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An 4 ppendix to an Appeal to t/ze Rublic,” in
the Case of the Old Meetmg House, I’Vol-s

verha jéto

‘T}iE professecl demgn of this ¢ Appendix,” which bears the
signature of Mir. Charles \lander, is to give a minute detail of
c;;'cumstances connected with the Old Meeting House; but its
real ohject i3 to calummate the Tru stees at large, and myself in
particular. This must be ‘evident to the most superficial reader.
The chief pllegations are, in substance,—that I bave furnished
Mr. Bgansby with a_wilful misstatement of ,facts that [ bﬁsx
all along been the bitter enemy of Mr. Steward that I pra-
vented Mr. John Mangief, who was extremely desxrous of set-
ting the disputes between Mr. Steward and the Congregatlon
in an amlca,ble way, from accomplishing, hls purpose, that in
the affair of the election of Mr. Jameson (173 1), the minority,
that is, the Ant] trinitarians, took viglent possession of the chapel,
and wrested its endowments and appurtenances out of the hands
of their rightful owners; and that the treatment of Mr. Steward
by Mr. Pradshaw hab been shamefully cruel and oppressive.
~ Some other matters of mipor impoftance are brought forward;
for the most part the production of the writer’s distempered
brain. Many f these cliarges have appeared before, in a very
sIgylar petformance, sent forth to the public through the
medium ' of the ¢ Congreganoqql Magazine,” and circulted, in

the shape of a pmm:ed letter, in the year 1817, signed by ten Cal-
vinistic. Ministers, whose names it may not be amiss again to
record, as the promoters and abettors of religious persecution
m the nineteenth century: “J.A.J ames, Bmmngham “Win.
Thorpe, Bristol; Thos. Scales, Wolve ‘ham t’oﬁﬁ Ji oh‘xi Stﬂy’g’“ﬁ |

[ YoV



2

W olverhampton ; James Cooper, West-Bromwich ; John Hud-
son, West-Bromwich; J. Hammond, Handsworth; Jobn Ber-
ry, Handsworth; John Richards, Stourbridge; J. Dawson,
Dudley. Subscriptions received in aid of this good, this great
undertaking, by Mr. James Pearsall*, Cheapside, London, and
John Mander, esq. Wolverhampton.” In subsequent addresses
and appeals, thie name of W. Thorpe, Bristol, does not appear.
It may be, that gentleman has found reason to be ashamed of
the cause; or he wishes no longer to be seen in company with
some of his former associates.

As to the fundamental charge against me, of having furmshed
Mr. Bransby with what I knew to be a false statement, in respect
of the monies belonging to the Meeting House; I answer, The
statement which 1 gave to Mr. Bransbv, so far as relates to
400¢., was grounded on the written representation of one who
was a most worthy and respectable inhabitant of this town, Mr.
John Hickcox, a trustee, and an attendant at the Meeting House,
for, I believe, forty years. He was the chapel-warden, knew
every transaction well, and was respected by all parties. Mr.
Hickcox thus expresses himself to the Rev. S. Griffiths, on the
23d of May 1782, (fourteen months after Mr. Cole had left
‘Wolverhampton,) in a letter which accompamed the invitation
from the Society: “ There are likewise two legacies of: 2001.
each, left by two persons of the congregation, at their decease
to the interest; one is in the eighty-eighth year of his age, and
the other is near seventy.” These are precisely Mr. Hickcox’s
words. The other 100/. mentioned, was bequeathed by the late
Mr. Corson, in a will dated 15th October 1799. Mr. Cole had
then resigned the ministry at Wolverhampton eighteen years,
and Mr. Corson had sat seventeen years under the ministry. of
Mr. Griffiths. Our opponents—in other words, the famlly of the.
Manders—have sworn in their affidavits that Mr. Griffiths came
to Wolverhampton, in 1782, an avowed Antitrinitarian®s,

ey

o
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» Mr. Pearsall is the son-in-law of Mr. Benjamin Mandcr.v

