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As thecoiutofooiupoU-'ut authority, tally rocDgiiUoil l>j the Syuotl, iii

the very letters of thuir instructions, in all Ihair iaiictioiiH, powers, duties, tiud

responsibilities, wo submit that liio I'resbytory wore bound in duty to the

laws of the Church, and to tlio instructions of tho Synod, to consider tlie

form ami regularity of the coin|ilaint—the personal status of the complaint

in the Church—his ri^lit to appear before any Clmrch court as a i)arty

complainant. If these vital considerations formo.l no part of the en<iuiry

ei\joine(l by the Synod, then it is at once obvi(jus that any person whatever,

without character or responsibility, holdiuij no recojfniwed position in the

Church, or any connection with it, nii^^ht at once break down all the

restrictions and safeguards with which the Church has fenced

round her Presbyteries, her Sessions, hor ministers and members,
with which she has guarded them from intrusion by parties suftering

under Church censure and disabilities, , and from tho assaults of wicked
enemies from without, by demanding directly and at once the oar of th«

Synod, on the subject of alleged wrongs and grievances, claiming its imme-
diate interposition, with its ministers and members and inferior judicatories

;

and that matters which beh)ng exclusively to the civd tribunals of the land

should be heard and adjudicated by the Supremo Ecclesiastical Court ; or, if

resort to the Synotl, in such a case, would be an anomaly so monstrous tliat

a speedy check to tlie absurdity would be foimd by the Legislature, it is at

least abundantly obvious, that the precedent that has just been made by the

Presbytery of London, miist give Isvcilities to any person whatever, who mav
at one time have been a member of the Church, for disregarding the conatita-

tion of the Synod as a court of appeal and ultinvalojurisdiction, ridding himself

at once of all the disabilities which would overwliehn him in an inferior judi-

catory, and addressing liimsclf iuuuediately anil directly to tho Synod as a
court of original jurisdiction in all matters of complaint against a minister of

the Church, and thus avoiding the preliminary enquiry as to tho status which
the Church has ordained shall be made in tho case of every person seeking
relief within her jurisdiction. But your memorialists ai)preliPnd that, in the
present case, the Synod assumed no such arbitrary jiower

—

iid such anonaa-

lous jurisdiction. We cannot imagine that the Synod ever conceived any
attempt lo abrogate or limit any of the powers or functions of the Presbytery,
and with which, by the laws of the Church, Presbyteries are Ecclesiastically

invested, we cannot imagine tint the Synod, when it directptl an enciuiry into

the matters contained in Thomas Kidd's memorial, did not to tho fullest ex-

tent recognise the right of the Presbytery to en(iuire into the character in

which he appeared in this court; into his antecedents in tho Church ;
into his

rights to appear in any Church court whatever, we assume that as the Synod
did not think itself competent to institute such an enquiry, tho memorial was
sent uown to the Presbytery nushorn of any of its inherent qualities, with all

its merits and imperfections untouched, and deserving no adventiticas sane*
tity from its presumptuous ai)pearance in a higher tribunal to which it did
not legitimately belong.

If your memorialists arc correct in thair assumption, they respectfully

submit that the Presbytery of London committed a fatal error in allowing Mr.
Kydd to be heard ou the subject of bis complaint before ho had justified bis

own position in the Church, and in treating with indiflerence th preliminary
objections, which were urged witli much force by their ministers, to Mr. Kydd's
personal status, in summarily disposing of these objections without any en-
quiry into their foundation and validity, and in disregarding the protest and
appeal token by their muiister against tho summary disjwsal of these objec-

tloqs. la this demrture from precedent, from express law, from iraraerao-


