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membicrs must have been startled to hear from Dr Harelay that tho
attitude of the Churcl toward tho Seriptures had chauged from what
1t way Biteen years age.  Tho thesie of the professor's 1o turo was in
a wonl the *'lmperfat Bogk.” It was on that they had to pass
yudgment.  Ho admitted that there was haste in drafting the libel,
but ther excuse was that it was - no tu accummo-dute Prot Camphetl
toell. Ho kuow that the pusition was o solemn ane and that the
membern of the Pregbytery woulid do what was night.

Ihe olerh then read the twotion of Dr R Mamphal), and the
stweadment of Di. Barlay, aud the vete was then taken upoun the
cunnt and stowd as follons  Fur th wotien, 21 for the amondment,
13, vie. Dr. Barday, J M Cromhie, Prot Roxs, 1 Fraser, J. k.
Duclos, MacKeracher, W. D). Reid, Prof. Cousgirat, Internosia and
.\I:,xrrny Wal<wn, miusters, aud Wi Ilrysdn!a and Colin McArthur,
cidors,

Atter tho voto was declared, Professor Camnbell formally dectared
lus witention to appes! against the demsion

Prot. Campleli 1a thus foun] by the Presbytery to hold a view of
the wspiration of the Holy Seriptures which tmpugns and dweredats
them as the suprome and infallible source of religions truth ; concrary
to the Word of God and the the standands of the Presbytertan Chuwich
1 Canada.

The Second Count

un Wadnexday, the 13th inst, the Preshytery resumed eonsidera-
tion of Prof. Campbell's case, taking up the s~coud count in thoe hibel,
which read a4 follows :—** A viow of God which sets hun forth as ous
who daes not smito either in the way of pumishinent or disaiphing, and
who has nothing to do with the judging or punishng of the wicked.”
Prof. Cawpbell said, iu reply to a question, that he had nothing
further to say so long as tho statcinonts made by ki on tho provious
day were taken 1nto consideration.

Rev. Dr. ). Patterson, of St. Andrews, moved that the sccond
count of the indictment be found proven. The speaker regrotted
that it foll to his lot to take an initintory step in the matter, and
yet he could not sce that the Presbytery could have done otherwise
than tako up tho matter  According to Professor Campbell's idea
of Giod, o was only @ titular wonarch, while the real ruler was
Satan.  Ho aduatted that sin was proished, bus claimed that at
followed naturally, as naturally as burning followed tiro or death
tollowed the taking of poison. ~ In Holy \Writ it was evpressly laid
down, ‘" The soul that sinneth, 1t shall die *  If punishment of s
ousucd by oature, why constituted Nature® The Chrnistian sees a
power behind Nature, God Himsel!  The punishments of God lmd
down 11 the Old Testament were famine, pestilence, the sword and
wild beasts; theso wero sent by God to punish #in. The Old
Testament ended with a warning to turn from sin to vighteousness.
At the beginmng of the New Testament the forernnuer exclaims ¢
** Repent ye, tor the kingdom of GGod 18 at hand,” and enforced the
declaration by a threat of judgment to come.  In the Sermon on the
Mount therc was passage altor passago relating to the justiceof Gad.
In Paul s bpistic to the Galatinns the curse was repeated, nnd to
the Hebrews it wassaid It is o fearful thing to fall into the
hands of Lod.”  Uur God is a living fire, and yet the professor
taught that it was contrary to nature to inflict pain or tako away
hfo on account of sin.  (sod, indeed, is love, but Iie is also light,
truth and nghteousness.  love itself required punishment, 1f the
ruler of a country governed without pumshing, anarchy would
provail i that country, and the ruler could not be hefd up as an
examplo of the power of love Tho sacritice of Christ was justice,
and it sinners did uot deseryve punisbment, there was no necessity
for tiie atonement. anid the death ot € hrist must be accounted for on
~onie other principlo than the satinfaction for sin A ruler who
nover punished was nut only o wenk and an ineflicient one  but he
did not win that contidence and love that would be given to one who
scasonably corvected and punished. It was penal rotribution that
was referred to in the Bible, not vindictive but rightcous juatice.
The growth ot these erroncous 1deas bade fair to sap the foundations
not only of sound doctnine, but of morality itaelf  This teaching
might be productive of the weakening of the moral seuse umong the
people, permitting them to tolerate such indiflerenco and worse,
wimongat public men.  The statemcot made in the O} Testament
*“\Whom tho Lord luveth ho chrsteneth,” was repeated and reiter-
ated  tho Now lestament  1he theory ot the Professor did away
with the wholo ayatem ot discipline, and the Christian was told to
1. 15% and resent dinciphino and suffering as tho work of his cncinies
and not the result of s In concduding, Dr Datter<on declared
that tho F'reabytery had a duty to perform and they must stand by
tho Word of thod.  If half of the Bible were given up the children
would only bo tialt fed and would nut gow up to that sturdiness
that characterized the Chrastians of the past who were fed on the
whole Bible.