4+ Verax, to .serve his parucular purpose, demes that Mr. Gnﬁiths was an
avowed Antitrinitarian,
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Now, the congregation did not receive either of the legacies,
previously to Mr. Griffiths’s settling in this town. All the legatees
were living when he came hither; and I appeal to an impartial
public, whether I was not Justlﬁed in asserting, that three
gentlemen, while Mr. Griffiths was minister, bequeathed 1egac1es.
to the amount of 500/. I stated things as, after diligent exami-
nation, I found them stated. M. John Mander’s representation
of the business, in his letter to Mr. Bransby, may or may not be
correct; but of this I am certain, that we have no documents:
whatever, in any book helongmg to the Meeting House, which.
show that any sum was 1rrevocably appropriated, before Mr.
Cole' left: Wolverhampton. Mr. John Mander affects to_give
an air of -gréat consequence to his manner of elucidating these
circumstances, and schools' Mr. Bransby about examining, the
accounts ¢ so cafeful’l-y ,. telling him, that had he gi_\{én them for a
few succeeding years, it might have saved him (Mr.John Man-
der) the trouble of explaining it. And in what, I would ask,
does this explanation differ from Mr. Bransby’s statement—that
no money or interest was received by the Society, until the de-
cease of the individuals by whom it was bestowed? Besides,
even .according to Mr. John Mander himself, 400/. of the 3
per cents was not appmpria'ted till June 1780, nine months
before Mr. Cole resigned; and Mr. Mander adds, (beca'use‘wf;h;:-
an assertion was necessary to complete his argument,) that it
was “ before Mr. Cole had any thoughts of leaving.” |

I beg permission here to introduce an extract from a very
curious letter, addressed ta Mr. Cole by Mr. John Mander and
two other young members of the Society, only four months after
this last appropriation. This letter clearly proves, what is abun-~
dantly evident from other documents, that Mr.Cole had long been
made uncoimfortable in his si tuation, and that his retirement was
owing to the troublesome interference of the Mander family, at
that time. Mr. John Mander (who was, I apprehend, even
n his youthful days, ¢ a friend and a promoter of peace !”) .and
his two ‘worthy coadjutors begin their letter with saying

‘'Y ou have no doubt heard a report of a Meeting House being
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about:to. e built in this town;. and that we are the principal
actors therein, being led thereto by the following Teasens”
Feere-follows a list of reasons, grounded entirely an-Mr. Cole's:
Jmonay long ceased to preach agreeably tothe views which these:
~eriters: enterwined of religious dectrine: . < We also think;™
they go on t» say, ¢ yeur comnexiens .with some neighbouring
mmisters another greas. means. of injury;: for Aowever bigoted
e peay - seent (0 you, we cannot but observe with sorrow, that
~ yownot only associate with, but:also:seem. to. drink deep into
theirspint. Your unwillingness to lend your pulpit, and treatment
of those minhisters that profess the doctrine of Calvinism, (which
werapprehend. to be the doctrines: of .the Gospel,) induced us to
- offer 1 the Bam-Street people, that if: they would: get a more
esrivepient place to  meet. in, ‘we woukt: assxst them, that we
m*gnt*em@y the labours.of our friends .in it -
The réader wWill -observe; thatthisletteris written:to Mr. Ctale,
&Rshi tifive, it is true, after he had““ drunk deep into an heretical

ApAYEt;” batvery . soow after ithe apprapnanon of the 4007, as-
stited in Myr. Whander’s: account.

Whetle whohad- attended for years.on M;r Cole’s IS try ; st
Rave’ Been well ‘wcquainted ~with-:his real.sentiments :—henee
thitir legacies, anid hence ‘our ‘conclusion ‘that -the jegacies were
ﬁpphédm:mnfemmy with the antention of those: fhy whom: they
Xveve given. |

I believe. that meither the :writer. of ‘the-¢ Appendxx ”.nor M*r.
Jobm Mander goes 50 “far as 'to:demy that the: swan of 20604 was
ad out by the:Congregation and their fiiends. Fhis requires
noifurther notice. 1 shall:therefore -corifidently assert-that the
§00l. was: ntended for ‘the support i¢f public womship -in-the
Med ting | House; while the dectnines which '‘Mr.:Griffiths avowed
weraipreachied theve, and :among them it ¥s certwin 'the. doctrine
of the [Eyinity had noiplace.

