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God and Our Country— Civil and Religious Freedom Stand or
Fall Together—Fidelity to Jesus Christ as the alone King in Zion,
18 the best Defense of Constitutional Liberty.

b,
k. o

&

s 3 jor General W. S. Rosecrans, Commanding the “ Depart-
: ] it o ;he Missouri,” issued, March 8, 1864, Special Orders,
62 %:egnlmﬁng the organization and proceedings of religions

o & In*OBtobpr, 1864, the Synod of Missouri, i. ., nineteen maam-
bdu out of one hundred and seventy, complied with said

. -ethS;.Loms.
R. P. th‘;'i.l; of the Presbytery of St. Louis, and Ruling
S. 8. Watson, of the 8t. Charles Church, in the same

oTYy attsmpted, without rezard to the }hhgry Order, to
‘their seats as members of Synod.

od, in obedience t0 the Order, exclnded

Bon ntﬁifr roobrds, as. foliuwsm

FROM THE RECORDS OF THE SESSION OF
ST. CHARLES CHURCH.

8r. Cuaries Mo, October 22, 1864,
Session met in the study, and was opened with prayer. * #
Elder 5. 5. Watson, appointed to represent this Church in the
recent meeting of the Synod of Missouri, at St. Louis, made &
report.
Bro. Watson’s fi¢
and ordered to be

{ SR EE
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pare a complaint to the next General Assembly against the Synod
of Missouri, in regard to the matters embraced in Elder Watson’s
report.

It was resolved that, whereas the Records of the Synod of Mis-
souri contain no mention of the proceedings of which this ses-
sion feel it their duty to complain, therefors, the Session will
meet in St. Louis on the 16th day of February, 1865, for the
purpose of taking sworn testimony in regard to these pro- 5
ceedings. ;

It was also resolved that the Moderator of Synod be notified 1
of the time and place of the Session’s meeting in St. Louis, and ,
of the Session’s intention to spread the testimony which shall
then be taken upon the Records, which are to form a part of
our complaint.

Elder Watson's repert is as followss, !
“To raE SssioN oF THE CHURCH oF S7. UHARLES : S ~

« Dear Brethren—I am awave that it has not been customary
for the Representative of Session in the Courts of the Ch
make any formal report, but the extraordinary pmceedmgsoﬁ{
the Synod of Missouri, at its late meeting in St. Louis, render it
proper thatl’ﬂm@ ecommunicate to you the following facts:
¢« Having been duly elected tompmmﬁ:ﬁie St. Charles Church |
in the Synod of Missouri, I was in att on Thm-sda‘y,
October 13, 1864, when the Synod 1 et.

«The last Moderator present constituted the Synod in the
usual manner.

« When the roll was being made up, I gave my name as the
Representative of the 8t. Charles Church; but not having ex-
hibited a certificate that I had taken an oath of allegiance, as
required by a certain military order, the Synod refused to enroll
my name among its members. Synod did not question my
being an acting, ruling Elder, and duly elected to represent this
Church ; but refused to receive me on the sole ground that I was
not qualified, according to said military order, to sit in Synod.

«T was not allowed by the Synod to take any part in the pro- *
ceedings of the body. When 1 arose to address the Synod, 1

-

.
.

A
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was peremptorily ecalled to order; in short, I was treated pre-
cisely as if I had been only a spectator, having no rvights in the
1 judicatory. The Rev. Mr. Farris, pastor of this Church, was
treated in the same way, and for the same reason.

« On Friday, the second day of the session, when it appeared
that no mention had been made on the minutes of the rejection
of Mr. Farris and myself, the attention of the Synod was called

» to the omission by an Elder—a sitting member—who requésted
that o true record be made. This was not done; and yet, after
debate upon the subject, it was agreed that the names of both

'} Mr. Farris and myself should be entered on the roll as having

" takon onr seats the previous day ; and this was evidently done |

¢ to prevent diffieulty with the higher Court when the Records of l
Synod shonld come under review.

“1 will further state that I refused to exhibil any certificate

'Q oi‘qr gu.vmg taken an oath of allegiance, becanse I could not,
' with 2 good conscience, practically admit that any civil or mili-
- power whatever has any right to prescribe the qualifica-
s of meml’ieru ot Courts in the Church of Jesnu dhrm’., or to

o ¥ s you k &ﬁn the uaﬁtof allegiauee, volhian
 citizen and as a magistrate ; in fact, I had with me, at the time,
a cerﬁﬁﬁ“nte of hnvmg taken such oath to qualify me to discharge
the duty of County Judge. You also know that, from the begin-
ning of our troubles, I have been a decided Union man, and that
I reported myself for military daty and stood guard.

1 cannot believe that the military authorities, even under
their own order, woulwve taken any exception to my sitting

in the Synod.
“SAMUEL S. WATSON.”

