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How Ildisposed of 1"I Does the edi-
tor mean to insinuate that the Brook-
lyn Presbytery, adopting the fashion of
a certain Court we have ail heard of,
hangs a man and tries him afterwards?1
Mr. Beecher is either guiity or not
guilty, and the case can neyer be dis-
posed of "ite the satisfaction of ail par-
ties"' until ho is either acquitted or con-
demned. la the aforesaid Presbytory,
thon, in possossion of the proof of his
guilt which his enemies are se anxious
to gèt hold of?1 Or are thoy, on the
oth3r lhand, sucli partisans of Mr.
Beechor that they are fuily propared to,
Ciwhitewash"l hias, and let him go?
The newspapors are not tranireiled by
Ilthe Congregational system ;"I wliy,
thon, don't thoy "Idispose of the case te
the satisfactien of ail parties?" I Why
don't the jury that tried Mr. Beecher do
it?

We are net very familiar wlth the
procedure of Presbyterlan Churcli

Courts, but we suppose that before a
man can bo trled, someb.xý.' must prefer
a charge against hlm, and some ouc, tee,
who can presont prima facie evidence of
the guilt of the person accused. Such,
at lest, is the practice u.f our law courts.
The magistrate cannot" Ilcommit" a maxn,
uer even if commnitted could the Grand
Jury return a "Itrue bill" against him,
on more street rumeur. Who, thon,
has charged M4r. Beecher befnre, the
Churcli, or beforo the Council, wlth the
crime laid against himn? Nobody. Hoe

lias been lndictied in a law court, and
acquitted. la that sufficient ground for
the Brooklyn Preshytery to, con~vict hlm?
Mr. Bewen lias recently asserted it as
hls CIunwavering opinion" that Mr.

Beecher in guilty, but positiveiy refuses
te, bring prbef, if lie lia any. Mr.
Beecher himeoif lias again and again,
undor oath and otherwise, soiemniy
deuled the charges laid against him.
How thon, la theso circumstances. could
Prosbytery do more tlîan Congregation-
alism lias doue te dispose of the case?

Furtliermore, lias the 1'rcsbytcrian
nover heard cf cases where a ministor
lias been similarly charged, and perliapa
lias béen belioved, for a time, te bo
gulity, who lias aftorwards been proveîî
te, ho innocent? If not, we could toel
hlm cf at ieast ono case, in which an
erninent mnister in England was ac-
cused, as Mr. Beecher lias been, by the
woman who, declared lierseif te have
been particeps crZminis with hlm, and
died under the imputation, who nover-
theiess was afterwards provon te have
boon innocent by lier own remorseful
dylng, testimony. With sucli instances
bof ore us, it becomes us te be very care-
fui how we " dispose of" such charges.
We are inclined te think that any body
of mon, te whatover Church beionging,
that 9slxould have done se "llong ago,"l

would have eitlier been guilty cf grosB
injustice, or wouid have rendored a ver-
dict without any practicai value .in the
eyes cf the community..

Furtlier on, the Presbijteriau says

IlThe fatal errer of Mr. Beecher and
lis frieuds was adopting the policy of
silence. Had they courtod inquiry and
cailed a councl at the very outset, the
case would net have been invoived li
the suspicions with whlch it la now sur-
rouuded. Sucli a thing as deiay li the
case being possible, points te a fatal do-
fect lu the theory that a congregation
should goveru its own affaira."

But, innocent or guilty, wlio is. there,
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