Rev. € B. Raxe, B.D., of Lachiue, scconded the motion brictly

RRev. Lir. MacVicar supgested that of there was to be any amend
wments now was tho tamo to present it.

Rev. J. Myies Crombio saui that whale hio had the greatest respect
for Dr. I'atterson he must say that ho had put up 8 man of straw and
then knocked lam down.  There was net a sngle utterance of Dr.
Patterson’s but what Prof. Campbell would give adhesion to~that God
amites—but that Hedoes not doitan tho vindictiveway that issometines
taught in the oid Pantan theology. Hedid not do it, mumply Leeause
tHe had the power to voit. It reemed (0 Lini that what Prof Camphell
taupht was somewhat on tho sne that what a man nows that s\m‘l he
rap  1fa man dehiterately chooses to walk away from God then
punishment, lus scparation from God, will necexsary follow, butif a
man accept of God through Christ, God will have po occasion to smite,
tut rather reward L,  He therefore woved in amendment that tho
second ceunt of the hibel bio found not proven.

Rev. Dr. Rarclay iegretted that he could not seo his way clear to
secend Mr, Crembio™amendment, for after very, very carcfol study ho
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had been forced to tho couclusion that the count was proven, Hohad
not been ablo to get humnelf at all iuto the position wluch Prof. Camp-
bell had adopted. It scemed to Lt a confusion of wdeas. ' Prot.
Campbell,” hocontinued, ** has ¢ dduccd a theologty which is certainly
not 1n striet accordance with tl e theology of the Bible I cannot
agreo with ham that God does not smite, but punislunent comes from
tho hand of Satan.  Ho has put Satan 1 8 new Light, which was 1o
freshing, 1 thought that Leliet Lad rathier died out %o gives Satan
much greater power than ho really possesses.  Suffering s surely the
pumshinent of God, and [ think the Professor has failed to give dune
weight to that aspect of the Divine will ™ Contimung, Dr  Rarclay
cohstderea that Prot. Catmplell s istakes wero mistakes of expression,
atd, 1o his mind, sutne very gravo mistakes in expression