The Committee epare a Complaint reported the follow-
ing, and were dire cted to lodge a copy of it with the Moderator
of the Synod of Missouri : { i

A4
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CoMrraInT of the Session of the First Presbyterian Church of St.
Charles, Missouri, to the General Assembly, and against the
Synod of Missouri.

The Session of the First Presbyterian Church of St. Charles,
Missouri, respectfully submit to the General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America the fol-
; lowing facts, as the ground of a complaint against the Synod of
Missouri:

“Mr. S. 8. Watson, a Raling Elder in the Church of St.
Charles, and often representing said Church in the Preshytery
A4 of St. Louis and the Synod of Missouri, and well known to the
members of both bodies, was, by Session duly elected to repre-
sent said Church in the Synod of Missouri, which was to meet
in St. Louis, October 12, 1864.

“Mr. Watson attended said meeting of Synod, and was
present at its organization on the 13th of October, (an organi-
zation not having been effected on the 12th, becanse a quorum
was not present,) and reported himself as the Represontative of
the St. G};tﬁes Glmrch '

 Clerkof BiynodiMloiiia o 1k of
reported themselves a3 ministers in a
tives of the churches.
«In open Synod, those who claimed to be mﬁm of the
Body were required, as a condition of sitting in Synod, to show
a certificate of having taken a prescribed oath of allegiance, or

to take such an oath then and there.

“Mr. Watson neither exhibited a certificate nor took any
oath. Although he had taken the oath of allegiance, both as a
citizen and as a Judge, in the County Court, and held it to be the
daty of every citizen to avow his allegiance, yet he conld not, as
a malter of conscience and duty to Chri soie Head of the
-.kah, admit the nght of any mul
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“Synod, on the ground that he had, as they thought, neither
shown his certificate nor taken the oath required by the mili-
tary authorities, refused to allow him to sitand act as a member
of the Body. "The members of Synod and Moderator, by the cry
of “order,” when he attempted to speak, prevented him exercis-
ing his rights as a member of the Body, and ignored his pres-
ence as a representative of this Church. When he demanded
to be informed whether he was to consider himself"as a member
of Synod, the Moderator decided he was not—from which
decision no appeal was taken, so that it stood to him as the
decision of the Body.

« Synod, though requested to make a record of his rejec.
tion as a representative of the Church, did not do so; and it was
argued in Synod that it was not necessary to make such record.
The minutes of Synod contain no trace whatever of anything
that was done in this case. On the contrary, the records are
made directly to falsify the facts; for, after discussion, and on
the last day of the session, October 14, the Clerk was directed to
insert Mr. Watson’s name on the records in the place where it
would have been inserted if he had been received when he first
applied, to wit: October 18 ; and this was done, not by a motion,
which would have been a matter of record, but by consent of the
Body, apparently for the very purpose of avoiding a record, and
thus, not only was he denied his seat, but also the evidence of
such denial was prevented from appearing on record. For the
truth of this whole statement, the Session refer your venerable
Body to the evidence taken before the Session of this Church,
and make the records of said Session a part of this complaint,

“In view of these facts, this Session complains—

Funst, of the refusal of Synod to receive Mr. Watson as the Re-
presentative of this Church ; and they rest this Complaint on the

Jollowing grauggg;;.
«(1.) Because Synod had no right to require any conditions
or qualifications for a seat in Synod other than those luid down
L "

wa s
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in the standards of the Chureh, and were bound to receive all
who had these qualifications.

¢ (2.) Because Synod had no right or power to enforce mar-
tial law, even if they had been ordered or required to do so
(which your complainants do not believe)—and, at any rate,
they should have made a representation to the Commanding
Gleneral of the difficulties in which his order involved them, and
asked for such a modification of it as would leave them free to
act according to the established Constitution of the Church.

“(8.) Becanse if this precedent is permitted to pass unrehuked,
it will become a rule in the judicatories of our Church in Mis-
gouri, and must work incalculable injury te the interests of
religion in this State.

“ Seconp., The Session ecomplain that the records of Synod are
not—as the Form of Government, ehap. xi, § vi requires—a full
and fair record of its proceedings, and are, therefore, deserving of
grave censure :

(1.) Because they deprive the aggrieved party directly of one
mode of redress, viz: by general review and control, and indi-
rectly ofall vedress as, prima facie, nothing appears about which
he could either appeal or complain.

(2.) Because the duty of making the record was distinetly
brought before Synod and was not heeded.

(8.) Beeause the records are made to falsify the facts, by in-
serting the name of Mr. Watson as a member of the Body at
the very time that he was denied all the rights of a member.

“In view of all this wrong, your complainants ask such a
deliverance by your venerable Body as will maintain the rights
of Christ as alone King in His Church, and secure to the
churches under your care their right to be represented.

