Digitized by GOOS[Q



THE LIBRARIES
Presented by
FELIX HARGRETT
Class of 1924




Digitized by GOOS[Q



| /
‘REPLY

TO THE ATTACK OF

REV. R. J. BRECKINRIDGE, D.D., LL.D,, y

UPON THE

LOUISVILLE - PRESBYTERY,

AND

DEFENCE

e OF THE

“DECLARATION AND TESTIMONY,”

MADE IN THE

SYNOD OF KENTUCKY,

o’

OCTOBER 16, A. D,, 1865.

BY SAMUEL R. WILSON,
PASTOR OF THE FIRST PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, LOUISVILLE.

LOUISVILLE:

BANNA & DUNCAN, PRINTERS, CORNER THIRD & MAIN.
1865.

v



T e S T e e e e o




- REPLY AND DEFENCE.

" MIr. MopERATOR: It was said by those who introduced the
busiress. now before us, that it was not of their own seeking.
If this be true of them, how much more truly may it be said
of wa, To myself at least, the position in which I am now
compelled to stand, is both undesirable and unexpected. It
is:u-position not of my own procaring, and which, had itbeen
leftto my own choice- to decide, I most assuredly should have
dedlmed to occupy. Yet, sinee it is forced upon me, I am nat
at liberty to evade it, nor shall I shrink from the nesponsibil-
ity it.involves. At the desire of the meémbers of the Louis-
valle Presbytery, who have been so unceremoniously dragged
before this Synod, I am to say something in vindieation. of
their action in the matter for which they are nowarraigned: I
canronly wish their canse had been confided to sbler hands;
but:it-has not seemed to me that I could altogéther refuse to
spesak in their behalf, as God may give me- ability.

The Presbytery of Louisville has been brought before this
Syned, not by their own purpose or consent, but upon the
motion of others. It was not proposed by them to tromble
the Bynod with those matters, into which we have heen. so
suddenly precipitated, by the motion now pending. At least
it wds not intended to press these matters upon theattention
of this venerable body,in a manner so hasty and unpropitious
a8 that in which they have now been forced upon.ys. And
theesfore, here in the very ontset, we cannot but enter our
most earnest protest against the unnsual manner in:which we
have been placed, as it were, on trial at the bar of this Synod.
I beg you to listen attentively to the reading of the paper of-
ferwed by the gentleman on the other side of the house, (Dr.
R. J. Breckinridge,) and consider how summary is that pro-




4

cess upon which we have been required to stand here and
make answer for our very existence as a Presbytery. The Res-
olution is as follows :

. “In making up the roll of the members of this Synod for the transac-’
tion of business, it is necessary to determine the ecclesiastical status of
thosge office-bearers which constituted the majority of the Presbytery of
Louisville at its late regular session, and a number of whom executed
and published a paper styled the ‘Declaration and Testimony,’ which
paper was endorsed and a:dogted by the majority of said Presbytery. In
discharge of this duty this Synod adjudge and determine that said ac-
tion by the majority of the said Presbytery endorsing and adopting said
¢ Declaration and Testimony,’ and all such office-bearers, under the care
and jurisdiction of this Synod as havingexecuted and published it, or
as shall hereaftér do 8o, did and do each and every one, by said acts, as-
SUME SUCH A STATE OF OPEN REBELLION AGAINST THE CHURCH, AND OPEN OON-
TEMPT AND DEFIANCE OF OUR SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY, AND IN SUCH CONTEMPT
‘OF OUR FAITH AND ORDER AND ACTS AS TO RENDER EACH AND EVERY ONE OF
THEM UNQUALIFIED, UNFIT, AND INCOMPETENT TO SIT AND ACT AS A MEMBER OF
‘THIS OR ASY OTHER COURT OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH.” e

' Moderator, you have heard in that resolution, the heawies

.charges that could be brought against a gospel minister, laid
at the door of the Louisville Presbytery. Yes, I say against
the Louisville Pr'esbyter{, not one of the least of the Presby-
teries which eompose this Synod. True, indeed, the author
of that resolution does not use that form of expression, he
says the “majority of the Presbytery,” and has appeared very
tenacious of his chosen form. Well, sir, that only aggravates
the. course.of procedure adopted toward us, for it thus be-
comes & speeific charge against individuals. Itis not a pro-
posal to bear testimony against erroneous doctrines or prac-
tices as prevailing in the Louisville Presbytery, but according
to the showing of the gentleman, (Dr. B.) it is the arraign-
ment of particular persons by name, and a proposal that with-
out trial, their guilt being assumed, sentence shall be at once
passed upon them, and immediate cxecution follow. The
charges against “each and every one” of these persons are the
being in “a state of open rebellion against the church;” in “open
contempt and defiance of her scriptural authority:” and in “con-
tempt of her faith, order and acts.” - The sentence proposed to
be passed and executed, even upon the very threshhold of
your proceedings, is, that each and every one of these persons
thus charged ¢ s unqualified, unfit, and incompetent to sit and
act as a member of this or any other court of the Presbyterian
Church.” Surely this is an extraordinary step, thus to at-
tempt-to hale to the bar of this house, the great body of a
Presbytery, for acts done in open Presbytery; to put them up-
on trial, not as a Presbytery, but as individuals, and that with-
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out attending to any of the forms, or assuming any of -the re-
sponsibilities required by the fundamental law of the Presby-
terian Church, in bringing process against a gospel minister.
I mean the grave responsibilities assumed by one who under-
takes to become the prosecutor of a minister. Read, sir, from
your Book of Discipline, chap. v. sec. 7, « The prosecutor of a
minister shall be previously warned, thatif he fail to prove
the charges, he must himself be censured as a slanderer of
the gospel ministry, in proportion to the malignancy or rash-
ness that shall appear in the prosecution.”

An attempt has been made to justify this extraordinary
procedure, upon the ground, as is alleged, that the action of
those against whom 1t is- taken, is itself extraordinary. We
admit that extraordinary diseases require extraordinary rem-
edies, provided ordinary means of cure will not meet the ex-
igencies of the case.” If the' Presbytery have been guilty of
an unusual and unwarranted erocedure in the utterance of
that document, on account of which it is proposed- to.deal so
summarily with a portion of its members, and cut them off
and cast them out of the church, then the objection which we
make to the manner of bringing us here to answer to this
heavy indictment, will necessarily lose much of its weight.
But we deny that whatwe have done, is,in the circumstances,
either unusual or unwarranted; but, as we shall presently en-
deavor to show, and have great confidence we shall be able to
show, to your entire satisfaction, itis the ordinary, time-honored
method by which the church from age to age has been purified
from corruption, and has maintained her character as God’s
faithful witness for the truth. .

The extraordinary nature of this procedure against which
we protest, is made the more manifest since it was known, as
we suppose from what has transpired in this house, that the
very action of the Presbytery, which lies at the foundation of
the resolution under consideration, was made the ground of a
complaint to the Synod, by a member of the Presbytery, with
the view of bringing the whole matter under your adjudica-
tion,, Why then stop the business of the Synod in limine, with
a question involving such vital and such widely extended in-
terests? Why anticipate the regular course of proceeding
underthe complaint? Why ask a decision by this Synod upon
the ministerial standing and character, now and hereafter, of
80 many ministers and ruling elders. of the. Presbyterian
Charchi, upon a motion touching “the making tp of . the roll.
of the members of this Synod ?” The course pursued by the
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jnant (Mfr. Mc¥#lan) has this advautage at least, 8 dt-
Ring Yo reach the merits of this case in one of the ways
ided in your Form of Government, and Book of
ne. It covers precisely the same ground with the resofion
of the gentleman (Dr. B.), as the following extract sufficienily
proves: ' _ .

“The paper, presented by Rev. 8, R. Wilson, D, D., and adopted by Pres-
bytery, on'the 2d inst., styled a ‘“Testimony, &e.,” and calling for a
Charch ‘“‘convention,” in order to reclaim an alleged “apostaay,” or else
set up an organization separate and distinot from the General Assem}
of the Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, I congider,

incorrect in statemdnt—heretical in doctrine—contumacious in spirit—
—schismatioal in effect—and agitating in tendency.”

There is a singular identity between these two papers, both
contain the same charges substantially, the complaint welhg
more words, but stating them with equal force and distinct-
ness with the Resolution. The complaint, however, does fiot,
kike the Resolution, undertake to prescribe the punishmeat to
be inflicted for the offenses charged. It comes, however, muech
to the same thing. For nothing can be plainer than this, ¥Hiat
if the Bynodshould sustain the charges as affirmed in the com-
plaint, the Presbytery must either retrace théir steps, or beeut
off in the regular and inevitable course of discipline. ¥f we
have uttered heretical doctrines, have solemnly set our hands
to falsehood, and are promoters of schism in the body of

- Christ, then urless we repent of these sing our sentence cannot
be at’ all doubtful. I wish just here and now to fix this fact
firmly in the mind of every member of this Synod, for I &m
apprehensive lest some may think they can sustain the com-
plaint as well founded, and yet stop short of the judgmient
which it is sought to have pronounced by the method of eele-
siastical court-martial procedure, indicated in the paper of Br.

-~ Breckinridge. Let it be distinctly borne in mind, Moderator
and brethren, that these two papers differ little more thad in
name, and when you shall have considered the one, you will in
effect have decided the subject matter of the other. In whet I
have to say, I expect to have them both in view. Our answer
to each, is one and the same answer. They rest upon a oém-
mon foundation, are actuated by a common spirit, they aim at
a common end. We expect to treat their contents as the sdtine
in the argument we propose to make, and to show the baseless-
ness of the charges they prefer. And if we shall succeed in cén-

Vincingsy’_ou thatthe allegationsin the Resolution of the gedtle-
man (Pr. B) are destitude of  solid foundation, and that tie ac-
tién he proposes cannot be taken in truth and justice, then it
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willshg fhrthe 8ynod to determine what shall be done with, the
et ot Thongh we have Bl chlled Hpon ot ths outagh b
express clearly onrobjection to the manner in which we have heen.
avrpigned, Lam sure Ispeak the views and feelings of. the Pres-
b&gpx when I say, we are entirely. wil,lin§ to meet the issue as
others, have chosen to make it for us and for themselves. If,

after having thus met it, this Synod should wish to try the
isgye over again, we shall not be careful to answer in the mat-
ter.. i

ngn Moderator: It strikes us as not a little singular, that
we, wicked brethren of the Louisville Preshytery, who, we are
told, have set ourselves to fﬁgkt out the rebellion over again,
should thus be singled out from all the other Presbyteries of
this Synod, q;hough we may take it as rather an honorable dis-
tinetion,) to be dealt with after such a fashion. Why call upon
thege brethren of the Ebenezer Presbytery, and the West Lex-
ington Presbytery, tosit in judgment upon the Louisville Pres-
bytery, when the records of those respective Presbyteries in
evidence here, show beyond a question, that they are substanti-
a.liyﬂ “ag deep in the mud as we are in the mire?” That tor-
rent.of reproach and wrath which has been poured upon us,
ought, in justice and equity, to have been divided out and
sprinkled upon all these brethren, who have condemned the
neral Assembly’s acts, and refused to obey or execute its or-
ders, Itisnot atall a marvel to me, that this call should come
fram the source or be made under the circumstances in which
it hag been made; but with all respect for this venerable body,
I'do marvel that it was entertained for a single moment, and
not.afonce returned to the person who introduced it. I mar-
vel that these brethren did not see, that the guillotine which
wag to come down upon our heads, would go up again and
come down on theirs, unless they should get out of the way
very, quickly. Or can it be, that, by the sacrifice which it is de-
mgnded shall be made of us, it is supposed expiation will
be effected for their offences, and thus they will escape the
punishment they have incurred? And is this the source of that
ain and agony of heart, under which, the gentleman has
d.us, he was constrained to bring forward this motion? Is
ig that, even-handed justice—that scrupulous regard to what
XB ir and equitable, which again and again it has been solemn-
ly, affirmed has actuated this whole proceeding ? Even-handed
jugtice! to ask sentence of condemnation against a part of this
g;%'c, and leave unquestioned and untouched those others who
ihave done the same things; aye, sir, to propose that they shall

t B
t 1
i,
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become jurors, judges, and executioners of their bra‘bhem,

when they themselves are partakers of the same guilt!  This
indeed is the sort of justice that has much “prevailed df late
years; perhaps the justice with which the gentleman, (Dr. 'B;z
is most familiar, but sir, the worst that I could ever wish might
happen to him would be, that he should become the victim of
his own principles. S

- The importance of the issue now made is manifest to every
one. The thrill of interest which runs through the heart of
this great people, is indicated by the assiduousness with which
they have come to this place day after day, and watched your
proceedings. It is no ordinary 1ssue, and you know it, breth-

ren. We knew it was no ordinary issue that we made,

when we uttered that « Declaration and Testimony.” One sin-
gle fact now patent to us, shows that that paper is no ordina-
go'saper, as to its bearing upon the great question upon which

in his Providence has brought us. e admit thatitis a
- question of life and death, not to these poor bodies of ours,

but to God’s blessed Church ; a question, according to the gen-

tleman’s statement, of the life of our souls; a question certain-
1§, which takes hold upon the heart of this Christian people,
because they know that if decided against the truth, on whieh-
soe‘vier side the truth may lie, the consequences, no one &an
predict. : : . c
P The plea of extraordinary necessity has been set up here, in
defence of that short and summary course proposed to be adopt-
ed, against the signers of the ¢“Declaration and Testimony.”

