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111 I'.i-iior iiii.l |)i,'Oi)li',a mutii il . ouik li ^Imul,!

\>f. prnposi'il, and on lliis \n:'v\'^ nlii^.il, he

••ays, an exp.irie council >liiiiilJ In inlicii,

whose decisinii would have ('(|ii:ii liirc in

ilissolving ihe connection lielW'jcn die imi-

teiuling |)ariies.

Bui Mr. Hi»ndel)uurcksays, t!il

an ladcpeiiiUnt Church, hariir^ iis

ruli:s, docinnes, and dhcipliiu.

Without goinj; more at larj^'^ into !hi.-> .Mr.

Puiichard':5 work, or o'.her.'s oii (,'uiigr.';.ii-

lionalisni, which I have htokcd iiii(!, \: i>

jdain that it is ini;)ossible to |iredi':ate aiiv

rules, upon which a Court of ju-iiiie ran jmh-

ceed, upon any opinions iti iliose buoki, iM

upon such as Jno. McLeod yivc.-, for the

usages of the Congregational Chuiclies o'

ililferenl countries and of different purtions

of tlie same countries, vary tVimi earh other.

In the North of Ireland, lor instance,

entire unanimity is required ; in ^ome parts

of New England synods or general «iiujicil>

have much greater power than in oilier pans

;

while in England and Wales the clnucli

government is difTerent in imponanl particu-

lars from that of Scotland, and oihei cnui,-

iries. So in some few (l\iiicha:>i stages that

he knew of one Church; fern ile church inein-

bers have a share in church governnient, in

others all power of the people ov :r ilie Pastor

is denied.

In short, although those works will enable

us to form some general ideas on the subject.

i repeal that they can give a Court of justice

no reliable data on which to determine the

rights of parties.

Therefore, whether the Complainant be or

{)e not now a member of the Congregational

Union of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick,

is quite immaterial ; and he ceased to be so

only in 1848; nor in this connection is Mr.

Heudebourck's testimony, regarding the for-

mation of new churches, by the withdrawal

of a part of an existing church of any
moment. And as to the witness Jno. Mc-
Leod's opinion : that the election of a Clerk

and Deacons at Herring Cove, ipso Jactn,

dissolved the Complainant's connexion with

thfe Liverpool Church, it is plain that the

object of that meeting was iint to dissolrr, but

to conthuce ihai relation, by substituting other

officers for those who refused to continue in

ihe performance of their duty.

So far from this being their intention, the

Complainant continued to do his ministerin

fititiss. 3.t sll the ststions. sis he hjid done

from the first, except only that he did not

I

prcarii (iie.Miisi.' he was not porn)itled ti>

jiri aril) III ihe nieeiinir I 'Use at liiveriwol.

:
The iinpri'svion uliirh the whole ol tin'

evidenci' h;i'' made upon my iniml, is ili.ii

• i! ilh'iiiiie ol ilie inei'iiiii;s in October and
III I*\'brL,ary. a majority ol the church meni-
li'Ts and congregniion adhered to tlie Coin-

lilainant ; :il'hoUL'li, in Itie view which I take

nl the case, ilii-; is hot mnierial ; that a large

|iiir;iiin u'i ! jth are siijiporters of the Com
jilainanl, is incontrovertible.

I regri't that ;lii' 1) renduits instructed their

C-'uniisel to prefer imi'iiiations upon the moral

rliaracter of the CoiiipInin:tnt ; from which I

am sure had he been li'fi to his own disrre-

lion, iie would liuve relrained.

,\s regard- these, his alleged In.xitv in dis-

cipline and heierodoxv in dor irine,ii()iiiini!; bin

the ability with which the learned Counsid

dealt wiili tiiera, preven'eil them troni beint;

olleiisive alike to the feelings and judgment
ol the Court.

I do not acijuiesre in his sugcestion that

the IJefendaiUs hnve dealt leniently with the

(Jnin|ilainant. If they know hin) to be guilty

uf inrontinence, to hive taught I'niversnlist

dojtriiics, or to have been lax in discipline,

it was their duty to have proved these

charges. But they could not have believeil

them, for on the IHih Uriober, 1S47, he was
furnished with a certilirate of character, as a

passport to another ministerial charge
; yet

tiiev have loaded the testimony with all the

gossip that could be galhereti, to insinuate

wliat they could not prove. Il is due to the

Complainant's character to say, that there i^

no proof of a single immoral act committed

by him, nor of a single instance of his tench-

in^: Universalist doctrines, or circulating

Universalist tracts. And as to the idle tales

of deficient discipline, what is to be liiought

of a case, in which, one of the witnesses

when called upon to testify to it, makes it a

charge against his Minister that he thought
'' he did"ni fix up things quite right."

It may be true (its truth, however, depends

on the credit of a witness whose memory seems
to be somewhat defective) that in a moment of

irritatioti, the Complainant said if he left Liverpool

lie would preach Universalist doctrines to their

fall extent. I do not sit here to pallhtn rash

words, but neither is it my office to IJruifj a man
to jiidjrment for what he intends only to do.

As reijards the olpiectioii, tliat llie C'uiiiplaiiiaiU

did not take back his wife, in pursuance of the

resolution of the meeting of Noveinbei 1847, the

fact is, as I have stated, against the Defendants.
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with him at the time of the council meeting. That


