Church,” than the “good
government of the Church.” Tliey were not
like the Wesleyans, or any otlier body of
dissenters, about to establish a new church;
they were a])ortion of that ancient branch of
the CathoUc Cliurch which had been known
for nearly two thousand years, and he should
not like it to go forth to the world tliat they
were in search of “ good government.”

the Dean of Sydney

Mr. Thomas moved, by way of amendment,
that the word “ recognition ” be omitted, and
the words, “ if any,” be inserted in its pla<je.
To retain the word “ recognition,” would be to
anticipate the third resolution.

Mr. Docker desired to move an amendment
in apreceding portion of the resolution. This
was simply a declaratory resolution, and ought
not to contain anything which would lead to
debate. Hence the retention of the words
“ legislative sanction” was objectionable. He
would move the omission of “ sanction or.”
Perhaps the most important subject on which
the Conference was likely to differ, would be
that iu reference to an application for legis-
lative sanction for their proceedings. The
allusion of the learned gentleman who moved
the resolution to the course taken in regard to
the bill of 1858 was hardly applicable to their
present position, because the decision of the
Privy Council had not then been given. If
they were really members of the Church of
England and Ireland, the objection to pro-
ceeding without the sanction of the head of
the Church was a perfectly valid one.

Mr. 0. Campbell ; Who is the head of the
Church.

Mr. Docker : The Sovereign.

Mr. C. Campbell : Not by law.

The President : Order! order !

Mr. Docker concluded by moving the
omission of the words “ sanction or.”

Captain Bolton thought the mover of the
resolution commenced his address by some-
thing analogous to a lecture. Had those re-
marks come from his Lordship he would have
received them as he ought, with thankfulness j
but he did not so receive them from the
gentleman who moved the resolution, and
more particularly as that gentleman violated
the rule he himself laid down. He desired to



ayail himself of that which had been said and
written, and profit by that which was good,
lie did not desire legislatire sanction to any-
thing eonnected with tlieir doctrine, discipline,
or worship. At first he thought legislative
sanction would be necessary, but he had
changed his opinion. Therefore he desired to
be cautious lest he might support a resolution
implying something like the necessity for legis-
lative sanction, otherwise than in regard to
the temporalities of the Church.

The Bisuop OP Newcastle asked the mo-
ver ol the amendment last proposed, whether
it would not bo better to retain the words, and
insert after “ recognition,” the words “ifany?”

Atk'r some further conversation, the words
proposed by Mr. Thomas were added, and the
resolution as amended was agreed to unani-
motisly.

Mr. A. OoBOOS said, that after some con-
versation with the Bishop of Newcastle, who
had suggested a form of words in the second
resolution whereby unnecessary discussion
might be avoided, and which form of words
aiipeared sutlicient for all purposes intended
by the resolution, he begged to submit it in
the following altered shape ;—*“ That any de-
termination at which this Conference may
arrive in reference to such form of constitution
must be based on a recognition of the right of
each diocese to manage its own affairs, so far
as laiddown by the constitutions already passed
for that purpjoso by any of the dioceses now
meeting in Conference, and must also give full
effect to those constitutions.” Here the refe-
rence to the right of each diocese to manage
its own affairs was but the repetition of what
must be regarded as an almost self evident
truth, and the resolution therefore scarcely ad-
mitted of difference of opinion. But it also
affirmed that whatever the Conference did
sshould give full effect to the Diocesan Consti-
tutions ; and here again the same reason exi:
ted, and it would bo very strange if while affir-
ming this we endeavoured to override anything
done, and which must be assumed to have been
properly done in our several dioceses. There
seemed no doubt as to the exercise of the right
of dioceses to manage their affairs having pre-
ceded ill an early period of the Church the
authority of provincial or general synods. Some
of our dioceses then having formed constitu-
tions for themselves, could not be presumed to
have transgressed, and we could not fail to
recognise them on the present occasion. In a
quotation from the work of Mr. Stephens (cited
before the select committee on the Synods Bill),
it was stated that provincial synods were bound
to carry out their constitutions with a regard
to the constitutions of diocesan synods; and
the author showed the complete right diocesan
synods had to manage their own affairs. It
could not, therefore, be supposed, that our
three dioceses had gone beyond their pow-ers
when they framed constitutions for themselves,
and we ought to recognise that rightasa prin-
ciple in our present action, and also to recog-
nise the duty of giving effect to those consti-
tutions.

The Eev. Canon Allwood seconded the
resolution.

Mr. Docicee did not rise to oppose the re-
solution as amended, but desired to elicit some
explanation from the learned mover with re-
gard to its bearing upon the fourth resolution,
if it were carried. It appeared that the effect
if the present resolution would be to recognise
the various constitutions adopted by the re-
spective dioceses, whereas by the fourth resolu-
tion it was proposed that this Conference

should draw up aform of constitution for ” the
good government of the Church in this colony.
Was this to harmonise the three diocesan
constitutions, or to frame a constitution which
should override them all? Again, he could
not understand why the two bills that of
the Sydney diocese, and that of the Goulburn
diocese—were to be taken into consideration,
and not the bill of the Newcastle diocese.

Mr. Gordon explained that the resolution
was to protect those constihitioua that had
already been adopted, against thei*Peing over-
ridden bv any action of the committee which
it was proposed to appoint to draw up a con-
stitution. The second resolution would guide
the conference in committee in dealing with
the matter. It would be their bounden duty
whatever form they mightgive to their con-
stitution, not to impinge upon or effect the
constitutions of the different dioceses. They
might agree u])on amalgamating them, or, if
nol, putting tliem in a more extended form.
The only thing was to take care that the work
already done by the dioceses be not overridden
by the action of this Conference in drawing up
the constitution proposed. With regard to
the fifth resolution, and the omission of any
reference to other than the bills of the Sydney
and Goulburn dioceses, he might explain that
there was no bill of the diocese of Newcastle.

The Bishop op Newcastle said there was
one verbal alteration he desired to propiose.
He moved that the words “ must be based on a
recognition of the inherent right of each
diocese " be omitted, and these words inserted,
“ shall secure to each diocese the right,” He
did not believe each diocese had the right to
manage its own affairs. With regard to every
society in which different members unite in
one body, it was by far the wisest course that
the one body should lay down principles of
control rather than that separate members of
the body should exorcise a right to draw up
their own constitutions, and then endeavour to
meet in some perhaps impracticable bond of
union. It might be possible to comprise in
some bill what had been adopted in the con-
stitutions of the several dioceses, but it was
necessary to be careful not to lay down a
principle in attempting to carry out which they
might be called upon when forming a con-
stitution for the whole Church to deal with
conflicting views by different dioceses. He was
anxious that what had been done by the re-
spective dioceses should bo secured in one
general constitution, which he trusted would
shortly be drawn up with the senotiou of this
Conferlnee. By the simple alteration he
proposed, they would secure the right it was
intended by the original motion to protect.
The resolution amended as he proposed would
road thus : “ That any determination at which
this Conference may arrive in reference to such
form of constitution shall secure to each diocese
the right to manage its own affairs, so far as
laid down in the constitutions already passed
for that purpose by any of the dioceses now
meeting in Conference, and also give full effect
to those constitutions.” That would secure to
the different dioceses the embodying of their
several constitutions in the one which was to
unite the whole Church together without
pledging themselves to a principle in which he
certainly did not agree.

The Bev. J. F.B. W hineield seconded the
proposed amendment.

The Bev. W. Stack suggested that the
latter part of the resolution was awkwardly
worded, making it doubtfid what was to “ give
full effect to those constitutions.” The only

nominative was “ any determination” at which
the Conference might arrive.

TlieEev. F. A. C. LILLINGSTONwasvery sorry
that the grand principle for which many con-
tended was withdrawn by the amendment
proposed by the Bishop of Newcastle. It was
a matter of importance that we should not
ignore that principle, which, however, in the
amendment was so far put out of the way,
that we obtained only as a matter of grace
that which we were entitled to as a matter of
principle. He did not think it woidd be wise,
in the view of the present, or for the good of
future, generations, now to give up this prin-
ciple calmly and quietly. Cases might herc-
allcr arise for a change or alteration of Dio-
cesan Constitutions; and if the principle was
ignored, or only imperfectly declared, the
Provincial Synod might come down upon the
Diocesan Synod and stifle its action. As a
sensible precaution, the principle should be
asserted, and the proposed amenchneut be
rejected.

Mr. C. Campbelt regretted that he should
bo compelled to oppose the amendment of the
Eight Eev. Prelate. If we were to give up
the recognition of the right of each Diocese to
manage its own affairs, we might impm~eptibly
be led to a recognition of the right of the Pro-
vincial- Synod to diotate in matters of faith as
well as in temporal matters.

The Bishop of Goulbuen said that he rose
with some reluctance to express an opinion
adverse to the amendment proposed by his
right reverend brother; but he was unwill-
ing to admit the introduction ofa new principle
with regard to the relative powers of Provincial
and of Diocesan Synods. His conviction wm
strong, founded upon the history of Synods in
past times, that every Diocesan Synod had a
right to manage its own affairs, and that it did
not derive this right from any Provincial Synod.
I f any authority on this point, acknowledged
and recognised by the Church at home could
be adduced, he should accept it as confirming
his recollection of Synods in past times. Such
an authority wasprovided in the Preface to the
last editions of Dr. Burn's work on Ecclesias-

tical Law, where this passage would
be found; “ That the Bishop of_every
Diocese had in England, as in all
Christian Churches, power to convene the

clergy of his Diocese, and in a common Synod
or Council with them to transact such affairs
as specially related to the order and govern-
ment of the churches under his jimsdietion, is
not to be questioned.” His right reverend
brother had objected to this principle, but
had given no reason why we shoidd depart
from it. It appeared thusthat history and
authority were opposed to the new theory'
For these reasons, therefore, he must oppose the
amendment, and he trusted that the resolution
would be accepted as previously submitted.

Mr. W. D. Campbell questioned the right
of this Conference to withhold from Diocesan
Synods the right of managing their own affairs,
and pointed out that it was proposed to confer
a power which some might say was not other-
wise possessed by a separate Diocese. All that
we required was that the right we claimed to
possess should be recognised to the luUest
extent in constitutions for future guidance.
It was proposed now to restrict the principle,
and only recognise the constitutions so far as
they were laid down by the Dioceses, thus
witliliolding the recognition of _the right  to
future action. He therefore objected to both
the proposed amendments.

Mr. Gordon explaned that he, in order to



secure unanimity, had proposed anamendment
of the resolution on the suggestion of the
Bishop of Newcastle, he was therefore ver)-much
surprised that his right rev. friend should
afterwards move another amendment.

The Bishop of Newcastie had understood
that the learned Chancellor of the diocese of
Sydney was not prepared to agree to the
auiendmeut he (the Bishop of Newcastle) had
pi'oposed, and he therefore considered that the
proposal of this amendment was left perfectly
at his option.

The PeesidejCt could see no objection to
the proposal of such an amendment as that
ofl'ered by the Bishop .of Newcastle, his (the
President’s) wish being that the fullest pos-
sible discussion of the subject should take
place; and he thought they had clearly derived
some advantage from the proposition. Ho
himself had learned from the Bishop of Gonl-
burn one of the strongest testimonies he had
heard of the inherent right of each diocese to
manage its own ailiiirs.

The Eev. T. Dettitt asked if the amend-
ment did not restrict the right of the diocese to
alter their constitutions.

The Bishop or GouLBEEIif read a passage
from the Newcastle Constitution which decla-
red that the “ Diocesan Synod may make or-
dinances upon and in respect of all matters
and things concerning the order and good
government of the United Church of England
and Ireland, and the regulating of its affairs
within the diocese.” This was evidently the
principle adopted by the Diocese of Newcastle.
He was therefore at a loss to understand upon
what grounds the representatives from the
North now advocate an arrangement of an
opposite character.

Captain B otton was led to the conclusion
that each diocese had an undoubted right to
manage its own affairs, but in the event of a
genend synod being established in the country,
it would have a higher power of control, as it
would bo a collective body. Therefore he had
some dilTiculty in giving his support to the
first proposed amendment as it was to give full
ett'ect to the constitutions of the severaldioceses.
He could not see how it could carry out dis-
cordant elements in the different constitutions.
It was most desirable that we should be one
united Chureh in forms of worship and disci-
pline in every part of the colony. Holding
these views he did not cleaidy see that the
result of the resolution as proposed to be
amended would bo satisfactory. Unless fur-
ther light was thrown npon the matter, he
could not vote for one amendmentor the other.

The Eev. W. Stack said it occurred to him
that the Bishop of Newcastle desired to avoid
the unnecessary assertion in this resolution of
a principle to which some members could not
agi-ee. W ith regard to the quotation read by
the Bishop of Goulburn, it appeared very
strange that an eminent writer like Burns,
who was an authority on ecclesiastical law,
should deem it necessary to state what was
admitted as undoubted— the power of aBishop
to govern in his own diocese executively.

Mr. Docker said that the amendment of
the Bishop of Newcastle did not affect the
question as to the supposed inherent right of
each diocese to manage its owui affairs. If
that right existed the expression of any opin-
ion on the part of the conference would not
affect that right, and if the right did not exist
the conference certainly had no power to
oonfer such a right.

The amendment of the Bishop of Newcastle
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was then put and negatived, the votes of the
clergy being five for, and six against it.

Mr. Docker, as a matter of order, said he
believed that the votes of the laity also ought
to be taken.

The Peesident thought that according to
the standing orders the amendment of the
Bishop of Newcastle would be found to be
lost, inasmuch as the vote of one of the
“ orders” was against it.

It still appearing, however, to be the opin-
ion of several members that the votes of the
laity ought also to be taken, the votes of tlie
laity were then called for. They were three
for the Bishop of Newcastle’s amendment, and
eight against it.

Captain Bolton called for the votes of the
third order—that of the Bishops.

The Bishop of Newcastle voted for his
amendment, and the Bishop of Goulburn
against it. The Bishop of Sydney also voted
against the amendment, which was thus finally
disposed of.

The Eev.W . E.W hiteobjectedto thelatitude
of the words in the amended resolution—
as proposed for adoption by the Conference that
each diocese should “ manage its own affairs.”
The form of the expression was too vague, and
might be taken as a sanction for a departure
from some essential foims and doctrines of the
Church. What guarantee was there that any
one of the Dioceses in tliis colony should not
alter the standards of faith? He did not
see how the Church here was to be a
permanently united body if such an undesir-
able system of diocesan separation as appeared
to be contemplated were to be allowed. He
should feel himselfbound to vote against the
resolution.

The Bisnor oe Goulburn regretted that the
rev. gentlemen who had just addressed the
Conference should have imagined the possi-
bility of such acase. In the draft constitu-
tion of the diocese of Newcastle, the expression
“ regulation of its affairs” was also found. The
definition of the word “ affairs” ‘'might have
been sought at the late Conference at Morpeth
and not on the present occasion, when we
claim no right of altering the constitutions of
the several dioceses. And with regard to the
other grave topic, it ought to be known that
in the diocesan constitutions of Sydney and
Goulburn it was distinctly declared that
nothing was to be done or agreed upon at
variance with the doctrine, discipline, and
formularies of the Church of England.
The draft constitution for the Diocesan
Synod of Newcastle did not contain such a
special provision. The possibility of such a
departure from the standard of faith cannot
therefore refer to the Dioceses of Sydney and
Goulburn.

Captain Bolton could not think that the
Bishop of Goulburn had done strict justice to
the reverend delegate from the Diocese of
Newcastle, to whom he had referred. That
gentlemen had not spoken until he had in
vain attempted to obtain from the Chancellor
of the Sydney Diocese a statement as to what
was the meaning of the word “ affairs "— as
here used. He could not but notice that the
Chancellor of the Sydney Diocese had com-
pletely evaded giving a direct answer. The
fact of that having been done would make him
rather careful in committing himself to the re-
solution.

The Eev. Thomas Deuitt defended the use
of the word “ affairs.” What did “ affairs”
mean ? Why — business. It simply meant
that every diocese should mind its own
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business; that it should concern itself
in the providing of salaries for clergy, and so
forth, and that in doing this, it slioidd not in-
terfere with the business of any other diocese.

Mr. Charles Campbell followed on the
same side, pointing out that the word “ affairs "
had a strict reference to the temporal affairs
of the Church. The discussion of any matter
of faith or discipline was, by the constitutions
of the Sydney and Goulburn Dioceses, expressly
excluded. He thought that they would be
unwise if they turned their attention to any
idea of having to found a new Church in this
colony'. They were all there as members of
the Church of England—not as members of
the Church of New South Wales. He did not
concur in the views of Bishop Selwyn on this
subject, althongh he highly appreciated and
honoured the missionary labom-s of that noble
prelate, and those who were associated with
him.

Mr. Docker could not allow- the discussion
to close without a few remarks in reference to
some of the observations w-liieh had been made
by the Bishop of Goulburn, That prelate had
been mistaken in supposing that the diocese of
Newcastle had not specially provided by its
constitutions that there should be no variance
from the standards and formularies of the
Church of England. The 25th clause of the
draft constitution which had been there pre-
paredforthe prooineiaf synodproved this. [Mr.
Docker read the clause he referred to in extenso
in proof of what ho stated, and added that the
diocese of Newcastle had in his opinion pro-
vided more fully against the possibility of any
change of the kind deprecated than any other
diocese.]

The Bishop op Goulburn said that the
Diocese of Newcastle had no power to frame a
constitution for tlie Erovincial Synod, and
there was no such express clause in the con-
stitution agreed upon for the diocesan synod.
His remarks, however, were intended solely as
areply to Mr. White's apprehensions.

The Bishop op Newcastle pointed out
that in the draft constitution for the provincial
synod, as proposed by the Conference at New-
castle, provision ainst any such alteration
was specially proviiled for.

The President did not share in the appre-
hensions and doubts which had arisen in the
mind of the Eev. Mr. White. In the Province
of Canada no such danger as now feared had

arisen. The Church there was in a flourishing
condition.
Mr. Il. A. Thomas thought that the

members of the Synod of Newcastle had not
been clearly understood. The members had
been most anxious at that meeting of the clergy
and laity that nothing should be said or done
which could give offence to Churchmen in
other dioceses.

The second resolution was then put to the
Conference in the following form:—* That
any determination atwhich tliis Conference may
arrive in reference to such form of constitution
must be based on a recognition of the right of
each diocese to manage its own affairs, so far
as laid down by the constitutions already
passed for that purpose by anj' of the dioceses
now meeting in Conference, and must also give
full effect to those constitutions.”

The resolutioh was carried by the following
votes;—Clerical; Seven for, and two against.
Lay : Nine for, and two against.

The Bishops did not vote.