To this plea a sufficient response might be made, by putting

one necessity against another—the necessity of doing some-
thing, promptly and decidedly, to rescue the Church from
threatened ruin. If the measures to which we resorted were
-extraordinary, we might reply, the condition of the Church
was such, as in our judgment demanded just such measures.
But now, Mr. Moderator, instead of the course taken by us for
maintaining the truth of God against corruptions in the visi-
ble church, being in any proper sense extraordinary, it is the
ordinary, and inﬁeed almost the only way, in which the people-
of God have maintained a clear testimony for His truth
a%ain_st error, throughoutsuccessive generations. The testimony
of the faithful witnesses ot God against error and corm?tion,
along the lapse of centuries, is that which sheds a line of glo-
rious light over those centuries, otherwise darkened by the oyer--
shadowing and gigantic powers of this world; and of the cor-

rupted- visible church, ingpirited by the powers-of darkness. I.
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neéd not dwell on so plain and simple a historieal fact, with:
which every theological® student but just entered upon his
course, and every well instructed child in a Presbyterian fami-
ly are familiar. The “witnesses for the tiuth” through the
dark ‘ages, were men of Declarations and Testimonies—men of
Acts and Testimonies, like many brethren here—like the gen-
tleman, who says that we are guilty of rebellion and contuma-
cy for uttering this our testimony.
- You probably thought it strange -that I should put in here
such an antiquated document as this, which bears the title,
« Memorial upon the present State of the Presbyterian Church, to
bé presented to the General Assembly to meet in Philadelphia in
May, 1834.” But sir, this Memorial is filled with declarations
of ‘error in doctrine, practice and discipline. You perhaps
thought it strange when I read the “Act and Testimony” of”
the: minority of the General Assembly, and others, issu®l at
- Philadelphia, May 27, 1834, addressed to the ministers, elders
and private members of the Presbyterian Church in the United
States.  Now compare this with the title of the “ Declaration
and Testimony,” and there is just as much difference between-
these two titles, and just as much difference between the con-
nts of these two docume®ts, as might be expected between -
vo documents which shake hands across a period of thirty
years, and as might be expected from the differences of the:
times, the errors and the emergencies whiclt called themy forth..
And who were the Memorialists of  1883-4, and the “ Act and
Testimony” men of 1834-5? T find here the names of R. J.
Breckinridge! W. L. Breckinridge! J. L. Wilson! Samuel Cas-
sedy! (who has signed his namé to this *“Declaration and Tes--
timony,” and is to be cut off for it!) and others of like courage
and views of right. Is it not strange, sir, that one whose fame
has rested to so great a degree upon the reputation of being
the author of the “ Act and Testimony” of 1834-5, should be-
the person of all others, with such hasty zeal, to call for an @t
of discipline against those who have adopted the “ Declaration
and Testimony” of 1865. With such an illustrious example-
“before us, we may well exclaim “ Lord, what a feeble piece, is-
this our mortal frame!”> Human nature is indeed fallible, and
we do not say that if we should live thirty years, we may not
outlive our doctrines, and learn to persecute and prosecute men
who shall thus testify for the faith. Yet, sir, it does seem
strange, that gentlemen should arraign this Presbytery of
Louisville, for doing the very same thing at Bardstown, that
they did in 1834 in Philadelphia! Perhaps the longitude
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%ms Qb if. we had only lived in thak e8-
lightenad “ ity of bwﬂmiﬁ' lowe”—that “logal” oity, andnat
in poor “secession” Louiaville! I marvel, Moderator, that.man
<an be 8o blinded by the.passion of the hour to those princigles,
for which, I really believe, under other circumstances aomo&
them would die. . .

I wish, sir, to say something abont the origin of this “Rag-
laration and Testimony,” because it has been attributed to speh
asource, and to such iniquitous purposes, as to make it necegsa-
ry that we should glance for a moment at this matter. Ktis
only necessary to point you to the acts of the Presbyteriea who
have reporte({ their action upon the subject, and which oqm-
pose the principal portion of this Synod, to show that it was
the spontaneous ouftapeaking of the souls of men, who felt
that they must speak, even though they should speak some-
thing that was not quite to the purpose, for the sake of God’s
truth and God’s Church. All previous efforts, as that reeqrd
of evidence that was read this morning shows, had been inef-
fectual to.stay the progress of our church downward in the ep-
reer, a8 we do most truly helieve, of ruin. The protests in
the Assembly of 1861, gainst the action of that body, the pro-
- test of this Synod, the protests of she Presbyteries, had ne: ef
fect.  Next year the Assembly went farther, and every g
ceeding year still farther, and the last year some of us thowght
she haﬁ quite gone over the precipice. The Niagara rivay is
beautiful ; it is as smooth as a silver lake; but put your bark

upon it, and refuse to listen to the voice warning you from: the
shore that the rapids are at hand; and you will certainly plunge
over the cataract. Your bark will go to ruin, thouih you may
ging so,n%a to yourself, and deride him who lifts the warnipg
voice. Thus there is such a thing as the accumulating of qin,
until the last sinful act brings with it the punishment of all that
recedes. So has it been with our beloved Presbyterian Church.
Wiprned from year to yearshe continued to go on in ber down-
ward course. And when a few of us stood up in the Assem-
bly at Pittsburg, and said, ¢« Brethren, stop! stop!!” we were
derided and almost put out of the house without ceremony, as
heathen and publicans. Still hoping tkat she had not yet taken
the final plunge, and that perhaps, the great Head of the
_Church would help us to stem the torrent, and make safely faat
to the shore, we uttered our “Declaration and Testimony.”
And, sir, we are to die forit; I much mistake these brethrep if
they will notdieforit. Nomatter who pennedit—no matterwho
proposed it, or published it—this is the origin of it. We may
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be nigtaken—we mhay be blinded, but that eir was tmli.;{'ﬁﬁg
ofiject and origin of this “Declaration and Testimony.” -
“As to our right to do thie thing, it is sufficient just to remind
you.of the evidence I have brought here from the History of -
the Presbyterian Church itself; to recall you to the Acts and
Monuments in Foxe’s Book of Martyrs; to the witnesses in tlve
dark ages, to the Testimonies of the Confessors of old Scotldnd,
and the lives and deaths of such mengas the Erskines, Gilles-
pie, Donald Cargill, and others. Is there a minister, is ‘there
a ruling elder here, who will say that we had no right to utter
this testimony? Why, it is one of the glories of that «Act
. and Testimony ” of 1834, brethren of the eldership, that your
names outnumber, by long lists, the names of the ministers:
Will you of the efdership, who can look back and see God’s
ruling elders, like the illustrious Argyle, going to the scaffold
for the Crown and Covenant of Jesus Christ, say that we had.
no right to utter this testimony? Some will answer, ¥ You
haad the right, but we are ‘afraid you spoke a little too sharp-
ly.” ‘Well! perhaps the disease needed it; but will you con-
demn us merely because we were a little sharp, and becagpe
you may think we put the probe a little too deep, when you
confess that the wound was festering ? : Co
Tt seemed to me that, in the argument which occupied the
afternoon of yesterday, however the fone might be changed
the fune was the same. Schism and secession and rebellion—
rebellion, secession and schism. This movement is. meant to
divide the churches. Such is the outery rung in your ears.
It has often been said that history repeats itself, and I think it
does; at all events I think it is going to repeat itself now. The
outery against the “ Act aud Testimony” of 1835, was just as
it is in the present instance. ¢ Schism,” “schism,’” “schism.”
Ihold in my hands a volume of pamphlets containing « Letters
addressed to the members of the Presbyterian Church under the
care of the Synod of Kentucky,” by my much esteemed frisid
and brother, Dr. William L. Breckinridge, and issued (strange
to say) at Danville in 1835. Its object was to defend the *“Act
and Testimony,” and on the very forefront i8 a defense against
this charge of schism. I wish you to see in what an out-
spoken, manly, old-fashioned Presbyterian way he meets the
charge against his Testimony, that it was the result of a conspi-
raoy, the oftspring of a caucus, and was intended to promots di-
vision ¢n the Church. These charges came from diverse quar-
ters, even from Princeton itself. Asto the charge of “cau-
cus,” the answer which he makes is, that the meeting out- of:
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which the “Act and Testimony” grew, was a publig, open
meeting. And on this point let me say, that if 1t had been
gtten up amongst a few, before public notice was given—if" -
it had been gotten up by a “caucus,” if you please,gn a cave
amongst the hills of old Pennsylvania, it would not fave hurt
the thing a bit, it might have been all the better, indeed, if the
mnilitary had been abroad and on the hunt of these witnesses,
as in the days of Claverhouse, and there were danger lest their
« Act and Testimony ” would be strangled in its birth by the
strong arm of military despotism.* So that if it were true that
our “Declaration and Testimony ” had been prepared and
signed in a secret caucus, there might be in these days of Mar-
tial Law, very good reasons for such a course; and this ought
to give it all the more potency, when it was known, that the
moment it saw the light its signers were liable to be seized by
the strong hand of military power, upheld and encouraged
perhaps, by patriotic ecclesiastics. -
As to the charge made against the authors of the “Act and
Testimony ” that they designed to promote a- division of the
urch, here i3 the answer of Dr. Breckinridge:

“ But if you call it schism, honestly and fervently to love the form of
sound words which we have received, to pray and labor for the exten-
sion of our church upon rational and scriptural principles, and to wish
that they would be gone from her bosom who reject her doctrines, who
have destroyed her peace, who have corrupted her- purity and are re-
tarding her prosperity—then am I a schismatic—and as David replied
to the scoflings of the daughter of that false hearted king, who had
corrupted Israel, ‘if this be vile, I will yet be more vile than thus.’ *
% % % My opinion. is that if the errors which prevail in our church
be not driven out, it will be divided, it ought to be divided. * * * *
Bélieving like a good Republican, in the honesty of the people, I trusted
that this measure (Act and Testimony) so far from mutilating the body
in those members which are uninjured or curable, would result, by the
blessing of God, in the sloughing off of those parts alone, which were
rotten béyond hope of recovery. No, brethren, we deprecate division.
We are laboring to avert the necessity of such a measure. I confess
that when I contemplate the condition of our beloved church, I am
sometimes filled with despondency. But such melancholy forebodings
as often force themselves upon me, I would not indulge. * * * 1
would trust first in God and then in you, that all will yet be well. * *
*. I would trust thafour gracious Father, by the instrumentality of His
people will save this branch of His church. But brethren, if so, you
must examine this subject, you must see the posture of affairs, you must
feel the danger, and the remedy is at hand. "—Lerrer I. =
- 41t affords e no satisfaction to behold such a mass of corruption.

#* It was stated in Synod, by Rev. Dr. R. J. Breckinridge, that it was first adopt-
ed by a committee, who met in & Grave Yard, somewhere in Philadelihia, the
ehiaitman-sittihg oh-the tombstone of old John Ross, the author of ‘4 Greek ‘Gram-'
mar, written in Latin, &e. ; . : - .
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Would to God, that it could not be found in all our borders. ~* * %
Bat itis of no avsil to close our eyes against the evils that abound, and
that arethickeéning uponus. As well might-the mariner stop his ears
against the howling of the tempest and yet hope to.be saved. As well
.mi_ght thﬁrader shut his books and forget his impending bankruptcy,
Evet pe to prosper in his business. * * * "X T believe it is yet
in the power of the people, under God to save this beautiful and sacred
fabrio. - Rally then in earnest around the truths which we all profess to
love, but which so many have trampled in the dust. Lift-up from their
.degredation and plant firmly where they ought to stand our dishonored
ans precious standards. * * * *  There have been glorious pros-
cts opened before our church, but these must all be blasted, and its
ope must perish, unless its purity be restored. We must come back to
the standards: which have been forsaken, and those who will not; who
like the vagrant prophet, are wandering in some other track, and flee-
ing from God’s truth, must be seized in whatever ship they may have
sotight & passage, and be hurled overboard, that thus they may hush the
roarings of the storm, which their own madness has gathered Yes,
brethren, Jonah's delinquencies have invited the storm, and Jonah's
punishment must appease it. We, (and I mean to include all of you
who are sound) we who have been falsely accused as the authors of this
uaproar, have no right to permit the systém of truth which we love, to be
destroxed. . We will become guilty only when we fold our. hands and
let the'wanderer dream on, and let the beautiful vessel perish. May

God give us grace to quit ourselves like men? "—Lerrer 1L

r. Moderator: Let any candid man read this and compaﬁ"e
it with what we have said in the Declaration, and then say,
upon his conscience, whether the charge against us, is not as
utterly without foundation as it was against the gentlemen in
their day. Of course two such .papers, springing out of the
necessities of the times and drawn by men living a generation
apart, would differ in phraseology and in the particular views
expressed, according as the errors to be met and the circum-
stances and emergencies of the times might differ; but if their
gpirit and intent are not the same, then I do not understand
in what language it could be expressed and am incapable of
using it with accuracy. - Sir, we accept and adopt substantial-
l{las our answer to the false accusation of schism and being
the authors of this uproar, the answer of Dr. W. L. Breckin-
ridfe to the same charges made against those who prepared
and published the ** Act and Testimouy” in1834¢. =~

It is charged that this movement is in the interests of seces-
sion and the rebellion, though rebellion and secession, we are
told, are dead. Solomon says “aliving dog is better than a
dead lion,” and I 'suppose upon that principle, if we are acting
in the interests of secession, we are the maddest foolg that ever
lived. " Why, the gentleman had better have brought in a mo-
tion that this Synod ask the court to institute an inquest of
insanity in our behalf. He ought to have dealt with us as
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gesly as with o sick men.agg of hishesd. Thore. Aever wes
athing ware preposterous. m:; and seaessian. Q:’mwl
Sirthi, tentimony, ron the ek of a vety, semey plotes o
P mony, ran the - of a very:
2%& thg‘ qt:net;tiot’ll,x and ajl:i, a8 }t;hed ' n:{e
lead.and rotten thing., I can hardly t.reapasalgon DU pa-
tienge to argue the guestion after that showing. ' nﬁ.&ggm-tﬁ;
eharge of being in the interest of rebellion, is au-old- eharge;
and again we see that history repeats:itself. The persecttions

weny prodess 8o
maum-&”ﬁ,mn

of God’s people have almost uniformly been made just in this

way. Brand a man as a heretic, and then mix it up with the
ery of sedition, and the Provost Marshal’s guards will-be-avail-
able. Here is a book—Rutherford’s Lex lgex—,-tha’t wag burn-
ed by the common hangman’; its author was pursued inte his

grave like a hunted sparrow ; and. yet here. it. stands‘tha;gﬁot -
-

repository, not merely of ecclesiastical liberty, but of the
dation ]'frincip_les of civil liberty. .And, sir, why was he hunt-
ed? He was advocating the liberty of God’s C%

Crown:Rights of Jesus, and because he advocated the libewty
af ‘God’s Church he was pronounced seditious—and-sedition,im
the gentleman’s vocabulary, means secession. And whiit twis
his thsponse to this charge? You shall hear it, and you may
astept it as ours: ' o :

