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tion to the privilege of holding office. But
1 do pnot desire, by striking out the term
tChristian religion,”’ tu deny that we are
a Ghristian ccmmaunity, and to let them in
a8 8 matter of rigkt without any distine-
tion ' etween them and cthers.

I do pot care, sir, what other ftates have
done, I know that the most of them bave
left the words ¢ God '’ and ‘‘religion’ al-
together cut of their Coustitutions. But in
my opieion it has been on false prinviples ;
on principles which our fathers vever estab-
lishs d, and which have no foundation either
in jus:ice or in right. Tkelaw says you
shall not require any man to believe in or
support eny particular form of worship.
But when you are passing upon qualifica-
tions of office it is your busiuess and our
duty to recognize the condi-ions of society
in which you live, and to fix the qualifica~
tions for (fice to suit those ecnditions of
society ; and you do no injustice to any
man by providing safeguards around the
geats of power in the State. That is the
reacon why vo man has the right to say,
if you r.quire an oath of allegiance from
him, that you are fixing upou him prin-
ciples to which he does not agree. It
is for the sovereign people ot the Siate to
gay v hat principles they cons der safe ; and
if they make up their judgment that it is
necessary for the safet, of the community
that cestain jrinciples only shall Le sanc-
tioned, no man has toe right 10 complain.

The idea of the gentleman from Baltimore
county (Mr. Ridgely), that eve.y man who
is a voter shall be entitied to held office,
cannot be carried out. You allow a man
1o vote when he is twenty-one years of age ;
but you require a Senator to be twenty-tive
years ot age, and a judge to be thirty. You
ullos a man to voie in this State after ¢ne
year 8 residence ; but you do uot allow a
man to hold cffice in this State until he has
resided in it three years. The distinciion
between the qualifications of a voter and of
an (fice-holuer is ket up ail through the
Constitation.

The part of my amendment relating to the
oath of allegiance, | do not suppose can be
objectiouable 10 anybody ; becau.e it says,
‘guch oath of allegiance and fidelity to the
State and to the United States, as way be
prescribed by this Constiwiivn ' 1 give
potice that 1 shail offer what [ have 1ead as
8 substitute for this whole article.

Mr. CLapge. | agiee entirely with the
gentiemun from Baltimure city (Mr Stir-
jing) ia all he has said in 1eference to the
deciuration ot belief 1n the Christian reli-
gion. And when I first diew up my ameud-
ment, my idea was that all wen who -be-
licved in the existencs of God, the God
whom we Christians recognize as God, were
beiievers in the Chiistian religion, except in
the case of Jewa.

Mr. SmiruiNG. And that is the class I
want to get in.

Mr. Crasge. And I thirk my amend-
ment covered all classes when it provided
for a declaration of belief in the Chri:tien
re igion, or in the existence of God and a
future state of rewards and punishments I
think it will meet the views of the geatleman
in relation to this last clause, to move 1o
strike out all after the words ¢! Christian re-
ligion,”’ avd insert the words ‘‘or in the
existence of God and a future state of re-
wards and punishments’’ The article will
then read—

“That no other test or qualification ought
to be recognized on admission to any office
of trust or profit, than such oath of cffize
and qualification as may be prescribed by
this Conpstitution, or by the laws of the
State, and a declaration of belief in the
Christian religion, or in the existence of
God snd in a tuture state of rewards and
punishments ”’

That, I tbink, would cover all cases. As
to the other point, which the gentleman pro-~
poses to raise by his substituie, in reference
to ellegiance, etc , we do not desire 10 meet
those questiots now. [ think they will be
better met hereatier

Mr. StirLiNi. [ do not offer my sabsti«
tute to be voted upon now. I have no ob-
jection to the amendment indicated by the
gentleman from Prince George's (Mr.
Clarke.) :

Mr Riperry. I desire to say a word or
two in reply to what has fallen from the
gentleman from Baltimore city (Mr. Stir-
ling.) And first, in relatio: to tue inter-
pretation which he has put upon the argu-
ment which [ addressed to the House upon
the subject of the gna'ifications of the elector
aud the elected. He has entirely misapplied

{ the idea which I desired to convey to the

House, and therefore the comwent he hag
made upon my argnment does not at all
Jncet the cace.  The theory of my argument
was that the qualification in relation to a
religious test —the sutject then particularly
under consideration—should not diff:r be-
tween the elector and the elected. Ot course
there may be different quali cations in other
respects, such as age, jength of residence,

¢., wuich it would be perfictly competent
for the Constitution to prescribe, as our
present Coustitution does preccribe.

I now ask the atteniivn of the House to
the very impressive view which the gentle-
man has attempted to take in relation to
this word ‘*Christian ;”’ and the interence
he se-ks t> wake, that if we withhold the
word ¢ Cbri:tian’’ trom the Constitution,
we in point ot fact ignore we are a Chiistian
people. Now, it is hardly necessary for me
to offer a word in reply to the argumant
that the withdrawal ot the word “ Lhristian ”
trom our Congtitution necessarily or even