The Conference then adjourned at a quarter-
past 6 until half-past 7.
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M r. Gordo>' proposed the next resolution.
(3.) “ That it is desirable to apply to the Legis-
lature for such sanction or recognition of the
constitution so to be determined upon as will
secure its practical working, and, in particular,
will make subject to it all property deroted to
the support of the Church in this colony, and
which is not affected by any express trust.”
From the preyious discussion, he knew that
this resolution was regarded as one of great
consequence, and it wordd be, therefore,
necessary for him to trespass at some length
on the time of the Conference. Tlie resolution
embraced three propositions. Tire firet was
that legislative sanction of some kind was
necessary. In regard to that his argument
would bo baaed on these fundamental propo-
sitions—namely, that the Church of England
in this colony must be regarded as a voluntary
association ; that all the difficulties and neces-
sities which would surround a voluntary
association for any other purpose with regard
to managing its own affairs, or the disposal of
its property, or the binding of its members,
equally obtained with regard to it; and that
it had a full right to meet and lay down rules
by which it might desire its members to be
bound. Now, did they want legislative sanc-
tion or recognition ? In answer to this he
coidd only refer to other dioceses which had
got legislative sanction or recognition. It was
so in the ease of the dioceses of Melbourne,
Adelaide, Tasmania, New Zealand, Canada,
and Nova Scotia. Prima facie then, there
did seem to bo some connection between
diocesan action and Legislation. There was
one diocese (Natal) which had not got from
the Legislature what these others had re-
ceived, and the action of that diocese was not
the most inviting for them to follow. The
argument derived from this state of things was
strengthened when they recollected that some
of these dioceses had hold different opinions
on the subject. He here quoted an extract
from the speech of the Bishop of Adelaide,
delivered during the third session of his synod,
and another from the abstract of a speech of
the Bishop of Tasmania. He maintained that
the opinions contained in those quotations bore
out the facta of the case which appeared before
them—that legislative sanction of some kind
or other was requisite to give practical efficiency
to constitutions which they aU agreed they had
the inherent power to make. It hadbeen said
that they were in a different position now to
thatwhich they occupied before, in consequence
of the recent decision of the Privy Council.
He maintained, however, that the decision of
the Privy Council in the case of Long and the
Bishop of Cape Town, if it did anything at all,
shewed how much more necessary it was

to have some recognition in the same
way that these dioceses had of the
acts of a voluntary body. He believed

that at this time the Bishop and clergy of the
Church of England in a colony could not meet
in synod in the strict sense of the term, with-
out the assent of the Crown, and therefore that
it was necessary to obtain legislative recogni-
tion. They might treat the Church of Eng-
land in a colony as a voluntary body capable
of a certain line of action, and thus ttio affairs
of the Church might be dwelt with so long as
they did not expose themselves to any legal
difficulty ; but for anything beyond this tliey
must appeal to the Legislatui'e. He had in-
serted in the resolution the Words “ sanction
or recognition” from a feeling that probably
there were persons who felt that there was a
distinction between them for the practical
purpose with which they now had to deal, but
he confessed he could not see any such dis-
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tinction. Much was spoken during the
discussion in 1858 about aconsensual compact.
It was now said that we shouldnot go totheLeg-
islature to make the constitution practically
efficient, but that they should get Legislative
sanction or recognition to the consensual com-
pact—but that it appeared to him would be a
clumsy proceeding. Ho would ask, however,
why they should not get the necessary recog-
nition or sanction more directly. It had been
observed that an excellent example to the
Church of England in this colony had been set
by certain other bodies—that the Wesleyans
had worked by means of consensual compact
with Legislative sanction; that the Presby-
terians did the same, and that the Church of
England in New Zealand did the same—ergo
the Church of England in New South Wales
should do likewise. Now let us see the worth
ofthese several propositions. Itwas acomplete
misnomer to talk of consensual compact with
regard to the Wesleyans, John Wesley framed
the constitution and arrangement as he liked.
He was forming a new body and by an instru-
ment under his o\vn hand and seal he made
what was in fact the constitution of the Wes-
leyan body, and every outsider who wanted to
become a Wesleyan or to form a Wesleyan
chapel adhered to Wesley's “ model deed.”
Our only right to legislate was by the adoption
of some constitution, something binding, so
that we could say we represented all and every
of the members of the Church of England not
present. Thatwas wherctheconsensual compact
was admitted to be weak. Legislative sanction
came in to the aid of the Wesleyan body under
a recognition of their constitution in the shape
of a model deed; and if it was preferred to
give our constitution the same shape, it might
be converted into it in half-an-hour, so as to
have the same practical effect as if sanctioned
in the plain form we proposed to give it; but
the position of the Wesleyans and Presby-
terians had httle to do with the work we had
to carry out, except as showing us that, having
formed constitutions for ourselves, we were
entitled to exercise the right we possessed, like
them, of asking the Legislature for certain
powers to give effect to those constitutions.
The course of Church legislation in New Zea-
land had only gone to deal witli the trustee-
ship of lands, and the Synod there had no
further power or control than the Bishop of
New Zealand had when he retained the
trusteeship of the property. Thus the consti-
tution of the Church in New Zealand had been
called consensual compact with legislative re-
cognition—that recognition being nothing
more than that certain persons appointed by
a body which the Legislature so far recognised
as to call the Synod of the Church of England
in New Zealand, might hold property under
religious, educational, and charitable trusts,
which just enabled them to pass the property
on to a succession of trustees, who in the
management of the property were fettered
with aU the provisions of the original trust.
It was a perfect mockery to tell us that there
w'as anything in the New Zealand Constitution
for us to follow. He had endeavoured thus
far to lay before the Conference the basis of a
fair, free, and open discussion with regard to
those propositions. There was everything to
induce us to ask for some Legislative sanction
and recognition to the constitution itself, and
we should discard the worn-out idea of con-
sensual compact, which had failed, and ever

would fail—whereever it had been tried.
Consensuality could be nothing more
than an agreement, but the words were

spun together over and over again to general
confusion.  The constitutions themselves

were the agreement with regard to those
who drew them up, and to those who, by re-
presentation, might be fitly and legally held to
be bound by them. Practical working was
the great requisite. On the grounds he had
put forth, he ventured to propose the resolu-
tion. It was perfectly impossible to anticipate
all grounds of argument that might be adopted
on the other side of the question, but it was
possible he might have an opportunity of re-
plying.

Mr. A. Stuart seconded the motion.

On the motion of the Kev. Mr. Druitt,
seconded by the Ecv. Mr. Sowerbt, the de-
bate was adjourned until the next day, and the

Conference, at a quarter-past 9, adjourned
until 3 p.m. on Friday.
Third Dat.—Friday, April 13.

The Conference met pursuant to ac\joumment,
the President taking the chair at five minutes
past three.

After prayer, the minutes of the previous
day’s proceedings were read and confirmed.

leoislativb sanction or recognition

CONSTITUTION.

op

Tlie debate was resumed upon the following
resolution, moved by Mr, Gordon,— “ 3. That
it is desirable to apply to the Legislature for
such sanction or recognition of the constitution
BO to bo determined upon as will secure its
practical working, and in particular will make
subject to it all property devoted to the sup-
port of the Church in this colony, and which
is not affected by any express trust.” Mr.
G ordon made an explanation (in reply to an
inquiry by the Kev. T. Druitt), in support of
the statement that the position of the Church
in seeking Legislative sanction for its constitu-
tion in some respects resembled that of a
public company applying for incorporation.

The Kev. W. Stack said he had never felt
greater difficulty than now in preserving the
tone of feehng he would always w-ish to
animate him. His own firm impression was
that the real question at issue was now—
whether they were to have a Synod or not?
He listened attentively to the speech of the
Chancellor of this Diocese j'csterday evening.
It was a notable fact, as stated by that
learned gentleman, that whereas there were
synods in all the surrounding colonies, in tliis
colony there was none. He did not distinctly
hear the learned Chancellor's speech, but the
impression conveyed to his mind from the
portions which did reach him was confirmed
by the report of the proceedings which he had
read in one of the daily papers. The learned
Chancellor seemed to have a great contempt
for a consensual compact. If he used the
term once he must have uttered it in varying
tones of contempt five hundred times —m
Well, he was told two hundred—and a voice ;

Not one hundred ). Theobjectof thelearned
Chancellor, at any rate, evidently was to make
them understand that consensual compact was
not worth anything, and that although they
mightbeginwith consensual compact, they must
goto law forthe true strength of the Synod, just
as he had heard homocpathic practitioners
say—when a cure had been accomplished by
allopathic doctors—it was because a little
homoepathic medicine had been concealed
somewhere in the dose. (Laughter) There
was a strange inconsistency between that
argument and the argument afterwards urged
by the learned Chancellor, when speaking of
the state of synodical law m New Zealand.



It evidently was his purpose to convince the
Conference that the whole series of Acts
connected with the Church of England in
New Zealand were not worth the paper on
which they were written. He (Mr. Stack)
knew very little about the Church of England
in New Zealand, and who framed those Acts,
but knowing the almo.«t world-wide respect
entertained for the Bishop of that diocese, and
understanding that there had been associated
with him men of the greatest eminence in the
law, he must say tliat such a statement coming
from the Chancellor of this ])iocc.se somewhat
surprised him. Assuming, however, that the
learned Chancellor had proved his point, it
only amounted to this, that the Church of
England in New Zealand had nothing but
consensual compact to rely on. He would now
ask had they heard of any difficulty arising in
New Zealand in consequence of this state of
things ? There had been, it is true, some little
complication between the Synod of Christ-
church and the central synod, but that was not
in any way connected with the consensual
compact. The learned Chancellor gave them
an abundance of opinions, but he did not con-
descend to give them one single fact. It
occurred to him that a homely proverb would
answer every thing the learned Chancellor had
said—*“ the proof of the pudding is in the
eating.” A great many years ago the learned
Chancellor was appointed chiefcook of this
diocese, but they had not had their pudding
yet, whereas othor dioceses had had their
pudding, and seemed to have relished it veiy
much. As to the case of Long and the Bishop
of Cape Town, he thought that if the Bishop
had acted with common moderation he would
not have encountered the serious difficulties in
which he became involved. A difficulty which
occurred in the diocese of Adelaide had been
also referred to in relation to one who it was
alleged had signed a consensual compact, and
afterwards set at defiance the Synod and all
persons connected with it. But it turned out
that this gentleman had not signed the compact,
and, therefore, that case did not apply. He
now turned from the state of things in other
dioceses to the consideration of their own con-
dition. The learned Chancellor referred to the
year 1858 as the commencement of the Synod-
ical movement in this diocese. That was, no
doubt, the commencement so far as the learned
gentleman was connected with it; butitwas a
very strange coincidence thatin this very month
and almost on this very day of tlie month in
the year 1852 or 1853, the late Bishop of
Sydney was actually presiding over a Con-
ference of the clergy of his Church which took
this synodical question into consideration.
Since then two other Conferences had been
called, and from both there had issued Synod
bills, which as long as they remained in the
room and were viewed only by persons under
the influence of the eloquence of the learned
Chancellor and other members of the Con-
ference, seemed valuable papers, but which
as soon as they got outside and came into
the clear air and were subject to the
shifting winds of opinion, proved to be mere
bubbles. The learned Chancellor said some-
thing yesterday about becoming wise by expe-
rience. He (Mr. Stack) thought it was high
time, now that they had been blowing bubbles
for fourteen years, to see if they could not
devise some other means of accomplishing their
object. While so little had been done by them
towards giving something like shape and form
to the organisation of their Church the world
around them had not been quite standing still.
Events had ocenrred which made synodical
action more requisite than when this matter
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was first considered. Not very long ago a bill
was passed to abolish State-aid to the Church.
It was passed, he thought, by a majority of one
in each House. Now if there had been any
proper organisation for the Church—if they
had possessed the power of bringing the gene-
eral resources and influence of the Church to
bear on public opinion, the chances were that
that bill would never have passed. (Hear,hear.)
The passing of that measure entirely altered
their whole Church system, and immediately
after it became law he well remembered a gen-
tlemen of high standing in this diocese urged
upon the Church the absolute necessity of
engaging at once in some plan for the organi-
sation of parishes. Other events were occur,
ring at the same time, and he would refer to
one in which the clergy took a deep interest.
In the last year, as he ascertained from the
Report of the Registrar-General, in this city
the Presbyterian clergymen celebrated four
marriages to their (Church of England) one.
That arose in some degree, if not wholly from,
a misarrangement on their part, which ought
to be corrected without loss of time. It was
his earnest hope that the members of this
Conference representing the three dioceses
would not separate until they had taken such
measures as would provide a salary for Mr.
James, the Bishop'ssecretary, so as to enable
them to put an end to the licensing system in
regard to marriages. Things had happened in
connection with the trust deeds which shewed
the necessity of looking into the trusts. It was
high time, too, that thay revised the Ciiurch
Temporalities Act. At present there was no
kind of disability resting upon the Church, and
he did not see any reason why they should not
meet together in a Church assembly of some
kind. It would, no doubt, be said in reply,
that there was nothing to prevent their meet-
ing, but that after they had met and deliberated
they could not render their determinations
effective without an application to the Legis-
lature. He deeply regretted that in previous
discussions on this subject he had been unable
to bring the matter to some statement of
principles, but the gentlemen who debated
with them knew the importance ofvague argu-
ments. Ho was anxious, however, to bring
the question to what he conceived to be the
proper ground of debate, and he would,
therefore, state the following analysis of his
opinions on the subject. First, he believed
that there were some matters, they must strive
to settle, and for the settlement of w-hich they
need no coercive powers at all; indeed, in
reference to some of which if would be utter
madness to think of coercion. Second, ho
believed that there were some matters, such as
questions connected with Church discipline,
for which they might find all the coercive
power they needed, and in a very manage-
able form in the consensual compact system.
Third, in regard to cases connected with the
property of the Church and with its temporal-
ities, they would have that legal force which
they needed in its best form by having it
through Parliament direct, and not through
the Synod. In illustration of his first propo-
sition he refeiTed to parochial organisation.
W hat power had they to compel parochial or-
ganisation ? They might bind the officers, but
as to binding a parish or forcing an organisa-
tion upon it, they could never accomplish it,
and the attempt to obtain legislation for such
a purpose would do infinite mischief. He had
always thought that in the organisation of a
parish there should be some arrangement with
regard to patronage. He had presumed that
the intention would be to give up a portion of
patronage to those who joined in the organisa-
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tion, and that it would be perfectly optional
whether they joined or not. In reference to
the second of his propositions, the rev. gentle-
man referred first to some observations made
yesterday by the learned Chancellor of this
diocese, who, in speaking of the decision of the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in
the case of the Bishop of Cape Town, gave
them to understand that it was a mistake to
suppose that any great light had been thrown
on the subject of synodical action by that de-
cision. He (Mr. Stack), how-ever, found in
that decision things which gave him a great
deal of light he never possessed before, and if
it was possessed by the learned Chancellor
years ago, he thought that gentleman not a
little to blame that he did not let the members
of the Church know it. It was a rem.irkable
circumstance that the Rev. Canon Allwood,
eight years before, in a lecture delivered in
this city, gave expression to those particular
principles with regard to the colonial Church
that had excited such wonder and almost con-
sternation, since the publication of this opinion
of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Coun-
cil in the case of Bishop Colenso. lie could
not help thinking that there was a great deal
of importance in tliat passage of the decision
in the case of the Bishop of Cape Town and
Long, which related to the consensual compact
system arming the Church with such coercive
powers as she needed for the purpose of disci-
pline. [Quotation read.] It was a remarkable
fact that a case occurred in Tasmania, not
very long ago, where the parties concerned
were members of the Presbyterian body, and
in the Court this very passage was referred to.
It appeared that they had power to form, not
Courts, but such tribunals as they required,
and to bring persons who were in any way
offenders before those tribunals for trial; that
they had power to sentence them, and have

such sentences supported by the civil
power of tlie country. He thought a decision
of that kind went very far indeed. The

parties bound would be those who signed
the consensual compact, and he now begged
leave to ask again a question he proposed at a
previous Conference. |f a lawyer has a case in
court for the recovery- of a debt, would he
wish to have his evidence with regard to that
debt in a more satisfactory form than in the
written engagement of the party as proved by
his signature attached? Would not that
settle the matter immediate’y ? Well, their
consensual compact would place them under
similar obligations. It had been alleged that
there were persons in the Diocese who would
not sign this compact. If that were the case
he would simply leave them were they were,
under the mild government of his Lordsliip.
It was assumed by the Chancellor of the
Sydney Diocese, and by others, that those
who were opposed to the application to the
Legislature for sanction to our constitutions
were disposed to have no law at all; he (Mr.
Stack) was not one of those, and it was diffi-
cult to see how any clergyman could make
such a mistake on the subject. There was a
necessity' for altering the Church Temporali-
ties Act and it might be for some extension of
its provisions. The right rev. the President,
on the opening of the last Conference, said
“ they who hold the purse, and say who shall
share its contents have a power which leaves
nothing to desire,” and when the present Confer-
ence was opened he further said “ It is oflittle
moment whether this end (the making of a
Synod effective) is secured by a Synod Bfil or
a Trust Act.” The real strain was in con-
nexion with the property. Attempting to
imagine the future power of tho Church in
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this colony, it appeared to liim very plain that
if the Uishop, in their behalf, hail the entire
control OTcr property, wc .should have all the
power we could possible possess for dealing
with oflending clergymen. If a clergyman
chose to go away from the compact, and his
parishioners still chose to afford hiniTolimtary
support, let him go—we could not interfere,
nor could we stop payments he might receive
from a sustentation or similar fund, but if
you expelled him from the Church, you did

all. Tlicn he was utterly unable to see
what law was wanted except with regard
to the temporalities of the Church. It was

a noticeable fimt that the Synod Bills framed
lately would not have done that without
which legislation would have been useless—
it would not have given the power to touch
the property of the Cliurch. By a perusal of
the evidence taken before the select committee
it would be seen that Mr. Barker was of
opinion that the Bill would not ctl'cct tho
temporalities of the Chuich except as giving
power to call parties to account. In point of
fact, it was only the property not held under
the Church Temporalities Act that would
come under tho control of tho Synod.

The Ecv. P.A.C.LiIMINGSTONsaiditwas no
very great discovery that a Synods Bill would
not touch any Church property that was
affected by the Temporalities Act. 1 lie rev.
gentleman who last spoke would find in that
statute a clause providing that it was not to
affect express trusts. No doubt we required a
Synod, and all would be pleased to get one ;
but he would ask who was it had kept them
from having one : was it not the opposition of
those who were now crying out for the impor-
tance of a Synod, which had prevented
our having a real Synod by this time.
The question was, what should be its character,
whether fonned only upon consensual compact
or recognised by legislation? It was said,
somewhat complainingly, why had we not ob-
tained a Synod before ? And the answer must
have some force, for it was, because those who
opposed it now were the gentlemen who op-
posed it from the beginning. A consensual
compact would be very good if all were per-
fect, free from human passions and party
prejudices and feelinsje. It would then be
sufficient. But that Utopia had not arrived.
At present we required some means by which
those nominally belonging to our Church,
members of its communion, should, if they
took offices in that Church, be coerced, to
carry them out with fidelity to then' trusts.
It was said, let those go free who would not
join the Synod. [Mr. Stack explained that he
meant, let them remain as before.] We should
then emphatically and really establisli two
Churches, one under the Bishop, the other
under the Synod. Instead of this, we should
seek for union, and ho desired to see a Synod
in which all should be truly and practically
united. It must be with pain that every well-
wisher of the Church perceived the ineflicienoy
of power to enforce discipline. He would
carry that discipline not only to clerical but to
lay 'officers, and compel all those holding
trusts to subscribe to tho Articles of the
Church of England. They should continue
to hold property which they held by virtue of
obedience to the canons of the Church only so
long as that obedience was given. \Vliat wo
now required was that tho Parliament should
assist us to carry out the resolutions we agreed
to as afTecting ourselves.

Mr. C. Campbell, adverting to remirks by
Mr. Stack, with regard to marriages, said the
matter of complaint must not bo laid to the
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charge of the heads of the Church. It was
attributable to the imprudence and folly with
which the statutes of our legislature had been
distinguished. Had they adopted the Marriage
Act of England, this difficulty could not have
existed, for while it afforded the most scrupu-
lous consciences all that could be required, it
prevented the sacred rite from being performed
at unseasonable hours and under circum-
stances that appeared frequently of a clande-
stino character.

Eev. W. Stack explained that he had
refrained from entering at any length into this
subjeet, and ho would not hare adverted to it
except from a eonsciousness that whilst as
members of the Clnu-ch of England they were
bound to regard tho sanctity ofthe rite, many
of those belonging to the communion, whom
there would be no hesitation in uniting, ivent
elsewhere to receive the marriage tic.

Mr. Campbeblj continuing, said he would
leave the matter to be dealt with by the mover
of tho resolution in his reply. There seemed
to be, he said, an idea tliat there was some
hidden treasure which, through a union by
consensual compact, or by statute or synod
would be got at. Tlioso who thought so must
be under some delusion. The great object of
the Ch.anccllor of the Sydney diocese was to
state tho objections that might be urged to the
necessity of an Act of the Legislature, based
on tho assumption that the Church of Eng-
land was in a British colony a voluntary
association. His (Mr. Campbell's) belief was
that the Church of England, in a British col-
any, was not simply a voluntary association
in the ordinary sense of the word. The
Church Temporalities Act had relieved them
from the absolute necessity for legislation, and
he believed that under that Act the Bishop
might work tho diocese satisfactorily. But he
did not think the large majority of English
colonists at the present day would be thus
satisfied. Self-government had, by its frequent
repetition, become so much in demand, that a
largo proportion of the people had an ardent
desire to see it introduced into the Church,
and the impression was, that by calling a
synod into existence, they could have a share
in tho government. But in the event of the
death of our Bishop, his successor might re-
frain from calling together a synod, as there
would be no obligation upon him so to do, and
then there would be a great outcry against
autocracy itself. The Chancellor of the Syd-
ney Diocese in his address on moving the
resolution blew the whole question of consen-
sual compact into the air. He (Mr. Campbell)
could not conocivo it possible to compel
Bishops one after another to govern with the
aid and advice of this Synod, council,’ or
assembly, until its action was legalised by
statute. So long as we had the Church Tem-
poralities Act tho Bishop might do so by
himself, but the great majority of the members
of the Church would not be satisfisd with tho
result. 'With regard to tho appeals of the
Privy Council, ihe results must have been
foreseen, and one great advantage the colon-
ial Church derived from connexion with the
parent Church was that it possessed the right of
appeal to the Supreme Council of England.
Thus we were able to appeal, it migtt be from
local prejudice or oppression, to the highest
Court of appeal in Great Brilian. This was
one great reason why we should be most
anxious so remain members of tho same
Church, and not erect ourselves into a separate
Church. It might be said we were verging
on Erastianism, but he hesitated not to say
that had Erastus lived in England his doc-

trines would never have been put forth, nor
would he have raised a resistance to the mild
rule of the Bishops. His was a rebellion
against the spirit of tyranny in the Churches
abroad. It was true that a portion of the
Press in England had taken great umbrage at
what had been done by the judicial committee
of the Privy Council: and were exceedingly
enraptured with what had been done by tlie
Bishops in the New Zealand Church ; but those
gentlemen were evidently very anxious to have
a separate Cliurch in tho colony whiiOi should
not bo a portion of the Church of England.
I'f the Church of England were pronounced to
be a voluntary association in every British
colony, they must alter tho coronation tho
coronation service, unless they wished to see it
treated as a sham. Whether they thouglit with
the Chancellor for this diocese, that tho Church
of England in every British colony was a mere
voluntary association, or whether they thought
with him that it was a portion of tho Estab-
lished Church of England, ho contended that
they must arrive at the conclusion that an Act
of the Legislature was necessary.