+"¥ho doubteth, Christian reader, but innocency must hie under the
ooutkesy. and méro{‘:fwmaﬁc‘e, and #hat it #8.a real mavtyrdom Hoibe
brought under the lawless inquisition of the bloody tongue. Chirist, she
ets, and apogtles of our Lord, went_to heaven ‘with- the.note ezlf
aitors, seditiotis men, and such as turned the world ypside down; cal-
uthnies 6t tredson to Cisar were an ingredient in Christ's cup, and

urch, and the -

J

tHeralore: the suthor is thie more Willing'to-dkink of that oup st teyoh-

/Hig lips, wiro ib our glorious Forerutiner; what if comsdi nce.:%ongd
-g-nd'greéit,v;vith nten, cannot.both, go to heaven with thesaintg, the
suthor is satisfied with the former co%?miqn, and is willing to djeniids
e Othler. Troth to Christ canmnot Be treason to Cisar, and for Ms
Siéotie judgsth truth o litve s nearer relation to Ghrist Jedus ttai
y ;tiam;n% ' éznd baundlass power of & mortal pringe—Pecirce 16
Alderford's Loz Lez, e . e e W
- -Xes, we are to %o to: Jud%ment and execution at. the Hands
" of this Synod, on fhe ground of our being secessionists, hecause
we allege that Jesus Christ is sole King in Hig Charch, and
that Ceesar cannot touch his ark without bringing-down his
lightnings.of wrath; and that Cmsar is the sole judge in his
own kingdom, and the church cannot touch his rights without
Eixiqg&qg Christ’s judgments upon her—and that is.the pringi-
ple, this book maintains and defends in' 80 masterly a magiy;r;
,ajgt:.;no answer could be found to it but the stake and the
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v ) eliug motive.of shieaigners aad dhe: Buadsbpteny in witer-
ing this “Reclaratioh and Pestimony,” was e eonvistbon ef
‘the foartul dxtent to which the chursh, ia its mimistry and
conmts, had gone from the truth and from the liberty wiith
" which Christ has endowed his commonwealth, and from that
purity without which she ceases to be the spouse of Christ;
.amd the firm persuasion.that nothing would meet the demands
of the crisis but a call that could not fail to be rousing. There
had ‘been protests and dissents—a resolution here and there,
saying very little—men hardly speaking above their breath;
fatal ‘compromise papers had been passed, until they had be-
. comae tiresome as well as inoperative; and we thought that
- when we spoke, the trumpet should give no uncertain soand.
" Some of us, had lifted our voices against these errors, at the
beginning, clearly and unequivocally ; but the most seemed. to
shrink back. They said, “we agree with your sentiments, but.
the time has not come to utter them.” We waited and waited
to hear these watchmen upon Zion’s walls sound the alarm,
that the vnemy was coming in like a flood, until- we began to
think that the watchmen themselves were gone to sleep; and
80, some of us became persuaded that we ought to lift a warn-
ing voice such as would . arouse the church. And therefore
we spoke plainly and unequivocally. And now there  are
' mdny, very many ministers and elders.and private members in
all ;parts of the church, who still say “we agree with eévery
pridoiple yoi have affirmed and we adriit there is great dan-
ger,:birt there ave some harsh expressions:in the Declaration.”
Are there none in ‘the acts of the General Assembly? Are
thete none in the gentleman's speech? = God vent Jeremish. 4o
soupd an alarm in the ears of babksliding Isvael; read his
testimony and warnings, and see if there is-anything harsh in
them? Read the- controversy in Blijah-s time. Read Ieaidh,
Brethren, it will not do to condemn' this paper, because -thate
aré in it some terms that you womld ndt hawe tsed. No
doubt, if Dr. Breckinridge or the author .of the celebrited
Stanton Memorial had written it, it wouald: have heen fiill of
the. milk or oil of human kindness! We: designied to make
ourselves heard; we designed to wake up these brethren in
Danville, who, the war being over, wére liable to go to sleep,
and leave the churoh to go to.ruin, . :
It was remarked on the other side of the house, that the
points were infinite. And it seemed to me, whatever might
be _défective in the declaration. and testithony, which we are
endéavoring to bring you to see in the light in which'we see
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it, that was-as h’:?h a compliment to its contents and its im-
portance as could possibly have been paid, even though it was
not intended. Yes, the points are infinite, and they are of
infinite importance. In this view I shall proeeed with the
argument I designed to malke upon this subject. - \

And I obserwe, in the outset, that this is not a question of

mere strife about words to no profit. It is no mere conten- -

gion between persons alienated, perhaps, by feelings that we
ought not to indulge; or whether alienated or not, dinided
.one from the other by the causes which separate professing

Christian men in this world. - This is not a question to be set-

tled by quibble, by jest, by an ad captandum appeal to popular
. passion. No sir, it is a question to be settled by proof. It is
a question to be settled by argument, real substantial argu-
ment, that shall address itself to the understandings and the
consciences of men. And, though I feel conscious of my ownin-
ability to do justice to the matters before us in either of these
points of view, it shall be my aim to deal with them as in this
light. Whatever may seem to have a personal application on
my part, will arise from the fact, thatI have been preceeded in
such a manner in this discussion, as that it is impossible to do
justice to the truth, without sometimes appearing to be person-
al, or making a personal application in what I say.

This “Declaration' and Testimony” is addressed to “the
Ministers, Ruling Elders and members of the Presbyterian
Church'in the United States.” It contains an introduction,
it contains a declaration of facts, it contains a statement of er-
rors, it bears testimony against those errors, it assigns certain
reasons for this testimony, it lays down principles-which it af-
firms to be scriptural and fundamental, 1t seeks to arouse the
<hurch to a just sense of the ruin with which she is threaten-
ed, and it then proposes certain measures in order to eradicate
theerrors which are alleged to exist, and to maintain the prin-
ciples which are affirmed to be according to the Word of God
and the Constitution of the Church. . .

The introduction opens in these words:

“BeLovep BreTHREN:—~The occasion upon which we address you.is

one of no ordinary interest to the Church of our Lord Jesus. For sev-
- eral years past, that Church in this country has been departing farther

and farther from both the apirit and the plain letter of her commission,

to ‘preach the Gospel to every creature, and her charter as a ‘Kingdom
mnot, of this world.” The Presbyterian branch of the Church—that which
we stand immediately connected with—for which our fathers labored,
and suffered and prayed; and whose doctrine and order we have loved
above all things else on earth, sadly disappointing our most sangunine
topes, and recreant to her principles and ancient testimonies, has essay-
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ed: tp take the lead in this grievous departure from- the faith and prac-
tice enjoined by her King and Head, and solemnly professed in her con-
fession and catechisms and symbols ~Step by step she has gone away
from the old paths, despite every warning and entreaty addressed to her
by those who have still remained faithful,;until we have reason to fear, it -
will be in vain to attempt -to bring her back again to the way-of truth
from which she has departed. . ( L

Thus, in the very forefront of this document there stands,
a8 you have heard, an expression of a feeling of attachment
to the church universal, and to the Presbyterian Church in .
particular—which, unless it be assumed, as it does seem to me
- to.-have been assumed, that those who have made this declar- .
ation are hypocrites of the deepest and darkest dye, must
show, that at'least we were acting under a profound attach- -
ment to the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ and to the church -
of our fathers. That it was a moment of profound interest
to our Church, and that she had reached a point .in her history
of no ordinary importance, no one on the opposite side of the
house, I presume, will at all call in question. And unless we .
are to be regarded as the most insincere of men, it must be ad-
mitted, that in this movement we were actuated by a convic-
tion of the iminent danger which threatened our Church, and
a love for those principles upon which she was founded, and
from which, we believed, she had grievously departed. But to
put this beyond all question, we go on to say farther: :

‘1t is, therefore, under a deep conviction of the imperative call made
upon us, to bear a clear and unequivocal testimony against this departure
of the Church from her ancient faith and order, that we have drawn up
and do now publish to the world this solemn DecLarATION and TESTIMONY,
that so_we may acquit ourselves of all complicity, with that subversion.
of the Law of Christ's Kingdom and surrender of the Crown Rights of
Zion's King, on account of which, the name and honor of our Lord are
this day everywhere blasphemed. If we can do nothing more than clear
ourselves from the guilt of 80 great a crime, we shall have thereby se®
cured ourselves from a particpation in its punishment. Yet, by the
blessing of God upon our efforts in this behalf, we shall not despair of so
rallying the faithful friends of a Pure and Free Church, around the
Banner which God has given us ‘to be displayed because of the Truth,’
a8 to be able to defeat in great measure the schemes of those, who seem
by their acts to be saying, concerning the beautiful and holy temple of
our fathers, ‘Rase it, rase it even to the foundation thereof.’"”

Now, Mr. Moderator, this is a specimen of the manner in
which we open up that Testimony, which you are told, has for .
its object to divide the Church. Here is the first stone in the
foundation of that formidable fortress of schism and sedition,
which it was represented to this Synod as about to be erected
by the Louisville Presbytery, from which the Presbyterian:
Church might be assailed and her unity destroyed. But, sir,

L 2
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is the representation true? Has it even the shadow of truth
to give it plausibility or credence? Most assuredly it has not.
[aving indicated the motives and aims by which we were
governed in the adopting and uttering of our Testimony, we
proceed to specify the errors against which we feel constrained-
to bear witness. And to what we have affirmed respecting
these errors; the evidence of their widespread existence, their
nature and the principles to which they are antagonistic, I so-
licit a careful attention. For it is upon the validity or invalid-
ity of what is here asserted on all these points, that the decision
of -this whole question must rest, if that decision is to be ao-
c‘:o(ll'gzng to truth, and not the mere verdict of passion and pre-
judice. : - , ' : '

‘Phe first error which is alleged to exist, and aghinst which
we- testify, is- “the assumption on the part of the Courts of the
Chusch, of theright to decide questions of State policy.”” In proof of
this assertion, we have cited you to documents duly authenti-
cated-—they have been laid upon yourtable, and some of them
réad in your hearing—the acts of Presbyteries, Synods and
Genéral Assemblies. It would have been only too easy, hed
a little more time been allowed us, to have accumulated this-

- evidence.. But it seems to me enough has been given to satis-
fy this body upon that point. : o
. In special, and as conclusive proof of the assumption
charged, we have cited the first opening Act of the General As-
sembly of our Church, the Spring Resolutions of 1861, 1t
is this act which lies at the foundation of all others, the germ,
the proton pseudos of all those-errors, which we complain of as
having subsequently been endorsed, sanctioned and made law
in the Church by its Supreme Judicatory. And in this, our
judgment of that act, many then concurred who seem since to,
have become advocates of thesame errors. Insupport of our:
views, we cite here from a protest against the passage of the
Spring Resolutions, at the head of which stands the name of
Dr. Hodge. We do not cite that paper because Dr. Hodge's
name is at the head of it; that is a mere accident. The proba-
bility is, that he wrote the original draft of that protest; and
when a man writes the original .draft of a protest, it is usual
for his name to stand at the head of it. e cite it to show,
that the opinions held in 1861 by the 58 brethren who signed.
that protest drawn up and presented by Dr. Hodge, are pre-
cigely those which are set forth in this « Declaration and Tes-
timony ;” and that, instead of being the leadersin “rebellion’”
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againey the church (if this Be rebellion,) these leaders anticipa- -
ted: us: by five years; and some; of these are brethwen whom:I
beliewe are now on this floor. One of them, (Dr. W. C.. Mak-
thews;) I understand-to be in.the attitude: of an enemy to this
“Declaration and Testimony” because:itis rébellipus againsy
thd:Gliurch. How will that geutleman meet his own: protest?
‘Will ke condemn us in 1865, for doing and saying what hedid:
and eaid in 1861 ? » L
Fu thie declaration we say, that thie Aissembly has<“‘assuteds’
the: ight-to decide questions of State policy. ' Whaf do the
protegtants say?. They say “that the Assembly does decide
the political question, te what Government the allegiance of
Predbyterians as citizéns is due, is undeniable. This political
question which agitates.and divides the country, is not a ques-
tion which this Assembly has a right to decide. This is a -
matter clegrly beyond: its jurisdiction.” ¢ That the Assembly
does: not only decide the political question referred te, but
makes that decision a term of membership in our Church is
no legscclear. In our judgment, in so doing they violate the
congtitutionof the Church and usurp the prerogative of its Di-
vine Master.” Mark that! « Usurp the prerogative of its Divine
Master-#” Mark well these s;{regnant words; let them fasten
upon: your memories and sink down into your hearts. Such -
are the utterances of Drs. Hodge, and Backus, and MaTTHEWS,
and HawrHoRN, and CHEEK, and Harbison, and their fellow pro-
testants. And sir, what more have we said, what more could
we say than this, that the Assembly had decided questions of
State pelicy, and by so doing had wolated the constitution of the
Churog and USURPED THE' PREROGATIVE OF JEsus CHRIST HER
Hzap!' 8ir, is this a light thing to usurp Christ’s power and
authority in His kingdom ? Is1t a small matter? Isitsqme-
thing thiat can be allowed to stand, and the Church not be
scathed and withered for it by the judgments of her offended
Lord? What greater crime can we charge against the Pope
of Rome himself, than this; that he has usurped the preroga-
tive of Christ? And yet this is the charge which was made
by these brethren in 1861, for merely reiterating which, they
now arraign us as rebels against the Churchand the 8tate,and as
acting in the interest of schism and secession. Nay more, this
Synod is asked to declare the Presbytery of Louisville outlaw-
ed and outcast, for testifying against that which, as.you have
heard in the record read, the Synod itself in 1861, solemnly
pronounced contrary to the constitution of the Church and to the
word of God! And all this was said right in the face of the
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General Assembly itsélf. Did the Assembly cite these breth-

ren and say that they were unfit to sit.any longer in thecbuarch

courts? Have they turned Dr. Hodge out of Princeton as a
secessionist and schismatic? I have never heard of their. do-

ing any thing of the kind. o

‘We cited this Protest, not because it proves anything in it}
self, but because we wished to show, that the opinions which
“we have held back from uttering for five years, had been solemn-

ly-affirmed in the face of the Geeneral Assembly, by almost three °

times as nfany personsashavesinged t is « Declaration and Tes-
“timony.”  Now, we say, as honest men they ought publicly-to

" renounce what they have affirmed, or put their hands and seal *

 to at least the first article in this declaration. Any thing else
18 unjust toward other men, and inconsistent with fidelity to
the Master. . o

But did the General Assembly deny that it had undertaken

to deecide questions of State policy, as was, and is charged
-against it? Not at all; the fact was admitted, and the right
-asserted, to decide such questions. The Assembly made an-
swer to the protest of Dr. Hodge. It was said the other day,

that a want of courtesy, or something to that effect, prevented

our allowing this answer to be read just at that particular
time. We had our own way in which we proposed to manage
this matter, and we did not wish this answer read at that time,
because we did not want to occupy the time of the Synod with
that, which we intended to bring forward, in eonnection with
the proof in support of our declaration of errors.