Mr.John Mantercalled upon:me-on. business, :as hm:naphaw
WMz C. Mamlevsays, and when 1 had:occasionto openmy-desk,

he saw lywg m:it, 1the iletter: which she had addressed totMr:
Baaristyy. - Hewoertandly asked sorse such.question.as e is said in
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‘thé “ Appendix” to have asked: but in regard to the neply;he
-has altogether mistaken it. -I will not in - this-instance employ:a
-harsher serm: still it seems no more than fair, as he is sodesirots
-of making the answer: public, that the public should -have sivy
wversion of it t0o: -1 was determined, from motives whieh 1. need
-notexplain, to have no conversation upon congregational mai-
ters: with Mr. Mander, beyond what was forced upen me.: aad
- to his question (put in a careless manner) “ Well! 1 suppose
-you have found matters much as I have stated them?”” my, reply
-was “ Fery likely.” TThis, to serve his purpose for publicity, as
interpreted -¢ 1 believe they are.” I had no intention, gmd. he
anust have been aware of it at the time, to enter upon the dis-

-cussion of the subject: for, had-1 been inclined to say any thing
 gespecting his letter to Mx. Bransby,. I .should have denied the
truth (as Fnow deny it) of his assertion, that I asked him:for.the
money belonging to the Trustees. 'When it was no longer cen-
-venient for him  to pay 5. per cent, forit, he requested me to
-take it off his hands, saying that the security might lie as it did..
- Tt was my intention to. have -offered  a - few -remarks .on.the
election of Mr. Jameson ;. but Mr. Bransby’s detail .of .all this -
-{ramsaction, ‘taken from eriginal documents, is so perspicuoms
and so impartial,that even the writer of the ¢ Appendix” has
not:dared to calliits accuracy nto -question;-exeept in a single
instance, and ‘in that instance, as in every other, Mr. Branshy/s
- statement .may .set both sophistry and. slander at -defiance.-
“ Mr..Bransby,” says the writer of the Appendix, ‘“denies that
the. Meeting House: waslocked and guarded, but does:not: dis-
prove: ¢t: and when I recollect that his only means of nformation
was through a person who was too young at the time it bc-

curred to have any distinct remembrance of it, to what credit,
I would ask, is he entitled?”—If Mr.C. Mander will trouble
himself to “ recollect,” Mr. Bransby declares. at the very begin-
ning of -his reply to Verax, that in relating what passed. about
Mr. Jameson, “ he would not write a single syllable upon hear-
say evidence.” Whatever may be Mr. Charles Mander’s ideas on

hesubject, 1 know o what credit” Mr.Bransby “is.entitled;”
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and I also know that, independently of any “ remembrance” of
mine, it is in his power to demonstrate, notwithstanding the
“ pledge of honour” preferred by ¢ those who were interested at
the time,” and who peradventure are<nterested even now '—that
the Meeting House was open for religious service as usual, and
that Mr. Jameson, finding that a supply was provided for the
pulpit, went to West-Bromwich with Mr. Hanbury, to preach

sor Mr. Hanbury’s brother-in-law, the Rev. J. Humphrys.
I will now pass on to Mr. Steward. Of his settling here as a_
-minister, a pretty full account is given in the Monthly Repository
~-for February 1818. I beg, in.the outset, to have it understood
‘that I never had any personal enmity towards him, I opposed his
‘coming; but that opposition was dictated by no hostile or ma-
lignant feelings, although Mr. C. Mander is pleased to say I
was “ his bitter enemy.” 1 disapproved of him as a minister;
-and, without taking to myself credit for any wonderful sagacity,
I formed that judgement of his talents and character which sub-
sequent events have so fully justified. I shall not detain the
reader long with the history of this gentleman, in whom Mr. C.
Mander’s penetration has discovered so much ¢ mildness” and
‘60 much of the ¢ Christian spint.” 1t is public enough; and in
the very face of the fine encomiums on Mr. Steward, scattered
here and there through this ¢« Appendix,” T will be bold to say
‘that only one opinion exists about him*. He came to the Society
an avowed zealous Unitarian; he continued such till the end of
the three years for which he was mvited. As the individual
through whose hands the endowments passed, at the expiration
of that time, I paid to Mr. Steward what was due; informing