In reply to a question put by JIr. Dockeb.

Mr. Gordon said the body called the United
Church of I-Ingland and Ireland in this colony
had a right like any other association of
persons, call them Wesleyans, Independents,
Baptists, or any other name, to meet together
as the members of this Conference were
meeting to-day,—to frame rules and consti-
tutions for their own government.

The Conference re-assembled shortly after
seven o'clock.

The Eev. M. B. BROWNEioa resumed the
debate. It appeared to him most desirable
that they should not separate until they came
to some definite conclusion in regard to the mat-
ter for which they had met. lie had been very
much pleased with some of the statements made
by the Chancellor ofthe diocese of Sydney, and
also with some of the observations made by the
Eev.W. Stackinreply to the Chancellor’'s speech.
Mr. Stack, in his able reply, stated that no
instances had been given in support of some
of the statements made by the Chancel-
lor of the diocese ; and that to seme extent
was true, inasmuch as there had not been any
real strain to test such synodical action. In
reference to the suggestion of a consensual
compact, lie thought there was but little
muso in meeting and passing rules if those might
be set aside or disobeyed by any refractory
clergyman. Eor himselfhe thought that unless
they had the power given to them to enforce
their rules there was but little use in passing
them. They did not expect that every member
of the Church in every parish would come to
see exactly as they saw, and become bound by
the Synod. They could only bind tho clergy.
It had been said by the Chancellor of the
diocese that they might begin with a consensual
compact, but that inaU probability they would
have to end with law. He could see
no objection to an application being made
to Parliament to grant the Church some
such power as they required. It would be
impossible to ask every member of tho Church
of England if he would bo bound by a con-
sensual compact; and with regard to the object-
ion that Legislative enactment would infringe
on the liberty of the subjeet he did not see the
force ofit. The Eev. 'W. Stack contended at
the previous Conference that every honest-
minded member of the Church of England
would agree to a consensual compact, but he
(Mr. Brownrigg) could conceive of an honest-
minded man being convinced that synodical
action would be useless unless it had the force




of law, and tliercforce he might refuse to sign
tlie compact. What would be the result?
lie would probably be considered a wrong-
headed man ; or if he signed the compact, it
would be in consequence of the pressure
brought to bear upon him ; and there would
be therefore a greater abridgment of liberty by
a consensual compact than by a legislative
enactment. He should warmly support the
resolution as it stood.

The Kcv. W. hi. White said he would
endeavour to answer some of tlie arguments
brought forward by the Chancellor of the
Idioeeso of Sydney, for although ho listened
to that learned gentleman with great attention
he did not hear anytliing to cause him to
alter his opinion—and they were all aware
that he entirely differed from the learned
gentlemen. That learned gentleman held
that the Church was a voluntary body, but
the Chancellor of the Diocese >f Goulburn
held the converse— that the Church was an
established body, and not avoluntary body at
all. It seemed to him that the Eight Kev.
Bishop of Cloulburn also hehl the same views
as his learned Chaueellor in this respect.

The Chanceliob of Ihe Diocese of G-oid-
burn explained that his opinions were not so
much opposed to those of the learned Chancel-
lor of the Diocese of Sydney, lie proceeded
to state that every member of the Church of
Ki'gland, in a British colony, was in a
different position to the members of any
voluntary Cluireh. The act of joining any
Church was a voluntary act, and in sense the
Church was a voluntary body ; but in a wider
sense the Church was an established body.

The Ecv. W. E. White resumed; He
agreed with many of his brethren that some
Legislative recognition was necessary, and
especially in regard to the temporalities of tlio
Church, for in that case an offending clergy-
man might be deprived of its temporalities.
[The rev. gentleman jiroceeded to quote from
the speech of Mr. G-ordon, delivered at the
previous Conference, and he expressed a
beliefthat the wholeof the gentlemen now pres-
ent agreed with that learned Gentleman in his
opinion as to the necessity of having some
legislation in regard to their Church temporal-
ities.  In support of the same opinion the
rev. gentleman quoted from tlie evidence given
before the comniitee of (he Legislative Council
as to the necessity of some legislative enact-
ment.] He did not believe that the Bill ap-
proved by the Diocese of Goulburn would effect
the desired end. Some discussion had taken
place in reference to the words “ legal sanction "
and “ legal recognition,” and he could not
quite understand how the Chancellor could
put the two in juxta-position. It seemed to
him that there was no object in it. He
maintained that tjiere was a gi-cat difference
between the words “sanction” and “ recogni-
tion.” In the one case tlie law would merely
recognise, or acknowledge the existence of a
certain body, and in the other case it would
give its “ sanction” to all the rules of that
Church. To give a legal “ sanction " to their
rules would, in his opinion, make them bind-
ing while the “ recognition” of the Church
would be merely to point out a certain
body, having certain rules. It seemed to
him that the Chancellor had an object
putting these words in the position in
which they stood. It seemed as though
they were intended in some degree to mystify
the matter. He hoped, however, the Confer-
ence would be guided rather by common sense
then by legal technicalities. At the same time
he thanked the learned ChanceDor for coming
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down from the clouds of leg.al lore to put his
resolution into the language of common sense.
He didjiot tliiiik tl.at the legal mind was the
best to draw up laws for tliem. The rev.
gentleman proceeded to discuss the peculiari-
ties of the I'rosliyteriau Acts, and lie maintained
that the whole of them were in effect but one
Act. He further argued, in opposition to the
opinions advanced by Mr. Gordon, that the
I'resbyterians were governed by consensual
compact, anil that the recent bill agreed to by
the Church of England Conference asked for
more than was conceded in the Presbyterian
Acts. In these Acts a certain body was re-
cognised, and the power over their temporali-
ties was given to them, and he maintained that
Avas very dilforcnt to going to the Legislature
and asking them to give their “ sanction” to
the constitutions drawn up by the late Confer-
oiicc. The rev. gentleman proceeded to read
from the Wesleyan Act, and contended that
this was altogetlier dilferent to the terms of the
Sydney Synod Bill. In conclusion, ho argued
that the course taken by the dioceses of Sydney
and Goulburn was entirely dilferent from that
taken by any other body, and tliat if the diocese
of Neivcasllo had ever gone witli the other two
ho did not tliink the Legislature vouhlhave
granted ivhat tticy asked, as it would have
lieen in a certain sense establishing the Clinrch
of England in this colony j and he thought,
moreover, tliat if a consensual compact would
indict a moral injustice, and would be an in-
friiigcnieiit of the liberty of the subject. lie
should, for these reasons, oppose the reso-
lution.

Mr. W. D. Campbel1 expressed his approval
of the resolution, but stated that he was at one
time as strong an advocate for consensual com-
Jiact as Mr. Stack had expressed himself to be.
W e asked no sanction to meet in Synod, out
for a recognition that after we were so as-
sembled we should have the poivcr to make
laws which the Legislature would enable us to
carry out. AVe noiv came as a Synod,
and desired the Legislature to acknowledge us
as such, and give legal effect to our Acts in the
same way as had been dene in other Acts
relating to other denominations. AVe were at
present hound by the standards in existence,
and we could not alter them without coinpi-
tent authority. AVe are prepared with uur
constilutions, and we asked that they might he
recorded in the registration office, and power
given us to carry into eti'ect regulations made
in Synod. If it was desirable to apply for
Legislative sanction, and seeing that Mr. Stack
did not deny the necessity for some legislation,
and seeing also that there wore serious doubts
whether the affairs of the various dioecses could
be carried into effect till we obtained that
sanction, it was better to have the sanction
before difficulties arose rather than afterwards.
Ifadoubt existed, and as this sanction w'ould do
no injury, it was a strong reason why it was
desirable to apply to have the doubt removed.

Mr. H. A. Thomas maintained that they
had sanction by right under the law, and that
they did not require recognition, as it would
be preferential and distinctive. There was no
such sanction or recognition in the Presby tcriou
Act. In reply to remarks, that Mr. Stack and
others wdio agreed with him had stood in the
way of the establishment of a Synod, he said
it so happened that most of tho.-'e in the New-
castle Diocese agreed with Mr. Stack, yet they
had already established a Diocesan Synod. If
the Bishop could refuse to call the Synod to-
gether, ho would still have that p iwer, if Legis-
lative sanction were obtained, to give effect to
the Acts of the Synod. 1fwe examined the AVes-
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Icyan Trust Act there would be found no such
distinction or preferential recognition as that
we sought for. It must be the case that if we
got what they had no’ asked for, there would
be distinction and preference. If we sought
only for what a cnmniereial or public company
obtained, there would be no difficulty about
the matter, as in this there would bo nothinn-
distinctive or preferential. The State would
no doubt recognise the governing body of the
Chureli of Ihiglaiid if ive could show that wo
were the properly constituted representative
body, and it would also recognise them as
Irustees of all property vested i'or the benefit
of the Church of England. His objection to
tins sanction, or recognition, was, that it was
a preference and distinction of the Church of
England over other sects, and in infringement
upon their liberties.  So lie believed it would
be considered to be in Parliament. In the
second place, all subjects of the Crown had an
inalienable right to meet together in associ-
ations in furtherance of the objects they had at
heart, if tlieso were not in contravention of the
law of the land. How could this right bo
strengthened by an Act of Parliament
whicli, if pessed one day, was liable
to bo repealed the next? Besides,
if this right were comprised within a
statute, they must recollect that no statute
ever pissed had been so clear and complete in
its provisions as not to leave those uifected by
very much at the mercy oflawyers, who might
differ as to its interpretation. It would be
derogatory and disgraceful to the Church of
England to think of going to every petty
Legi.slaturo of every little colony in the South-
ern hemisphere, and it was a great mistake
for members of tho Church to fall hack upon
the old and cherished associations with regard
to the conneetion of Church and State. Let it
commend itself to the people by a display of
energy, zeal, independence, and self-reliance,
standing its ground as a forest tree, and not
creeping round the trunk like aparasite. Tlie
Church then, witli its purity of doctrine, its
apostolic form of government, and the
simplicity of its form of worship, might enjoy
all these magnifieeiit advantages to the fullest
extent without stooping from the position it
occupied, or incurring the odium of seeking
legislation wliich ho hoped would be avoided
by this Conference.

Mr. Besnard did not seek any preference
for the Church of England over any other
denomination, and wmdd not support any
Synods Bill which wou d give predominance
to the Church of England. But he thought
it would be quite open to the Conference to
frame a Bill in conformity with his views upon
the resolution now under discussion.

Mr. A. Stuaht said a great deal of mys-
tification had grown over this subject from the
use of these words—*“ consensual compact,”
An earnest of their opinion, however, had been
given in the fundamental constitutions adopted
by the diocese of Sydney, and which wore
agreed to by the diocese of Goulburn. New-
castle had provided in its constitution some
rules to guide them all, and in them, otlier
rules to guide themselves. Tliey were all,
therefore, adherents to the fact that it was
necessary to iigree to something or other. He
thought it would be of great advantage in the
settlement of the differences of opinion which
at present existed if they had more amicable
discussion such as tliat which w-as now taking
place. They had been taunted that they liad
asked for such rights and exclusive privileges
as would place (he Church of England in a
position as an established Church in distinction
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to all other denominations. He left it as a
matter to be determined between the tw'o

learned ChanccUor.s wliethcr the Church
of England was established or not. If it was
established, there were four or five other

Churches in the same position, although they
might dilTer in a small degree. They had
asked for that to which they had a right,
which the Legislature had never denied, and
which they would have obtained had they
asked for it as a united body. They asked for
what was aetuallj® neeessary. \\liile they
could carry out many things without ap[)ealing
to the Legislature, there were many iinporlant
things they could not carry out without h'gis-
hitive sanction. He maintained that the AVes-
Icyans had obtained, though not in the same
wav, the same recognition which the Church
of England in this colony now desired. They
asked now for a legal sanction which they
did not ask for in 1858. They asked then
for legal sanction of their meeting, and that
was a reque.st which they did not now
think it necessary to make. All they
asked now was that the Legislature should
give effect to the carrying out of the laws they
might make. The Act they proposed was
a Temporalities Act, similar to that obtained
by the AVeslcyans and still more like that ob-
tained by theTresbyterians, so far as regarded
legislative sanction or recognition.

The Conference adjourned at twenty-five
minutes past 9 to 3 o'clock on Monday.

Foueth Day, Monday, 16th Apeil.

The Conference met pursuant to adjournment.

The President took the chair at ten minutes
past 3 o’clock.

After prayer, the minutes of the previous
meeting were read and signed by the Pre-
sident.

IEOISLATIVE SANCTION, OE EECOQNITION OE
CONSTITUTION.

The debate was resumed upon the following
resolution ;—'= That it be desirable to apply
to the l.egislature for such sanction or recog-
nition of the constitution so to be determined
upon as will secure its practical working, and
in particular will make subject to it all pro-
perty devoted to the support of the Cliurch in
this colony, and which is not affected by any
express trust.”

The Bishop of Newcastle asked the in-
dulgence of the Conference, and explained the
principle for which his diocese had been con-
tending. While they had opposed as far as
they could synodical action, initiated in amode
injurious to their church, they were all agreed
that a church constitution was required, and
that it should be drawn up by the Church
itself, at a general conference of the throe
dioceses, and that when so drawn up it should
not be materially altered by the Parliament—
at all events without being referred back to the
Church for approval. He then came to the
point immediately' before the Conference. lie
thought it very important, in order that they
might have a clear view of this subject, to
separate the idea of a church having property
from that of a church having no property.
He believed that if they w'ould consider first
ofall the Church without property and then
the Church with propeity, it would be of great
use in clearing their ideas upon this subject.
He asked their attention first to the subject of
the Church without propcrty,andreferred them
to an extract which he had had printed from
Southey’s Life of Wesley [extract quoted]. It
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was evident from this that the only thing re-
quiring the aid of the law in order that the
Wesleyan body might continue its work for
the good of the souls of others was the property
of that society or body—their chapels and
preachers’ houses. He maintained that the
discipline of the Clinreh of England could be
carried out far more eil'ectively with a con-
stitution based on voluntary compact than with
a constitution based on coercive legal force. It
was well that they should understand the
difference between the two terms. This would
be clearly shewn by simply quoting from the
constitution of New Zealand and the late
Sydney Synods’ Bill stated—* The said con-
stitutions and all rules and ordinances made in
comfomiity therewith shall be binding on the
members of the Church.” His Lordship
read the remainder of the clause, which he said
made not the slightest difference in regard to
the point he was now considering—namely,
the bond of union. In the Sydney Bill the
bond was really coercive legal power. In New
Zealand every olUeer, clergyman, trustee, or
schoolmaster who received or accepted any
office in the church had to declare his adhesion
to the Church Constitution and general synod.
Now, let them consider that question as to
discipline? The members of their Church
might be divided into clergy and laity. All
the clergy were clerical officers, and the laity
might be divided into office-bearers and those
wdio were not. He would ask the President
what possible discipline does your bill pro-
vide over those laymen who arenot office-
bearers ?

The Peesident : It does not provide any
because it was never contemplated, and | im-
agine that this is its strongest recommendation.
The laity of the Church will, I think, be very
jealous indeed in regard to subjecting them-
selves to the discipline of the synod, whether
established on voluntary or consensual com-
pact or by bill.

TheBishopofNewcastle ;l amalmostsorry
to hear such an explanation from our
metropolitan.

The Peesident : You asked for it.

The Bishop of Newcastle ; | am sorry to
hear the chiefgovernor of our Church almost
express his approbation that the laity should
be under no discipline whatever.

The Peesident: | beg pardon, there is
discipline— such discipline as is recognised by
the Book of Common Prayer.

The Bishop of Newcastle : Then | would
ask, what discipline will there be in our Church
to exclude an unworthy member from the holy
communion ? It is well that we shouldunder-
stand these things.

The President : The rubric of the Book of
Common Prayer provides for it. Am 1 to
explain to the Bishop of the Diocese of New-
castle what the rubric is P

The Bishop of Newcastle : | know what
the rubric is, but should be anxious to know
how it provides for such a case.

The President ; Every communicant must
give notice of his intention, and if the clergy-
man thinks he is unworthy he has power to
refuse him admission.

The Bishop of Newcastle ; | beg leave to
say that that is not the law of our Church.

The Peesident ; That is my interpretation
of the law.

The Bishop of Newcastle; In England it
has been stated by the highest authority that
those who are excluded are only open and
notorious sinners, and the clear legal opinion

in England is that an open and notorious sin-
ner is one that has been condemned in a Court
of law as a perpetrator of tint sin. Persons
at home had been persuaded to leave the
Church because tliey had seen, in some cases,
careless and irregular clargymen officiating,
and many persons admitted to communion who
they knew to be unfit. They had also seen
many persons buried, and the beautifid w-ords
of the burial service read over them, in refer-
ence to whom those words were not appropri-
ate. These were points which they would find
it very difficidt to provide for in any church
where synocUcal action was based on coercive
legal force ; but they would be ca»ilv provided
for where the constitution and union of the
Church were based on voluntary compact.
He thought, therefore, that basing their con-
stitution and their synod upon a voluntary
compact, would give tliem far more power to
cleanse and purify their church from the un-
worthy, and yet not expose the laity to any
undue discipline. He did not know whether
it was wise as it were to appeal to the feelings
of the laity against discipline. Tlicy had no
idea now- of introducing such discipline as
was exercised centuries ago in the Church.
They could not expect any one now to stand
at the church door in a white sheet. All they
desired was that unworthy persons should be
excluded from the holy communion, and that
the beautiful words of the burial service should
bo said only over those whose lives made them
appropriate. With regard to any other disci-
pline he would wish the Conference to under-
stand exactly the point where coercive legal
force came in. A clergyman, for instance, was
supposed to have committed an ofi'ence. He
was tried by the tribunal of the Church—
whatever it might be—and sentenced to have
his license taken from him. Up to that point
there was no difierence whatever in the two
systems as regarded the sentenced clerg3man—
but if he refused to leave his parsonage then
legal force was required to compel him to
relinquish the church property. He thought
it clear that they required no legislation for
their constitution, but only for their property.
It would be well for the members of the Con-
ference to bear in mind that there was a real
distinction between a Church with no property
and a Church with property. He differed en-
tirely from tlie Bishop of (ioulburn in regard
to the position of the Church of England in
this colony. He maintained that it was not
in any respect in so disadvantageous a position
in comparison with other religious denomina-
tions as to require the interference of the
Legislature in the slightest degree more than
it was required by them. His right rev.
brother the Bishop of Goulburn upon this
point had quoted the opinions of the
liev. Henry Venn, prebendary of St. Paul's,
but he had reaUy misquoted.

The Bishop of Qoulbuen defended his
quotation, by a reference to the pamphlet.

After some further observations from the
Bishop of Goulbuen and the Bishop of
Newcastle upon the subject of the accuracy
of the quotation,

The President said itwould be exceedingly
desirable tliat these appeals should not bo
made by one to another. Ho hoped the Bight
Bev. Prelate would continue his speech ; and,
that he might not be interrupted, he would beg
of liiin not to make any further appeals.

The Bishop of Newcastle : In the course
of his address it might bo necessarj-, in order
to convey correct information to the Conference,
to take the opinion of the learned Chancellor



on a point of law, and he did not think there
would be any impropriety in asking the
President if he woiild desire the learned
Chancellor to gire his opinion.

The Pkesident ; | shall be quite willing to
ask the Chancellor for any explanation, pro-
vided the Conference allow me.