I read now & few sentences from this answer: ¢ That the

action of the Assembly has political as well as moral bearings
is readily admitted.” * * «If ever there was an occasion
when political questions rose into the sphere of morals and re-
ligion, the present circumstances of our beloved country are
of that character.”” * %, «The protestants deny the right
of the General Assembly to decide to what Government the
allegiance of Presbyterians as citizens is due. Strictly speak-
ing, the Assembly has made no such decision. They have said

nothing respecting the allegiance of the subjects of any for-

eign power, or that of the members of our mission churches

in India or China,or elsewhere, who may hold connection with -

our denomination. The action complained of relates solely to
-~ American Presbyterians, citizens of these United States.” *

- % «We regard the action against which these protests are

levelled, simply as a faithful declaration by the Assembly, of

Christian duty towards those in authority over us; which adds
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nothing. to the terms 6f communion' already recognized.:
Surely the idea of the obligation of loyalty to our Federal Gov-
ernment is no new thing to Presbyterians.” ,
. Here then, is a clear and explicit assertion of the right and
duty to do all, and more, than the framers of the protest al-
leged; all that is charged in this Declaratiom Here is asolemn
enunciation, that the Assembly hds a right to decide to. what
government the aliegiance of a citizen is primarily due; and
to make her decision as to what constitates loyalty, authorita-
- tive as' & condition of membership in the church.. Nor, the
ri%ht once claimed and conceded, is there any good reason
why it .should be limited to political affairs in the United
States. The Assembly is as much bound to determine the
question of allegiance for the members of the church in China,
- where a rebellion has been raging now for many years, as for
our members in Kentucky or in Texas. " Once this right ad-
mitted, -and its application is unlimited as the world itself.
All political questions have “moral bearings.” Rebellion
against the “powers that be,” in China, one of the oldest,
longest established and most peaceable governments in the
world, is not less # crime, certainly, than rebellion against
“the powers that be” in America. And why then should not
the Assembly refuse to “recognize as good Presbyterians, men,
whom with the approval of Christendom,” the Emperor of
China “may soon execute as traitors ?” .
Moderator, I need not press this argument further. Enough
has been said toshow that the right we deny has been claimed
in its broadest extent, and that the claim rests upon a tissue of
fallacies, which, if admitted as true, must change the whole
character of our Church: Indeed, already has this claim been
pushed to such an extent, that its recognifion as legitimate, is
to-day made a condition of good standing in the ministry and
eldership of the Presbyterian Church. ‘

The second error against.which we have borne our testimo-
ny is, that the Church, as such, owes allegiance to human Rulers or
Governments. Now, to show, that we are still following, and
not leading other brethren, in the opinion that this erroneous
doctrine has been propaglted in the Church, I will read; to you’
a paragraph from a protest, presented in the Assemby of 1862,
and admitted to record, against the adoption by that body, of
a paper of Rev. R. J. Breckinridge on the State of the Coun-
try. This protest is signed by A. P. Forman, C. D. Campbell,
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Jomn L. McKee, Henry R. Tanstall and Jacob Johnson, This
i8 what they say: :

“The idea seems to underlie the paper adopted, that the Chursh-owés
allegiance to the State, for it speaks of “loyal Presbyteries and Syneds,”
“loyal Church,” &o. The citizen owes allegiance to the State, and js bound
to-uphold and maintain the civil government; but the Church, aa such,
owes allegianoe only to the Lord Jesus Christ; -his kingdom is the only
kingdom she is bound to'uphold—hence she can be ‘loyal only to her
own King." .

Why it would seem.almost, as if the person who drew up
this Declaration, had quoted from this very protest, for -the
. language is as nearly identical as is the sentiment of thetwo
utterances. « Allegiance or loyalty,” says the Presbytery, ¢in re-
spect to human governments, is afone predicable of persons as €iti-
zens ; the Ghurch owes her allegiance alone to Jesus Chyist, who is
sole King of Zion.” And this is the true doctrine. These breth-
ren said it in 1862, though some of them seem unwilling to af-
firm it now in 1865. ﬁut what becomes now of the charge
that what we declare is a hovelty, when we are simply echoing

the words of protest which were first uttered by brethren

three years ago? We give them the honor of it; we have no

ambition of leadership, but are glad to follow in theirsteps, and

to join our testimony to theirs against that error, whichisstill

persisted in.

“The Church, as such,” we say—that is the congregation of
God’s elect people—elect outwardly, and including the eleetin-
wardly, constituting the whole Catholi¢ Church, or any :par-
ticular portion of that church, “owes allegiance, and allegi-
ance can be predicated of it, only with respect to the Lord Jesus
Christ and his laws.” For instance—to make it plain, if L-ean,
for this is perhaps the most vital point of all—you cannotsay
that the Chestnut S{reet Presbyterian Church owes allegianoe
to any human government. Tranefer its members to Ching,
amid the raging storm of revolution there, and they can sit
down and worship the Lord Jesus Christ, according to His
commandments, and do all the acts of :a Church of Jesus
. Christ, and not utter one word in regard to which is right,

whether the established government or those in rebellion

against it. They could separate themselves totally from the
whole question, whether it be a just®fiable or an unjustifiable
* revolution. Upon any other principle, Christianity would have

been stopped at the very threshold of the nations of the world;

for at the very outset, its ministers encountered, all over the
world, revolution upon revolution, Kingdom against Kingdom,

. ————
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State sgainst State, and people against people. The Apostiés
would have had to stop at the boundary of evety'provingeand
Iqx;gdom, in order to settle first, the question whether the rev-
olutions then going on were justifiable or not, and to deter
mine the question of the allegiance, of converts to Christ, to the
-respective conflicting powers. You see at once that it would
‘have worked havoc in the church then; and surely not less
now. : .

I would say here upon this point, that as I understand the
matter, Jesus Christ, as a man, was never a citizen, in the
%'O,pe.r technical, political sense of that term, in any country.

e was a subject—not, as Paul was, a citizen of Rome—and
having the right to appeal to Czsar from the judgment of an
inferior civil tribunal. I suppose I am right, for if Jesus had
been a citizen, and Pilate had known this fact, (as the govern- -
or who sat judging Paul, knew concerning the Apostle,) that
Jesus was a Roman citizen, the rude soldier who struck Him
on the cheek with his mailed hand, would no more have ven-
tured to do it, than he would have dared to strike the Empe-
ror himself. Nor would Pilate have dared to command that
He should be scourged. Itis therefore, a profound mistake,
to say that Jesus Christ paid tribute as a citizen, to Cesar. I
ask for the proof, from any passagein the Gospels, that Christ
ever paid tribute to any human government at all. I do not
say that he did not; no doubt he would, if it had been exact-
ed of him. . But the passage which is quoted to prove that he
paid such tribute, refers to the poll-tax due to the temple ser-
vice. .And the whole force of what passed in that collogu
between Christ and Peter, and the collectors of the temple tri-
bute, is incidentally, a splendid argument for his deity. «Of
whom do the kings of the earth take custom or tribute? of
their own children, or of strangers? Peter saith unto him, of
strangers. Jesus saith unto him, then are the children free.”
Asif He had said, “I am the Son of the Lord of the Temple;
I bélong to the royal household, and therefore, I am under no
obligation to pay thistribute.” “But lest we offend them,” &e.
Now, then, you see to what this argument brings us. Is not
Jesus Christ, so to speak, the embodiment in himself of the
Church, of which he is the Head, and which is His body ? Is He
not the Alpha and the Omega of it all? And if in this char-
acter he owed no allegiance to any earthly Prince, and was a
. citizen of the world, as He was the Son of man, is it not a fair
deduction, a legitimate, and even inevitable conclusion, that
the Church which represents him and is his Bride, stands in
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. this respect, as independent, as does her Lord aud Hnsband?

' “We testify against the sanction given by the Church, to the
perversion of the teachings of Christ and His Apostles, upon
‘the subject of the duty of Christians, as citizens, to “ render to Ceesar
thethings that are Ceesar’s,” and to“be subject unto the higher powers.”
T expected when we were about to enter upon this argument,
t0 be put to all my knowledge, and all that I could do in the
matter, with the assistance of these brethren here, to get rid of .
‘an argument, I had expected to hear made, to show that these
‘Beriptures had not been perverted ; but I am happily relieved,
-Mr. Moderator, for it is charged, as T understand, in the argu- ..
‘ment of the gentleman, (Dr. Breckinridge,) that the doctrine
‘we condemn is the true doctrine, and that what we hold ‘is the
doctrine of anarchy. That our conception of civil government,
as set forth in our interpretation of these passages of Scrip-
“ture, is simply this, that the highest perfection of human gov-
‘ernment is ANARcHY. Well, sir, I have to say, that if our con-
ception of human government is anarchy, it has remained for
the party, which the gentleman represents, to realize that idea.
‘We hold the doctrine; he holds the practice. We have stated
the problem ; he and his party have worked it out. God in
His Providence, has not given us the power to attain our con-
ception of civil government. But He has permitted these gen-
tlemen, and those with whom they are associated in Church
and State, to accomplish that, which, according to the state-
ment, we haveconceived. God kindly divides the labors of this
world ; He permits one to initiate an idea, and another to work
it out in actuallife. Sir, as I have been accustomed to view it,
the highest perfection of anarchy is Martial Luw. I regret thatl
am under the necessity, by the very state of the case, of so fre-
quently—too frequently, perhaps in the judgmen of some—re-
peating that upleasant expression; but as I was saying, I concur

- with what I understand to be the opinion of some of the wisest

jurists of the present and of the past, whose writings I have
had opportunity to consult, and who hold that Martial Law is
the end of all law. It is lawlessness, embodied in the lowest
commander of a corporal’s guard, and in the Chief Magistrate
who has buckled on his sword, and put on his erown and hel-
met. If T am mistaken in this opinion, it will require others
than the party represented on the other side of the house, to
get me right. Their dicta has no authority with me on that
subject, until they produce something from those who have
been; not the advocates of despotism, but the advocates of
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those:ideas of human liberty, which are:embodied in our.pat-
:ural conceptions, and confirmed, as far as God’s word. teaches
. -mpon the subject, in the rights and liberty which he has given
ta His Church.. Until thereshall be adduced from some such
-source something to controvert our views, I must be pardoned,
.if I do'not bow down to the statements, assertions and sophis-
tries of -those, who falsely accuse us of maintaining principles.
of anarchy, when they themselves are really the subverters,
both in principle and practice, of all law and liberty; as has
-already been shown, and as'I'shall yet more fully prove.
... In the argument of the gentleman (Dr. B.), respecting the
Church and the State, amongst some things not clearly stated,
:this proposition was distinetly laid down and maintained:
-“That the State knows nothing of private judgment, and that
in the State there are crimes but not offences, whilst in the
Church there are offences but no crimes.” Isthisso? = Are
.there not mnfisdemeanors, high-misdemeanors and offences
-punishable by the civil law ?, Are there not also crimes to
wwhich penalties are attached ? Now turn,to the Book of Dis-

cipline, and let us see if the Church knows nothing of érimes: =~ " *

“When a judicatory enters on the consideration of a crime, or
crimes alleged,” ete. “In case of a minister being supposed to
‘be guilty of a crime or crimes, at such a distance from his usual
place of residence, as that the offence is not likely to become
otherwise known to the Presbytery to which he belongs,” ete.
“An offence is anything in the principles or.practice of a church-
member, which is contrary to the word of God,” ete. So far
is the distinction claimed, from existing in fact, that just the
-reverse is true. The Church knows of nothing except sin or
sing—crimes against God. Hence, in the Book of Discipline,
as you see, the terms crimes and offences, are interchangeable. -
‘What is not 2 sin, the -Church has nothing to do with. The
State may make a thing a crime, which God has not made a
sin; and the State may make a thing an offence, which God
has not made a sin. The State may hang a man for what it -
has made a crime, and the Church would baptize him, and
canonize him for that, for which he was hung. On the other
hand, the State knows nothing of sin. It does not deal with
men for sins, but for.crimes; and crimes are made such by the
. code of criminal law. It deals with men for offences and mis-
demeanors; and offences and misdemeanors are made such by .
the civil law. If I understand the matter; it is somehow so.
I would willingly sit at the feet of such gentlemen, learned
in the'law, as Igsee here before me; and be corrected, if I am
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inerror. - Bat, I vepeat, uniess I am profonndiy wrong, theete-

-ciseréverse of what-wasstated in the propesition referred to;is
‘trae, a8 respects the Church, whatever may be true in respset
of the Btate. Well, that statement seemed designed, somehow,
to make good the other, “that the State knows nothing of
-private judgment.” But the gentleman (Dr. B.), did not
on in his argument. If his premises were true and well-
founded, he ought to have stated the whole conclusion, to-wit :
-that the Church could know nothing of private judgment.
Because, if the State, according to the position of the gentle-
man, endowed with power absolute from God, can know
.nothing of private judgment in regard to these merely human
:laws, and the crimes and offences under them, much more ¢an
the Chnrch, endowed with authority as absolute as that of the
State, from the Mng of kings, know nothing of private judg-
ment in regard to matters that are. made sin by the law of
‘Christ. She must stand the vicar of Jesus Christ, in regard
to sins, offences, crimes in the Church, as the magistrate stands
-wicar of Jesus Christ, or of God in the State. With such an
argument as that, all you have to do, is to put the double head
upon the monster, and you have the Apocalyptic beast, seen
by John—the monster seen by Daniel, stamping under his feet

and devouring the people. If I thought the proposition were

true, I would wish God quickly to fulfill his promise, and wind
up these governments, both ecclesiastical and civil. But, is it
true? Ifit is, then all this testimony goes for nothing; all we
have said, is profound falsehood; all that we have affirmed
here, is, as the gentleman claims, worthy of unmitigated con-
demnation. Now I affirm, as a contrary proposition, that the

8tate is founded upon private judgment, that it exists by virtue

-of private judgment, that it is free just in proportion as the
~executive power, the minister of the people, allows to the peo-
ple freedom in their private judgment, that that freedom at-
- tains its highest perfection, just in proportion as those who
- have this right, are eapable, by their moral perceptions, by

‘their intellectual endowments, and by their edueational op-

ortunities of exercising a ‘sound private judgment. I state
the proposition, and I will be glad to see it controverted fairly,
and if it is false, I will give it up. I can not, I am sure I ought
-not now to detain you in arguing it Earticularly. You can see
in a moment where we go to if it be denied—to an absolute
despotism in-its worst form. You can see, too, how fully we
-gre warranted in affirming, that to bring the Scriptures, such

-8 we have referred to here, to support a proposition like thit.
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-maintained by our opponents, is to make-Ghristianity theteol
of tyrants, and its teachings the bulwark of unlimited arbitrary
power. I would, by the grace of God, die with Syduey, 6r
Hampden, or Emmet, before I would subscribe to-the proposi-
tion of the gentleman. He may cat me off from thisli’erhsby-
tery; yes, sir, he and his associates may carry me to the
guillotine, and I would rather die with a Madam Roland upon
the gibbet, by my proposition, than to die amid kings :and
courtiers, and the shouts and hallelujahs of the whole Roman
Empire, at the feet of a dead and deified Csesar. :

No, Moderator, the gentlémanvé])r. B.), has admitted all‘and
more than we ever expected. e are glad that he has been
frank enough to acknowledge the position. He has enunciated
the doctrine of that party in the xi?'resb terian Church, which
be is here to represent and defend, and td carry roul%(l: ghod
over the rest of us; that the Chief Magistrate of this Republic
is so immaculate, so exalted, clothed with such unlimited
power, that we belong to him, not merely that he may use our
bodies to stop bomb-shells and minie-balls, but that he may
use our souls to carry out whatever he is pleased to decree.
It is a splendid conception; it is a most honest and noble ac-
knowledgment of the conception and of the devotion of that
party to an absolute military despotism; for you can not carry
out that conception, unless the country is bound around, and
bound together, not by these iron rods of the railroad, carryin,
peaceful intercourse and bounteous commerece, but by serrie
ranks of hirelin%s, to enforce this doctrine, that the State
knows nothing of private judgment.

