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existing and established standards of doctrine." The iethodists,
oeven though their conception ol the church was not deliberately
modelled afior any fixed pattern, Lad a system of ckurch courts
to act for the people. Ultimately, however, it was the people
in the local congregations who decided whether the lMethodist
Church would or would not enter the proposed united church.

The sub-comnmittee on doctrine was the first to finish its
assigned task. Some seelk to explain the comparative ease with
which this sub-committee completed its task by the fact that a
church must alter its creed to keep pace with the times. The
members of the sub-conmittee felt that the creeds of the nego-
tiating churches were outdated. The church needed a new, pro-
gressive, and up-to-date creed which was not, hovever, in any
way final or aboolute. Alfred J. Johnston, at the conclusion of
a lengthy defense of the work of the sub=comnittee and the -creed
which they evolved, states:

That they did this piece of work at all is proof that they

considered that a church has the right, working in a regu-

lar way, to alter its creeds; a right they could not and
w?uld notlgeny to their children, or to their children's
children.

The doctrinal section of the Basis in its completed form
consists of twenty articles dealin& with the common topics of
Christianity, such as "God," "Revelation," and "Grace." The

first eight Articles deal with specific doctrines, while Articles

IX-ZX deal primarily with tie <hristian life.

13:111‘1'3«:! J. Johnston, A Larger Fellowshi (Toronto: The
Ryerson Press, 1926), v. 19.
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One of the chief problems which would of necessity confront
any group trying to unite the Presbyturians and Methodists would
be the problem of trying to reconcile Calvinistic and Arminian
theology as it is expressed by the Presbyterians and Methodists
respectively. iowever, the sub-comuittee never dezlt seriously
with this problem. It was overlooked in view of practiczl con-
siderationa relsating to union., Debatzble theologiczl and doc-
trinal matters were at 2ll times religiously and studiously
avoided. As Chalumers hus very pointedly renarked,

These two streams of Protestentism~-the Calviniétic and the

Arminian--were zble o merge within The United Church of

Canada becsuse the practical problems facing the Christian

Churches in Canadu in the early part of the twentieth century

vere so pressing that seconduary differences snd theological

issues which creszted divisions in the old world became well-

nigh irrelevuant as the Church confronted the tasks of the.

new world. Doctrinal controversies were to some degree over=

looked becaume of the pgreat neced to witness to that which

is central in Christianity, CGod's saving grace in Christ

e » ¢« » The Churches had neither the tine nor the heart

for debatable mutters of theology, except in so far as they

might contribute to the clarification and support of that

one centrual Cospel which they were constrained to declare

to umen. To, save Cunada for Christ was the issue that was

parumount.14

The sub-comuittee on polity was confronted with the task of
reconciling three distinctly different systems of church govern-
ment and polity. The autonomous Congregationalists did not wish
to surrender their freedom and were enxious for the locul congre-
gations to carry on under the system of local self-government to
which they were accustoued. The Fresbyterians wvished to retain

for each individual congregation the right to "czll" its own

lhchalmerm. ope. cit., p. 118.
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pastor, while also retaining the Presbyteries tc serve &= a check
both on the locul churches wnd the church as a whole. The
Methodists, on the othor hand, wished to retain for the higher
courts of the church the responsibility for deciding Church
policy and for placing pastors into the respective charges. The
sub=committee on polity, after msany lengthy discussion regzrding
the roles, gosls, and limits of power of the verious units of
organization of the three denominations, wrote the following into
the Basis of Union regarding the orgznization of the proposed
new church body:

The unit of orgapization for The United Church shall be the

pastoral charge. A pastoral charge may consist of more than

one lecal church:; a local church is a dody of persons

meeting for public worship om cne place.

The gjoverning bodies, or courts of the Church, higher than

ghosq uf the pashora% charge: shall Eg:v The Fresbytery;

The Conference; The Generul Council.
The sub-gommittee did, however, stipulate that the congregations
going into the union would be permitted to continue to opsrate
under the system of church government, particularly in the local
congregation, under which they operated before union. The sub-
committee also recoumended that all congregations formed after the
union should be orgenized according to the organizational struc-
ture advoczted by the Basis of Union. |

* PThe names chosen for the higher courts of the United Church

of Canada in themselves spealk "union” in that the names were

one pasis of Union, p. 10.
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borroved from the three uniting nodies. The work of the proposed
new units of organization almost duplicated the work of the higher
courts of the respactive churches. As Silcox has polinted out
while speaking of the names choscen for the higher church courts,

The Presbytery was similar to the Presbytery in the Presby-
tery Church, to the District Meeting ir Methodisn, end to the
Asnociation in Congregationalism. The Conference was similar
to the Annual Conference in llethodism, or to the IZynmod in
Presbyterianism. The General Council was similar to the
Union in Congregationalism, to the General Conference in
lethodism and to the General Aasembly in Presbyterianism.

The choice of the numes for these respective units was in
itself significant, the Presbyterians contributing the

name of the Presbytery; the Methodists that of the Confer-
ence, while the nane of the General Council was contribu-

ted by the Congregationalists, but reflected as well the
experienve of tie Church Catholic.l

Por the most part, the polity of the United Church of Canada
ie Presbyterion. Presbyterianism steered 2 middle course be=-
tween the high centralization of the HMethodist Church and the com-
plete autonomy of the Congregational Churches. The polity of the
United Church is ‘'practically Frasbyterian.“l7

The sub-committee on the ministry dealt primarily with three
problems: (1) The pastoral office, including term of oifice;

(2) The training and ordaining of pastors; (3) The relationship

of the irdividual pastors to the doctrines of the Church. In the

Congregationalist Churches, each autonomous local congregation re-
served for itself both the right ani privilege of calling and or-

daining its pastor. The Presbyterians, on the other hand,

16
1?7

Silcox' .92- cit.' Pe 155.