The Bishop of Newcastle: He now came to
another point which it was important they
should all clearly understand—that legislation
was for the future, and not for the past. What
they desired to obtain by legislation was a
more wise and elTective government, and a
more wise and efl'ective management of the
atfairs of their Church than they had obtained
in past times; but they did not, if they were
wise, desire ex post facto legislation. He
would now refer to the statement of the learn-
ed Chancellor in regard to the Church of
England in New Zealand. [He here quoted
from the report in this journal of the speech of
Mr. Gordon.] The whole meaning of that
passage was that the Bishop of New Zealand's
trust deed was of no value, because it did not
change the nature of the trusts, but had only
provided that those trusts should bo placed in
the hands of other persons. What was pro-
posed to be done by a bill to be drawn up in
accordance with this resolution was exactly
what had been done in England, and by every
Legislature where there was any enactment,
with rogiml to trusts. Old trusts could not bo
altered. The succession of trustees might bo
altered, but the trust must be kept inviolate.
The main features of the speech of the learned
Chancellor were the going through the dilferent
constitutions of the Chmx'h in many colonial
dioceses, referring to a number of reports and
statements he had ready at hand, and tlicn
laying down the general rule that in all those
cases there had been reference made to the
Legislature for some aid or other. The chief
of the remaining part of his statement was a
consideration of the three cases of the Wes-
leyans, the Presbyterians, and the Church in
New Zealand—those being cases which had
been mentioned with approval as relating to
bodies who had founded their constitutions
upon voluntary compact, and who had applied
to the Legislature only for a recognition of
their constitutions in whatsoever form those
constitutions might be drawn up. But be-
fore he dealt with that there was another
point he desired to refer to. In 1858 and
1859 there was no possible agreement stated
between “ legal sanction” and “ legal recogni-
tion.” The two systems wore “ social compact,”
or “legal sanction,” and it wason account of the
very loosowayin which theterm “ legal sanction’
had been used—as if it were nothing more
than legal recognition—that he would en-
deavour to explain more plaiidy what was the
meaning given to it in 1858 and 1859— whicli
was “ legal coercive power.” [Various passages
were here quoted from the reports of the
Sydney Morning Herald in proof of this.]
Again they had been told in the voluntary com-
pact system there was great confusion, and
that the system requiring legal coercive power
was altogether free from this bungling. It was
inence of the learned Chancellor stated that
not often, however, that persons of the em-
which was exactly contrary to the fact. The
learned Chancellor spoke of a “ Synod in tlio
proper sense of the word.” What was a Synod

in the proper sense of the word? If they
turned to the address of his right rev.
brother the Bishop of Goulburn, they
would find that he quoted from a book
of very high authority—Johnson's Vade
Mecum, and there they were told that a
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diocesan Synod was a body whose duties were
not to legislate but tocarry out the enactments
of a provincial Synod, and to exercise disci-
pline over the clergy. Now, if that was a
Synod in its proper sense, he could only say
they had nothing to do with it. They were
more in advance. They were not establishing
a Synod of bishops and clergy. They had a
far nobler work in hand, and sought to bring
their laity into the Synod. He did not wish
for an English Synod ; we had sometliing far
better here. From a number of details
brought forward by the Chancellor of Sydney,
the conclusion was drawn that all the colonial
Churches had applied for legislation. All this
was granted j no one disputed it. The Dio-
cese of Newcastle, and that of New Zealand,
however anxious to have a Synod based upon
voluntary compact, were, however, decided in
the opinions that they must go to the Legis-
lature for something. There was a clear dif-
ference between the principle of the Sydney
Bill and the other legislation required.

Mr. W. D. Campbell submitted that the
Right Rev. Brelate was not in order in speak-
ing of the Sydney Bill. We had nosuch docu-
ment before the Conference, and the reference
was anticipating another resolution.

The Peesident considered the Right Rev.
Prelate to be perfectly in order.

The Bishop of Newcastle resumed : He
thought the Sydney bill was sufficiently known,
although it was not before the Conference, it
had been before Parliament. Take the three
cases which the Chancellor referred to in which
legislation had been obtained—the case of the
Wesleyans, Presbyterians, and the Church in
New Zealand. The Chancellor was reported
to have said in his address that it was a com-
plete misnomer to talk of consensual compact
with regard to the Wesleyans ; but those who
read a letter on the subject in Saturday's
Herald could not doubt for a moment that the
W esleyans had a real voluntary compact. The
model deed of the Wesleyans was certainly
based on such a compact. With regard to the
Presbyterians, the Chancellor was reported to
have said that the General Assembly recom-
mended the formation of a Synod here, and
that the consensual compact was a joke in this
case ; adding that the example of the Wesley-
ans and Presbyterians had little to do with the
work before this Conference. He (the Bishop
of Newcastle,) thought it would be impossible
to prove that the Wesleyans were not united
together by their own free will and voluntary
compact. They had no Act to give legal
coercive force to what bound them together.
I't was supposed that the Presbyterian biU was
sometliing like the late proposed Sydney biU,
as there was a reference in it to the doctrines
of their Church. It was a very old fallacy to
suppose that two things were the same in all
points because there was similarity in one.
Theirs was a Temporalities Act, and when
they spoke of their temporalities, there was a
very noble proof of their love of the Cliurch
of their countiy. They would not accept of
the temporalities unless they remained really
and truly of the same faith as the Church in
Scotland. He should be happy to introduce
such a clause in any Temporalities Act we
might have. But such a proviso did not make
their Temporalities Act like the Synod bill
lately before Parliament. With regard to
both Wesleyans and Presbyterians, nothing
had been stated by the Chancellor showing
that in any respect as to constitution and
legislation there was any parallel with what had
been sought for by the Sydney bill. They
really by their voluntary compact established
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their own constitutions, although in dififerent
forms, and appealed to tlie Legislature only
to recognise their constitutions in their
Temporalities Bfil. In the case of New Zea-
land, the Chancellor was reported to have
said with regard to the Diocese of Christchurch,
that “ the Diocese desired to have the Synod,
and patched up the matter by a Dioce.san Act.
It was a complete rope of sand. It did not
enable the Diocesan Synod to regulate the
property at all; it merely enabled that Synod
to hold property on the same trusts as it was
held on before.” Now it must be known that
for one or two years the Diocesan Synod of
Christchurch had expressed dissatisfaction of
two points—first, with respect to their having
been drawn into giving too much control to
the general Synod, and the alteration they
required that the diocesan property should be
under diocesan control.  The second matter
for dissatisfaction was the stringent declaration
requiring those who took office to resign the
emoluments of office when required by the
General Synod. This they sought to have
relaxed. In the Provincial Synod these mat-
ters were discussed when the discontent as to
the declaration subsided, and the motion on
the subject was withdrawn ; but tlie other re-
quest was freely and willingly granted.
Property was supposed to be held under the
control of a Provincial Synod on account of
this Act of the Colonial Legislature, which
stated that in all eases respecting religious,
charitable and educational trusts, the govern-
ing body of the Society should have the control
of those trusts. 1t was found desirable that
the diocese should ve more control over
diocesan trusts, and & there was exhibited a
doubt whether they coidd have that power in
connexion with this Act, an amendment was
at once proposed to the eft'ect that not only
the General Synod might be in connection
with it but every Diocesan Synod. Instead
of there being anything patched up, and the
discontent being against voluntary compact,
the proceeding must be felt to he an argument
in favour of that system. There was only one
more point to bring before the Conference,
and that was with regard to what the late
Sydney bill did really require or seek to obtain.
All the colonial Churches, it was admitted,
might properly seek legislative interference.
But there was a clear dillerence in the systems.
Take the case of a Church uniting itself to-
gether by voluntary compact, and then applying
tothe Legislature, asdid the Church of Neiv Zea-
land for an Act respecting property—a mere
Trusts Act—and having tlie constitution re-
cognised in the preamble, not in the enacting
clauses. This was what had been called in
the petition of the Bishop of New Zealand
“ a recognition in an Act of the Legislature.”
There was a second course, where, as in the
Sydney Bill, certain constitutions were drawn
up, and which by enacting clauses were made
binding upon certain otliccrs. This was ap-
proved of by Mr. Venn. There was a tliird
class seen in the case of the Victorian Bill, by
which they not only sought for and obtained
legal and coercive force for a number of con-
stitutions, but legislative power was given, so
that whatever constitution the body might
pass should have the force of law, Mr. Venn
chstinctly objected to this third class, to which
the late Sydney Bill belonged. To bring to a
test one of the points, he would request the
President to ask the Chancellor to cite, if he
could, any words in the Acts of the Wes-
leyans, Presbyterians, or other religious body,
that were parallel with the words which in the
Sydney Bill providing that the rules and ordi-
nances of the body should have the force of
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law. In the Sydney Bill were these words

“ And the said constitutions, and all rules and
ordinances made in conformity therewith,
shall be binding upon the said Bishop of Syd-
ney, and all members of the Church.” Where
was' the parallel to this in the Acts of other
religious bodies ? It was desirable that this
simple test should be applied, lie could not
find that, cither with regard to giving legal
coercive power to these constitutions or to
any f.iture constitutions the Synod might
agree to, there were any provisions in the
Wesleyan or Presbyterian Act parallel to them.

Mr. Goedox had not the slightest objection
to accept the challenge thrown out by the
right rev. prelate, but, as he had not the
doc-uments at hand, he would, if allowed, avail
himself of the opportunity of explaining after
the evening adjournment.

The Bishop of Tsewcistie continued : He
woidd now conclude with the proposal of an
amendment. lie belieycd, and he had spent
no little time and thought oil the subject, that
no other religious body in this colony had
obtained any power from the Legislature to
give a legal coercive force with respect to its
constitutions, over any otliccrs, the sole power
given by the Legislature being a control over
their property. lie was quite w'illing to allow
the necessity for going to the Legislature for
a Temporalities or Trusts Act, and that was
all we required. If anything further were
granted to us by the Legislature it would be a
violation of religious equality in this™colony.
This was his clear opinion, and he wished to
have it put on this simple test—could the
words he had quoted be found in the Acts
of the Weslcyans and Presbyterians. _ The
amendment he now proposed was to omit the
words “ secure its practical working, and in
particular will,” before the words “ make
subject.” The resolution would then read thus;
“3. That it is desirable to apply to the
Legislature for such sanction or recognition of
the constitution so to bo determined upon as
will make subject to it all property devoted to
the support of the Church in this colony, and
which is not nlFccted by any express trust.
Should the resolution so amended be agreed to,
the most important work could be done before
they separated. Having frequently gone over
their constitutions in the diocesan Synods, it
would take very little time to unite them in
one. He woid'd suggest that the drawing up
of a bill should be left to a Committee, and
that it w-ould be wise to allow about twelve
months for deliberation on the measure. There
were some m.atters not requiring law that
would demand lengthy consideration, and he
thought if they met again this time next year
there would be very little difference of opinion
as to what shoidd be asked of the Legislature.

The Kev. B. Chapman seconded the pro-
posed amendment.

Mr. Macaethue, without intending at a
later hour to go into the whole subjects so
liberally and fully brought before the Conference
by the right rev. prelate who last spoke, moved
the adjournmnntof the debate till 7 o’'clock, as
no one seemed prepared to continue the discus-
sion.

The Conference adjourned at twenty minutes
before 6 till 7 in the evening.

The Conference re-assembled shortly after 7
o’clock.

Mr. Goehon said that the question he had
been requested to answer was, whether (he
Acts of the Wesleyan and Presbyterian
Churches contained the same provisions as
those which were to be found in the Sydney
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bill of 1865. Ecfcrring to the Wesleyan Act,
he found words which he eoiisidered to confer
precisely the same legislative sanction to the
Wesleyan body nswas proposed to be conferred
upon the Church of England in this colony by
the “ Sydney bill.” [Mr. Gordon proceeded
to read several clauses from the Wesleyan Act
to show that in that Act there was h'gislation
of a precisely similar character to that intro-
duced into the “ Sydney bill” of 1865.] Erom
this ho argued that by the words in the Wes-
leyan Act all the churches and chapels of the
Wesleyan denomination were as much tied
down to the rules and ordinances of the
Wesleyan body, as the property of the Church
of England was secured for those who professed
the doctrine and accepted the ordinances and
formularies of that communion. The same
thing was also true as regarded the state of the
legislation in this colony in re.speet of the
Presbyterian Church of Scotland. The Wes-
leyan Act was framed according to the rules of
that Churcji. Mr. Gordon quoted the Presby-
terian Acts in support of his view, and resumed
his sent.

Mr. James M acaethhe said he hoped that
they would not go to the Legislature other-
wise than as one body—that all the dioceses
would concur— believing, if they did not so
concur, that they would not be likely to obtain
nhat they required. He would venture to
express his hope that the two dioceses of Syd-
ney and of Newcastle would endeavour to for-
get foregone conclusions, and not suffer them-
selves to be actuated by any irritability of feel-
ing that might have arisen. He believed there
might have been some feeling of irritability,
but he did not think that it had ever amounted
to actual anger. He did not think that the
amendment of the Bishop of Newcastle was of
that practical importance which his lordship
appeared to suppose ; no doubt his lordship
thought different. To him (Mr. Macarthur)
the proposed amendment did not appear to
be likely to carry out what was called by some
the consensual compact.”

The Bishop of QoriBUEN said that he
had had no intention of addressing the Con-
ference upon this resolution but for the speech
and the amendment of the Bishop of New'-
castle. The meeting appeared in some measure
to have been drifting away from the real point
at issue, which was this :—*“ Is consensual or
voluntary compact alone sufficient without
law ?”  Or, “ is legislative sanction required
for the practical working of the constitu-
tions?” The former he would answer by a
direct negative— the latter with a decided affir-
mative. And first, what is this consensual
compact which renders law so needless ? No
one seems able to trace the phrase to its origin
or to define it with satisfactory exactness. He
certainly did not expectthe “ lonely unblessed-
ness” of some of our friends in the northern
diocese, to be familiar -with such a subject!
Ho might, however, suggest that (here was a
compact from whichit maybe inferred that
law must precede, in order to define and limit
in a precise manner its rights and privileges
that mere recognition was inadequate, and that
Legislative sanction was a previous necessity.

The Lord Bishop of Newcastle had quoted
a private letter wherein he (the Bishop of
Goulhurn) had stated he “ could not understand
the ground of the opposition” raised against
the Juunciples advocated in the Dioceses of
Sydney iind Goulburn. He had now with
great attention listened to the lengthened
address of his Eight Kevorend brother; and he
was still utterly unable to comprehend the
vehemence of the opposition—or to see any

(he least semblance of logic in (he reasoning.
It is allcgedfor instancethat in this Colony each
person who is a member of the Church is so,
merely by his oivn voluntary consent. But he
(the Bish-ip of Goulburn) would reply by
asking, is not this precisely the position of
every member of the Church in Eng'and, as
well as here. There is no difference in this
respect; and yet the voluntariness of (ho
membership in England, wdiere every detail
of duty and of privilege is minutely defined by
law, is not in the least interrupted or curtailed
thereby 1 Why, therefore, parade the fact that
the Church in the colony is a vohintary so-
ciety, as though it did not stand in need of
law ? whereas it is evident that every volun-
tary society, whether in New South Wales or
elsewhere, must have rules for its gtudauce,
which will bind together all its members in
one holy bond of brotherhood and of disci-
pline. If they were true to their mutual
interests, they would agree to govern their
own body by prescribed law.

There had been much discussion on the
question of the distinction between “ recogni-
tion” and “ sanction;” and it had been said
that recognition was sufficient, without sanc-
tion. He would throw the subject into the
form of an equation, and argue that “ Eecog-

nition with effect is equal to sanction but
(hat “ Eeeognition without effect is equal to
nothing!! " Legislative recognition which will

secure the practical working of the Constitu-
tions, and give full effect to them, is the only
legislation for which they should strive, if
they were to have a Synod which would dis-
tribute between the Bishop, the clergy, and
the laity, the governing power now vested
solely in the Bishop. If, however, their
friends on the other side did not desire a
Synod which should exercise a real legal effect
upon the Church; if they desired merely to
please themselves with the name of Synod,
while leaving all essential power still in
the hands of the Bishop, let them say so
plainly—and those, whose principles he advo-
cated, would know what to understand and
how to proceed. For his own part however
he and his friends meant a real Synod— they
meant a Synod in name, and a Synod in effect;
a Synod which would without mistake enable
the Bishop to share the government of the
Church in his Diocese with the clergy and the
laity thereof. The consensual compact, on
the other hand, had on a former occasion been
proved to demonstration by the Bishop of
Newecastle to be nothing but “ arope of sand.”
For instance it could not bind successors ; it
could not of necessity secure the co-operation
of all the parishes in a Diocese, nor of all the
Dioceses in a Brovinco; it could have no
power to retain either parish or diocese—if
the clergyman or the Bishop, though he once
m:iy have agreed to the Compact, should after-
wards change his mind; for clergymen and
Bishops do frequently change their minds as
has been too evident in tlie experience
of the Conference. Will this “ rope of sand ”
secure the practical working of the Constitu-
tions, and have strength enough to keep
together the materials of a Synod ? Certainly
not. The former demonstration of the Bishop
of Newcastle has never been disproved.
In this TOspect he (the Bishop of Goul-
burn) was reminded of an incident in the
life of a young barrister, John Scott, (after-
wards Lord Chancellor Eldon) who early in
his career, argued in London with great clear-
ness some difficult point of law. When soon
after on the Northern Circuit the same young
barrister held a brief on the opposite side of
the question and endeavoured to disprove his



own grand argument, the presiding judge in-
terrupted tlie Advocate, who was unknown to
him, with tlio remark, “ no, no, young man,
you will never disprove the unanswerable
argument of Mr. Scott, you cannot disturb it.”
He (the Bishop of Goulburn) tliought he
iniglit apply the lesson to the case before them
and say to the Bight Reverend Prelate “ no,
no, young man, the Bishop of Newcastle has
proved to a demon.stration that consensual
compact is a “ rope of sand "—and you will
never bo able to disturb his unanswerable
argument.”

The so-called Synod of New Zealand had
been often adduced as providing a guide for
their imitation. His own opinion after much
consideration was that the case of New Zea-
land did not encourage them to follow its ex-
ample. The Constitutions in thatcolony wore
nut linked with the Trust Act by legislative
sanction—though recognised in the preamble.
Consequently the Synod did not include all the
members of the Church of England in that
colony. Upon some, therefore, they had no
practical effect. The supremacy of the Crown
had not been guarded and retained, and there
were licensed clergymen who had never Joined
and who could not be brought into tlie %nod.
There were, besides, many specialties in that
ease, so that it did not present any parallel to
our own. It could not, therefore, with pro-
priety be urged as a model for our imitation.

In the second place, he would proceed to
discuss the question of Legislative sanction.
The Rev. Prebendery Venn had been quoted
as asserting that “ such powers (as those
sought from the Legislature of the Colong by
the Diocese of Sydney) “ had not been given
to any other religious communities.” In
order to understand the reasoning of Mr.
Venn, it should be borne in mind that at-
tempts had been made to obtain from the Im-
perial Parliament power for the Bishops,
clergy, and laity of any colony to meet toge-
getber, and to make whatever regulations they
might deem necessary. The chief objection to
this was that the Regulations made by such an
Assembly would have the force in the colonies
of Imperial law in virtue of the proposed Act.
“ Such a course would be at variance with all
past legislation, and would override the Colo-
nial Legislatures. Such powers had not been
given to any other religious communities.”
Mr. Venn was, therefore, urging the Imperial
Parliament to abstain from interfering with
Colonial Legislatures ; and to avoid doing for
the Church of England, by such an Act, what
it had never done for other communities.
Mr. Venn's advice to the Church in the colo-
nies was rather “ to obtain a legal sanction for
ecclesiastical arrangements through the Colo-
nial Legislatures,” and not through the Im-
perial Parliament.

Mr. Venn is in this matter a wise adviser.
A Synod without such legislative sanction
would be powerless, and in many respects use-
less ; whereas a Synod with such sanction will
be something real. It is, in fact, the only
mode by which any Colonial Bishop can effec-
tually summon all his clergy to a true and
legitimate Synod ; the only mode by which
united action can be practically gained, and
power over property obtained to secure the
trusts to their rightful purposes. Will any
lawyer venture to say that these things can bo
secured by a so-called Synod acting under
consensual compact? Such a meeting would
not bo a Synod at all! And it is a gratuitous
assertion to say that the united action of a
whole Diocese— the co-operation of the clergy
and laity, can be gained by such a method.
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It is objected that Legislative sanction would
be “ coercive”— would have a *“ coercive
force j” while a voluntary compact would
secure the united action of a whole Diocese.
But, we ask, by what method ? By compelling
a Bishop, before he accepted a Diocese, and
before he really understood his position, to
sign a document professing his acceptance of
the Synod and its Constitution ; hy compelling
a clergyman, before his appointment to a cure
of souls, to bind himself in “ submission to the
authority of the Synod by compelling each
Church olHcer, before entering upon the duties
of his olficc, to sign away his liberties, without
the guidance and protection of the law ! This
would be the revival of an irresponsible power,
at all times alien to the feelmgs of an EugliAi
Cliurehman.

For himself he had an Englishman’s repug-
nance to the revival in any form of the Star
Chamber ; he had a Churchman's repugnance
to the coercive force of a private inqui.sition,
compelling either a clergyman or a layman, a
bishop or a presbyter, to sign a document of
this nature, which had not the sanction of laio -
he had a Christian’s repugnance to speak of
freedom to the ear, when fetters and bonds
were being forged for the conscience in the
secret chamber of consensual compact! He
would rather yield “ in meek submission” to
the benign voice of protective law, under the
gentle restraints of which all would be placed
in the same position, than to the illegal coer-
cive force of a volmitary compact!