o

* €€ We cannot refrain from expressing it as our decided opinion, that Mr.Stewa!’d,
who engaged with the congregation to serve them as a Unitarian, was bound fo re-
finquish his possession of the pulpit, as soon as he found he could not occupy it
according to the terms of his original contract—whether those terms were ex-
pressed or implied.””—See Review of Pamphlets on the Wolvcrhlamp,ton, Case, in
the ‘¢ Chri:dian Instructor, or Congregational Magazxine,” _lfor February 1819.

_ * Mr. Steward was guilty of a deplorable violation of honour and justice,” See
< Infringements of Religious Lilerty exposed,” by James Robertson.
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‘him, by letter; that as his- -engagement had then closed, it would
‘be necessary for him to receive another 1nv1tat10n from the Sq-
cxety, as, othemnse, I should not consuier him to. be the Mi-

nister: and I added, that should an 1nv1ta:10n be given him,
which I did not expect would be the case, I should decline at-
tending on his services. It would have been but justice towards
me, in those who furnlshed the materials for this ¢ Appendix,”
—if; indeed, I had any justice to expect from such a quarter,
—to have laid this letter of mine before the‘publie.' | |

~Mr. Steward continued without invitation to. officiate; and

~ several of the congregation suspended - their attendance at the
Meeting House. Within less than a month, a discovery was
‘1ade, not by his public- serwces—-——he had too much of the
¢« Christian spirit,” I suppose, to make known his real behef
from the pulpit—thata change had, for a considerable time, taken |
place in his religious views. I was going from home for several
‘weeks, and had no opportunity of stating to the Soclety the facts
- which had come to my knowledge. Soon after my return,
meeting was held, agreeably to public notice givenin the chapel.
This was on September 1, 1816; and at ‘the _meet_i_ng', among
other resolutions, it was agreed,  that Mr. St_eward, was not con~
sidered the Minister of the Congregation after the expiration of
bis term_of three years; and, that in consequence of its being
ascertained that a change had taken place in his religious opi-
nions, 1t was not tﬁe wish or inclination of the Trustees and
Congregation to renew the connexion.”

What must be the feelings of the reader when the answer of
this man of ¢¢ mildness and Christian spirit”™ is laid before him?
In a letter bearing date September 8, 1816, addressed to me,
in reply to a letter of mine, which accompanied the resolutions,
he-begins, .

“ Sir,—This is to acknowledge the receipt of your papers
and I must confess that I was struck with astonishment when 1
perceived the charge which the Meeting brought against me—a.
charge which it had no means of substantiating.”

“ T conceive that I am, accordmg to every prmmple of right
permanently. ﬁxt.”
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' What can the:writer of the ¢ Appendix” mean, when in
speaking (p. 80):of the original deed, he says, ‘‘ which they care-
fully conceal- from: us.” ¢ However loosely the deed may be
expressed,” it was produced in the Court-of Chancery; the plain-
tiffs, Messrs. Mander and Steward, were furmished with a copy
of it; and at page 60, in the very ¢ Appeal” to which the ¢ Ap-
pendix” is attached, the nine Ministers say ‘“The deeds have at
length been produced in court;” and the nine ministers more-
over are driven to the .confession—a confession which they ought
to have made with bitter feelings of remorse for the part they
have acted,— ¢ that these deeds are not so explicit as they might
have been.”” ,

