
THE OÂLT CASE AGMIN.

good nieasuro, pressed down and shakon
together, and running over, shall men

give unto your busom." Present Ris
dlaim as H1e presents it, and lot mon set-
tle Iwitl Hum, anid not with you, if they
think Hoe domands too mach!

One thing seems tolerably cloar froni
tho stattiments (if the General Secretary-
Treasuror, now twicc repeatud in these
colunins, that unless our income eau be
increased, we must oither rttrench sunte-
where or plunge iute debt. -We trust wo
may bo spared the pain, we had almoat
said tho disgrace, of either.

THE GALT CASE AGAIN.

We are so~rry that olir gonerally ex-
collet conteliupUrIry,the hr6 i. ur
diafl, sliuuhd lose his tenlter uver our
rejoinder on the Gait church. case, and
reply with hard worda instead of hard
arguments. We thiik. we mnade it cloar
to the approhension of most persons
who read uur article, that Congrega-
tiunalists have nut takon, and have nu
intention of taking aiiy stops tu " seize "
the Gait pruperty. That proerty is
deeded to " the Meth4Jdist New Con-

itexion Society (Lt Ualt," and it is the
buisinese cf the Trustees of that Society,
tiot ours, to look after the legal ques-
tions raised by the claim of the Metho-
dist Conference. Wu sympathize strongly
with thein ùu thuir assertion of the right
of self-government, and thieir claini tu
the cliurch. and parsolage whic1h thuy
have arected, just as we should sympa-
thize wvith auy anti-union Presbyterian

coligregution in sinilar circunistauces.
But we repeat, for the sake of the

Gtwardian, that it is tho Gait congrega-

tion, and flot "'tho Congregational-
ists," who dispute tho riglit of the

Methodist Confereuce to the property
in question. And if wo and other Con-

gregational ministets are holding ser-
vice iu tho church about the tîtlo to

which there is this dispute, it is ouly at
their request, and becauso thoy do not

choose tu reliuquish theïr dlaim to the

prurty until the case is decided for or

against theni. The question between

us is not, as the Ouhardian puts it,
" 'whether a church, erected through tho

labours and contributions of the mem-
bora of a particular religieus faith, and

held in trust by Trustees for that pur-
pose, is the privato property of these
Trustees in sucli a seuse, that if they

change their creed they have a righi to

change the purpose cf the church, in
accurdance with their change of creod ? "
To such a question we answer, unhesita-

tingly, No ! Trustees can hold property
only in accordance with the provisions cf

the deed which. croates the trust. 2'hcir
"change cf creed " caunot alienate the

property froxu its original uses, and
ought not to do su. But is this tue case

described ? Ti-e Trustees and the peo-
ple are at one, and coxnsider that to haud

it ever tu the 'Meth1odist Co7iference
would be tu divcrt tht pi gpertJ fï,oîi it

oriqi7al uses, une of which was, to pro-
test against certain features cf Wesleyan

.Methudism, lowked upon by theni as un-
scriptural aLnd exclusive, and which, they
clatùlà, remain substaiitiahlly unic1anoged

under the uiv discipline. And the real
qucstiumn is, wlhether a congregatiou su

unitud, and hiding sucli convçictions,
should be deprived cf their chrurch and

parsunage, even if the Act of Parlia-