By placing the Constitutions under the
sanction of law they would remove their pro-
ceedings from the secrecy of this modern Star
Chamber and place the members of the Church
under the public protection of Her Majesty the
Queen, and under the shield of the G-overn-
ment under which they lived. Ho would
repeat that a Synod constituted without effec-
tive legislative recognition was not a Synod.
The decision of the Judicial Committee of Her
Majesty’s Privy Council in the case of Long v.
the Bishop of Capetown was decisive upon that
point. Let them bear in mind that that deci-
sion was drawn up by such eminent men as
Lord Kingsdown, Sir Stephen Lushington and
Sir J. T. Coleridge, names which rank among
the highest for legal acumen. And what is
their judgment? That “it is a mistake to
treat such an assembly ” (convened on the
principle of voluntary compact,) as a Synod
at all" Being therefore persuaded that if he
is to call in others to share his responsibilities,
and to aid him in managing the affairs of the
Church in his Diocese, he will do so only in a
“ lawful assembly,” and ho will abstain from
summoning his clergy to a Synod, until he can
do so in a lawful manner : and meanwhile he
would avoid misleading them by the use of a
“false brandhe would not call that a vol-
untary, consensual association, which in prac-
tice would evidently become a tyrannical, but
unreal Synod. It was his wish that the power
at present vested in the Bishop, and which, if
consensual compact alone prevailed, would stiU
remain in the hands of the Bishop, should be
shared by the Bishop, the clergy, and the laity.
E'er these various reasons he must withhold his
assent from the amendment of the Bishop of
Newcastle and record his vote in favor of the
resolution of the learned Chancellor of the
Diocese of Sydney.

Mr. Dockbk said that he had not heard one
word of dissent against applying to the Legis-
lature for something or other, the only differ-
ence being as to the subject w-ith respect to
which it was necessary to go to the Legislature.
W e had been informed by the learned Chan-
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cellors of the Sydney and Goulburn dioceses
that the Church had the right to meet in pub-
lic assembly. The resolution set forth that we
should apply for sanction or recognition, lie
thought we required a consensual compact as
well as legislative recognition or sanction of our
right to frame rules and ordinances. There
was a difference of opinion in the Conference
as to the time when we were to make this ap-
plication to the Legislature, and he was afraid
that there was an idea lingering in the minds
of the Bishops of Sydney and Goulburn that
if would be necessary to obtain legislative re-
cognition prior to our meeting in Synod. No
person could know what these rules would he,
and we should be asking the Legislature to
give legal force to regulations which w-ere
yet in the womb of time. He did not think
that the Conference going to tlie Legislature
with such a proposition would obtain what
they desired. jUl the Legislative enact-
ment we needed was in regard to the tem-
poralities of the Church, and a mutual
agreement would still be necessary to make
the rules effective. Our great object was
to frame a constitution that should be ap-
plicable to every diocese in the colony;
and he was quite sure that we should come to
some harmonious decision ; but at that stage
our real difficulties would begin. No member
of the Church of England would willingly bo
dissevered from that Church; but we could not
introduce the polity of the Church of England
and Ireland iuto this colony. We had here
no Ecclesiastical Courts in this colony. He
was afraid that the principle of the supremacy
of the Crown, to which we were all so warmly
attached, would be the great stumbling block
in the way ofour obtaining legislative sanction.
The Queen, as the head of the Church, could
not confer spiritual jurisdiction upon Bishops
who were appointed in any of the British col-
onies. This being the ease, it was clear that
the ecclesiastical system which prevailed in
England could not be brought in force in the
same manner here. They were, therefore, as
a communion thrown back, as it appeared to
him, to the position of the primitive Church.
As, therefore, there was this necessary diffe-
rence in their position they were bound to face
that difference. The supremacy of the Sover-
eign in England was, by the constitution of
England, the supremacy of the lay element,
and this distinctive character of their Church
might be here best maintained by having re-
course to the Legislature for that sanction
which was necessary. Mr. Docker concluded
by emphatically condemning the “ puerility of
voting by orders,” and by expressing his
earnest hope that they would all unite for the
object they had in view.

Mr. Charles Campbell thought the Bishop
of Newcastle's amendment was of but very
little importance, and suggested that some
other alteration was desirable at the end of the

clause. He should not vote either for or
against the amendment then before the
Conference.

TheRev. M.B.Beowkeioo should vote against
the amendment. It was either unnecessary or
injurious. Did the amendment alter the sense
and purport of the clause ? To him it appear-
ed unduly to restrict the action proposed to be
taken.

Mr. H. A. Thomas supported the amend-
ment, and stated that, in his opinion, the
members of the Conference who were opposed
to it wei'e notagreed amongst themselves. Ho
maintained that the consensual compact would
give aU thatwas required for the Church under
the sanction of the law. If they were to go
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to the Legislature to obtain Legislative sanction
they had better go in the form of the ancient
Greek phalanax. If they were to determine
upon such a course of action, he would
suggest that the learned Chancellor for Sydney
should be placed in front. They did all
agree that a consensual compact was neces-
sary ; and if it was, why should they not
adopt that principle and go to the Legis-
lature for the necessary legislation afterwards.

The Rev. F. A. C. Lillingston desired
heartily to oppose the amendment, and in
doing so he wished topoint the conferenceto the
object of the amendment, which would be
easily discovered by a system of consideration
suggested by the Lord Bishop of Newcastle.
The conference would remember that his lord-
ship had told us that the right way to consider
every proposition was to lay aside all unneces-
sary matter and confine our attention alone to
the words which convey the chiefideas in the
proposition. Now when we apply this rule
to the amendment before us, we find that its
object is to excise from the proposition the
words “ Bccirre its practical working,” and con-
sequently applying the Bishop’s rnle to this
amendment, we oan an-ive at no other con-
clusion but that the object of this amend-
ment is to prevent our securing the practical
working of our constitutions, or in fact of a
Synod at .all. His lordship does not object to
our having a Synod, so long as wo do not
secure its practical wmrking. But now follow-
ing the Socratic method of disputation we
would like to ask a few questions as regards
this amendment, and the views of the gentle-
men opposed to this principle in general. And
first of all, “ what seemity have we that a
future Bishop may not ignore a Synod alto-
gether, if we have no will in the matter? The
successor of any of the present Bishops might
wish to be an autocrat, and on his appointment
he might entirely ignore the very existence of a
Synod, unless such Synod had been both re-
cognised and sanctioned by some Legislative
action. There had been instancesof Bishops un-
willing to part with autocratic power, and there-
fore it would be wise to consider such acase, re-
membering thatwe were now legislating not only
for the present but for the future. Another
question he would ask, was— Where was the
unanimity in the Church concerning the im-
portance of which we had heard so much from
certain gentlemen.

When they were opening the door by this
voluntary compact, for a division of the Church
into parts. What means could be so effectual
to destroy all uniformity, as an arrangement
w'hereby half the parishes in a diocese might
submit to Synodical rules, and the other half
against them ? One more question he would
ask, what was the difference between a
Synod bound together only by voluntary com-
pact, and a clerical meeting with a slight ad-
mixture of the laity? We might have such
meetings or synods, if you like to call them so;
we might have nice little conversations and
discussions, and each one then would leave
the meeting with his own opinions, and there
would be no power to carry out the resolutions
which had been agreed to by the majority.
Such meetings he contended would be a waste
of time, and almost puerile. For these and
many other reasons he wished to heartily op-
pose the amendment, and hoped that all would
agree to such a bill as would make our future
Synods not a sham, or a toy by which the
people were to be amused, while they who
now have it still kept the power, but would
secure the practical working of each Synod in
each Diocese in this colony.
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The Rev. W. Stack said that a clergyman
of the Church of England would be bound by
an Act of the Imperial Parliament, but not by
an Act of the Colonial Legislature. This
question had been very clearly and ably stated
in a letter which had been written by the
Bishop of Newcastle—a letter which had been
disparaged in the Conference, but one wliich
members would have done better to read,
rather than to condemn. We were by the
resolution before us, to appoint acommittee to
prepare a bill; but it was obvious that that
measure would be substantially the same in
principle as the bill which had preceded it.
He was entirely dissatisfied with the expla-
nation which the Chancellor of the Diocese of
Sydney had given in regard tooertaiuwordscon-
tained in the bill referred to. Were we hkely
to get such abill as thatwhichhadbeen already
submitted to Parliament? He contended that
we did not require legal authority to meet in
Synod, for to do so was perfectly legal alieady.
Every clergyman was now bound to ‘ canonical’
obedience; but what that was was not very
clearly understood, and it was one reason why
we wanted a Synod. This being so, ho had
been very much surprised at the remarks of
the Bishop of Goulburn respecting the dark
ages and so forth. How gentlemen could
speak about Synods as bodies which were able
to exercise coercive power, he was utterly
unable to understand ; for no Synod of the
Church of England had ever exercised such
power. He had listened with a great deal of
pleasure to the remarks of Mr. Alexander
Stuart, who has given us some valuable princi-
ples in reference to the subject before the
Conference. He (Mr. Stack) and those with
whom he acted were not opposed to all legis-
lation, as had been represented. Tliere was
very good reason for supposing that the bill
would be utterly inefi'ectual in regulating
Church property. The disposal of Church
property was a most difficult subject, and one
which required the moat careful and mature
consideration.  The rapid accumulation of
property was in itself a strong argument for
the holding of a Synod as early as possible;
and the Church was now suffering from the
want of such an organisation. If they really
wanted to form a Synod, let them take the
proper course. One road was closed against
them, but the other was perfectly open. It
was useless to apply to the Legislature; and
the real question before us was Synod or no
Synod. If they desired synodical action, let
them adopt the course proposed by the Bishop
of Newcastle.

At half-past 10 o'clock the Conference ad-
journed until to-day at 3 o'clock p.m.

Fifth Day.—Tttesdat, 17th Apeil.

The Conference met pursuant to adjournment.

The Peesident took the chair at ten

minutes past 3 o'clock.

After prayer, the minutes of the previous
meeting were read, and signed by the Presi-
dent.

LEGISLATIVE SANCTIOH OE EECOGNITION OF
CONSTITUTION.

The debate was resumed upon the following
resolution :—“ That it is desirable to apply to
the Legislature for such sanction or recog-
nition of the constitution so to be determined
upon, aswill seeiu’e its practical working, and
in particular will make subject to it all pro-
perty devoted to the support of the Church in

this colony, and which is not affected by any
express trust.”

Hpon wliich an amendment had been pro-
posed to omit the words “ secure its practical
working, and in particular will,” before the
words “ make subject,” so that the resolution
would then read thus ;—* 3. That it is desir-
able to apply to the Legislature for such
sanction or recognition of the constitution so
to be determined upon as wilt make subject to
it all property devoted to the support of the
Church in this colony, and which is not
affected by any express trust.”

Captain Bolton started with the assiunp-
tion that the Church of England was in pre-
cisely the same position as other Churches,
with an inherent right to frame bye-laws for
their own government, and, wlien the time
came, to give their aid in the formation ofa
general Synod. He ihsapproved of the reso-
lutions, considering them vague to such a
degree as to excite suspicion. He would
much rather that the point of disagreement
between the dioceses should have been clearly
stated. This would have been much better
than beating about the bush as they had done
from the commencement, avoiding the real
difficulty. The Bishop of Sydney in directing
his Chancellor to prepare these resolutions no
doubt did that which was quite correct, but
he (Mr. Bolton) could not help thinking that
the learned Chancellor performed the duty
imposed upon him more with the feelings of
an advocate than those of a true member of
the Church. In forming that opinion he was
fortified by the remarkable mistake the learned
Chancellor made in regard to the Wesleyan
body. These five or six resolutions had been
prepared and numbered consecutively, and the
members of the Conference could only accept
or reject them.  They were all to be proposed
by the learned Chancellor, and this put- a
tremendous power into his hand, because he
had the right of reply. If it were the reply of
a clergyman he would think nothing of it—
(Laughter)—but it was the reply of a learned
advocate. (Laughter.)) The whole of the
debates had related to the two points whether
they required such a bill as the Sydney
Synods Bill, or whether they wanted only a
Trust Deed, and yet those points were not
mentioned in the resolutions. And then
because these, which were the real points,
had been obscured, it was said that they
were coming “ nigh to each other!” It was
true, but they were coming to *“ close quar-
ters.” (Laughter.) He here caused some
merriment by quoting a letter from Pope
Gregory to St. Augustine, to indicate the
spirit in which he should refer to other
Churches, his object being to show not only
that Churches could be governed by then- own
laws but that they were governed by their

own laws. He quoted the case of Dr. Warren
in Manchester, and then the case of Palmer v.
Deshur, in America, to show that the
Americans went even further than England
in non-interference. In this latter case the
American court, in delivering judgment, said,
“ He stands convicted of the offences alleged
against him by the sentence of a spiritual
body, of which he was a voluntary member,
and whose proceedings he had bound himself
to abide by.” It belongs not to the civil
power to enter into or review the proceedings
of a spiritual court. The structure of our
Government has, for the preservation of civil
liberty, wrested the temporalities from
religious interference. On the other hand, it
has secured religious liberty from the invasion
of civil authority. The judgments, therefore,
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of religious associations bearing on their own
members are not examined here.

Mr. Macarthub: Would Captain Bolton
be good enough to read Lord Lyudhurst's
decision ?

Captain B oMON read the decision given by
Lord Lyndhust in the case of Dr. Warren, the
first part of which was as follows :—* It is
said that the publication was really not an
oflence entitling this body to exercise juris-
diction, and that it did not suiiport the
charges which were preferred against him.
Whether it did support those charges or not
was a question for the di-trict committee (the
Wesleyan tribunal), I have no jurisdiction
respecting it,” &e. He also quoted the bet-
ting case of Bind v. Wolf, where, if his
memory served him aright, the Chief Justice
said he could not interfere with the decision
of the Jockey Club. He thought therefore,
that under a system of voluntary compact they'
could well carry out the institutions of the
Church. He desired to confine the operation
of law to Church property, and not extend
it to the rules for discipline. Taking the
hypothesis of a Church without property, it
was clear that we could not approach the
Legislature under such circumstances. Ac-
cording to the original resolution we asked for
State-aid in its most obnoxious form— State-
aid to carry on the discipline of our Church.
Yet it was said we were only asking for
privileges that other colonial Churches en-
joyed. It was not so, for theseother Churches
weregoverned by voluntary compact, and in that
were supported by the law of the land. But it
was said, how were you to punish refractory or
contumacious clergymen under a voluntary
system, or trust deed. Under such a system
the process would be the mildest aud freest in

form. It would be confined to condemnation,
suspension, and the extreme penalty of de-
privation.  The laity were all anxious for

synodical action, and few would hesitate to
join in it if based on the voluntary principle.
The only difl'erence in the position of those
who refused to join would be that they woidd.
deny themselves the privilege of sharing in the
government of the Church; and the clergymen
who refused to join, although retaining in
.some respects his fonner position in his parish,
would throw himselfand his pavishionei-s out of
diocesan action, and lose the honourable posi-
tion of taking part and having a voice in the
administration of the general affairs of the
Church to which he belongs. Those who took
offices in the Church would, under the volun-
tary compact, be restrained by their obligations
as much as if they acted under the coercive
control of statute law. Anything like coercion
by law to compel men to join was calculated to
do an immense amountof mischief We might
as as well attempt to defend the harbour
against the attacks of foreign foes by Acts of
Barliament as to establish religious principles
by law. One would be no less a failure than
the other. 1f no Synod could be established
without law, we should never have a Synod
in this country during this generation. If we
required synodical action, the wisest course
was to give up the idea of a Synod Bill or any-
thing of the kind. Let the articles of our
constitution be drawn up and confinned, and
the canons of the Church established in con-
formity w'ith them, so that our position being
plainly seen by the people at large, they might,
if they desired, join freely the Church Union.
He could not see that we required the inter-
ference of the Legislature to prevent dissen-
sion ; indeed, a Bill with such an object would
be rejected in such a way as to bring a blush

to the face of everyone. The control of the
Bishop over the clergy with regard to synodi-
cal meetings would be far greater under a
voluntary compact than it could possibly be
under the law of the colony. To endeavour
to get a Synod Bill through the Legislature
would be only to court disappointment and
delay ; the Assembly would never consent to
make our Church a State Church. If we were
earnest in the desire for a Synod, and he felt
certain that the desire was almost universal
among the members of the Church, it coidd
only be realised upon the basis of voluntary
compact.

The Rev. B. Chapman did not concur in
all the remarks of the last speaker in support
of the amendment moved by the Bishop of
Newcastle, and, in particular, he dissented
from observations which had been made rela-
tive to the course of proceeding adopted by
the Chancellor of the Sydney Diocese. He
(Mr. Chapman) believed that that learned
gentleman, like every other member of the
Conference, was actuated by the highest
motives, and that he was most anxious to
forward what he considered to be for the best
interests of their common Church. He (Mr.
Chapman) sincerely hoped that the result of
their deliberations would prove advantageous
to that Church, and that, witli this one object
before them, they would calmly enter upon
the due consideration of what they had to do.
He thought it was time for the rev. the Met-
ropolitan to throw oil upon the troubled waters,
and make such suggestions as all might agree
to. In his lordship’s opening address he liad
been pleased to use these words—*“ I shall be
satisfied with any measure which secures the
legal efficacy of the constitutions agreed upon
in this Conference. It is of little moment
whether tiiis end is secured by a Synod Bill or
by a Trust Act.” These he believed to have
been his lordship’s words, and if so, they were
such as showed that his lordship was committed
to neither side. He could therefore mediate
between them. He (Mr. Chapman) could not
support the proposed Synod Bill, because he
conscientiously dissented from it, but for the
sake of the peace of the Church he felt that
he might refrain from opposmg it.

Mr. SitTAET said it was impossible, in speak-
ing to these resolutions, altogether to disregard
the late bill. He believed amendments might
be introduced into that bill of such acharacter
as would make it acceptable to all, and hoped
that such would be the case. What was the
meaning of the amendment which had been
moved bj'the Bishop of Newcastle ? It either,
as had well said, meant nothing at all, or else
it contained a position to which it might be
necessary to object. The question was not as
to wludher “sanction” or “recognition” meant
the same thing; what they had to deal with
specially was the question as to temporalities,
and indirectly—so far as it might bear upon
the use or enjoymeiit of those temporalities
upon the question of Church discipline. It
was impossible in this material world of ours
to conceive that any Church could exist by
which property was not held. It was incon-
ceivable that such a body as tlie Church should
not hold property, and if so, it must be-
come evident that laws and regulations would
have to be made in that behalf. By the ex-
press invitation of the “ Synod” of the diocese of
Newcastle they as members of the General
Conference were in tliat room assembled to
consider on what points “ legislative sanction”
Was necessary. And if the diocese of New-
castle had first used this term “sanction,” how
could they afterwards consider themselves at
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liberty to object to it? It appeared to him
veiy strange that such a course as he now
referred to should have been followed by their
fellow Churchmen from that diocese. He
coidd not understand going to the Legislature
for “recognition” as something apart from
“sanction.” If legislation of some kind was
necessarj',—and regarding that there appeared
to be but one opinion,—in what other terms
could they apply to the Legislature than such
it was now proposed to use ? The Newcastle
Synod had agreed upon a bill to be called the
“ Church Temporalities Act,” and there were
clauses in that Act which, he maintained, were
quite as binding as anything in the Sydney
Bill. He could not but think that a great
deal of (he remarks which had been made
about “ binding and fettering (he Church,”
might have been spared. They were asking
for not a whit more than was asked for
by the Newcastle Bill. There was a large
portion of Church property which all felt satis-
fied to be of such a character as to require to
be legislated for. The terms of the Newcastle
Bill clearly as.sumed this. If that bill had
been passed the effect would have been that as
trusts dropped in the Synod would be there to
receive them. There would be no doubt about
that. [Mr. Stuart here read an extract from
an address of the Bishop of Newcastle, with a
view to show that that prelate had clearly ad-
mitted that some legislation was necessary.]
That Bishop had said that all they required
was to have their Church trusts and Church
discipline vested in their Sj'uods, and for this
legislation wasclearly indispensable. He coidd
see nothing that had been asked for by the
Sydney Bill which had not been quite as ex-
plicitly asked for by the Newcastle Diocese.
All that they wanted was legal authority for
the carrying out of their voluntary compact.
Both sides were so far agreed. They had
asked for leave to tie down their officers to
those rules which they themselves had made.
The Legislature would not refuse this. In the
Episcopal Church in Scotland there had been
a case which shewed the force of this line of
argument. In tliat Church a clergyman liad
felt himself aggrieved about the repeal of a
canon of that Church—a Church which had
no legal sanction ; rather the reverse. The
canon that was repealed had reference to the
use of the Communion Office of the Scottish
Service Book, but the subject of the canon was
immaterial to the argument. A Rov. Mr.
Forbes—had brought his action against the
bishops aud clergy of the Scottish Episcopal
Church, and the express deience of the de-
fendants was, that they were not abody which
had any legal sanction whatever. This ease
against the Scottish bishops was dismissed, but
not, however, solely on those grounds set forth
in the defence. Now if the Episcopal Church
in Scotland had had power to enforce its own
rules and regulations, such an action as he had
described could not possibly have been brought.
The Scottish Episcopal Church had no legal
sanction—no legal status.

