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The Judicial Coiîxiittee cannot
even clainil to be the legitiiate suc-
cessor of the Court 6f ])elegates.
Not only did it neyer receive the
sanction~ of the Cliureh, but whiat
rlecognition it received from Parlia-
muent as an ecclesiabtical court was
l)v a, inistake. Lord Broughiam,
thie chiief author of the Act of 1833,
adinitted. in the House of Lords
that-

H1e could iiot hcelp feeling that the JTudi-
cia] Conniittce of I'rivy Comneil lia(d beeii
franied witliotit thie expcctatioîi of ecclesias-
tical questions heiug brotiglit hefore i.I
wvas created for tie coiisidlerationi of a totally
ilifferent class of cases, and lie Iiad no doubt
bnt thiat if it had beeiî constittnted %witl a
view to, snicb cases as the .present (Gorham
case), soine othier arrangemient would liave
beeni la.-le.

B3ishop Bloinfield, too, who wua on
the Commission of 1,831-2> said
that-
4The contingency, of ýsucl& au appeal camne

into 11o onie's mind.

A Court for wvhieh its authors can
say no more than this cannot ex-.ý
peet to, receive mucli respect fromn
those wvho, inaintain that its origi-
nators had no authority to crate
a Court for the purpose at ail.

But as a matter of fact, the Ju-
dicial .Committee is not a-Court
strictiy speaking at ail, but mnerely
a body to advise the Crown, with
none of that personal responsibifi-
ty which is one of the chief safe-
guards of the subj.eet in a court of
justice. lit isi in fact, the lineal de-
pcendant of the Star Chamnber, and
its niethods are similar to those.of

thiat-odious bocly. .An Act of Parli-
aillent in tli'e reign ôf Charles 1. (16jCar. 'I. -X. 5) restrained the Privy
counceil froni <isposinga of the Pro-
péerty of Eîiglisli sul)jects,ai u
theni under the protection of the
iordlilal.y. courts of - tW. lit is
SCiLrcelY to lie expected that such
a court should be perniitted un-
challengred to deal wvith spiritual
inatters.

We have shown that the Court
lias no spiritual jurisdiction. 'It

Inîust Uc added that froin past ex-
Iperience wve cannot accept its deli-Jverances as evente ardan
ficd to for-m such opinions. Be-
sides want of ~Jurisdiction, the Ju-
dicial Cornnittee lias showvn itself
jwanting in comipetence and good
faith. Axnongst, otiier bluniders it
bias de.clarcd ini the Gorhamn case
that the Catiiolie doctrine of ,Bap-
tisin is an open question ; it lias
given utterance to the extraordi-
narily false statenient that there
ivas no Prayer of Consecration .in
thie Second Prayer Book of Ed-
wvard VI., in thé case of Liddell v.
Westerton; it stated in Martin v.
Mackonochie that the words " e-v
fore the table " in the rubrie before
the Prayer of Consecration, applied
to the wvhole sentence.-and yet it
condenined Mr. Purchas for -stand-
iîgc before the table; it lias given

contradictory rulingLs in regard to
the Orniatents Rubric; it assigned
certain visitation, articles to Bishop
Cosin, as issued in 1681, fifteen
years after his death. So inuch
for its comxpetence.

In regard to its good faith, wve
have it on the authoritv of one of
its members, Sir Fitz'roy Kelly,
who ,occupied ,th.e d.istinguishied
position of Lord Chief Baronl that