But if the State knows nothing of private judgment, what
becomes of private judgment in the Church? Where are we?
. I'leave you to reflect upon that other part of the proposition,

which is a necessary conclusion from the premises; because,
as I showed you in the passage of Scripture (Heb. xiii: I7,s
heretofore cited in evidence, the terms in which authority is
%i’ven, and power is vested in the hands of God’s rulers in the

sharch, are the same that are employed in respect to the au-
thority of the civil magistrate. If the Word of God says in
the State, “Let every soul be subject to the higher powers,” the
Word of God says in the Church, “Obey them that have the
rule over you, and submit yourselves, for they watch for your
souls as they that must give account.” And, indeed, if the
right of private jud%ment be such a dangerous thing in the
State; if it imperil the welfate of the citizens, for whose wel-
fare I used to think governments were intended, the State
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‘having %o do with things that are only femporal, then, surely
the Church of Rome is right, when she says it is a dangerous
thing for the people to read the Bible and think for themselves,
because they are liable, thereby, to become schismatical and
separatists; they are liable to become *witnesses for the
truth ”—to sign “ Declarations and Testimonies;” and that, to
the great peril of popes, and cardinals, and bishops, and priests,

and Jesuits of all sorts. Very well; if it be true, I must, not=-

withstanding all this, accept the proposition; but then I would
accept it with this understanding, that by the grace of God, I
-wauld rather they would let me depart from thisworld, than
kaep me here under any such government, ot’any such doc-
‘trine as to what government is, or whatithe relations of the
citizen are.ta the government, or what the duties of a Chris-
tian as a citizen, or the apthority of the Church over the
.Christian. , ‘ I

"~ The fourth thi‘ﬁg against which we testify is, « the action of
‘the Assembly on the subject of slavery and emancipation in 1864,
and as_confirmed in ’65.” In that action the Assembly, we
allege, has laid itself justly liable to-the charge-of disingenu-
ousness. , , o

. Now, how do we make this charge good? In 1845, the
Assembly declared that they could not sanction the doctrine
respecting the institution of slavery, which was then known
as the Abolition or Anti-slavery doctrine, and which has since
réceived its embodiment in those forms and acts, with which
we have become but too familiar; that they could not sanction
that doctrine, since enunciated in 1864, ¢ “without contradicting
some of the plainest declarations of the Word of God, and charg-
ing the Apostles of Christ with conniving at sin, introaducing into
the Church such sinners, and thus bringing upon them the curse of
the Almighty.” And further, that Assembly (1845) declared,
that should they affirm the doctrine, which the Assembly has
now most solemnly declared and enforced, it would be, ¢to
dissolve itself; and “abandon the organization under which by the
Divine blessing it has so long prospered.”’ Here, then, is the
ground upon which this testimony rests. , o

" The Assembly of 1864, declare, that it is an unwillingness
of the human heart to see and accept the truth, against the
'EreJlldlces of habit and interest, which led men in our church,
heretofore, and leads them still to hold to the dogtrine which,
In 1845, it was declared had been taught by Christ and his
Apostles. An unwillingness fo see—that implies moral obli-
quity of the deepest kind—an unwillingness through preju-

Coanre Y
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dice and habit to see and admit the truth. What truth? To.
admit as true, the very contrary of ‘what they had taught us.
from 1845 to 64, as being the truec doctrine as found in the
Scriptures! - Well, if we could not be converted so quickly,
they ought to have been a little patient with us. If we can-
not change our opinions, with the same facility that some
athers seem to be able to change theirs, lay it to the account
of our weakness rather than our wickedness. I confess that
I cannot unlearn so quickly, what I have been taught by that
venerable body, as it used to be, the General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America. But:
this is not all, they go still further. ,
This: institution—this relation of master and servant—this-
American slavery, (for they were talking about American:
slavery, and it is the merest figment and quibble, that a child
can see through, to pretend that slavery in the abstract was
what they meant, when they said that it was sanctioned by
Christ and his Apostles,) this institution they pronounee in
1864 an evil and a guilt, and condemn it as a sin, and affirm it
to be the root of rebellion, war, and bloodshed, and the long
list of horrors which follow in their train. Mr. Moderator, it.
has seemed marvellous to me, that those in our church who have -
so gone back on the ages—gone back on their own footsteps,
many of them—should tell us in one breath, that the govern-
ment under which it had pleased God, for almost a century, to
permit us to dwell, and in the sunlight of which he had allowed
us to bask so pleasantly, was the best governmentin the world;
and in another breath tell us that this institution, which was
an inherent element in it, which was more truly the corner-
stone of it, than of any other government that I know of| that
has been or would have been—that this institution is the root
of rebellion, and that out of it sprung all those horrors, that
have become such fearful, real horrors. How is it that,on the®
- one hand they charge that we, whom they stigmatise as seces-
gionists, struck the dagger at the heart of our country and.
wished to destroy the best government in the world; and then
turn around and tell us, that this government was founded in
an iniquity and a crime and sin, the root of all that is abomi-
nable and hateful? What logic is this? I would modestly
suggest, that those gentlemen appoint one of their number, to
write us a new treatise on logic; they have got as much light
on that subject, as they have on some others, and we who
adhere to these old things are certainly much in the dark.
God’s blessing was upon us above all nations; with this guilt’



30

and evil, the root of all bitterness, of all wrong, of all hateful

things~—this sin at the very heart of the nation, and: as we-ate
told, permeating Church and State. Yet God smiled upott us
as Hg never smiled upon any peeople; other than His ¢wi
chosen people in the land of Judea; and suddenly he turned
His smiles to wrath, because of thia sin! I cannot under-
stand it; and not being able to: undérstand it, we are com-
pelled still to think, that it was net slavery—the institution
thue: smiled upon so benignantly, and: so potent in its influ-
ence upon our country, its praspevity and ite pewer—whiech:
was at the very fouridation of the Republic, and without which

these United States, this best government in the world, ceuld-

niot bave been formed—I say we- cannot think that this insti-
tution was the cause of these horrid things, which have come

upon us; and we are compelled to believe that, the Assambly -

in 1864 and ’66, disingenuously kept out of view and directly
cantradicted, their former scriptural testimonies on thi'S»aulbj%‘oZ A
‘We cannot therefore, submit to these decisions, and if we are
out. of the Church, brethren, it is because, as tlie Assembly

said in 1845, it- has dissolved itself. According to- its- own'

showing; it has no authority over us, for aecording to its own
showing it has violated' the dompact, upon which the chureh
organization was based; and: consequently our chureh is re-
manded to its original-elements: We as a Presbytery, you as
& 8ynod, have all the powers competent to any church court;
every church session Has all the powers competent to & court
of Christ. The:Presbyterian Church, confesseddy, is dissolved;;

and I ask upon what principles of justice, equity, or truth, it

is'demanded that you should cut us off and diive us ‘as cul-

g;'its-ﬁ'om-thoﬂfchureh, for standing by that which the Assem-.

y has said? The very authority which is invoked against us

~ to-day, as- much as in them lies, has dissolved the church itself.
We will tvy to restore it; ‘we will try to rebuild it; we will try
to lift up its columns again and saveit from utter and irretriev-

able ruin. Aye, sir; if we cannot do anything better; we will,

to use a figure of* the great Milton, go all about the country,
and gather up the scattered limbs—the bleeding limbs of our
beloved church, and we will, if God shall help us; put them
together again; and then we will ask Him to send His:good:
Spirit from on high and breathe new life into this our reunited,
restored, resurrected church. ‘We will work miracles.

“We testify against the unjust and scandalous contradiction
of their own recorded testimony and the well known facts, in
regard to the labors of the Presbyterian Church and munistry
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Jor the. Christianizing of the slayes.of -the. South,-and the preach-
ing lo them. of the Gospel.of  Christ”’
I shall .pass this.very briefly unless. it should be called. in
gggé‘tio_n in the future, and require to be more fully contirmed.
simply cite in proof, because. it-is a plain, pointed proof, the
Report of the Freedmen’s Committee. The atteution of
brethren was called to it in the last General Assembly. In
this. report, adopted by the General Assembly, elaborately.
argued in.that body, and -confirmed, as vthey-.thou%ht, by the-
testimony given in the discussion, theysay this: “The colored.:
eople are almost without exception -desirous of gospel privi-.
eges:: . Pure Presbyterianism could not be given fo them while in-.
slavery, since it was no§, possible for slave elders, teaching. or-
2aling, to sit by the side of their masters in church courts, -
T'his very incompatibility of the two.systems showing that both can-
nat be seriptural’ NowsModerator, on this spot, in this State
where. the institution has existed hefore it was a State, in the
presence of a Rice, of a Cameron, of a Wilson, of a Clelland;
in the gresence of the host of godly ministers who haye
preached throughout this State—in the presence of the cloud
of witnesses at the right hand of God—if any $han should.-
5 say. that o pure Presbyterianism could not, whilst slavery ex-
isted, be preached to these people—I ask you, sir, if it would
not be just and within the ﬁmits of propriety, for meto pro-
‘nounce the assertion a libel upon. our beloved church gnd
upon the memory of God’s servants, who were. giants in their
day?  Had there been an opportunity.te debate these matters.
in the Agsembly with that fulness, fairness, and freeness that
therq ought to have been, I should have said.in the presence- .
of that Assembly, to the author of this report; that there was.
s purer Presbyterianism preached to these slaves before he-
wag born, than he will ever preach if he lives to be as old as -
Methusaleh. And I would have said what you would have:
+ added.amen to, if you had been there, and .I wigh you had.

“Wre testify against the docttine widely taught in the church

-and even countenanced by the Asdembly, that the acts and

deliverances of "the ‘courts of Christ’'s Commonwealth, may

properly be based upon and shaped in accordancec with the:

ordinances and laws of State Legislatures; the orders and

proclamations of military chieftains, and even the results of
popular votes given at the elections.”

n proof of this we refer you to what is contained in the

deliverance of the Assembly in 1864, on the subject of slavery

9 and the state of the country, to show you, that that deliver-

3



ance was shaped, not in accordance with the teachings, of

God’s Word, but with what was the determination of the

Congress of the United States and the supreme executive. 1

might have said simply the Supreme Executive, because the =

Senate and House of Representatives were merely the recor-

ders of his opinions and determinations. Our Assembly took

these for the ground of their decision. Then we cite you to
that, which was connected with the very first step in the adop-
tion of the Spring Resolutions. It appears from the debates
on these resolutions, and from the aflirmations boldly and
boastingly made by members of that Assembly, that their

final passage was largely promoted, against the previous feel- -

ing of the Assembly, by telegraphic despatches from Wash-
ington City—one of them coming from the Attorney-General
and the other from Secretary Chase—as to what the Govern-
ment at Washington, wished the -Assentbly. to do, in order to
strengfthen the hands of the Government in putting down the
rebellion. It is only necessary, in order to show that I speak
by the record, to cite {:u to the debates in that Assembly,
uncontradicted, from which it uncontrovertably appears, that
this is the position in which our church stood in 1861. In
1864, it was proposed upon the floor of the Assembly, in view
of the fearful calamities which were afflicting our country, that
a day of humiliation and prayer should be appointed ; and that

was changed (see how thorough a chanﬁe )ﬂto a dayhof thanks-
e floor of the Assem-

iving and prayer, because those upon t
ly, who controlled its action, said, that to' pass a resolution

calling for humiliation, would discourage” the Government in

its eftorts to put down the rebellion. And further, that the

fact of such a day having been appointed, would be carried -

out by the steamer, and have a bad effect abroad. A total
change from a fast day to a feast day, actuated by such con-

siderations! Surely, to say nothing more, such action is -

founded in an utter misconception of the import and design,
of -fasting and humbling oneself before God. Is not the very
design of such exercises, to encourage and strengthen the
‘spirit? And when the mightest men of old went forth to
battle, did they not spend whole nights in vigils and fastings?
If the Government at Washington, had understood the mat-
" ter in its proper spiritual import, as certainly the Assembly

ought to have understood it, the wish would have been for a

fast not a feast. But be this as it may, the Assembly acted
upq_n,the‘principle' we allege, and it is a false and most per-
nicious principle. o ' '
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- The next paint, which is made in this paper, is in these
words: “ We testify against the doctrine that the will of God
as to the duty of the Church and of His people, is to be -
learned from particular providentinl events, and that the teachings
of the Seriptures are to be interpreted by thesc providences.”” The
evidence in support of this allegation, that thc Church—not
merely the General Assembly, though we cite at once and
: Frimarily to the deliverances of that body—but the church at
arge, has given utterance to and sanctioned this doctrine, is o
embodied in the Testimony. I need not detain you with reit-
-erating it, but shall confine myself to saying a few words, in
reference to this exceedingly important -and much misunder-
stood subject; a subject which, it appears to me, is constantly
involved iu obhscurity in the minds of God’s ministers and
people, and yet, error in regard to which, entangles, not only
in great perplexity, but is liable to lead to great wrong-doing.
It has been said, and we admit it, that God reveals His will
perpetually; and yet at the same time, it must be admitted
on the other hand, that God has revealed His will completely.
The question before us is, whether God’s will, as revealed in
the Written Word, is our rule of dnty, or God’s will as revealed
in acts of Providence, from day to day. You see at once, in
the mere statement of these apparently contradictory proposi-
tions, how easy it is to becloud the minds of men, and to
mislead them, by using the same words, as if they meant the

. same things when applied to different subjects; whereas they
bear a very different sense according to their application. This
particular method of observing a subject, this sort of sophistry,
has been very much exhibited on the other side of this house
during these discussions. We have “the will of God revealed”
and “the will of God revealing,” as if these two things were the
same. Now, here lies the root of all the difficulty. We affirm
in this Testimony, that the only infallible rule of faith and
practice, is Ilis revealed will, as completely given to us in the
*Holy Scriptures; and we affirm that the will of God, as re-
vealed in the course of the development of His providential
government, that is, His divine purpose, is never the rule of
duty; and that our Assembly and the Church, have erred, in
that they have presumed to base their action, and have re-
quired others to base their action, in reference to important
matters of duty, upon God’s will of purpose as made manifest
in providential events; and have left out of view, and so far
forth, abandoned God’s will of precept, as it is contained in
the infallible Word; and we pronounce this a profound, fun-
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damental and fatal error. But to show that we are all wrong
in thus judging, it was said—not exactly affirmed, in distinot
and definite langnage—Dbut so as not to be misunderstood, ¢ that
the providential occurrences from day to day, which develope
God’s secret will, are a rule of duty.” In support of this
statement a certain case (that of David), recorded in the
. Beriptures was referred to, in which we have an inspired
interpretation of a providential event, and that inspired inter-
¢ pretation was made a rule of action. It was argued therefore,
that God’s will disclosed in His providence was a rule of duty.