Mr. Chaeies Campbell desired to correct
the lion, member. The Church in.Scotland
was disestablished, but its legal existence had
been specially recognised by several distinct
pieces of legislation smee its disabilities were
removed.

The President thought that the Chancellor
of the Goulburn Diocese wasout of order hi his
interruption.

Mr. Steaet continued: He had merely
wished to show that if they, as a Church in
the colony, had not such legal sanction as lie
desired to see secured to them, they' might
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be constantly dragged into the Supreme Court
wheneyer the discipline mutually agreed upon
should be exercised. The I*resbytcrian Church
Act here in tliis colony clearly did much more
than the Blil which had been so strongly ob-
jected to. The Presbyterians were practically
acquainted with the details of synodical action,
and it would be found that in their Acts they
had always aroided attempting to define where
“ temporalities” began and “ spiritualities
ceased. It would be wise, therefore, for them
to take alarge B ill; notone that merely effected
property alone. They should not only bo
enabled to know from their Act what
ought to be the course of the trust, but also
what were the ecclesiastical functions of those
who were to benefit by those trusts. Before
he resumed his seat he desired to correct a
statement which had fallen from him in a pre-
vious speech asto pre-existing property. Per-
haps in what he had tlieii said he might have
gone too far. He re-echoed much that been
said in reply to his remarks by his rev. friend
as to this pre-existing property of the Church.
l.et them so make their arrangements that
they might have that property which the
Church already possessed, but let them have
their Church property so handed over to them,
that it might not be possible to take it away
from the Church.

Mr. Docker said that the clergy and laity
of Newcastle had met in Synod because they
desired it to be made manifest that they con-
sidered they had, as members of the Church, a
perfect right to consider and to transact their
own business. Mr. Docker proceeded at some
length, to explain the reasons which had actu-
ated the Newcastle Synod (and himself as a
member of that Synod) in the drawing up the
Newcastle Temporahties Bill, and in the word-
ing of the acts of the Synod to which reference
had been made.

The Rev. Canon Child concurred in the
explanation of Mr. Docker, relative to the fate
of the Newcastle Temporalities Bill, brought
forward in the Newcastle Synod, and relative
to the resolutions, &c., referred to by the pre-
vious speaker.

Mr. B. Johnson desired to saya few words.
He ventured to say that there was no party in
that Conference that did not intend that there
should bo a coerciveforce in the law, by which
the oillcers of the Church were to bo bound.
Whether this coercive power of the law was to
be effected by law or by compact, it mattered
little. It appeared to him, however, to be a
wise course to go to the Legislature—not to
alter any of the laws or doctrines of the
Church of England, but to get the Legislature
to put the seal of law upon the compact ar-
rived at. The compact must bo made binding
—there could bo no doubt about that—the
question was how that obligation of the com-
pact was to be most effectually brought ab
They were bound to suppose that the Parlia-
ment would not object to give to the Church
what was demanded for her. They had no
reason to apprehend that any such difficulty
would arise. It was not the fault of the
Legislature that the Church had not been
enabled to enjoy synodical action. If the
Legislature had only seen that those who were
interested in the matter proposed to be legis-
lated upon were of one mind, the legislation
looked for would certainly have taken place. It
was only the opposition of some parties
members of the Church—which had prevented
legislation. Ho thought it the worst thing
that the Bishop of Newcastle had ever done
to have contributed—as he believed he had
to delay this legislation. [Mr.

Thomas :
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The boat thing ho ever did!] He Mr. John-
son thought very differently. Topics had been
introduced, and observations made as if the
proposal to legislate in this direction had been
to give tho Church of England aprodominance
over the religious bodies. They disclaimed
any such intention altogether, and it was
much to be regretted that such an idea had
ever been countenanced by members of the
Church.  Ho could not forbear to say that he
disapproved of the late letter written by the
Bishop of Newcastle in the Maitland Mercury.
Snell an attack should not have come from
8u<-h a quarter. To him it appeared that the
efleet of the publication of such a letter was to
give an unfair advantage to the enemies of the
Church. It made it feasible for it to bo
urged that such was an object that some
Churchmen did really contemplate, and he
did not hesitate to say that the letter in
question would be more detrimental to the
chances of the passing of the Bill than any
thing that could have been said or written by
persons who were not meuibers of the Church.
It must be clear that a change in tho state of
the law was required as regarded the relations
existing between tho clergy and their diocesan,
this was a thing that had an appearance of
being a “ spiritual” matter, but it was very
desirable to have it clearly and definitely settled.
Then the qualifications of churchwardens
in the Church appeared to bo such asrequired
to be more clearly pointed out. Being firmly
convinced ‘that the Church, as a body, only
desired to be bound together by a compact
that could never be broken, and that legis-
lation for that purpose was absolutely neces-
sary, they would, he conceived, be committing
an act of folly if they did not ask the Legis-
lature to come to their assistance. Tho Con-
ference and the Church at large were under
great obligations to the learned Chancellor of
the Diocese of Sydney. He could see no ob-
jection to having recourse to the Legislature
for an Act. If the Legislature refused them
such an Act, they avould then have to bow to
the decision ; but they ought not to desist
until they had at least been once refused. He
should oppose the amendment.

The Rev. W. Stack rose to complain of
some terms used by the Hon. Robert Johnson,
but he was ruled out of order by the President
on the ground that he had already spoken.

Mr. Gordon spoke to the amendment, and
desired as far as possible at the same time to
speak also in reply to the debate on tho origi-
nal motion. If synodical action was only a
means to an end, there was nothing to make
them regret, so far as their Church was con-
cerned, that they had been deliberating so long
in reference to tliii matter; and they ought
not therefore to be hurried into premature
action by supposing that synodical action was
the only way in which the Church’'s work
could bo performed. He thought those who
complained of delay might be consoled by
finding that they might have done what had
been done generally in New Zealand enter
upon a system for which they were unprepared,
and which would rather hinder than promote
their Church’s actual work. It was a fallacy
to say that any popular breath dispelled the
results of the work of the Conference in 1858,
or thatof 1865. Their work of 1858 stood the
test of the most searcliing investigation before a
select committee of the Legislative Council, the
report of which affirmed the fundamental
correctness of all that was done by the Con-
ference. This was apparent from the words of
the 12th clause of that report. The bill of
1865 was submitted to a committee of the
Legislative Assembly, and received a similar

affinnation. He had been charged personally
with either not having known, or with haying
concealed an important decision detennined
the other dav in the Privy Council. In answer
to that, ho simply saiil, "that the mcmbei-s of
tho Conference had had before them statements
which, if they had chosen to read them, could
have placed them in the jicsition of knowing
that which had been recently laid down by tho
Privy Council. In 1817 or 1818 the law
officers of the Crown in England determined
precisely tho same point. In dealing

this que'stion it was said that he had described
the Church as a voluntary association. It was
astonishing to him that the rev. gentleman who
made that assertion should re.aUy have been
guilty of such a curious perversion. He (Mr.
Gordon) merely said “ he was willing to admit,
for the sake of argument,” that the Church of
England was a voluntary association. See how
this applied to the New Zealand Bill. Had
the learned individuals who suggested that
plan of action in that diocese really before them
the difficulties we were grappling with, even
after the advice of such eminent men as Sir
William Burton, Sir Alfred Stephen, and the
late Mr. Justice AVise? He was perfectly per-
suaded, as a lawyer, that you could not make
anything more of tho enactment than that it
just enabled any religious body to keep up
their system of trustees holding property upon
trusts upon which the religious bodies held it.
It recognised or sanctioned the existence of the
trustees appointed by the general Synod as
trustees of a religious body. The property
vested in them was just in tlie same position as
if there were no constitutions whatever. The
bill passed on behalf of the diocese of Christ-
Church only relieved it from the difficulty that
the diocese could not bo said to be a*religious
body meeting for charitable, religious, and
educatiouiil purposes. These acts in no way
tied the property of the Church to the rides
and regulations”laid down by the Synod of
New Zealand and, it was dangerous to esta-
blish such a system. With regard to our
position in relation to the Wesleyan body
(keeping in view the letter that appeared in
Saturday’s Herald)j he might explain that
what he had said was, that Wesley on his
own mere motion formed this system of the
Conference, and long after Ids death, when it
was thought desirable to bring Wesleyan
trusts under the control of the Conference
Wesley's deed poll forming the Conference
was treated as the basis of their model deed,
which was no more consensual compact than
the deed poll, as the only persons it bound
were those who signed it. What had the con-
sent of a Conference to do with Wesley doing
precisely as ho liked with that deed poll. The
Baptists and Independents might also have
established such constitutions, and have them
enrolled in the Supreme Court by proving
them to bo on the same principle. The
difficulty with regard to the Church of Eng-
land would have been that its rules and
ordinances, not being fixed by habits and
usaue, you could not prove that any deed put
before the Legislature did comprise tho con-
stitution. We desired it to be considered by
the Legislature that the Conference which met
here did so represent the Church of England,
that the constitutions which it laid before the
Legislature might be considered as the model
deed or constitution of the Church in the same
sense as that of the Wesleyans: and when the
Legislature was satisfied of that, it was desired
that it would place us precisely in the same
position as the Wesleyans, Baptists, and In-
dependents might be placed in, if they choose.
However, members might be attached to the
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idea that we were dealing with property only,
let them consider how it was possible that they
could deal with Church property without the
necessity of proving that those rules by which
it was to be dealt with and distributed would
not embrace matters of doctrine, discipline,
and practice. The reason he objected to the
amendment was that the omission of the
words was just nullifying the whole of the
object we had in view. That you could secure
the property without securing the practical
working of the institution was an absurdity.
The interference of the Legislature was merely
asked to take the decisions of the represent-
atives of the body as the voice of the whole
body of the members of the Cliurch of England
just as if their separate signatures were ob-
tained. As we arranged for dcaUng with the
general property we should no doubt be laying
the fonndation for the special interference of
the Legislature to enable us in the course of
time to get the express property under control,
[lie then went on to quote authorities, and the
grounds they set forth for the course proposed
to be taken in the resolution, and then went
on to rebut the assertion that they were seek-
ing to obtain more than other religious bodies
had obtained, and to upset religious equality.]
It was stated in the decision of a Judge of the
Supreme Court that the Presbyterian Synod
was the very crcatui-e of the statute, and this
w'ould also apply to the discipline it established.
The resolution did not go one iota further than
the bill of 1858, and therefore those members
of the Newcastle diocese who knew the value of
Canon Boodle’s testimony on the point could,
on reading his evidence before the select com-
mittee, come to no other conclusion than that
the charge of seeking pre-eminence was utterly
withoutfoundation. In conclusion, he express-
ed an earnest hope that this sort of discussion
would not be continued from year to year, but
that they would now come to a clear and final
conclusion. If the amendment be not with-
drawn and not be carried, he sincerely trusted
that all would cordially unite in cai'rying out
a constitution for the Church.

The President proceeded to take the votes
on the Amendment, the division being as
follows:—

;For Against,
Bishop of Newcastle Bishop of Sydney
Kev. Canon Child ” Goulburn
» K, Chapman Dean of Sydney
. W. E. White Rev. 11 Allwood
J. Whinfleld E. L- King
. W. Stack W. Sowerby
Mr. Close Thos. Druitt
» Thomas M. B. Brownrigg
Capt. Bolton. ., F.A 0. Lillingston
Mr. Gordon
Johnson
McArthur
Stuart
. Besnard
» W. D. CampbeU
»  Chisholm

Messrs. Charles Campbell and Docker did not vote.
The amendment was therefore negatived.

On the resolution, the division was as
follows :—
. Against.
Bishop of Sydney Rev. Canon Child
" Goulburn " E. White
Dean of Sydney . J. F. R. Whinfleld
Rev. R. Allwood Capt. Bolton
. R.L King Mr. Close
. W. Sowerby » Thomas.
. T. Druitt

» M. B. Brownrigg

» F.A. C. Lillingston
Mr. Gordon

» Johnson

. McArthur

» Stuart

. Docker

. Besnard

, C. Campbell

» “W.D. CampbeU

., Chishohn,
The Bishop of Newcastle, the Rev. W. Stack, and
the Rev. R. Chapman did not vote.

By the Bishops it was agreed to nemine con-
tradicente.

The resolution was therefore agreed to.

CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE.

Mr. Gordon then moved the fourth resolu-
tion as follows —*“ That this Conference do
resolve itselfinto a committee for the puiTOOso
of drawing up a form of constitution for tlie
good government of the Church in this colony,
in conformity with the foregoing resolution.”

The Bishop of Newcastle seconded the
motion.

After some discu.ssion, the resolution was
withdrawn, and a select committee, consisting
of the following members—the Bishop of New-
castle, Bishop of Goulburn, lion. J. Docker,
Mr. Gordon, Dean of Sydney, Canon Child,
and Mr. W. D. Campbell—was appointed for
the purpose of drawing up a form of constitu-
tion for the good government of the Church
in this colony, in conformity with the fore-
going resolution, and to submit the same when
drawn up to the Conference.

The Conference, at half-past 10, adjourned
until 7 o’clock to-morrow (Wednesday) even-

“1g-

Sixth Day.—W ednesday, April 18th.

Pursuant to adjournment, the Conference
met in the evening, at 7 o'clock.

After the usual prayers, the minutes of Die
last meeting were read and confirmed.

CONSTITUTION COMMITTEE.

The Hon. J. Docker, Chairman of the
Select Committee appointed to draw up a
Constitution, stated that although considerable
progress had been made, they had not as yet
been able to complete their work. He stated
(at the request of the Conference through the
President, that they had agreed upon the
draft of the Constitution so faras it related to
the conduct and regulation of Diocesan
Synods ; but as some of the clauses relating
to the conduct of the business provided for an
appeal to some body not yet in existence, the
remaining object of the committee was
to devise a mode by which some body
might be established as a court of appeal. It
was to that object they proposed to devote
their further consideration. As they were
likely to conclude their labours in another
day, he moved that the Conference do adjourn
till next day.

The Bishop op Newcastle seconded the
motion, which was put and agreed to.

The Conference then adjourned till 3 o'clock
on Thursday afternoon.

Seventh Day—Thursday, April 19th.
The President took the chair at a few minutes
past 3 o’'clock.

After prayers, the minutes of the last meet-
ing were read and confirmed.

Mr. Docker brought up the report of the
committee appointed to draw up a form of
Constitution.  The Report and Constitutions
had been agreed to imanimously by the com-
mittee.

Mr. Gordon rea4 the Constitutions.

Mr. Docker moved “ That the Constitutions
be printed and circulated among the members,
and that the adoption of the report stand an
order of the day for to-morrow.”

Mr. Gordon seconded the motion.
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Mr. C.VMPBELL wished to ask this question,
having reference to the Court of Appeal prq_-
posed to be established under the name of the
Colonial Synod; “ Would members of tlie
Church be precluded from appealing to the
Privy Council or to her Majesty ?

The President repUed : Certainly not.

Mr. Gordon said that he intended to alter
the form of the fifth resolution which he had
read to the Conference some days since, and
which he liad proposed to move contingent
upon the adoption of the Constitutions. W liat
he now proposed was, on the adoption of the
Constitutions which had just been read, to
move for the appointment of a select commit-
tee to draw up the bill—that to that commit-
tee should be referred the Wesleyan Acts,
Presbyterian Acts, and Trusts Deeds which
had been referred to ; that it should be an in-
struction to the committee in drawing up the
bUI to take all those dociuuents into consider-
ation ; and that the bill so drawn up should
be sent to the three Bishops.

The Bishop op Sydney (the President) ex-
pressed his approval of the constitutions, and
his willingness to adopt them.

Mr. Gordon said that time would be re-
quired to draw up the necessaiy bOI.

The Rev. W. Stack should decline to give
any support to a committee in settling the
bill.  That was a matter which ought, he
thought, to be done by the whole Conference.

After some short discussion as to the hour
at which they should adjourn, the Conference
adjourned at about 4 o’clock until to-morrow
(Friday) at 3 p.m.

Eighth Day, Friday, 20th April.

The President took the chair shortly after
three o’clock.

After prayers, the minutes of the last meet-
ing were read, and signed by the President.

Mr. Docker rose to move that the Consti-
tutions, as framed by the select committee, be
adopted by the Conference. There was no
matter in the Constitutions which had not
already been previously adopted by one or
other of the three dioceses. The members of
the Conference must, therefore, be acquainted
with them, and he thought that it would be
desirable and convenient to adopt them as a
whole. He did not see any objection to
amendments that did not affect the principle
of the Constitutions.

Mr. Gordon seconded the resolution.

Mr. Campbell regretted that he could not
assent to the resolution. The portions of the
constitutions which he was obliged to propose
should be omitted would be found from 21st
to 26th. He could not but perceive that if
we adopted the portion of the constitutions to
which he was objecting, we should in fact, be
giving our aid for the establishment of a num-
ber of little Church republics in these colonies,
instead of one great Anglican Church. It was
to guard against the same error which the
Bishop of Cape Town feU into with regard to
the heresiarch Colenso, that he considered we
had no right to form here a colonial synod.
I't was our interest to keep up our comnection
with the Church of England through Her
Majesty's ecclesiastical character, regarding
her as she was regarded in the coronation
oath. He submitted that it was imprudent
to ask the Legislature to authorise any kind of
Synod to step as a court of appeal between
any member of a Diocese who felt himself
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aggrieved andtlie Provincial authorised bv Her
Majesty. This appeared to be ignored by the
constitutions to which he was objecting. He
proceeded to explain tlie great advantage
wliieh we possessed in liaving sucli a Synod as
the Letters Patent contemplated, instead of
the contracted Synod wldeli these constitutions
prescribed. He concluded by moving tliac
clauses from 21 to 20, inclusive, be omitted.

Tlie PuESIDnjrT explained that the more
comprehensive Synod, including all tlie Dio-
ceses mentioned in the Letters Patent, would
be impracticable ; and, until wc saw our way
by the action of a Provincial Synod belonging
to the colony of New South Wales, it woul.1 be
not only a difficulty but an impos.sibilit'- to
summon a Provincial Synod in the souse
which it was understood by the Chancellor
for Goulbum. The same difficulty had been
felt in the Diocese of Canada; and there,
although there was every disposition to unite,
legislative difficulty was in the way, as it
would be here. He recommended that the
term used be “ Provincial Synod,” instead of
“ Colonial Synod.”

The amendment moved by Mr. C. Campbell
not being seconded, lapsed.

Captain Boiton suggested that the shortest
way of getting over the difficulty in which they
were placed, w'ould be to consider the constitu-
tions seriatim.

Mr. Stuabt said that they had been very
fully considered by the select committee, and
the constitutions of the three separate dioceses
carefully amalgamated, and he therefore sup-
ported the motion of Mr. Docker.

Tke Rev. W. Stack moved that the consti-
tutions be considered seriatim.

The motion was seconded by Mr.
omas.

The Hon. J. Docker opposed the motion
and showed the impraticability of discussing the
constitutions in detail, without the loss of a
great deal of time and some confusion.

Captain Bolton pointed out that printed
copies of the constitutions had only been dis-
tributed to-day, and members had not had
sufficient time to consider them as fully as
their great importance demanded.

The President suggested that instead of
going into committee on the clauses, each
should be read, and that any alteration agreed
to should be made as they proceeded.

Mr. Docker withdrew his amendment.

H. D.

The read the clauses

seriatmt.

The title was agreed to. In the preamble,
the word “ provincial ” was inserted instead of
“ colonial " (Synod), the same alterations being
followed throughout; clause 1. “ Diocesan
Synod to be h eld 2 *President and time
of holding ;" 3. “ Powers of Synod generally
4. “ Rules for conduct of business 5. “ Rules
for future Synods 6. “ Mode of voting ajid
quoruni;” 7. “ Synod may call for accounts <
8. “ Mode ofconvening Synod;” 9. “ Conduct
of meeting;” 10. Representativesto beelected;”
11, “ Mwtiedeo fo feledeiorion ;1212 Cettfiiifidate of
election;” 13. “ Vacancy of cure or absence of
clergyman ;" 14. “ Summoning of Chancellor
and Registrar;” 15. “ Representation of St.
Paul's College 16. “ Several Churchesin one
parish ; 17. “ Declaration to be made;” 18.
“ Synod may establish tribunal19. “ Clergy-
man’s license when to be withdrawn;” 20.
“ Provision as to new dioceses ;" were agreed
to with a few verbal alterations.

Clause 21, “ Provincial Synod may be held,”

President then
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was amended by the addition of the words—
“ And the title of such Synod shallbe ‘ The Pro-
vincial Synod of the Ltnited Church of England
and lIreland within the Colony of New South
Wales."”

Clause 22.
Synod.”

CWTVIN Bolton proposed that this clauae
be amended by altering the words “ And such
Provincial Synod shall be convened and holden
once in everi/ three years" to “ once in every
third year.”

The Bishop op Goulbubn suggested that
the word “ once” might be omitted in this
aiiicudment.