Chalmers, op. cit., p. 130.

B T T



32
permitted the local congregations tc call their pastors, but re-
served the work of examining and ordaining pastors to the FPresby-
teries. The Methodists left the work of assigning and ordaiping
their men to the '"placement board" of their Church, the Annual
Conference. The Hethodists also practiced a system of itineracy,
which mesnt that s pastor was obliged to change to e different

corgragotion after a specific numbers of years in a particular

chargs. The sub-comnittee on the ministry attempted to arrive at-

a system which would retain the best features of all three denomn-

inational systens.
The Basis assigns to the Conference, the second highest court |
of the United Church of Canada, the tusk of exzmining new candi-
dates for the ministry. The Conference is also responsible for
ordaining and settling new pastors. Regarding ths relationship
of the individual nminister to the doctrines of the church, the
Basis states:
These candidates shall be examined on the Statement of
Doctrine of The United Church, #nd shall, before ordination,
satisfy the examining body that they are in essential
agreement therewith, srd that as ministers of the Church
they accept the statezent as in sgbatance agresable to the
teaching of the Holy Scriptures.l
At the time of the writing of the Basis; the members of the
sub~committee on the ministry apparently took for granted that the
ordination of the three negotiating churches was valid ordination.

However, in 1926 the General Council of the United Church, in

answer to some queations regarding the validity of the ministry of

laThe Basis of Unionmn, p. 25.
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the newly-formed lnited Church, issued a lengthy study to prove
the validity of the ministry of both the United Church and the
ministry of the three Churches involved in the Union. After a
review of the doctrine of the ministry as found in the doctrinal

standards of the three uniting churches, the 258-page study con-

cludes,

l. That the existing ministry of the United Church of Canada
is a true ministry of the Church of God; and

2. That those ordained by the United Chuigh of Canada have
a true winistry in the Church of God.

The sub=committee on administration dealt primarily with such
questions as home miasioné. publishing interests, the schools and
collegec of the three churches, and the benevolent, endowment, and
retirement funds of the three churches. After lengthy and in-
volved negotiations, the sub-committee arrived at a workable
eystem whereby the peorle who had comtributed to the funds of the
individual churches were assured of receiving their equitable
~ share of the various funds after the Union. The sub-committee
sought to protect both the present and prospective claimants to
these various funds. The sub-coumittee also unified the home .
mission endeavors of the three churches.

In the final analysis, the sub=comnittee on law faced the

most difficult task. Especially during the four years before

19A Statement Concerning Ordination to the Hinistr in the
Presbxterian Church in Canada, The Mathodist Church annada). and

Tha conEregational Churches of Canada and The United Church of

Canada (Toronto: The Genmeral Council of the United Church of
cmda| 1926)' Pe 258.
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union this sub~committee was the target for much criticism because
the sub-committee had early in the course of negotiations decided
that the Union should be legalized by an Act of Parliament. By
1921 the anti-union forces had closed their ranks and effected
an organization to fight the legalization of the new church by
Parliament.’ liowever, as one of the pamphleteers of the time has
pointed out, this proposed legalizing legislation was not a
last-minute thought, but had oeen decided on in the early days
of the negotiations. The pamphlet states:

In 1908 the Joint Legal Coummittec had come to the unanimous
conclusion that if that iUnion was to be accomplished it
should be done in the following way:

l. The lUnited Church of Canada should be incorporated by
Act of rarliament.

2s It should be made clear that the United Church possessed
apiritusl freedom and was independent in ail matters of
doctrine, discipline and polity.

5« The nopgotiating Churches would take with them into the
Union all the denominational property, and the legis-
lation would vest all this property in the United Church.
where a congregation held property solely for its own
benefit such property would not be affected by the leg-
islatioa without the consent of the congregation.

e« Provision would be made in the case of congregations
holding property other than solely for their own bene-
fit, by a new model trust deed.

5. In reference to collegea, they should bear the same
relation to the United Church that they bear at pre-~
sent to their own denominations.

6. Ffederal lesislntiga should be supplemented by Provin-
Giu: legislation.

Pia wm

20 - Iy

Church Hnion and the Bill, 4 Popular Digest and Dis-

cussion (Toronto: The Burecau of Literature a Information
of the Joint Committee on Church Unicn, [1924]), pp. 4-5.
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The legislation was also to be brought about in such a way that
the three denocminations would go into the Union "nithout loss
of identity."

dy 1908 the Joint Union Committee had for zll practical
purposes complebed its task of drawing up the Basis of Union. On
December 11, 1903, the Joint Committee unanimously adopted a reso-
lution whick read in part, "The Joint Committee regard their work
as now substantially complatod.“Zl The changes made in the Basis
after this date, excapt for the addition of the Article on
"Prayer” and the actual drawing up of the Bill legalizing the
Union, were minimal and negligible.

The Basis of Union attompted tc fuse three different and
distinct denominational streams of thought. These three streaus
of thought are very apparent in the Basis: the Congregational
dislike and distrust of final and ultimate creeds and coumitment
to croeds, the recoil of the Presbyterians from using the Westuin-
ster Confesmion and other traditional Fresbyterian confessional
statements as ultimate and absolute standards of religious truth,
and the Methodist zeal for evangelism and evangelicalism. These
three tendencies have written themselves into the gggig.aa Al=
though the Congregationalist Church was the smallest of the.ne-
gotiating bodies, its influence is particularly noticeable at

one point-=the relationship of the minister to the doctrines of

alﬂasolutions'gs Joint Comuittee, p. 21,

22 , k50
For a fuller discussion, see Silcox, op. cit., p. %50.
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