Previously to the Trustees putting new locks upon the doors,
every attempt was made to induce Mr. Steward to withdraw
quietly and peaceably. The Congregation, ata general meeting,
deputed Mr. Taylor and Mr. Bradshaw, who were at that time
his intimate acquaintances, together with myself, to prevail on
him to retire, or at least to fix some specific time for going. At
this interview, he told us that his friends were endeavouring to
procure a situation for him; but he hinted that he would suit
his own convenience. We had a good deal of conversation with
him, and before we parted he said he would see us again on the
subject within a few days. ¢ I acknowledge,” said he, ¢ that I
have behaved very ill, and had T been in the hands of the Cal
vinists I should not have been treated so liberally.” We left him
under the pleasing idea that the affair would be settled in an
amicable mauner. Accordingly, I received the following note
from him, dated Tuesday morning, 8th October, 1816, five days
after this interview :—< Sir, This is to say, that 1 shall have no
objection to see you next Friday, on the subject upon which you
and your friends called on me, last Friday. My only wish 1s
your happmess...... John Steward.”

Mr. Bradshaw and myself went, as Mr. Steward had ap-
pomnted, in the hope that every thing might be arranged to the
satisfaction of all parties. But what was our surprise when we
found Mr. Benjamin Mander summoned on the occasion; and
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when Mr. Steward said, ¢ ‘that he had not ‘made up his mind
about going, that'it was a matter of uncertainty, that when he
.could get a situation he would remove.”” To our question ¢ Have
you any thing else to say or to propose?” his answer was ¢« No2’
Of course, we 1mmmediately withdrew ; and nothing further tran-
spired. From that moment, however, the Trustees deterinined
what course to pursue.

As this anecdote did not suit the purpose of the writer of the
“ Appendix,” he has omitted it. His friend Steward perhaps
did not think proper to communicate it.

Much has been said by the nine ministers about ¢ the violence
of the Unitarians ;> and the writer of the ¢ Appendix” calls on
« the Unitarians” to ¢ blush at the mention of the Wolver-
hampton Case.” What will they think of this confession of Mr.
Steward, that “ if he had been in the hands of the Calvinists
he should not have been treated so liberally?”’ I am disposed to
believe, that henceforth Mr. Charles Mander will not plume
himself quite so much on his friend’s ¢ Christian spirit.” Neither

was this the only occasion on which Mr.Steward gave utterance
-to the same feelings.

A highly valued minister, from a distance, called on him some
time after the Chancery proceedings had taken place. He urged
Mr. Steward, on the score of former acquaintance, to faveur
him with the reasons that operated in bringing about his relapse
mto Trinitarianism; and asked him, what kind of congregation
he had under the auspices of his new friends. Mr. Steward de-
clined entering into an explanation of the grounds of his change;
and said “ As to a congregation I have none at all, nor am | {
likely to have a congregation; those* who have taken the lead in
this business.are no friends of mine; it 1s no part of ther in-
tention to serve me; they have no influence, and are too little
respected to be able to get me a congregation.”

- This was the opinion, or, at least, it was the language, of Mr.
Steward, in the autumn of 1817. What degree of gratitude, and

ong

g -y v

* Messrs. Benjamin, John, and Charles Mander.
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‘what measure of the ¢ Christian spirit” it discovers, I leave Mr.
-Charles Mander and his father-and uncle to determine. |

 Thre writer of the “Appendix” brings a heavy charge against
‘"Mr. Bradshaw, and calls his treatment of Mr. Steward “a mas-
ter-piece of appression and cruelty.” 1 fear a paltry artifice has
here been used, to impose upon the public. For what honour-
able purpose are all dates omitted in this part of Mr. C. Mander’s
“ clear detail of circumstances,” and even m the copy of the
letter sent to Mr. Steward by the attorney? It must be obvious
to every one, that the merits of the case depend in no trifling
degree on dates. ¢ The Trustees and Congregation of: John-
street chapel’” are represented as ¢ owing to Mr. Steward:about
'34(.” but they deny that they owed him a single farthing. His
- salary had been faithfully paid by them up to-the time when his
engagement expired; and they no longer recognised him as‘their
‘minister. Mr.Steward had put himself under the guidance and
protection of the Manders, and had -bidden defiance to the
Trustees and the Congregation. Mr. Bradshaw had been a most
‘kind and generous friend to Mr. Steward ; he had, however, seen
what were Mr. Steward’s principles of ¢ honour” ‘and what his
practical ideas of « the Christian spirit.”” Is it surprising then,
that he began to be desirous of having a long standi’ng account
settled ¢