After some short discussion, in which the
Rev. J. E. R. W hinpield, the President,
and Mr. Thomas took part, the amendment
was negatived, and the clause put and passed.

Clause 23. “ Power to make rules,” was then
agreed to.

Clause 24.
generally.”

The Rev. W. Stack thought that the clause
vpas a rather complicated one. There might
at some time or otlier be difference or difficulty
arising between two dioceses, and ho did not
see any provision for dealing with such diffe-
rence or difficulty.

Mr. Docker supported the clause, being
quite unable to see how it could be amended.

“ Time of holding Provincial

“ Power of Provincial Synod

The Bishop opNewcastle beggedtoinquire
of the Rev. W. Stack whether he thought that
any such difference as he appeared to contem-
plate between two diocesan Synods could
possibly arise ?

The Rev. W. Stack thought such a contin-
gency possible, much as he might regret such
a cireimistance.

Mr. Gordon should oppose any alteration
of the clause. Each Diocesan Synod would
have to manage its own business, and in so
doing the Diocesan Synod of an adjacent
diocese could not be immediately concerned.

The Dean op Sydney concurred with the
Chancellor of the Sydney diocese.

The President said that the Provincial
Synod would have nothing to do with the
special business of a Diocese, unless it should
be referred to it.

The Rev. W. Stack proposed to amend
the clause by inserting the words “ or any of”
after the word “all,” in the fifth line of the
clause ; and to insert the word “ referring ”
after the word “ several’, in the seventh line ;
and to omit in the seventh line the words—
“ and all other members of the Church within
the colony.”

The Bishop op Goulbitenthought that the
clause was much bettor as it stood.

The Bishop op Newcastle said that the
clause had been drawn up with great care, and
was believed to have provided exactly for what
was intended.

Mr. Docker supported the clause.

The Rev. W. Stack was willing to withdraw
his amendments in deference to the opinion of
the Bishop of Goulburn.

After some discussion, the amendments were
withdrawal absolutely, in order to allow.

The Rev. E. A. C. Lillin&ton to move an
amendment of a similar character. The
amendment was put and negatived.  The
clause was then passed without amendment.

Clause 25. “ Mode of voting and quorum.”

The Rev. W. Stack moved, as an amend-

ment, that this clause be so amended as to
direct that the votes should be taken not by
dioceses but by orders. He considered it very
undesirable that there should be any undue
encounigement of tin- diocesan feeling. The
effect of such an arrangement os was contem-
plated would be to give a separate veto to
every order in each of the several dioceses.
The system of voting would be extremely com-
plicated.

The Rev. W. E. W hite was opposed to the
amendment of Mr. Stack.

The President pointed ontthat the arrange-
ment by which the representation in the Pro-
vincial Symod of the dilfercut dioceses liad
been equalisi'd was adopted, in order to pre-
vent the undue preponderance of any large
diocese over any diocese where the clergy and
laity were not so numerous.

The amendment of Mr. Stack, not being
seconded, fell to the ground, and the clause as
printed was put and passed.

Clause 26.—*“ Power of Provincial Synod to
alter constitution” — was then put and
agreed to.

Clause 27.— “ Prohibition in respect to alte-
rations of Church Doctrines or Liturgy.”

The Rev. Canon Allwood inquired
whether by the wording of this clause the
Church in this colony would be bound to fol-
low any alteration that the Church might here-
after make in Rnglaud ?

The Presidentsaid: Decidedly not. In the
case of the Church in Canada, the colonial
Church had declined to take such a course.

The clause was then agreed to.

Clause 28.—* Defects and errors as to elec-
tions, &c., not to vitiate proceedings.”

This clause was also passed without amend-
ment.

In clause 29— * Absence, &e., of Bishop”—
a verbal amendment was moved by Mr. W. D.
Campbell, and seconded by the Bishop of
Newcasle, and agreed to.

In clause 30—* Nothing in contravention to
law” — a verbal amendment was made, and the
clause put and passed.

Clause 31—*“ Ordinances to be transmitted
to the Archbishop of Canterbury.”

This—the last—clause was also agreed to.

On the motion of Mr. Docker, the consti-
tutions, as amended, were adopted.

Mr. Gordon moved the suspension of the
standing orders, in order that he might move
the next resolution.

The Bishop of Gohlbhrn seconded the
motion, which was put and carried.

Mr. Gordon moved the following resolut-
ion— “That a committee consisting of the
following members: The Hon. R. Johnson,
Esq.; the Hon. J. Docker, Esq.; Alexander
Gordon, Esq.; and Charles Campbell, Esq.;
be appointed to draw up a biE to be submitted
to the Legislature, in order to carry out the
third of the resolutions already adopted by
this Conference; and that the committee, in
drawing up such bill, have regard to the bill
which has been already agreed to by the dio-
ceses of Sydney and Goulburn, and also to the
several Acts which have been passed in this
colony at the instance of the Wesleyans and
Presbyterians denominations respectively ; and
that the committee be at liberty to obtain such
legal assistance and advice in drawing up the
bill as they may deem necessary.”

The Bishop of Newcastle had much
pleasure in seconding the resolution, and was
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sincerely glad tliat they had been enabled to

bring their deliberations to a satisfactory
conclusion.
Mr. Thomas expressed his conviction that

the bill so dra®vu up would never be passed by
the Legislature, if legislative sanction for the
government of the Church were asked for.

The resolution was carried nemine contradi-
cente in tlie house of the clergy, tlie laity, and
the bishops.

Greneral applause followed the announcement
from the Chair.

Mr. Gordon moved the following resolu-
tion :—*“ That the bill wlien drawn up be sub-
mitted to this Conference, to be summoned at
atime to be liercafter named, for the conside-
ration of such bill.”

The Rev. Thomas Brttitt seconded the
resolution, and liopcd that no time would be
lost.

The Rev. W. Stack tliought it very desira-
ble that the Conference should fully approve
of the bill about to be drawn. Coining from
that Coni'erence, the bill might then be fairly
taken as coming from the body whicli repre-
sented the Church of England in the colony.

The Rev. E. A. C. Lillingston wished to
know wliether it might not be expedient to
allow members of the Conference to send their
votes by proxy in respect of the proposed bill,
if they lived at a distance.

The Bishop 0of Goulburn was inclined to
be favourable to that course.

Mr. Docker opposed such a course, as un-.
precedented.

The Rev. W. Sowerby said it was not un-
precedented. He had voted himself in a
former Conference by proxy.

After some few observations from Captain
Bolton, the resolution moved by Mr. Gordon
was put and carried.

The President said he would summon the
Conference by circular in July next.

Mr. SXTIART brouglit up the Report of the
Finance Committee, stating that the probable
expenses would be £200. It was recommended
that the half of this should be paid by the
Diocese of Sydney, and the remainder to be
contributed by the Dioceses of Few'castle and
Goulburn.

The Report was adopted.

Mr. Gordon then moved—'* That, previous
to the meeting of the Conference, the BiU so
prepared bo referred to the Bishops of the
Dioceses represented in this Conference, and
that they be requested to obtain the opinions
of the clerical and lay representatives on the

Bill, and ti*ansmit the same to the Metropoli-
tan to be laid before tlio Conlereiice at its
meeting.”

The motion, seconded by the Dean of
Sydney, was agreed to.

It was then moved by the Bishop of Gottl-
BURN, and seconded by the Rev. W. Sowebby,
—* That the thanks of the Conference be given
to the Chancellor of the Diocese of Sydney, for
the very able, zealous, and conciliatory manner
in whicli he had discharged the duties he had
BOkindly undertaken in this Conference.”

The resolution was carried unanimously.

A vote of thanks was also awarded to the
Committee which drew up the Constitutions.
And, upon the motion of the Bishop of New-
castle, to the President, for the impartial,
able, and dignified way in which he had pre-
sided over tlieir proceedings.

The motion was carried by acclamation.

The Conference closed by the members
joining in the Te Deum Laudainus. After
which the President pronomiced the Bene-
dicti

CONSTITUTIONS.

For the Mana~ement and good Government of the
United Church of England and Ireland within the
Colony of New South Wales aa agreed to by the late
Conference.

Whebias it is expedient that further and better pro-
vision should be made for the management and good
government of the United Church of England and
Ireland within the Colony of New South Wales. And
whereas for the piu*pose of making such jjrovision and
also with a view to promote the united action of the
members of the said Church it is desirable that the
members thereof should meet in Di«cesan and Pro-
vincial Synods and make such rules and ordinances as
for the purpose hereinbefore mentioned they may deem
requisite.

Now we the members of the United Church of Eng-
land and Ireland within the said colony present at a
General Conference of the Bishops and Clerical and Lay
representatives of the existing Dioceses of the said
Church convened and presided over by the Right Rev-
erend I"deric Lord Bishop of Sydney and iletropolilan
and held in the City of Sydney in the month of April
A.i). 1866 do agree to and accept the underwritten
Articles and Provisions as Constitutions for the
management and good government of the said Church,

Diocesan Synod to be held.

1. The Members of the said United Church of Eng-
land and Ireland in any diocese now exi.sting or at any
time hereafter to be constituted within the colony shall
meet in Synod as hereinalter provided.

President and time qf holding.

2. The first Synod and all subsequent Synods in each
existing diocese shall be convened in the manner liere-
in provided save in so far as the same may be altered
ill such Synod acting under the provisions hereinafter
contained. And such Synod shall be convened and
holden once in evei-y year by aummons of the Bishop of
the diocese stating the time and place of meeting.
And the Bishop of the diocese or in his absence a
commissary appointed by him in writing shall be
president of the Synod and may adjourn prorogue and
dissolve the same with the concurrence of the Synod
And a new Synod shall be elected and convened at
least once in evoiy three years. And it shall not be
lawful for the President to vote on any (.luestion or
matter arising in the Synod. And the word provisions
hereinbefore contained shall be applicable to any dio-
ce.se which may be hereafter constituted within the
colony. Provided always that nothing hereinbefore
contained sliail be binding on such diocese within a
less poriodthan three veai safter it hasbeen constituted”™

Power qf Synod generally.

3. The Synod of each diocese may make ordinances
upon and in respect of all matters and things concern-
ing the order and good government of the United
Church of England and Ireland and the regulation of
its affairs witliin the diocOvse including the management
and disposal of all Church property moneys and reve-
nues (not diverting any specifically appropriated or the
subject of any specific trust nor intcrloring with any
vested rights) and for the election or appointment of
churchwardens and trustees of churches burial grounds
church lands and parsonages And all ordinances of
the Synod shall be binding upon the Bi.shop and his
successors and all other members of the Church with-
in the diocese but only so far as the same may con-
cern their respective rights duties and liabilities as
holding any olliee in the said Church within the dio-
cese.

Rulesfor conduct qf business.

4. The Synod of each diocese may make rules for
the conduct of all business coming before it and for
trying the validity of the election of any representative
and for supplying any vacancy in the Synod which may
be occasioned by death resignation or any other cause.

Rulesforfuture Synods.

5. The Synod of each diocese may make rules for
altering the period.s witliin whicli and the maimer in
which siibsequentSynods shall be convened and the
mode of electing representative members and for
restricting the number of the clergy and representa-
tive members to bo respectively summoned to any
future Synod andasto the inauncr in which such re-
striction shall be effected and as to the number
necessary to constitute a quorum Provided that with
regard to the dioceses of Sydney and Goulburn the
number of representative members to be summoned to
any such future Synod shall not be more than thrice
the number of clergy to be summoned And with
regard to the diocese of Newcastle the number of rep-
resentative members to be so summoned shall not be
more than twice the number of clergy to be sum-
moned Provided also that the declarations herein-
after imposed and no other shall be reiiuired either
from membera of the Church voting at the election of
representatives or from such representatives when
elected.
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Mode qf voting and quort™m.

6. Atthe firstmeetingof a Synod in any diocese the
presence of not less than one-tewrth of the members
of each order shall be necessary to constitute a quo-
rum And every rule or ordinance of a Sjmod shall be
made by a majority of the clergy and representative
members yoting collectively Piovided that if any
Synod of the dioceses of Sydney and Goulburn if any
five members shall so desire and in any Synod of the
diocese of Newcastle if the Bishop or if five members
shah so desire the votes .shall be tfiken by Orders Pro-
vided that no such rule or ordinance shall take effect
or have any validity unless within one month after the
passing of the same the Bishop shall signify to the
Syuod his assent theret’) Provided also that any such
rule or ordinance to which the Bishop not assent
may be the subject of reference to and determination
by any Prorinoial Synod composed of the representa-
tives of the Diocesan synods of the colony of New
South Wales in manner herinaftcr provided.

Synod may callfor Accounts.

7. The Synod of each diocese may call upon any
person holding property belonging to the Clmrch in the
diocese or in any parish thereofor in which the Churcli
or any such parish is in any manner interested to
render afull account of all such property and of the
manner in which the same and every part thereof is
applied and disposed of.

Mode gf(“nvening Synod.

8. 'Wlienever the Bishops of Sydney and Goulburn
shall convene the first Synod of their ivs}.ective dioce.ses
they shall summon thereto each clergyman Ueeu-sedto
aseparate cure of souls within their respective dioceses,
and representatives as hereinafter provided. And
wheneve.- the Bishop of the Diocese of New'castle shall
convene the first Synod of his diocese he shall summon
tliereto the licensed clergy within his diocese and re-
presentatives ashei*einal'ter provided And for electing
such representatives the Bishop of the diocese shall
require each cleigyman H<*ensedto a separate cure of
souls to summon a meeting of the members of the
Church of the age of twenty-one years being males
and occupiers of seats in his church or residents with-
in his parish or district at such times within limits
which may be prescribed by the Bishop in such man-
ner and at such place within the parish or district as
to such clergjnnan may seem convenient and every
member so summoned shall be entitled to vote at such
election but the clergyman summoning the meeting
shall not be entitled to vote at such election save to
give a ousting vote.

Conduct qf Meeting.

9. The clergyman if present shall act as chairman of
the said meeting and as soon as six persons are assem-
bled the meeting may proceed to business and the
chairman shall cause ali-t to be made of those who
ai'e present and add thereto the names of any who
subsecinent” attend before the proceedings are closed
and the chairman shall cause minutes to be taken of
the proceedings And every member of the Church
shall before taking pa-1in or voting at sucli meeting
subscribe the following declaration:—

“ 1the undersigned A. R. do declare tliat | am a
member of the United Church of England and Ireland."™*

Representatives to be elected.

10. In the Dioceses of Sydney and Goulburn every
such meeting shall choose as Representatives two
male persons of the age of twenty-one years each such
person being a Communicant of the Church and in the
case of the Diocese of Goulburn not being a clergyman
and in the ease of the Diocese of Sydney not being a
clergyman licensed to a separate cure of souls And if
more than filly persons shall attend and vote it shall
be lawlbl for such meeting to elect onesucliudditional
Representative but no parish or district shall elect
more than three Representatives. In the Diocese of
Newcastle such meeting shall choose as a Pi-epresonta-
tive one male person of the age of twenty-one
yoai'S being a Layman and a Communicant of the
Church  And if more than thirty persons shall attend
and vote it .shall be lawful for such meeting to elect
one such additional Lay Representative but no parish
or district shall elect inoFe than two Lay Representa-
tives.

Mode of Election.

11. In case at any sucUmeeting the persons proposed
for election exceed the number which the meeting is
authorised to elect the chairman shall lake in writing
the votes of the qualified persons pi esent cjich of whom
may give one vote lor such peisons proposed as he
may think fit but not xceeding the number to be
elected and where the votes for two or more are equal
the chairman shall give a casting vote in favour of
either on;oi more oi such persons as the case may
re-iuiro and the chairman shall declare to the meeting
the names of the persons elected.

Certificate of Election.

12. The chairman shall cause to be delivered to each
person elected a certificate of his election and shall
sign the minutes of the meeting in token of their cor-
rectness and shall forward them to the Bishop of the
Diocese together with all subscriptions and lists which
have been laid before the said meeting and a certificate
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of the names callings and addresses of the persons
elected to be laid before the Synod at its opening.
Vacancy in Cure, or Abeence of Clergyman.

J3. If the cure be vacant or the clergjman be absent
or unable from any other cause to act the Bishopof the
Diocese shall appoint a person to perform all the
functions devolving on such clergyman under any of
the live preceding sections of these constitutions.

Summoning of chancellor and Registrar.

14. The Bishop may summon to the Sjmod as 5lem-
bers thereof the Chancellor and the Registrar of the
Dioce.se who shall have the same rights powers and
privileges as Representative Members.

Kepre~itation of ~t. Paul's College.

15 The Marden of St. Paul's College within the TJni-
versitv of Sydney shall always be summoned to the
Synod of that Diocese as a Clerical Member thereof
and two Lay Members of the Church to be elected by
the Council of the said College from amongst them-
selves shall likewise always bo summoned to such
Synod as Representative Slembersthereof and the sjiid
mWarden shall caime to be delivered to each Member of
the said Council so elected and shall also forward to
the Bishop a certiftcate of such election.

Several Churches in one Parish.

16. In the case of the Diocese of Goulbum when a
clergyman has several districts having separate
churches under his parochial charge the Bishop shall
re(iuire such clerginnau to summon a meeting in con-
nection with eacli of such churches iu accordaiice
with tho provisions of clause eight to elect one repre-
sentative* for each such district ~Provided that no
parochial district shall elect more than three repre-
sentatives in the aggregate.

Declaration to he made.

17. Each Representative shall before taking part in
or voting at any Diocesan Synod sign and deliver to
the President the following declaration

“1 the undersigned A. B. do declare that | am a
communicant of the United Church of England
and Ireland.”

Synod may establish Tribunal.

18. In the Dioceses of Sydney and Goulbum respec-
tively the Synod may establish a tribunal for the trial
of offences by clergymen licensed by the Bishop
within the Diocese as well those involving breaches of
discii)line as questions of doctrine and the Ritual of the
Church and in tho Diocese of Newcastle for the trial also
of offences by other office bearers And the Synodofe”~h
diocese may frame rules and ordinances for the initi-
ation and conduct of trials before and the mode of
proceeding under such tribunal and no sentence shall
be pronounced other than that of suspension or
deprivation of license or office and of the rights and
emoluments thereto appertaining and there shall be
the same right of appeal as now exists fiom the de-
cisions of the Bishop.

Clergyman’s License when to be withdrawn.

19. The license of a clergyman shall not be with-
drawn cancelled or revoked unless at his own request
or as the consequence of a sentence pronounced under
theprovisionsofthese Constitutions or by some other
Court of competent jurisdiction Provided that until a
tribunal shall have been established as herinhefore
mentioned nothing herein shall effect any of the powers
now vested in the Bishop.

Provision as to new Dioceses.

20. The provisions of these constitutions shall save
as herinhefore specially provided be extended to and
held to be binding upon any new diocese which shall be
hereafter constituted in the colony. Provided that in
those cases in which diversity of proceedings is allowed
in existing dioceses it shall be left to the decision of the
new Diocese as to which course it shall adopt.

Provincial Synod may be held.

21 The representatives of the Diocesan Synods of
the United Church of England and Ireland in New
South Wales shall meet in Provincial Synod & herein-
after provided and the title of such Synod shall be the
Provincial Synod of the United Church of England and
Ireland within the colony of New South Wales.

Time gf holding Colonial Synod.—House of Bishops—
House (if Representatives qf Diocesan Synods—Presi-
dent of House of Bishops.—President of House of
Representatives  Diocesan Synods.

22. The first Colonial Synod shall be convened and
holden within twelve months after any three dioceses
of the United Church of England and Ireland in New
South Wales shall have met in Diocesan Synod under
the provisions hereinbefore contained. Andsuch first
Colonial Synod and all subsequent Colonial Synods
shall be convened in the manner hereinafter provided
save in so far as the same may be altered by any
Colonial Synod acting under the powers hereinafter in
that behalf given. And such Colonial Synod shall be
convened and holden once in every three years. And
for the purpose of folding such Colonial Synod tho
Bishop of Sydney as the Metropolitan Bishop shall by
writing under his hand and seal summon the Bishop
of each Diocese within the colony having a Diocesan
Synod under the provisions hereof and require each
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such Bishop to convene the members of the Synod of
his Diocese or their representatives at such time and
Jihice as tho said Bishop of Sydney may deem fit and
the Metropolitan and other Bishops attending such
Synod shall sit and vote as one lloiute. And the
members of the said Diocesans Synods or their repre-
sentatives shall sit and vote as another House and the
Bishop of Sydney as such Metroiwlitan as aforesaid or
in his absence such one of the other Bishops vrithin
the colony as he may appoint his commissary under
his hand and seal for that purpose shall be President
of the said House of Bishops and the members of the
House representing the Diocesan SjTiods shall before
otherwise proceeding to business elect one of them-
selves to be President thereof. And the President of
the said House of Bishops may with the concurrence
of both Houses of the said Colonial »ynod prorogue
and dissolve the same. And the Ih*Dsident of each
House may vote on any question or matter arising
therein and each such President shall in ease of an
eqimlity of votes have also a casting vote.
Power to make Rules.

