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matter of belief and Church discipline. When
the Church or majority òf the Church vio.
lates the iaw or its own laws, then it must
ubmit to b. brought into Court, and this is

the sum and substance of the Cardross Case.
When it comes before the Court, the dbeision
u tie Church may be mainttained as a just

-decision, or it may be reversed as an unjust
one; but hereim lies the whole dispute.
Soune of the clergy maintain thatjust or un-
just it shal stand, for no Civil Court should
have the power te overlook either their ,jus.
:tice'or injustice, while another party main-
tains that the high tribunals of the land
ought ti ho called upon to deulde whenever
right and justice are in question. 'The ques.
lion, in a word, then is, did the majority in-
tilis case violate their own laws, or did' they
not e the Court of Session is to de"idé, and
ail the clamor is about nothing less and'noth-
ing more than this-nothing whateveî to do
with belief. How different and how urijustly
the sectarian press, and particularly the .New
York Observer, put it, our readers can sec
from this simple atatement. It is a sad
thing to think of, when vs see our religlous
nîewspapers fall baiek on misrepresentatio'n,
for that in but another phrase for falsehood,
for it does damage to our Saviour's Christi-
anity.-Scotisk .4mericau Journa,

.CORRE-SP ONDENC>.

To the Editor ofrte Mothaly Record;
DE.it s,--As you may bave seen, nome

very severe animad.ersions are made qn vour
periodical in the last number et the Colonial
Presbyteriati, publisbed in this province. It,
in rather singular that these should occur in
an editorial professedly devoted te the advo-
cacty of a union betweea the different Presbv-
terian bodies inNew Brunswick. Tne editor
seems especially displeased vith the notice
whieh the Record lias. from time to tine,
ta&en of ti Cardross Case, and hints, that,
iu this matter. it does not enjoy the sympathy
.f the ministers and mermbers of the Presby.
teria Chureh of New Brutieosk in, connee.
tion with the. Church of Scotl&d.'. This 1
am disposed te doubt. I can only *say fLr
msnself, that 1, for one,, am glad that <be
Cardros Case has tuned'up. I have forJong
been of opinion that there is a mighty deal
et humbug in the pretensions of the Free
Church partv, and ukat the .leaders ofe i.
Disrupition, if not wllfully Miled, wereat
least under a most er-roneous ismpressio'l 'õf 1
tihe real stateé of tie csse ai issoe Th' 4r(th I
is, the Moderate4, muchs though they have beeni
blaied, andin some cases perhaps deservid-
ly, were far-seing men, andclearl.pitevéd
that Christ's kingdom, thoig not'it this
world, in, so ftr as tile visib!e Church i ceon-

,eerned, in this world, and that those consti-
tuting is being only men like .otliers, are

amenable to and entitled to enjoy the proetf-,
tion of the law in ecclesiastical as well as in
civil matters; inasmuch as there is no eele-
iastical relationahip that does net involve ik

it some civil right. Is it to be supposud that
the member of a Chareh Court alone in tq
have no redress and no produotion if his Indi.
vidual rights arc trampled on, if h. feeli-in
his conscience that lie bas been unjustly con-
demned by an arbitrarv decision of hie ce.
presbyters? Io a Church Court te b. consid-
ered so Infallible that if a misunderstanding
arise between it and one of its members aq
to whether or not the teroqs of contract be.
tween then have been kept, no neutral party
is to Le permitted to arbitrate between theme
.Should a bodv of men be allowed to decide
in a-case In ivhich they form one of the in,
ts.rested parties P Does experience show that
Church Courts have always been composed
of men of such legal discernaient and impar-
tial justice that it wouild be safe to concede
to themn such absolute. powers ? Yet, this in
virtually what the Free Church party arrogate
to themselves by their claim of spiritual inde-
pendenee, as is clearly shown by the Cardross
Case. They deny the right of any court upon
earth te interfere between an eceletiaatieal
court and one of itýsmembers, wh.ever in-
justice may be done him, and howevereithey
may infringe their own fundamental regula.
tiens. They deny the right of such atembers
to seek the protection of the state as well as the
right oft he state tu see that heroppressed ebild
receive justice. The eecleiastic alone of all
other elasses in the realm mrit oit mute un.-
der the wrong, meekly acquiescing in the tyçf
anny, of bis spiritual fathers and brethren.

Suchis really the Free Church claim of
spiritual independence when followed out to
its legitimate consequences: such preeisely is
the phase which tie Cardross Case has as-
sumed. But though the Secession party had
plainly taken up an untenable position, as
was obvious to their opponents, they have
had it all along very much their .own way.
The multitude, -net nuci accustomed to dis-
tinguish betwreen things that differ, took ail
for gospel that the leaders of the Free Church
chose ta allege. The other party were hîeld
up as merely mercenary men, who eared
neither for the interests of religion nor for
those of justice, provided they could only
serve their own ends,-as men, in fact, whao
had betrayed their Lord for a piece of silver,
They took patiently tibe abuse which wss
heaped on thent, an'd tiough wincing unlder
the wr'ng, forbore te retaliate, (for by thy
editor of the Presbyterian's own confessiot,
" the Record of the ClitireiQ.xof Scothu.dh, as
published in Edinhurgi, niever yet uttered
one word against -e Free Church,") went un
quietly doirg their 'ay, and Ift it to a just
Providence te show, in his own time and
way, who were right and who were wront.
When then the Cardros case arome. and
showed ie utter fallacy and impracticab:Fv