As to the proof so triumphantly msisted on by Mr. Charles
Mander, that Mr. Steward was still thought worthy of con-
fidence, because Mr. Bradshaw ¢ gave him a receipt upon un-
stamped paper,”—while 1 wonder at the imprudence of Mr.
Bradshaw, 1 congr atulate Mr. Steward on the victory which
he achieved overhis resentment, and leave the argument to operate
in all its influence on those whom it may corcern.

I have been dragged, much against my inchnation, mto this
controversy, and have transgressed the limits which I prescribed
‘to myself: yet I cannot lay down my pen, without expressing in
‘my own behalf, and in that'of the Congregation, the sense we
entertainof the sympathy which has been so kindly manifested
towards us, both 1n our own neighbourhood and-at a distance.
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We are excluded, it is true, from the house of prayer in which.
our forefathers -were :accustomed to worship, and to which we
feel ourselves attached by some of the strongest and most inter-~
esting f1e5;. but. we desire to be_ thankful that we can still as-
semble ourselves together, as a Society of Christians. I rejoice
too: that a. most able advocate has stood up from ameng their
owa body; m the person of the Rev. James Robertson, to assert
those . great principles. of religious liberty which our opponents
are.s0 outrageously mfringing; and 1t gives me sincere pleasure
to record, that the:most numerous Society of Protestant Dis-
senters—of the Independent denomination*—in this town, take
no share in the proceedings of which we have so much reason
to .complain, and refuse.to furnish.any contribution whatever,
towards the enormous expense which Mr. Mander and his ad-
herents have thought proper to incur.

JOSEPH PEARSON.
,-;:Wolveekamptmz, -
- Feb. 22, 1819.

P.S -——-I have necelved the fqﬁowmg letter from Mr. T Eyre
Lee and as it refers to some. part of Mr. C. Mgnder s state-
ments, upon which I have not amma,dver‘ged Itake the hbex:ty of
thus Iaymg 1t before the public.

P S v = s s> et
To Mr. Joseph Pearson, W olverhampton.
Dear Sir;—] have been not a httle amused with the att qql

- P e) — Coti v o - T wra e A -

made by Mr.Charles Mander, (in the “ A ppendlx” lately pu)phslged

~

bj him, rglative to the Meetn;g«hqgse in J ohn—street Wolver-

hampton), to invalidate the statemem ma,de by our regpe tﬁl
friend M, Bransby, as to the amounts ‘given by Mr. Marshall