Therefore, the conclusion was drawn, that uninspired imter- -

pretations of particilar providences, are rules of duty. I
think there 18 a great deal more in the conclusion than there
is in the premises. DBut, let us look a little at the instance
cited. God declared that the child of David should die. That
looks like a very plain, unequivocal declaration of the Divine

urpose, and what was intended by the circumstances of the
child’s sickness. Yet David fasted and prayed, and said: “Per-
adventure God may spare the child’s life.” . Now, so cmphati-
cally do the Scriptures teach us, that God’s will of purpose is
not our rule of duty, as that we find David, in the case in
which God declared that He purposed the death of his child,
-nevertheless setting himself to fasting and prayer, upon a per-
adventure that God may repent Him of the evil. Thanks to
the gentleman, his illustration suits us admirably. . The inspired
interpretation of Divine providence referred to, confirms the

doctrine we testify for, and condemns the error we testify

against. It is manifestly, said the General Assembly, the will

of God that the church should now condemn slavery as a sin..

It is manifestly the will of God, that adherence to and cordial
sympathy with the doctrine, that slavery, (the relation of mas-
ter and slave as it exists in this country,) is a sin, a guilt and
an evil, should, now be made a term of communion. This
Divine direction in our duty, say they, is manifested in the
existence of rebellion, the Proclamation of the President, and
in the success of our armies in subjugating to our power the
Southern States. Now, one objection to this doctrine is, that
the providences were not quite developed; and therefore, the
rule of duty could not be plain. For the Proclamation itself
exempted certain States and parts of States, as for example,
the State of Kentucky, where the institution of slavery still
iegally exists. Who does not see at once, the folly of this
thing. .As Providence is a perpetually accumulating revela-
tion of the Divine will, it is never complated; and, therefore,
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you cannot tell what that will.is, until you reach the ultimate
fact. How the interpretation of passing events, given in 1864,
has already been blurred and blotted; how the profound error
committed, in assuming to declare God’s will, has already man-
ifested itself, can readily be seen by any one, who will look.
fairly at the actual state of this question of emancipation, and
the status of the negro population of our country. And then
consider how mysteriously the providence of God, arrested
the late Chief Magistrate of the country upon the very thresh-
old of what seemed to be, the completion of that one idea,
which had absorbed so much of his thought, and upon which,
I have no doubt, he had set his heart, more than any other
thing. Immediately, however, these same gentlemen step in, -
and interpret this wysterious providence! I have never at- -
tempted it; Ineverwill attemptit. Itremainsfor the future—
aye, sir, for the judgment day, to solve this mystery, that our
President should die, yes, dic by the hand of an assassin, upon
the. threshold of the accomplishment of the purpose of his
heart; a purpose too—which our Assembly had in the name of
Christ, declared to be clearly the will of God. And yet these
gentlemen, who would make Divine providences the rule of
our duty, interpret it! And how do they interpret it? How
do the pulpits east and north and west, and the Presbyteries
and Synods, interpret this providence? They tell us that it
was because the late Chief Magistrate was too clement, too
kindhearted to apply the axe; to open prisons and then close
them upon those who were prostrated at his feet. And so,
that another more relentless might execute justice, God, took
away the President whose heart was filled with mercy! Sir,
I should be sorry, were I compelled to interpret this mystery
that way; and it still remains a mystery to me.

Now, that we may see further the absurdity of this princi-
ple, which I regard as one of the most important of the errors
we have enumerated, the method of reasoning runs thus—
“because slaveholders had engaged in rebellion, and our arms
had succeeded in an encouraging degree, and the Executive
had declared certain purposes, therefore, God’s will was that
slavery should come to an end.” Well, let us apply this prin-
ciple of interpretation to another case. The people of France
exhausted by taxation to support magnificent wars and attain
splendid victories, crushed to the very earth, like Samson arise
in their power and pull down the pillars of the State; and
Reason and Liberty are inaugurated amid the acclamations of
the multitude in the Champs de Mars; and it is manifestly
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the will of God, that despotism in France should come to an
end.* But scarce have 1 arrived at this conclusion, when lo,
a8 the next scene is unfolded in this perpetual evolution of
Divine providence, I see enthroned in imperial majesty and
riding in triumph over the prostrate nations, a Napoleon, who
has sprung from this very people, and untainted by one dro

-of royal blood! Pity, indeed, that the French nation had no

in their day of trial, some of these modern prophets, to inter-
pret providence for them!: But I watch the progress of this
drama of providence. Correcting the error into which I had
fallen respecting the will of God, as I thought it was made
known in previous events, I try to shape my course by the:
later revelations. Suddenly, however, the curtain is again
lifted and another scene opens to view. It is the field of Wa-
terloo—-upon one side the allied armies, upon another side
Napoleon in his last, magnificent, heroic, death-struggle, de-
feated by a particular providence, over which, he nor his
cnemies had any possible control. For I believe that he lost
the battle of Waterloo by losing two hours of time; and those
two hours of time were lost, because a shower of rain fell and
prevented his artillery from being brought up at the proper
moment. That is to my mind the most satisfactory solution
of it. The present ¥rench Emperor says, in a recent article
in the French Encyclopedia, that it is something that cannot
e explained.  Everything went wrong, when everything
went right. Fverything failed, when everything seemed to.
have succeeded.  Dut the battle of Waterloo is fought; legiti-
macy is vindicated; the right of a peaple to choose their own
ruler, untainted or unpurified by royal blood, is settled for
all ages; a Napoleon, the choice of the pepple, shall never sit
upon the throne of France. It is providence; it is the will of
God undoubtedly, revealed so far. Half a century passes by
and see! Every sovereign in Europe bows in the presence of
the third Napoleon—the Tairp NaroLrox—the exile of St.
Helena recognized, by those who said none of his blood should
.ever sit upon the throne of France, as the First GrEAT EXPER-
\OR, only greater, by a very little, thanthe Third great Emperor!
Now, that is enough to show, how profound is the error into
which the church has fallen, when she has undertaken to de-
.clare what the will of God is, as to this question o! slavery, and
+the status of the slave population; since His purpose concern-
ing the negro slaves has not yet been fully manifested in His:
providence, whatever man’s purpose may be. And if it had
‘been,.it would not touch by the thousandth part ot a hair—it
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would not in the slightest degree aftect or alter-the doctrine
of the Word of God on the subject of slavery; nor change
one whit its authoritative teachings, respecting the relation
- and duties of master and servant, in the proper sense of these:

terms, by which this relation of authority and obligation to-
gervice is expressed. - C o

- This Synod is now to say, whether we are wrong and the
Assembly is right, or whether we are right and those who are
opposing us are wrong on this question, which reaches to the
very hearts of God’s people. “Behind afrowning providence,
God hides a smiling face;” and this is the very meaning of
that passage in Isaiah which we have quoted in this testimony;
“Who is among you that feareth the Lord, that obeyeth the
voice of His servant”—observe, “ obeyeth the voice of His ser-
vant” speaking in the written word—“that walketh in dark-
ness, and hath no light?” The darkness and the want of
of light relate to the providences which we cannot understand
now. That, to my mind, is the only clear lexposition of this
passage. Thus, it is all dark, this civil strife, this bloody war,
this sudden breaking up of the foundation of all things in the
land ; this turning loose so suddenly amongst us, helpless and
unprovided for, of these black people; this is a darkness in
providence that I for one cannot penetrate; but I can walk
by this written word; and I intend, you intend, most of these
brethren, I have no doubt, intend to walk by that word;
}:‘houg“h I think some of them have tfor a time gone away

rom it.

“We testify against the sanction which has been given, both
directly and indirectly, to the usurpation, by the secular and mil-
itary power, of authority in and over the worship and government
of the Chureh.”

‘We had expected to be put to the necessity, of perhaps,
some elaborate proof to establish the fact we here affirm—
that such usurpation has taken place. I feel that it is a4 deli-
cate and undesirable thing, to be placed in a position, by the
action of any civil or ecclesiastical authority, which requies
me plainly to say that there has been usurpation. But, such
is the position to which we have been forced. I am relieved,
and yet I am burthened too, by a consideration of the fact,
that in this matter the military and civil power, have been
rather the followers than the leaders; and that if there has
been this usurpation, there is less guilt on the part of the civii
and military, than on the part of the ecclesiadtical. As of old,
8o still, the military and the civil power have been invoked by
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Keclesiasties, to unsheathe the swotd. They have usurped this .
power, but they have done so, as it seems to me, rather through
the instigation of the Church, than by their own motion.

The labor of proving this has been made easy, by the clear
-and distinct enunciation here, that not only is that usurpation
which was endorsed by the Assembly of 1864, in respect to
the “Rosecran’s Oath,” under the operation of which, our
church courts could not sit in freedom, and our ministers were
banished from the State and their churches taken possession
of—not only was that oath all right, but that the oath which
is incorporated in the fundamental law of the State of Mis-
sourl, is also right; that it is a mere “parole,” that the persons
who take it will not assist the rebellion and inaugurate sedi-
tion. A mere “parole!”” Moderator, if the gentleman (Dr. B.),
should ever become a prisoner of war, it seems to me, the
greatest cruelty that could be inflicted upon him, this side of
, %eing incarcerated for life in a loathsome dungeon, would be
to compel him to take that oath. That which grinds the soul,
is worse than that which grinds the body. We Lave alleged,
that this usurpation, of the kingly rights of Jesus Christ in
His own kingdom, has been sanctioned directly by the Semi-
naries of Princeton and Danville; and we have instanced the
teaching of the Professors of Theology at Princeton and at Dan-
ville. It relieves us very much, that the Professor at Danville,
has acknowledged before this court, that he sanctions as law-
ful and good this oath, which I will not characterise by any
such terms as it might be proper to use. This Professor of
Theology, is in favor of shutting out from their pulpits, the
preachers of the everlasting gospel in Missouri, who will not
take an oath, which I say, as the brethren in Missouri say, no
minister of Christ can takd, unless he is willing to saerifice his
soul at the shrine o : R ,

'[Dr. R J. Breckinridge here interrupted the speaker with a
remark which was not distinctly heard at the reporters desk,
but which was to the cffect that what he said could be found
elsewhere. , y ] c

DR. WILSON.—Yes, sir; we know what the gentleman has
said; we sadly know, that he who sits in the high place of our
Church, placed there by the General Assembly, sustained there
by the money contributed by God’s servants, living and dead,
‘that e says of this infamous oath, “it is a mere parole”—a
‘parole! I trust the gentleman may never be compelled to swal-

ow his own parole. Perhaps, sir, it would not prevent him
from preaching the Gospel; I question very much whether it -
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it would interfere at all with him in that respect. Perhaps it
would not interfere with histeaching Theology. Sir, I know
it would not prevent him from making political speeches.

- «“We testify against that persecution, which has been carried
on for these five years past, and with increasing malignity,
toward all those, who have steadfastly refused to sanction or
acquiese in, these departures of the Church from the founda-
tions of truth and righteousness.”

Iwould say; that this cry of persecution, ought certainly
never to be uttered upon light grounds.” For myself, when
called to endure reproach for the sake of Christ, I have never
been acenmstomed te fly behind the ery of persecution. But
I am now speaking for others; for those in our midst, and for
those, may I be permitted in this presence to say it, whose
hands we ought to be shaking, in fraternal forgetfulness of
all past strife, and welcoming back to the bosom of ourchurch.

This charge of persecution has not been made, without the
most substantial cause. To show you to what extent it has
gone, let me read just onc passage from the “Narrative-of the*
state of Religion,” recorded in the minutes of the General As-
sembly ot this year. That Assembly could not even send to
the churches an account of the state of religion, without taunt-
ing those, who had been exclnded from their pulpits and from
their homes, by the spirit of persecution. This is what they
say: _ :

“It is but proper to add, that to the differences of political
opinion, incident to the fearful rebellion through which we

" have passed, and also to the influence of military excitement,

many divisions and strifes in our beloved Zion, during the past
year, are to De attributed. The long agony of the Nation,
and the streams of human blood which have flowed, seem not
yet to have satisfied some, that the American rebellion, is one of the
greatest crimes that will ever blacken the annals of history. One
Presbytery reports continued disputation, in reference to a military
order whieh required, as a protection of the Government from the
plotting of treason, a pledge of unconditional allegiance from min-
isters of Christ, in that region of country where treason was rife.
The effect of this disputation has been, only what might be
expected, upon the privatemembers of the churches, and upon
some of our ecclesiastical courts. It is pleasing, however, to
beable to turn from a contest in one Presbytery, professedly con-
ducted in vindication of the Headship and Crown Rights of the
Lord Jesus, but generally believed to be actuated by a desire on the
part of some, however sincere others may be, fo evade the just



40

claims of the Government in times of National peril, and cen-
template the picture drawn in the report of another Presby-
tery, once almost broken up by rebellion, but now restored,
;."hroggh‘ the mercy of God, by the overthrow of our national
oes.

Of all the cruelties that persecutors can inflict, to taunt their
victims with hypocrisy, is surely the greatest. I have always
admired Servetus, in one respect, that though in error, he
evinced his sincerity by dying for it. Nor have I ever heard
that John Calvin, whether he was responsible for his execution
or not, taunted him with insincerity. I have heard, (I do

- not know that it is founded in truth,) that one of those who
are thus taunted with hypocrisy, by tbe Assembly, was instru-
mental at the commencement of our difficulties, in saving one
of the forts of the United States, from the hands of the South-
ern Confederacy. And these men sitting at their ease in
Pittsburgh or New York, can write such cruel mockery re-
specting those noble men, so true to their country as they are
‘to ‘their Lord, that even those.who have driven them from
their places, because they would not surrender what they be-
lieved to be the crown rights of Jesus Christ, testify that they
have done no evil! No worder that Judge Ewing should say
of the last Assembly, “ I have sat, Mr. Moderator, in many po-
litical assemblies—assemblies of divers sorts—but I have never wit-
nessed such relentless persecution as is exhibited by this Assembly !’
‘We need not detain you on this point. If there ever was per-
secution, in the name of Cesar’s rights, just as it has always
been, this is it. “This Paul preaches that there is another
King, one Jesus,” and so he plots treason against Ceesar. «If
thou let this man go, thou art not the friend of Cesar.” And
so through the ages, with the cry of “Ceesar’s rights,” ecclesi-
astics have hounded on inquisitors and “the powers that be,”
to drive God’s people as fast as they can, out of the church and
out of the world—to heaven. '

¢« We testify against the wide spread and destructive perver-
sion of the Commassion of the ministry and the province of Church .
Courts.” It was intimated, that it was quite absurd for us to
be testifying, protesting, and arguing against Synods and
Church Courts giving deliverances, on political questions, inass
much as we maintain, that the Church Courts ought to have:
nothing to do with such matters. This i3 strange, indeed. If
a motion had been made in this house, instead of the one be-
fore you, that this Synod should give a deliverance on the
lawfulnéss ot the seven-thirty bonds, in the State of Ken-
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- tucky—the right of Kentucky Christians to take that interest,
it being usurous, according to the laws of Kentucky, which,
forbid interest higher than six per cent to be given or taken;
and, we had risen in our places and said, that was a maftter
which this Synod as a court of Christ had nothing to do with,
would that have been violating the pledge we have given, that
we will not take part in the discussion of political questions?
The gentleman ( Dr. B.), told us, that those who took usurious
interest, had been pronounced guilty of an unchristian aet,
by this Synod ; and he said of such people, that he #vould not
say. they ought to go to the devil—but he would say they
ought to go to the rich of this world. Sir, has he any seven-
thirty bonds that he is receiving usurious interest on, against
the laws of this State? :

DR. BRECKINRIDGE.—I have none, I did not make the
statement he says I made.