Rev. Prot Campbell held that it was tho duty ot the Church to
explamn obscure passages of Surspture.  There wore things there ev-
cecdingly sumple that any child Liad a right to iuvestigate Ind not
Christ Himselt say thiat He camo to destroy tho works of the dovil—
those works vv et regardiug thy healing of the sick and the rasting ont
of deviist What kind of a God was it that the Chureh wanted him
to belisve i~a God who strikes down with one hand while Ho blesses
with the othert Dhid they want to beliove in tho Baals and the
Molochs. Thpt was the Oid Testament theory. When Christ came
to represent tho Father, the Jows asked . * Whero is tho smiter to
dnve away the Romsns:!™  Would they have him yeliove
that God stretched forth Iis hand to strike the martyr down ¢
Would they have hitn beliove that God was present w tho heart of
Judas Iscariot to betray his Master t No, 1t was a cerrible blasphemn
to proclaum in the namo of our holy religion. I cannot,” he said,
““believe in a God like that.,” The justico of God, which way really
rlfhtcousucss, had Leen referred to. flo never denird that justice
which sprung out of the love of God. Did we not in our houscholds
exereiso Justico But ho pitied the man who belioved that the justice
of God was as great as tho love of God. Sin, he continued, was a
violation of the law of God. aud its punishment was death, and away
back in tho geological ages it was fouud that where death reigned
there sin reigned before.  Ho wight bo accused of iguoring the death
side. Notatell. Tho death sido was not of God at all, but the
power of kitling was the devil. When a parent sent his son o the
missionary tiold and ho was eaten by caunibals, way it the parent who
killed lnt ¥ whon a paront seut lus son to fight for s country, and
hio was Killed 1n battie, was st the parent who fired the gun'  They
could not saddle the responsibility of sin and death vpon Ged  Pro-
ceeding further, Prot. Catupbell said he was a behiever in the testimovy
of tho Scriptures sn so far as thoy were found in conformity with the
testunony of Christ, aml only in %o far as the UM Testament was op-
posed to the testunony of Christ did he call it into question. Iio
thought with all due 1espect to tho graud old covenanters and to ther
foro-fathers 1n Gerwany, that theso men wero actuated by the Old
Testament spinit and noe by tho spuat of Christ.  God was the Gad of
battles to them.  Wero they growing as a chureh in the direction of
Chnst-mindedness, or were they growing more and moro conlirmed in
their Old Testament principles t - He left 1t for them to angwer

Then Dr. McVicas cuncludcd that tho text, ** It 1sa fearful thing
to fall into the Lauds of the hiving Goed,” would be read by Prof. C mp-
bell to mean ** It s a fearful thung to fall into the hands of the devil.™
The Princapal warted it understood that texts of Scripture were not
being quoted alone, but that due regard was bewng made to the scope
of cach passago and all 1ts beanings consudered.  Reading the whole of
the second chapter of the 2nd Epstlo of Peter, the speaker declared
that a God of linited scope could hiave no place in his theology. He
behieved m a God of justice. It vas extraordinary that the Professor
should weh to give such promnence to the dovil in these days when
so many denud the cxisteus of a doval at all. Prof. Campbell haa a
ﬁmu work betore b before ke would win snany senritle people to

13 way of thinking . thas respect.  After presenting theso passages,
tf any one sard that no proot had been given from the New Testament
that God soutes, tho Principal declared that he would produce the
proafs he had left unread.

Professor Scrumger conmdered that the libel had been proved.
although he considered thatn his remarks yesterday Professor Camp-
bell had quahified Ins former statements somewhat.  He inferred that
Professor Campbell’s idea was that God snites somnctimes through
nature, sometimes through the dovil and sometimes through the Sob.
The sneaker failed toses tho advantage of this. It was just as casy to
believe that God would smute, as 1t was to believe that the Son would
smite. Tho speaker could s¢o no reason for changrag the verdict in
anything that had been sad since.

Rev J. A Duclos had sat uader Professor Cumpbell as well as
nuder Dr Briggs, and from neither 1n teaching did he hicar a word of
their nnusual viows.  Yet, ho would consider the fruits of Dr. Camp
bell’s labours to bo the hingston address, for ho said he had been
twenty-fivo years in cousidening the subject.

Rev. Murray Watson of St. Lambert, declared that if none had
seen as Profossor Campbell it was because ho had never presented the
questions to the students.

The voto was then taken on the mntion of De Patterson, and the
second count of the libel was sustained by a vote of 27 to 2, tho dis-
sidents being the Rev, J. Miles Crombie, and tho Rev. W. D, Reid.
Some wembers of the Presbytery did not vote.

Rev. Prof. Campbell then said . “* 1 protest ngainst the decision
of tha majority of tho Presbytery and appeal to the Synod of Mon-
treal and Ottawa at 1ts neat mecting for the following reason - That
tho Presbytery in the consideration of its arguments on which its de.
cision was based failed to weigh tho Scriptural oncs presented by
the defence which the appellant regards as suflicient to exonerate
him from tho charges coatained in the libel.®

Rev. Dr. MocVicar, Dr. Robert Campbell, Dr. Daniel Pattcrson
aad Prof. Scrimger wero appointed o committeo to anawer the
reasous for an appeal to the Synod.