Boaprory - mpg N Ll 2 b A g h o

and Mr. Hill to the rMeetnpg—-house. It matters little whether the

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ AT S S “2AVWY

funds were bequeathed or, not ; but it is evident that they came

b e

mto operation for the beneﬁt of the Meetmg-house durmg the

 V———— verin —— —~
BRI EA SR s SRR SAALAISRDVIL SNV oA & R M AR I N Y S ™

® Under the pastoral care of the Rev. Mr. Godwin.
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time of Mr.Griffiths’s ministry ; and it is no less evident that the
parties giving the money retained a control over it during
their lives, as they received, according to Mr.John Mander’s
account, the interest from Mr. Hickcox; and 1t was.not till
1'7 85, when both of them were dead, that Mr. Hickcox was
at liberty to give security for the sum so as to.attach it to the
chapel. Mr. Cole retired in 1781, and Mr. C. Mander admits
that he had changed his religious sentiments, which 1s further
proved by Mr. J. Mander and others having written a letter
to him on the subject; the stock was bought mn 1778 and 1780.
Mr. Marshall signed the invitation to Mr. Griffiths, which is a
suflicient proof of his sentiments, and Mr. Hill lived till 1785,
without making any objection to. Mr. Griffiths or his senti-
ments, as far as Mr. Bransby or any of us can tell. Mr. Cole’s
invitation to Wolverhampton is dated March 4th, 1759. He
was ordained July 4th, 1764 : and therefore what Mr. J. Man-
‘der means by saying the monies were given before Mr. Cole’s
ttme 1s not intelligible. My reply to Verax was therefore well
founded. But it i1s rather strange that_Mr. C. Mander should
let it be known that Verax i1s Mr. Ha’nbury* who was elected
a trustee with you in 1793, while the congregation was de-
cidedly anti-trinitarian. How inconsistent are Mr. Charles
Mander and his allies in their observations >—in one place he
denies the election of trustees in 1793 to have been valid; and
in another, quotes the opinion of Verax as one having authority
because he was a trustee. | | | |

Our opponents are so profound in their legal knowledge, that
not only do they imagine that their Case can be supported with-
out the arguments used by their legal advisers, but Mr. Charles
Mander takes upon himself to declare that the deed by which
yourself and others were appointed trustees 1s not a legal deed:
whereas that eminent lawyer Sir Samuel Romilly declared

court, that you were legally appointed trustees, under the forms

s

* Mr. Hanbury has denied to Mr. Pearson having wriiten the paper signed
Verax. | |
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prescribed. in the trust-deed of 1701, having been elected by the
majority of trustees for the time being ; and that his clients did"
not contend that you were not trustees; but that being trustees .
you had committed a breach of trust in permitting anti-trinita~
rian doctrines to be preached in the place. -Sir Samuel Romilly’s
legal knowledge is not however to be put in competition ‘with
that of Mr. Charles Mander ; for it was further said ‘by‘Sir'
Samuel Romilly, that if the ejectment were persisted in, you
- would recover the legal estate of so many parts as had been con-
veyed to you, but that the mere recovery of the legal estate would
not settle the question as to the breach of trust. As to what
may have passed between yourself and the other parties as indi-
viduals, I know not; nor has the warmth of expression used by
parties on either side any thing to do with the real question -
before the public and the courts of equity. No lawyer ever
denied that a portion of the legal estate was vested in Mr. Ben-
jamin Mander; but the legal estate and equitable estate are two-
distinct things. ‘The Master of the Rolls did not decline to inter-
fere in this business for want of jurisdiction, because both he and
the Chancellor have a summary authority in all matters of this
sort, if brought before them on petition, as we attempted to do;
and the Master of the Rolls would have heard the petition and
decided the question in a short time, if Mr. Mander and his
friends had not chosen to relinquish the benefit of the late act of
parllament relative to suits respecting charity estates, and have
preferred the tedious and more expensive process of filing a bill
and information, during the existence of which the Master of the
Rolls thought it disrespectful to the Chancellor to interfere. But
he showed his opinion of Mr. Mander’s conduct, by obliging
him to pay his own costs. The magistrates having bound
you over to prosecute Mander and others for a forg:ible entry,
proves their opinion of the conduct of the parties held to bail;
and as the discussion of the subsequent .prdCegdi_ngs redounds
hittle to the credit of the jury at the sessions, or to that of the
parties who used their influence to mislead the jury, it 1s useless
to discuss them, or to notice them further than to say that the
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offer to M ‘Thompson was made not from fear, but from a desire
of putfing ap end to dgg.putes in an inferior court, upon a sup~
Jggt gy}uch was under 1pvest}gatmn m a court of supenor Jurle-
diction,—I. have merely put down these few observations in
CONSKGUENCe . of Mr. Charles Mander’s assumed air of trl-"
umphant. answer to our friend Mr. Brgnsby, Whose statement
is §ubstannally correct. I have no opjection to Mr. J ohp
Mapder’s seging this Jetter, thhout the trouble of peeping into
the desk of your counting-house, or that of any other person—
and |
- I am, dear Sir,
your most obedient servant,
T. EYRE LEE.

February 20, 1819.

Pricied by R! A A Taiftor, Slioc ld?ié' 1%90&:





