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become dry or fire wet.  An Archbishop of ]
Canterbury is the very pinnacle of Estallish- i
ment in the most Established Church in the |
world, and Mr. Spurgeon in the character of
an Archbishop would not be a greater anomaly i
than the Archbishop in the character of a Dis-
senter.  Yet the Archbishop has really heen s
performing this extravrdinary part. A cathe- ;
dral has just been fovaded for the diocese of
Moray and Ross in the Episcopal Church of
Scotland, and the Archbishop took the trouble i
of going as far north as Inverness in order to
lay the first stone.  Of course, he was attended |
by nearly gll the Bishops of the Scottish Epis- i
copal Church, and they did their best in thosc .
northern latitudes to make a demonstration ,
worthy the dignity of Lambeth. Now, the
Episcopal Church of Scotland, as our readers ;
are well aware, is nothing but an insigaificant
sect of Dissenters. The Established Charch g
in Scotland is the Presbyierian. It stands in
exaclly the same position there as the Angli- 4
can Establishmeat in this country. Of course, ;
there are many bodics of Dissenters, just as
there are among us, and the Episcopalians are i
one of the smallest of all the denominatiors, |
so small that it was once jocosely proposed to
mark the site of every Episcopalian on the ,
tdnance Map of Scotland. At all events,
they arc Disscnters, just as much so as the i
Wesleyans, or the Independents, or the Roman
Catbolics in England. Now, this being the
case, we beg to inquire what is the difference
in principle between establishing a cathedral i
in Scotland and erccling a tabernacle in Lon-
don? Ifin the onc case theact be thatof Dis-
senters and schismatics, why is it not in the
other? Of ccurse;, in a certain sense, both
procecdings arc cqually legitimate, but it is
still somewhat startling to witness an Arch-
bishop of Canterbury in so novel a part. To !
put it in the mildest form, an Eaglish Arch-
bishop is supposed o be the incarnation of the
principle of public order. We shoald not ex-
pect even the most tolerant of Archbishops to
take the chair at an cntertainment in aid of
Mr. Spurgeon’s Tabernacle, or to accept an ¢
invitation o x Methodist tea partr. He wonld ,
appear like a fish oot of water, and we expect i
Lim to keep to his own clement.  Yet, uadera
more specions ferm, this is precisely what he I
has been doing in Scotland. He kas crossed )
the border, and is metamorphosed into a Dis-,
senter. ;
“Bat this consideration by no means repre-
sents the whole of the anomaly which is in-
volved in this proceeding of the Archbishop.
An act may be very unseenly in a person
holding an official position which in a private
individual would have been perfectls leguti-
mate If Scotchmen choose to dissent from
the Establishment and maintain an Episcopal |
Church, it i3 not for us to blame them for deing |
so, nor would it be reasonable 10 find faultif
some Englishmen take an interest in  their
cfforts, ard cadeavoar lo eacourage them; but
we must say that the Archbishop of Canter- |
bury is not the projer pesson io offer sach
cncourazement. As the head of the Eslab-!
lished Church in onc part of the kingdom, he
is bound by the strongest considerations, not
only of interest, bat of duty, to offer no dis_
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paragement to the Church established in an-
other part of it. He holds his digmty and
anthority in this country by precisely the sam-
right as that by which the Presbyterian Church
holds public authority in Scotland, and in offer-
ing a slight to the Established Church of the
sister kingdam he is dispamging hiz own title
to public recognition. The impropriety of the
proceeding may be seen by a very simple paral-
lel. Ifa Wesleyan comes into an English parish
and sets up a meeting-house, he is at all events
acting in accordance with his principles.
But suppusc the clergrman of a contiguous
parish disapproved the wroccedings of his
ncighbouring brother clergyman, and were, in
conscquence, to hire a room, preach whathe
thought right doctrine, and initiate a rival
parish organisation. In such a case the law
would probably at once restrain him, bat, at
all events, cvery one would see the extreme
impropricty and unscemhiness of such an in-
trusion. Since a clergyman is granted exclu-
sive privileges in one parish, he is especially
bound to respect the similar privileges of his
acighbour. Now, the Churches of England
and Scotland are just in the position of twe
contiguous parishes, and the two Established
Churches are the two claigymen in possession.
Fur the Church of Scotland officially to intrude
into the province of the Church of Englangé, or
for the Church of England to intrude into
Scotland, would be cqually unscemly. But
the Archbishop of Canterbury is the public
representatice of the Church of England, and
sach a proceeding, thercfore, as we have
tecently reported is, to say the least of it, a
great offence against ceclesiastical propricty.
ilc has no more night to interfere with the
Established Church of Scotiand than with the
province of the Archbishop of York, or
of the Archbishop of Dublin. An immense
outery was justly raised in  this couatry
some fiftcen yearsago by what we called
¢ the Papal aggression.  But what is the diffe-
rence in prinagle between the interference of
the Pope in the diocess of the Archbishop of
Canterbary, and the interference of the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury within the province of
the cstablished Church of Scoilana?  We
mxintained that the Pope, as 2 forcign prelate
hiad no right to iatrude his authority or influ-
cace within the domaia of a national Church.
We toleraie his doing so at ihe present mo-
ment ; but we certainly do not expect the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury to mimic his proceedings
in the sister kingdom.

= If this gratuitous interference of the Arch-
bishop is wrong in principle, the error is cer-
tainly notrendered less serious by the tonc of
the specches delivesed at ihe inauguatal ban
quel.  The Archbishop biwmmsell was not the
most discreet of the speakers. ¥ I rejoice 10 be
able,” hesaid, © to give testimony tomy anxious
desire to seal the union aad communion between
the Episcopal Church in Scotland and the
Church of England. That Episcopal Church
is the only true representative of the Church
of Engiand in Scotland.” We muast coafess
our asionishment that such inconsiderate lan-
guage should have proceeded from a person of
the Archbiship’s authority =nd respoasibility.
If these words mean anything, they repudiaie