DR. WILSON.—Well, sir: if the gentleman did not make
the statement, my ears did not hear right, and the reporters
did not report him right. I looked over hisspeech just before
I came into the house. '

DR. BRECKINRIDGE.—I said it was discussed in the
Synod, and taken cognizance of by them. I did not say that
it was decided so. .All the difference is in citing language as
it was and as it was not. '

DR. WILSON.—I will put it that way. His object was to
show, that the Synod had 'a right to deal with matters of a
political character; and he cited the fact that this Synod had
considered the question of usury, and I understood him to say,
(but whether he said it or not, I understand it to be a histori-
cal fact) that this Synod did decide that question. I may be
right or wrong as to that. But the gentleman did say, that
he believed that those who took such interest were guilty of a
sin or an offence, for which they ought to go, he “would not
say to the devil—but to the rich of this world,” and there was
a laugh all over this house. It was one of the smartest things
that the gentleman said in his speech.

As I was saying, suppose that question had come up here—
I take it merely as an illustration, it was to my hand—and
that other questions of the same character had been debated
and decided by this Synod, it would have been to take just
that course, by which we allege the Church Courts and the
ministry have perverted their commission. Thus, the last
Asgembly, as you very well know, from the concurrent testi-
mony upon the subject, occupied nearly the whole of its long,
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protracted sessions, in making decisions in regard to questions
of loyalty and freedom, and slavery, and what oaght to be done
by the Church with the rebels at the South for their political
offences; and a large part of all the labor I did, in that As-
sembly, was at every step to say, ¢you have no right to touch
this subject.” S

“We testify against the action of the Assembly in reference to the
churches in the Seoeded and Border States, and against the basing of
that action, upon an assertion of what the Assembly had the clearest
evidenoe wgs not true.”

It is a grave thing to say that what any man utters is untrue. To
say that the Assembly based its action upon what was not true, is to
say a very serious thing. We said itin the presence of the Assembly.
We say it here, because saying it there had no effect upon that body,
instaying its action. What is the affirmation of the Assembly? That
the “General Assembly of the Confederate States was organized in order
to render their aid, in the attempt to establish, by means of the re-
bellion, a separate national ewistence, and to conserve and perpetuate
the system of slavery.” Now, it was said upon the floor of the As-
sembly, by living witnesses; it was said, in the document (Address of
the Southern Assembly) which has been put in here in evidence, that
such was not the ground, nor the objeot of the organization of the
Southern Assembly. The assertion upon which that ordinance was
based, which was so vitally to affeot the whole church and country,
is shown to be unfounded by the most abundant official proof.” And
how is this proof met here? By nothing but the introduction of an
article on the State of the Country, from the pen of the late Dr. Thorn-
well, and published in the Southern Presbyterian Review. This is
claimed to have a semi-official character; yet without citing from it a
single line or word, the assertion is made, that it proves that the South-
zr:lxl Assembly was organized in the interest of slavery and the re-

ellion. : ,
' But how did the Assembly vindicate their allegation, when its truth
was contradicted, by unequivocal official evidence, embodied in a Pro-
test and entered upon theirRecords? First, they adduce the fact that
Dr, Palmer preached a sermon entitled “Slavery a Divine Trust—Duty
of the South to perpetuate and preserve it,” and afterwards he “was
upon the proposition of several Presbyteries, requested to preach the
opening sermon of the First Southern Assembly, and was subse-

uently elected Moderator.” And then they cite certain passages
and two years after that Assembly had been organized. The strong-
est of these passages is in these words: W hesitate not to afirm,
that it is the peculiar mission of the Southern church to conserve the
enstitution of slavery, and to make it a blessing both to the master and
the slave.” This was said two years after the organization of their

Assembly; and if it had been a formal declaration of all that is as-

om the Narratives on the state of Religion in 1862 and 1863, one"
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serted in the ordinance against which we testify, it would not sustain
our Assembly in its position. But it is very far from declaring what
they have attributed to the Southern church. This the Assembly
- itself appears to have felt, for they immediately resort to a most des-
perate species of argument, to strengthen the weakness of their proofs.
This is nothing less, than to impugn the sincerity of the declarations
made in the address drawn up by Dr. Thornwell, assuming that the
reagons assigned for their withdrawal from us, were not the real
reasons,.and, they “were principally moved by the designs imputed”
in the ordinance of the Assembly. Youshall hear what they say: -

“In view of the peculiar circumstances of ‘the Southern churches
before the world; in further view of the expressed declaration of that.

- Assembly, touching the relations of the church as an organization to
the State, in connection with the fact that the individuals who com-
posed the Assembly, did not regard the secession of the Southern

- States as a sin, and the doctrino that it was the providential mission
of the South to conserve and perpetuate the institution of slavery as
a heresy; it was to have been expected that all reference to such design of
ndividuals would be studiously avoided. It is not the.intention of the
Asgsembly to assert that the reasons set forth in that address were not
influential with those who uttered them, nor is it their intention in
this paper to discuss their validity; but they do declare that in their
judgement, there 18 nothing in that document to forbid the idea, that the
individuals who framed it, and the members of the Southern churches
generally, were principally moved by the designs tmputed.”

“We do not intend to discuss the validity of the reasons set forth
in that address”—of course not, for where would be the use of dis-
cussing those reasons, when “there ig nothing in the document to for-
bid the idea,”’ that they are not the true réasons. Nothing at all to
forbid the idea, that the whole Southern Presbyterian body were solemn-
ly and deliberately playing the part of hypocrites! 1 once heard a very
venerable man say, that it washard for an honest man to suspect others
of being false and deceitful. Is it sir, easy for men who are false and
deceitful to suspect others of the same thing, and for this reason to
be constantly imputing hypocrisy? But I will say this: that if the
Address written by Doctor Thornwell, and his article on the State of
the country, show that the General Assembly of the Sourhern church
was organized to perpetuate and couserve the system of slavery, and in
the interests of the Southern rebellion; then I will show by more
substantial evidence, that the action of the General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church for the last five years—I do not say the utter-
ances of this or that individual—proves that the €eneral Assembly
was organized, for the purpose of assisting Abolitionism in breaking
up this country, and for the purpose of perpetuating despotism.

This ordinance of the Assembly is unrighteous and inequitable. It
proposes eertain terms of church membership. One of these is the
renunciation of certain errors, and acts, and all sympathy with the
institution of slavery and the Southern Counfederacy. In the first
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place this is unjust, because the Assembly was estopped from doing
anything of this sort upon its own principles. In vindioating their
action, declaring it to be the duty of Presbyterians to aid the Admin-
istration in co-ercing the South into submission, they appeal to the .
precedent decision of the Government that there was a rebellion; and
take this decision as their rule of action. It is therefore the decision
of the Governmeént that defines the offence, acoording to the judg-
ment of the General Assembly, and their business was to sustain the
Government in their decision. Now then, by all laws of justice, as it
seems to me, when the Government is satisfied with regard to those
engaged in the rebellion; when it says, “Go home; you have surren-
dered, and you shall be unmolested,” the Assémbly upon its own
principles, is bound to accept and uphold the decision of the Govern- -
ment. It vindicates its first action, because, it- says it cannot
go behind the action of the Government. We say then, your second
action was unjust, because you do go behind the action of the Govern- .
ment. You said “We will condemn the rebellion, because Czsar has
condemned it.” Coesar says he is satisfied, and you say you are mot.
But the Church has no right thus to shift her position. She cannot
to-day accept the State as her teacher upon this subject, and to-mor-
'row repudiate the State, teaching her upon the same subject.

But further, the church had no right to do this, because, as you
were told on yesterday, the rebellion might have succeeded. Now, if
it was a crime that these men committed against the church—made
such by the laws of Jesus Christ, then it would bave continued a crime,
even if the Confederacy had succeeded. If to rise in arms against an
existing Government, is to be treated by the church as a crime against
the laws of Christ’s house, without going into an inquiry respecting
the causes of it, but accepting the decision of the existing Govern-
ment declaring it rebellion, then it cantinues a orime. It cannot be
made right by success; otherwise success becomes a standard of right
and a rule of duty, as well as providence. Who does not see, that the
principles upon which the Assembly has acted, are destructive of the
very foundation of christian morality.

t is unjust in the third place, because it is a rule to be ap-
plied only to those who live in a particular section of the coun-
try. The moment it was proposed to. apply this same rule
to the churches North; those who were ready to cut off their
Southern brethren, fell out by the way; and twice in that Assem- .
bly those, who were thus hunting to destruction the Southern church, -
became so divided against each other, and by their angry debate crea-
ted such confusion, that the Moderator was compelled to adjourn the
body by his own motion, to stop the disorder. So far, the author of
the memorial was right; he saw that it would he unjust to apply it only
in one part of the country, and sought to make its application general.
But when it seemed likely to beshaped in that way, the very brethren
from the churches who are to be asked to cut us off, said, “We never
will enforce it in our churches.” “If you undertake to apply that
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‘rule to us you will blow us up’’—or substantially that. Isthis equity?

Ts this justice? Call us, if you will, sinners against God and dis-
turbers of Zion, we cannot have anything to do with such an unrighte-
-ous law. ‘ h

“We testify against all and every movement in the church, however
-cautiously or plausibly vailed, which looks to a union of the State with
the church, or @ subordination of theone to th: other, or the interference
-of either with the jurisdiction of the other.”

. Moderator, what is the State? Thatis one of the most difficult ques-
‘tions perhaps, that could be started in the regionof jurisprudence.. I
‘will attempt to answer it in brief, according to the opinion, as I sup-

pose, of these brethren who signed this Testimony. The State, sir, is
fundamentally, the people. The State embodied, is what we call the
‘Government. The State as it speaks, is its Constitution and its Laws.

There has. evidently been great confusion in this discussion, by chang-
ing terms; or using them with different meanings. For instance, ‘“the
‘Government,” and “government.” It was said that he who set him-
self against government, was guilty of a sin, and would receive con-
-demnation. Yes,sir, that is true—against government. The man who
says there is nosuch thing as government, denies that there is a God.
‘The man who says, that there is no right of government in the people,
-denies iu effzct, that there is a God. But, sir, the man who says that
a particulur Government is not so of God, as that other Governments of
a different form, are not equally of God, also denies, as I believe, that
there isa God. In other words, God is not the author of despotism,
either in the natural principles he has implanted in our nature, or in
the working out of the necessities of our nature, through the opera-
tion of those principles. You have been told that we are sanctioning
that which is damnable, because we have denied that one particular
government is more of God than another; so that when two govern-
ments come in conflict, we are, upon the very fact of their being in
confliet, of necessity obliged, to take sides with this one rather than
with that one. And it is charged, that we violate the law of God, be-
cause we say, that we, as christians, are not bound to enter into the
strife at all, or to fight with either;'we may not consider either of them,
50 righteous in what they may be doing, as that we can take up the
“sword on either side.

I said a little this morning on the right of private judgment. I
wish to introduce here that principle, because it has a direct bearing
upon this point. So fundamental is this right of privatejudgment, in
regard to this matter of particular governments; so free are men in
their relations to these governments; and such is the obligation they
are under, to know enough to judge in regard to them, that if a man
fights wrongfully with his Government, he is responsible to God forit.
I believe not only that bayonets can think, but that they ought to
think, and that if they do not think, God will judge them for not
thinking. The centurion and the soldiers that crucified Jesus Christ, -

“were commanded to do it by Pilate, and Jesus Christ said



46

explicitly, “Thoun could’st have no power against me, except it
were given thee from on high.” Pilate was the ordinance of God; but
when he commanded the centurion and the soldiers to lead Jesus
Christ to crucifixion, the centurion was bound to say, as he should
answer ab the bar of God, “I will not have anything to do with the ex-
ecution of this just man.” The prineiple avowed on this floor, and
against which I argued this morning, would hold harmless, every sol-
dier that drove the nails through the palms of the hands of Christ.
They were ordered to do it. But, let soldiers know, that they are
bound to have such an enlightened conscience, that when they obey
orders, they shall be able to give a good account of it in the last great
day. Conscript men upon the contrary prineciple, put them into the
ranks againsy their will, and they have no conscience, no accountabil-
ity. No, sir, government is of God; the State is of God, because the
State is fundamentally the people. But I cannot go further in this
line of remark. ‘

' Now, what is the Church? The Church is the people too—eklektor,
klatot, ellesia—God’s chosen; God’s called; God’s united society of
people: but not only the called and the chosen outwardly, butit is
the truly called, the truly chosen, that constitute the true church. I
. wish you to hold that idea. We have then in the State, the people,
the law, the exccutive; the constitutional law, the statute law, and the
common law; if you plesse. We have in the Church, the people, the
law, the ministry. It so happens thatthe Apostle uses the same word
in regard to the minister inthe State, that he does in regard tothe min-
_ister in the Church—¢“they are the ministers of God attending upon
this very thing.” What arc the relations of these two institutions
to each other? Perfectly independent. They have no common juris-
diotion, They have jurisdiction over the same persons, but no com-
mon jurisdiction, so that the State cando for the church, or the church
do for the State, or both together dc that which belongs to either.
* And, loyalty to the State, is exactly what loyalty to the Churchis. It
begins with loyalty to the people. He that is not loyal to the people,
is not loyal at all. When a man says “I am the State,” then he . has
ceased to be loyal. And as loyalty begins there, loyalty is obedience
to the mind of the State as expressed in its laws. The minister of
the State, the executive, the magistrate, has nothing to do, but first
himself obey the law, and rext require other people to obey it. And
that is loyalty, sir; that is my loyalty. “We love the King, who loves
the law.” But when the King himself disobeys the law, the State (that
is the people) has a right to call him to account. It is just so in the
church. We are the servants of the church. The mind of the church
is expressed in the laws given by her Divine Head; aud hereis one of
the differences between the State and the church. The State has no
divinely revealed ocode of laws—no divinely given constitution; and
therefore no civil constitution can be said to be of divine authority. I
_ may prefer a monarchy to a commonwealth. Do I offend against any

divine law when I so prefer? But if I prefer the Koran to the Bible,
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I sinat once. The church has her law as the spiritual State, if you
will allow me such an expression. It is the Spiritusl Kingdom-called a
Kingdom-which Jesus Christhasestablishedin this world. She has her
Constitation and laws in the Bible, and her ministers are simply to de-
clare that law and enforce it. When her ministers fail to obey the
law, they violate their vows to their Lord and Master; they violate
the authority of their commission, and the people may call them to
account. And, as, according to the great John Owen,. the bride, the
wife carries the keys of the household, so Jesus Christ, the husband of
the Church, has endowed his bride with the keys of the household of
faith; and when she has handed them to herservant and he transgresses
the authority which she has given him, she has a right to reclaim
them. And, as in the State, when the magistrate has violated his
authority, the people may require him to surrender that author-
ity, the sword which he holds to be a terror to evil doers, and a
praise to them that do well; so, when in the church, the ministry vio-
late their commission, the bride has a right to require that they shall
give back the keys. And if there be any portion of those who are
ministers, who faithfully hold and use these keys, they may take their
appeal, from those who are violating their trust, to the bride, and say;
“Your servants have been faithless; we ask that you shall require them
to return to their fidelity, or surrender the keys.” And, if the bride
should become herself so corrupt—should so depart from her Divine
Husband, as she too often has done, as to fail to answer back that call,
-then the faithful servants may go to the fIusband and ask Him to in-
terpose, to correct his Bride. This is something like what I desired
to say, upon this interesting and somewhat difficult subject. -

Now, these two divinely appointed institutions—the State for this
world,and the Church for this world and the next—we hold to be per-
feotly independent—perfectly free from all intervention, on the part
of one or the other; and the moment the Church goes over to the
State, that moment the Church becomes a harlot; and the moment the
State accepts the offer, and prostitutes the Churchto her ownends and
aims, that moment it becomes a wild beast, just as it is always repre-
sented in the visions of prophecy. And we do most solemnly testify,
and we design by the grace. of God to continue to testify, against the
Church turning harlot and the State being brutalized by cohabitation
with her. ’

I pass over much that I might say, and come to the action proposed
in this paper, because this action seems to be that which is immediate-
ly relied upon, to make good the proposition both in the resolution and
the complaint, to treat us as schismatics and as practically out of the
Church. Look then and see what this action is. Itis explicitly stated
here that our first great, prayerful aim, as God shall give us strength
and opportunity, is to reform the Church.