23. Each House of the Colonial Synod shall have
power to make rules for the conduct of all business
coming before it And the House of Diocesan Repre-
sentatives shall also have powerto make rules for trying
the validity of the election or appointment of any per-
son claiming to be a meml)er thereof and for supplying
any vacany therein which maybe occasioned by death,
resignation, or any other cause.

Power (if Colonial Synod generally.

24. The Colonial Synod may make ordinances and
determinations upon- and in respect of all such matters
and things concerning the order and good government
of the United Church of England and Ireland in the
colony and the regulation of its affairs as may be the
subject of joint reference to such Colonial Synod by all
the Diocesan Synods tlien existing in the colony And
all such ordinances and detenninations shall be bind-
ing on the Bishops of the several dioceses and their
successors and all other members of the Church within
the colony And the Colonial Synod may also make
ordinances and determinations upon and in respect to
all such matters and things as may be the subject of
reference to such Colonial Synod from any Diocesan
Synod under the provision hereinbefore iu that behalf
contained the ordinances or determinations of the Colo-
nial Synod upon the matter so referred to be binding
only upon the diocese referring the same.

Mode Ofvoting and quorum.

25. Every ordinance or other determination of the
Colonial .Synod shall be made by a majoiity of both
Houses thereof and in every division of the House re-
presenting the Diocesan Synods the voting shall be by
dioceses and no vote shall be taken as the vote of any
diocese unless assented to by a majority both of the
clerical and lay members representing such diocese and
the presence of three members of the House of Bishops
shall be necessary to form a quorum therein and the
presence of the members or representatives of three
Diocesan Synods shall be necessary to form a quorum
in the House representing the Diocesan Synods Pro-
vided that each Diocesan Synod shall be deemed
present or duly represented if three clerical and three
lay representatives of such Diocesan Synod be present.

Power qf Colonial Synod to alter Constitution.

26. The Colonial Synod may make rules for altering
the manner in which subseciuent Colonial Synods shall
be convened and the mode of electing or otherwise
appolntlng members of the House representing the

Diocesan Synods and for restricting the niunber of
clerical and lay representatives to be respectively
summoned to any future Colonial Synod as members
of the House representing Diocesan Synods therein
and the manner in which such restriction shall be
effected Provided that the number of lay represen-
tatives of any Diocesan Synod shall never be more than
thrice the number of clerical representatives thereof.
Prohibition in respect to Alterations (if Church Doctrines

and Liturgy.

27. No rule ordinance or determination of an
Diocesan or Colonial Synod shall make any alteration
in the Articles Liturgy or formularies of the Church
except in conformity with anyalteration which may
be made therein by any competent authol of
the United Church of England and Ireland in the
United Kingdom.

Defects and errors as to elections <&, not to vitiate
proceedings.

28. No rule ordinance or determination of any
Diocesan Synod nor of any Colonial Synod or of either
House thereof shall be vitiated by reason of the non-
election or non-appointment or non-summoning of any
person necessary to he elected or appointed or summon-
ed thereto respectively, or of any informality in or
respecting any such election appointment on summon-
ing.

Absence, &c.. qf Bishop.

29. In case of the absence from the colony of the
Bishop of any diocese the powers by these Constitutions
vested in him shall be exercised by a Commisary
appointed by him and in case no such Commisary shall
have been appointed or the see be vacant such powers

shaU be exercised by the person who shall then be the
next in eccle.siastical rank or degree in the diocese and
resident therein until the return of the Bishop or the
assumption of office by his successor. Provided that
in the case of the diocese of Newcastle and Goulbum
respectively all rules or ordinances which shall be
made by the Synod in the absence of the Bishop shall
ac(iuire no validity hy the assent of the Commissary or
Ihresident of such Synod hut that all such rules and
ordinances shall have full force and effect if the assent
thereto of the Bishop shall be signified under his hand
and seal at any time after the passing of those rules
and ordinances and witliiii one month after his return
to the diocese or iu the eventof a vacancy in the see
within three months after the arrival of the new
Bishop in the diocese any pi-ovisiou in Clause Six of
these Constitutions to the contrary notwithstanding.

yothing in contravention of Law.

30. Provided always that no rule or ordinance or
determination of any Diocesan or Colonial Synod shall
bo made in contravention of any law or statute n
force for the time being in the colony.

Ordinances to be transmitted to the Archbishop qf
Canterbury.

31. A copy of all ordinances passed by the Symod
of each diocese shall be sent by the Bishop thereof to
the iletropolitan who shall send the same together
with all ordinances passed by the Synod of his own
diocese and the ordinances passed by any Colonial
Synod to the Archbishop of Canterbury.

THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND
CHRONICLE.

The Publishers of the late CIITURCH
OF Engtand Chronicte Will be
grateful to those Subscribers who
have notyet paid their subscription,
if they will do so immediately.
Accounts for the same have been

already sent to fhem.
JOSEPH COOK & CO.,
370, George Street, Sydney.

THE CHURCH SOCIETY

POE THE DIOCESE OP SYDNEY.

Treasurers :
The Commercial Banking Company of Sydney.
Secretaries :
The Eev. Canon AUwood.
J. G. Ewer, Esq.

OppiCE :—PMIllip-street,

Receipts from 7th to 21st April, 1866.
DONATION. £ s d.
St. Maj*k’s Parish 30 0 O
COLLECTIONS.

Prospect ... .. 111 0
Seven HiUs .2 10
AUXILIARY.

Trinity ... 510 6
FOE STIPEND,

Dapto 62 10 0
Bathurst ... 62 10 0
Dubbo 39 10 6
Hartley 37 10 0
Castle Hill .. 1310 0
Dooral .. 815 0
Enfield .. ... 10 8 4
Molong (for Catechist).......... ... 7 3 9
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T. MARK’'S COLLEGIATE SCHOOL.

S

Peincipai.:

Hot. geo. EAIKFOWL MACARTHUR

The entire management and discipline of
the school is under the immediate personal
direction of thp Principal, who is assisted in
every briinch by an ample staff of resident and
noii-resideut ruaaters.

Subjects of Instruction :

INCLUDED IN THE FEES.

1. Classics— Latin and 7. History. Ancient and
Greek Modern
Mathematics 8. Geography, Ancient
English Language and Modern

I'rench Language 9. Drill
German Language 10. Choral Singing.
Biblical Literature

and Divinity

o uhwN

COMMEECIAU D ePAETMENT.

Tire Commercial Classes provide for the
instruction of those boys who are destined for
commercial pursuits. The hours appointed
for the studv of Greek, in the curriculum of
the Collegiate School, may be applied to the
special work ol this department, without
causing any interruption to the Collegiate
School course, except that which is involved
in the omission of Greek.

Admission.

A certificate of moral character will, in all
cases, be retjuired. The Principal, being
satisfied on this point, will admit upon the pay-
ment of the admission fee, viz., £4.

Scale op Pees.

All Fees must be paid Quarterly in Advance.
(The quarter days are January 1st, April 1st,
July 1st, and October 1st.)

For one pupil ... £70 per annum.
For two pupUs (brothers) each 65
For three ormore pupils (brothers)

each = 60 "
Medical Advice or Medicines, Books and
Stationery, will be charged for. No charge

for Washing.

Extba Subjects (optional) involtino
Extba Fees.

1. Music— Pianoforte (per quarter) ~0
2. Drawing ? nn
3 - A u Vv

In reference to the above extra subjects, the
fees arc not charged in advance.
Rbquibements.

Each pupil must bring with him two white
counterpanes, three pairs of sheets, three
pillow cases, two pairs of blankets one pillow
six towels, together with an ample supply of
sucli clotliing as will enable bim, at all times,
to maintain his appearance as a young
gentleman.

Bach article of clothing and bedding must he
clearly marked with the pupil s name in lull.

V acations,

Midsummer Seven weeks

Easter One weel;_
Midwinter One week.
Michaelmas One week.

Xue yaeaMyng afford every reasonable oppor-
tunity for family re-unions, and any interrup-
tions beyond these prove prejudicial. As a
rule, therefore, no pupil will be allowed to
leave school during the usual terms.

PREPARATORY SCHOOL.

The Preparatory School is worked quite
distinctly from the Collegiate, or Upper School.
It is placed under the immediate care of a
trained master of great experience, and is
designed to promote the efficiency of the
Collegiate School, by making its forms accessible
to those boys alone, who—having been
thoroughly grounded in the elementary
English Lbjects—have made some progress
in elementary Latin. The importance of the
Preparatory School cannot be over-estimated,
and, therefore, the Principal earnestly advises
those parents who intend to avail themselves of
the Collegiate School, to send their sons to the
Training Department, when, being not less
than nine years of age, they can read an easy
English subject with fluency, and can write the
same from dictation.

Notice op Removal.

In the event of a new quarter being allowed
to commence without a written notice of
removal having been addressed to the Principal
at least one week before the close of the
quarter last past, the parents, or guardians,
shall, in every such ease, pay two-thirds of a
quarter's fees.

GEORGE F. MACARTHHR, Principal.
Macquarie Fields, January 1, 1866.

rnold house collegiate
A SCHOOL, WooHahra, Waverley.

Principal—The Rev. E. Stmonds, A.K.C.
Assistant—The Rev. A. L. Hetdb.

Commodious premises having been secured
at the East end of Piper Street, between Ocean
Street and the Edgecliff Road, the first quarter
commenced on the 6th of APRIL.

Prospectuses on application to the Princi-
pal, Waverley.

R. SAMPSON'’S
AND

CLASSICAL
COMMERCIAL SCHOOL,
NEWTOWN.

For the EDUCATION ofalimited number
of Young Gentlemen in all that pertains
to the foundation of a sound Classical or
Commercial Education. Monthly examinations
will he held by the Rev. O. KINO, M.A., and
other gentlemen.

Mr. SAMPSON has made arrangements to
receive into his family two hoarders at the
following terms ;—

Boarders.
Day Pupils

£10 10 per quarter.
£3 3 and £2 2s.

Life Assirtie® Ixplalaei.

MR. B. SHORT,

Sydney Agent of the Australian Mutual Provi-
dent Society, will be happy to give fuU explana-
tion personally, or by letter (without charge),
to all persons wishing information in reference
to the subject of Life Assurance, Present or
Deferred Annuities and Endowments, Educa-
tional or otherwise, for children, by addressing
him at the office of the Society, New Pitt-
street, Sydney; or, Box 73, Post-office, Sydney.

U9

LIVERPOOL AND LONDON

AND

Snswrante Comjmng.

Capital, £2,000,000.
Established in 1836.

Having a Colonial Proprietary, and the
following Board of Directors in Sydney.
J. S. Willis, Esqg., Chairman.
G. K. Holden, Esq.
Edward Knox, Esq.,
Hon. J. B. Watt, Esq.,, M.L.C.
B. Buchanan, Esq.
E. Deas Thomson, Esq. C.B., M.L.C.
Medical Referees:
Hon. John Macfarlane, Esq., M.D.
Alfred Roberts, Esq.
Surveyor—F. H. Grundy, Esq., C.E.

Hon.

Invested Funds—Exceeding Three Millions

The Directors continue to grant policies of
Insurance in Town or Country against fire, and
on life, upon terms which will be found as
liberal as those of any other office.

Tables of Rates for Fire and Life Insur-
ance, in all its branches, and every informa-
tion can be obtained from

A.. STANGEIB. X.EATRSS,
RESIDENT SECRETARY,
Offices, Wynyard Square, Sydney-

ORANGE AND GREAT WESTERN

SADDLE AND HARNESS

MANUFACTOET,
ESTABLISHED 1855.

JAKES DALE,

idvniPOS-TZEiie.

Saddle and Harness Manufacturer, Wholesale
and Retail, Orange, Wellington and Dubbo.

ANTED FOR A YOUNG LADY, a
W Situation as Nursery Governess. Is
competent to undertake the entire charge of
young children.

Apply by letter to the

Rev. J. MAITLAND WARE,

The Parsonage, Oorowa, N.S.W.
March 12th, 1866.

SADDLERY.
SAX)X)XGEL-R,

A large stock of colonial and Englisk
Manufactured goods always on hand
to select from.
407, GEOE&B STREET,
SYDNEY.
Opposite the Royal Hotel.
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HEELER AND WILSON'S
Prize Medal New IniproTcd

SEWING niACHINESI

Tlic distinguishing feature in this machine
is the making of tlie
TIGHT LOCK STITCH by tlie ROTATING

HOOK,

an improvement on tlie shuttle, whereby all
lieavw and noisy action is avoided, whicli makes
it noted above all otlier maeluncs for simplicity
and general effectiveness ; in proof of which,
the machine gained a Eirst-class Prize Medal
at the London Exhibition of 1862 ; also, the
Paris Gold Medal in 1861 ; and the numerous
testimonials received from persons in all parts
of the Colonies amply testify to its excellence.
Its comjdete superiority is fuUy shown in the
following—

It fells or hems any width, turning its own
hem as it stitches

Gathers any kind
quantity of fulness.

Gathers and sews on a band at the same
me without basting

Embroiders in beautiful designs, with cord,
mbraid, or silk

Sews in cord without basting

Hems, enclosing a cord at the same time,
without basting

Binds any material without basting

Marks any width of tucks, and stitches them
without basting

Trims skirts with braid, velvet, or ribbon,
without basting

of material with any

Quilts any material in any design with silk
or cotton

DESCRIPTIVE PAMPHLETS, with tes-
timonials, EREE BY POST, on application.

INSTRUCTIONS GRATIS TO EVERY
PURCHASER.

The public are respectfully invited to call
and see the MACHINE IN OPERATION at
the Show Rooms, No. 1, Wynyard-street, next
to Bank of New South Wales.

VENNARD and STEVENS, Sole Agents.

EDWARD MILLETT,
{Successor to John C. Sophim,)
CLERICAL TAILOR AND ROBE MAKER,
361, ffleorge Street, Sglmec.

Gowns, Hoods and Caps, for all Degrees.
A select assortment of Oxford aaid Cambridge
mixtures always on hand.

he CHURCHMAN'S AUSTRALIAN
ALMANACK for 1866.— Embellished
with aview of Christ Church, Sydney. Sheets,
Is. each, per post Is. 2d., or 10s. per dozen
post free. Books, Is. each, per post Is. 2d.,
or 10s. per dozen, post free. Books, (inter-
leaved) Ilound in Cloth, Is. 6d. each, per post
Is. 8d.,or 15s. per dozen, per post 16s. per
dozen.

No order will he attended to unless ac-
companied hy a Remittance which may be sent
per Post Office Order, or in penny postage

JOSEPH COOK & CO., Publishers,
370, GEOEas Street.

THE CHURCH CHRONICLE.

To Clergymen, Ohurcliwardens, &c.

ON SALE by the undersigned :(—

Baptism Registry Books.—3 quires £2 15s.
4 quires £3 3s.; 5 quires £3 10s.

Burial Registry Books.—3 quires £2 15s.
4 quires £3 3s. ; 5 quires £3 10s.

Service Books.—3 quires £2 ; 4 quires £2 5s.
5 quires £2 12s. 6d.

Banns Books.—2 quires £1 5s.;
£1 7s. 6d.

Church Act.— Stitched, 3s., per post 3s. 2d.

Porm of Consecration of Churches and Burial
Grounds.— 3d. each, or 10s. per 100 per
post 12s.

Offertory.— Rem.arks by the Bishop of New
Jersey, 5s. per hundred, post free.

Nearer to Thee.—4s. per 100, 4s. 2d. per post.

Jerusalem the Golden.—4s. per 100, per post
4s. 2d.

Prayer for the Governor.—Is. per dozen, post-
age free.

3 quires

St. Andrew’s Cathedral. (Engraving.) Is.
each, on thin Letter Post, 2d. per Sheet.

St. Philip’s, Sydney. (Woodcut.) Is. each,
on thin Letter Post, 2d. per sheet.

St. James’, Sydney. (Woodcut.) Is. each,
on thin Letter Post, 2d. per sheet.

St. Paul's, Sydney. (Woodcut.) Is. each,on
thin Letter Post, 2d. per sheet.

Christ Church, Sydney. (Woodcut.) Is. each,
on thin Letter Post, 2d. per sheet.

St. Paul's CoUegc. (Woodcut.) Is. each, on

thin Letter Post, 2d. per sheet.
Smiday School Class Registers—6d each; 5s.
per dozen, per post, 6s. per dozen.
Sunday School Lessons— Sheets, 6d. per dozen,
per post, 8d., or 2s. 6d. per 100 per post
3s. 6d.

Sunday School Roll Book.—15s. each, post 16s.

Sunday Scliool Liturgy, with Hymns, 36pp.
2d. each. Is. 6d. per dozen, per post, is.
10d.; 11s. per hundred, per post, 13s.

Sunday School Tickets, on colored Cards and
Ink, Is. per 100. 48 different Texts of
Scripture.

My Class for Jesus.— (Handbill.) 6d. per doz.

The Sunday Mornings' Dream.— (Handbill,)
Is. 6d. per dozen, 5s. per hund., post free.

Our Prayer Meetings— (Handbill.) Is. per
dozen, or Is. 2d. per post.

Occasional Prayers— 16pp., 2s. 6d. per dozen,
post free.

Parents God’'s Nurses.— (Handbill.) Re-
printed from a Ti'aet, by the Rev. Francis
Morse, is. 6d. per dozen, 5s. per hundred,
postage free.

The Atonement of Christ and its Modern Op-
ponents, by Rev. A. H. BuU, 8vo., 6d. each,
per post 8d.

An Address to the Members of the Church of
England, by the Bishop of Sydney, on his
return frgpi England. 6d. each, post 8d.

Two Sermons on the Death of the late Rev.
G. W . Richardson, by the Dean of Syd-
ney and the Rev. Canon Walsh. Price
6d., per post 8d.

Five Sermons on the Life and Ministry of
Elijah.—6d. each, or 8d. per post.

Tlie National Anthem.— 6d. perdoz. 8d. per post

Business.— (Card.) 3d. each.

The Churchman’'s Australian Almanack, Sheets
and Books, Is. each, per post Is. 2d., or
10s. per dozen, post free. Books (inter-
leaved) Bound in Cloth, Is. 6d. each, per
post Is. 8d., or 15s. per dozen, per post 16s.
per dozen.

JOSEPH COOK & CO.,

Peintees 'and Bookbinders,

370, George-street, Sydney.

N SALE, a SERMON, preached in St.
James’ Church, by the Lord Bishop of
Sydney, on the Dav of Humiliation. Price,
6d. cadi; per post 8d. JOSEPH COOK and
CO., Church Chronicte Office, 370, George-
street ; Diocesan Dep6t, Phillip-street.

JOSEPH WEAENE,

AUSTEALIAN FLOUE MILLS,
PAEEAITATTA,
AND

CHIPPENDALE MILLS,

Corner of Aheroromhie and Cleveland-streets,
SIDNEY.

——— 00—

Suderfine Silk-dressed Elour
Fine and Seconds Flour

Wheat Meal, Pollard, Bran, and Corn Flour
of tlie best quality, and at the lowest cur-
rent rates.

Orders by post promptly executed.

JOSEPH COOK & CO,,

Machine Rulers and Rngravers,

370, GEORGE STREET, SYDNEY.

Orders executed in Greek and Hebrew to any
extent in the following size types :—

MHNIN atiSe, Ofa, IljjXijtaSfw.
VIHNI]SI aeiSs, ®ea, n>)Xr)i«8yn
ntE£/*ipu3pbD3a?D"Qnnn-T:inK

he Publishers of The Church Chronicle
T acknowledge the receipt of the under-
mentioned Subscriptions, &c., for this Paper,
since last issue = £ 8 d.
Mr. G. Griffiths, King-street
Mr. C.Bolton. Newcastle .. .
Messrs. J. and W. Macarthur, Camden
Kev. Canon Child, Scone

Mr. E. Irby, Tenterfteld

Mr. R, T. Martin, Tentcrfi
Mr. Geoi”e Jarvis, Little Hartl
Mr. Geoi”o Gill, EaSt Maitland
Rev. W. J'owerby, Goulburii
Rev. John Elder, Richmond
Mr. John Bingle, Newcastle
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~AVTOTICE.—To Subscribers and Advertisers.
-LI The Church Ch'onicle is issued every
fortnight—on or about the 7th and 21stof
each month.
Annual subscription—Ttvelve shillings.
CASH TERMS OP ADVERTISING.

Three lines, each Insertion One shilling

Por every additional line ,, .. Three-pence

Por quarter column . ix shillings

For half column Ten shillings

For one column " Sixteen shillings.
Births, Marriages and Deaths One ling eachinsertion.

To Clergymen, Churchwardens, and Others—
Notices of Sermons or Meetings, Subscription Lists,
or other Church Advertisements inserted on a
reduced scale.

JOSEPH COOK & CO., Publishers,
370, George-street, Sydney.

Sydney Printed and Published by the Proprietors
Joseph Cook & Co., 370, George-street, Sydney,
Archway opposite the Bank of New South Wales,
on Wednesday, April 25th, 1866.



