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sngs, and, on that ground, scparately .and
specially, demand that the action shall’ be
dismissed. ‘They never once hint that the
Court should disregard the demand for ve-
duction of these sentences, and atlow the‘|
case to proceed on the clement of damage
slone. On the contrary, they explicitly as.
sert, as matter of law, that * no decree for
damages can be pronounced” against them
by the Civil Court, ‘Lhe exclusion is exhaus.
tive, 'The Court,say they, cannot reduce,
neither can it give camages ; the whole casc
“should therefore be dismissed.” In com-
plete accordance with this pleading, Drs.
Cunningham, Cairns, and Alexander are Jaud-
ed by our contemporary as_the greatest logi-
cians of the age for maintaining that to their
conseiences must be given, in the language
of Dr. Cunningham, ¢ the authority of God.”
Men who are notoriously wide as the poles
asunder upon many questions of Church gov-
crnment and doctrine, request the tribunals
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reg we find them urging, astheir first plea
that Mr. M’Millan had *¢ no title to sue.”
What did they mean by this plea? They
could not mean that he had no right 1 pur-
sue any action whatever, and must therefove,
bave meant that he had not the character
of a Free Church minister—having been de-
posed—and had no right to pursue them.
And hence an imperative necessity fcr the
interposition of a conclusion that the Court
should declare that deposition as being ille-
gal and unwarrantable, and in excess of the
power of the Assembly as Church officers,
utterly null and void. ~Withoyt this he could
not have got the question of damages. But
in so doing, the Court are not interfering
with the Jegitimate management of the As-
sembly. ‘The Assembly may begin again
and depose Mr. M’Millan legally, it they can
find sufficient ground for so doing, after their
past illegal procedure has.been declared null,
Meanwhile, if it is found they have acted il-

of justice to allow them complete exemption { legally, oppressively, or maliciously (and an
in such matters, even when they affect the ! offer is made to prove all the three), surely
most important civil intecests of members of | it cannot be pretended that the element which
the community, from every species of control.  opened the door to the redress of this con:

Such is now the position, both in and out of '
Court.

Our unhappy contemporary has got com-
pletely bemuddled by the last bugbear “ Re-
duction.” The point, he assures us, i8* whe-
ther the Civil Court should proceed by an
action of reduction or damages,” whether it
should merely redress the civil wrong, or,
“constituting itself a Court of ecclesiastical
review, annul the sentence of the Church ju-
dicatory, and restore him (Mr, M’Millan to
his eccxlesiastical office, on due cause, accord-
ing to its notions, being shown.” It is some-
what strange that our contemporary should
put such a question after the repeated assur-
ances he has received that Mr. M’Millan has
siever asked the Court to replace him in his
pulpit.  His counsel, Mr. Macfarlane, assur-
od the Court that no such thing was demand-
ed. To guote the language of his written
pleading (Minute of Debate) * the summons
contains no conclusion for reinstating him
jn the spiritual office from which he was de-
1osed.”  Nevertheless, disregarding these
serbal and printed statements, of which our
contemporary, should, and of which the As-
sembly must be aware, they gravely proceed
2o .assure the public that he is asking the
Court “to restore him to his ecclesiastical
ofrice.” )

But our contemporary proceeds to ask us
to consider * whether the action of (l:xmagesl
Loes not answer our purpose, and cover tne

|

whole ground we consider, it desirable the
Livil Courts should oceupy.” We answer,
decidedly not. And we are abundantly
torne out in this view, not mersly on grounds
stated in our former articles on this point,
but also by the course adopted by the defend- |
ers when the case was first brought into |

Court,  On referenge to their original defens !

duct would have been better absent than pre-

sent. We must be excused for doubting the

good faith of all who maintain so absurd a

proposition. The acts of the Assembly,

past and present, belie its honpsty, The

plea is pnrely technical. Neither can any

one be so simple as for a moment to suppose *
that in 2 mere action of damages the defend. -
ers would not have raised precisely the same
questions. Dr. Cunningham’s statements are
contradietory. But when he appears to hint
that such an action would not have heen met
with like opposition, we refuge to give him
credit for a faithful exposition of the views
of the party with which he acts, It is pateny
to the country that their objections were un-
qualified by any admission whatever of the
competency of civil interference, on the ex-
pressed grounds of the spirituality alike of
their sentences and persons. That was, and
still is, and, we balicve, ever wili be the plea
of these men, whatever may be the kind of
action by which they are brought into & Court
of Justice. ‘Their original plea of * no title,”
is a sufficient answer to their last juggling
and disingenuous pretence. It meant, and
only could mean, when state 1 as preliminary,
that, even though the relevancy of the atroci-
ties alleged were admitted, the pursuer had
no power to bring them into Court, and

means of connecting himself with the damage
narrated.

We have now answered, explicitly or by
implication, all the objections of our conter-
porary. Let him never again deceive his
readers by alleging eithar that the demand
for reduction was uncalled for, or that Mr,
Maemillan has asked the Court to replace
him in his pulpit at Cardross. Let him ne:
ver again say that the civil authorities, in
actizg as they have done, claim to ¢ prescribg