As to separgtion from the General Assembly, we express our anxiety
to avoid it, an& predicate such a result, upon the majority continuming
to adhere to their errors, and upon compulsion. It is clear as the shin-
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ing of the sun at noonday, that we cannot walk together if we are not
agreed; and as the gentleman (Dr. B.) said very truly, we are not
agreed, not merely in minor matters, but in fundamental principles.
It seemed to me I understood this more than a year a?o; and therefore
I said it publicly, that the Presbyterian Church must retrace her ateps
orshe must divide. And is she not disintegrating at this very hour?
Is she notgoing to pieces? You have been told there exists a praocti-
cal schism. It is true; but not more true here than elsewhere. Itis
widespread. Dr. Hodge of Princeton, the Presbytery of Sangamon,
the Presbytery and the Synod of Missouri, all the Presbyteries in this
State, are practical schismatios, according to the position taken against
us. We say that the schism is on the part of those who have corrupted
the church, who have perverted her authority, who have violated her
constitution, who have usurped the prerogatives of her Divine Lord,
who have persecuted his servants—that these are the schismatics. Men
who sign,memorials of the Stanton-Wood charactér—who sanction
oaths of the Rosecrans-Missouri type—who shut out of the church,
upon a new, unseriptual test of christian character, hundreds of min-
isters and thousands of men and women, than whom there are none
npore true hearted Presbyterians in the land—-these men are the real
schismatics; it is these, as we believe and declare, who have divided
our church. They charge, that those who have boldly and openly
stood in the way, and resisted their course, are agitators, schismaties
and rebels againgt the church. Here then the issue is joined, and it
will be tried, is now trying, in every Presbytery and church in this
State, and throughout the land. Perhaps we shall be successful in
reforming the church; perchance we may be defeated. We have no
bayonets to aid us. The gentleman (Dr. B.) said “unless the Gov-
ernment protect us, they will put us out.” These words, from such a
source, have a very instructive meaning. They mean that unless, as
was done in the case of one of the churches within your bounds, at
the instigation of one in high position, the “powers that be” will
take in hand the suppression of our Testimony and of the witnesses,
and send guards with “swords and staves,” (possibly negro soldiers, de-
luded with the ideaof freedom) to take possession of sessional records,
to force open the doors of churches, and to compel the people to hear
a man preach whom they do not wish to hear—unless the Government
" will supply the gentleman with jails and scaffolds, the want of which
in the hands of the church he seemed to regret—then it appears to be
feared, the influence of this Declaration and Testimony cannot be
stopped, until he himself may be compelled either to retrace his steps,
or to go out with those, who have created this schism. This much is
certain, either we must change or he and his party must change, or
part asunder we must. And rest assured, brethren, if we are thrust
out, we will go, as the Israel of the Alps went, out of the meretricious,
church of Rome, bearing with us the Golden Caudlesticks, and the
shewbread, and the Ark of the covenant and the Shekinah of our Grod.
The action we propose is in terms, much of it, precisely the action,
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proposed in the “Act and Testimony™ of 1835. We say first “That
we refuse to give our support to ministers, elders, agents, editors,

"teachers, or to those whoare in any othercapacity engaged in religious

iustruction or effort, who hold the preceeding or similar heresies.’s
Said the “Act and Testimony” of 1835: «“We refuse to give coun-
tenance (they went further than we do) to ministers, elders, agents,
editors, teachers, or to those who are in any other capacity engaged
in religious instruction or effort, who hold the preceeding or similar
heresies.” Was not that practical schism? And yet, did not the
gentlemen who uttered this “Act and Testimony” in 1835, all over the

~ land, protest, that they did not intend to divide the church, but that

their intention was to reform her, and that if they were cut off they
would do substantially, what we say we will do, if we are compelled to
go out? ‘

We propose a Convention. Mr. McMillan in his “complaint ’ lays

* great stress upon that, as has also been done by the gentleman who

has spoken in defense of both the complaint and his own paper. We
propose a convention. Well, what for? Why, say they, at once, to
divide the church! Is this so? Hear the language aud judge.
“We'do earnestly recommend that on the day of ,A. D. 1865,
—(we do not fix any time except that it should be in 1865,and we
were not at all tenacious of that)—‘‘a convention be held in the city
of’ , composed of all such Ministers and Ruling élders as may
concur in the views and sentiments of this testimony, to deliberate
and consult on the present state of our church, and to adopt such
further measures as may seem best suited to restore her prostrated
Standards, and vindicate the pure and peaceful religion of Jesus,
from the reproach which has been brought upon it, through the
faithlessness and corruption of its ministers and professors.” Now,
read and compare this: “We do earnestly recommend that on the
second Thursday of May, 1835, a Convention be held in the city of
Pittsburgh, to be ¢ mposed of two delegates, a minister and a ruling
¢lder from each of the Presbyteries, or from the minority of any
Presbytery who may concur in the sentiments of this “Act and Tes-
timony, to deliberate and consult on the present state of our church,
and to adopt such measures as may be best suited to restore our pros-
trated standards.” When from Princeton went forth the cry, “These
men are going to meet to control the General Assembly of the Chureh;
they are going to sit by the side of that Assembly,’”” a venerable -
signer of this “Aot and Testimony” said “We don’t mean to sit beside
it, we will sit before it.”” Bat, sir, that meant division and schism,
unless that which those men intended first to attempt, to “restore the
prostrated standards of the church,” had been accomplished. Things
had not gone so far then, as they have gone with us, by a great deal.
There was no such state -of things then as there is now.. The As-
sembly had not formaly endorsed, as she has now endorsed by ex-
plicit acts, and by setting up as terms of membership in the church,
the doctrines and errors against which those venerable fathers and
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brethren—many of them now gone to glory—protested. No, sir, .
not half so far. As a youth, I was familiar with this thing in my
father’s house:. There I saw many—many a solemn meeting, of those -
who were consulting over “the prostrated standards of the eburch,”
and praying and pleading that God would save the ark of the cove-
nant. These men knew, that unless the one party abandoned their
course, the other party must go out. In thatday the truth trinmphed;
and whether right or wrong, by the agency of him, who now would
apply the axeto us, there were cut off whole Presbyteries and Synod-~,
and the church was divided. But we do not want division. Cowe
back to us, come back to wus brethren upon the foundation of the
Apostles and Prophets, and we will bury all the past; we will forget
all bygones, and we will embrace in fraternal affection. We will
never fay one word about the evil that we think you bave done; but
we will go on with you, to preach the everlasting Gospel, and save
the life of our dying nation, by applying to it the ‘balm of Gilead.”
But if you meet us thus; if you respond to us asis proposed in this
resolution, we will gather about us those that prefer truth to 2 mere
fictitious union; we will gather about us those who love the truth,
more than they Jove any man after the flesh; we will gather abou-
us those in the North and East and South and West, who agree with
us in this truth which we hold dearer than life, and with tears over
those who ha've compelled us to part with them, ~e will goout! Now,
sir. that is what we mean; that is what you mean—you koow it.
Now. Moderator, I will draw to a conclusion. We have been
taunted with being a little band—a Zittle band! Well, sir, be it so.
I remember that there was but one outspoken prophet in Israel, for
for seven thousand hidden ones that had not bowed the knee to Baal.
I remember that whea Be confronted Ahab, Ahab said, “Art thou he
that troubleth Israel?”’ and I vecollect the response and the trinmph.
I remember in ancient lore, the day when Greece, with all her beauty
and splendor and liberty, was threatened to be blotted out by the iron
tread of thehaughty Asiatio: and Iremember that a little band of three
hundred, standing in the straits of Thermopylae, leaving the faint
hearted to depart, with heroic calmness, said, “We will be the saeri-
fice for our country;” aud true to their word, they battled and battled,
until every man of them died in a baptism of blood. But the cause
lived. [ remember, sir, when three hundred, who would not stoop to
drink butlapped with the tongue, stood between Israel and the Mid-
ianites, and with pitchers and lamps comquered. I remember
these and the thousand other illustrions dead, that have stoed in the
breach in the day of trial—Yes! stood between the ark of the cove-
-nant. and those who would lay profane hands upon it. And, sir, dy-
ing they triumphed! And if it be necesgary tb lay our bodies in the
breach—if it be necessary that we, in adyfptism of blood, a little
band, should thus attempt to rescue, and H§:blessed in reseuing our
beloved church, the Ark of God as committedp us, then let the sacri-
fice be made; we will die a little band. L :
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But we have been asked, “Have these gentlemen worked miracles?
No, #ir, we have not. “Are these gentlemen inspired?” No, sir, we
are not. “Have these gentlemen ever raised the dead?”’ No, sir, we
have ngver raised the dead. But, sir, we ask in return, have these
gentlemen raised the dead? I have heard that they could kill; or at
least 1hat they could hound others on to kill, but I have never heard
that they raised any of the dead. Are they inspired, sir? I have tried
to get at their inspiration, in their reviews, in their newspapers, in
their memorials and in their speeches; and what sort of inspiration is
it? Have these gentlemen wrought miracles? Aye! miracles, sir, of
destruction. I most fervently and conscientiously believe it, that
these and such like, have wrought miracles of destruction to the hopes
of our couwntry—to the hopes of our Church—to the hopes of the
black man, sir, above all others—and to the hopes of the world; and
nnless God will work miracles of deliverance, from the hands of these
Egyptian necromancers and magicians, we are ruined as a country—
we are ruined as a Church. )

Moderator and brethren, [ have done. With such ability ak 8od
thas given me; with the imperfections of my nature, but with honesty
of purpose, and the love which I bear to my Church, my country, and
ey Master, urging me forward to do that, which T would rather have
committed to the hands of those better able to do it, 1 have endeavored

in your presence to lift up the standard of truth and righteousness,

and to ask you to rally around it—to ask ydu, before you close these
sessions, to lift it up so high and to display ifso clearly, that it shall
be seen from all parts of the land; to ask you, imitating the example
of that other branch of the Church, our Episcopal brethren, with the
venerable Bishop Hopkins, so happily as itseems tome, at its head at
this important moment, to hold out the olive branch to our brethren in
the South, The olive branch is what I plead for in the late General
Assembly. When the Stanton memorial was presented I voted alone
against even entertaining it, and entered my dissent against referring
it to a Committee. When, in the form of an ordinanee brought in by
the chairman of the Committee on Bills and Overtures, it wasadopted
by the Assembly, I with others, ¢“a little band,” entered our solemn
protest against it. When its principles, sublimated and embodied
in the 'single resolution, which set the Board of Domestic Missions
over the Presbyteries, Church Sessions, Churches, Synods and As-
sembly itself-—to sit in judgement wupon the loyalty, the doctrine,
and sympathies of ministers and members—when that was under
disoussion, I earnestly opposed its passage. I said I would never—
never obey or enforceit. I said, “Brethren do not this thing.”
Well, sir, they have done it, and now, as the last hope of a bleedin
Church, we here, upon the border in -this State which has sacrifice
so much for the love of ‘tlre country our fathers bequeathed us—we -
who stand here between the North and the South, belonging natural-
1y to the South, but unwilling to be separated from the North—we
who stand here, in our relations to both paris of the Church, some-
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thing like the venerable bishopI bave named, in the Episcopal Chaich,
in this day of trial; we canextend our hands in fraternal entreaty to
both. We can drop the sword—we can say to the General Assembly,
“If our brethren must perish, we cannot, we will not be your execu-
tioners.” Yes, brethren, if the General As-embly must find execu-
tioners for these christians in the South, they must, I thick, find
them somewhere elee than in the good old State of Kentucky, and in
the venerable Synod called by that name. At least they must I am
sure, find executioners somewhere else than in the Louisville Presby-
tery. But what you can do, what we ask you to do, is to say to those
of our brethren in the South, who hold thete principles of a pure and
free Presbyterianism, “come with us and we will do you good.” To
say to those of our brethren in the North, who stand by the same
principles, “come with us and we will do you good.” It is in the
cause ¢f Unity; it is in the cause of peace upon the foundations of the
truth in Jesus, that we have endeavored to act. The war is over in
the State. Ceesar is satisfied. He is holding out his hands, to those
whe are regarded as having lifted their hands, with paracidal purpose,
against the lifs of the nation—whether rightly se judged or not
cannot say—I may not judge. But however this may be, Casar is
satisfied. Oh! brethren, are not you satisfied? Will you not join us
in the principles of this Testimony? Will you not with us lift up
this standard, and under it go forward in the footsteps of our Prophet
Priest, and King, and leave Caaar to do his work, whilewe do ours?

Moderator, in the name of the Presbytery, which I have thus been
called to 1epresent, I thank you for the patience with which you have
heard theseremarks. We may perhaps find it necessary to say a word
in explanation, but otherwise we derign to say nothing more here-
afcer. ‘
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