“They also ask you to decide if this unlawful rejection of
members of Synod, does not so far vitiate the whole proceed-
ings of Synod as to render them null and v
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After the adoption of the foregoing report of the  Committee
to prepare a complaint,” a copy of said eomplaint with the
following letter prefixed, was forwarded as direeted by session :

S1. Craries, October 22, 18G4,
“ Reyv. THomas CoLE, MODERATOR OF THE SYNoD OF MIssOURT :

¢ Rev.and Dear Sir: The Session of the First Presbyterian
Church of Saint Oharles hereby give yom, in writing, the con-
stitutional notice of its intention to make the following eomplaint
to the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church of the
United States of Ameriea against the Synod of Missouri, and
request you toendorse on it the date of its reception by you,
and to siun it officially, as the Moderator of Synod, and to have
it placed in the hands of the Clerk of the General Assembly,
before the close of the second day of its next session in May,
1865.

«JOHN JAY JOHNS,
“Clerk of Session,

By permission of Session the following record is made:

“Rev. Tros. Core, MODERATOR OF THE SYNoD or MIssourt :

* Dear Sir - 1 hereby recall the ¢“notice of my intention to
complain to the next General Assembly, against the Synod of
Missouri,” mailed to you a few days sinee, and substitute therefor
the below-written ¢ notiee.”

“T also hereby inform you that the Session of the Pres-
byterian Church of Saint Charles will meet in 8t. Louis on a
day, and at a place of which you will be dnly notified, for the
purpose of taking sworn testimony in relation to the proceedings
of Synod, at its recent meeting in St. Louis, which are not, but
should be, matter]of record, and of which you are notified of
my intention to complain.

“You are likewise hereby informed that such sworn testi-
mony shall be spread upon the records of the Session of St.
Charles’ Chureh, and that I shall make said records a part of
my complaint. '




¢ Also, I request that you will certify me of the reception of
‘this note, and the notice of my intention to complain.
Respectfally.
; R. P. FARRIS,
“ OF the Preshytery of St. Lowis.”

457, Cuarues, Mo, October 22, 1864.
Rev. Tros. CoLg, Monmroa OF THE SYNDD oF Missount:

« Dear Sir: Notice is hereby given of my intention to com-
plain to the next (General Assembly against the Synod of
Missouri, for excluding me from the enjoyment of my rightsand
privileges as a member of said Synod in the manner following,
to-wit: o

“T. The Synod of Missouri, of the Presbyterian Church in the
‘United States of America, met, agreeably to appointment, in the
Second Presbyterian Church of St. Louis, Mo., on Thursday
forenoon, the 13th day of October, 1864, and was opened with
prayer by the Rev. Allen Gallaher, the last Moderator present,

“After the prayer, the Moderator stated that, in obedienoo
to a eeruin mﬂiwoﬁ&r, an Aasxsumt Prumteﬁarshnl

' a lientenant in
e of his presence

“ HEADQUARTERS nnm-r OF THE lmsoum,
“OrricE oF PROVOST-MARSHAL GENERAL,
«8r. Lovis, March 8, 1864.

mﬁmd tfhe Eliowing

1|!|
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convening as Conventions, Synods, Ministeria, Assemblies, Con-
ferences, Councils, or under any other name or title, the interests
of the country, at the present time, require that no such
assemblages of persons, whose proceedings would be disloyal
and tend to foment discord and encourage rebellion, shonld be
permitted. It is rigcht and proper, therefore, that all members
of such assemblages should give satisfactory evidence to the
public of their loyalty to the Government of the United Stafes,
that their patriotism may be known, and that they may be dis-
tinguished from those who seek its overthrow. 4

5 § VR Tt is, therefore, deemed expedient and'hereby ordered,
as a condition precedent to such privilege of assembluge and pro-
tgetion, that each and every person attending such Convention,
Synod, Ministerium, Assembly, Conference, Council, or by
whatever name it may be called, and participating in the pro-
ceedings thereof, shall take and subscribe to an oath of allegiance,
and file the same in the office of the Assistant Provost-Marshal
of the locality in which the assemblage is held.

#1II......It is hereby made the duty of all such assemblages to
ascertain, before proceeding to organize and transact business,
those who haye taken, subscribed and filed the required oath,
and permit only such to participate in their proceedings; and
in case any such assemblage shall neglect or refuse so to do, or
shall knowingly permit any one who has failed to comply with
the requirements of this order to participate in its proceedings,
it will be deemed a military offense for which its members may
be held amenable, and any Provost Marshal present shall imme-
diately order the assemblage to disperse, and prevent the con-
tinuance of the proceedings,

“1V....The form of the oath of allegiance to be taken, sub-
scribed and filed as aforesaid, shall be in these words :

QH OF ALLEGIANCE.”
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laws thereof; that I will manitain the National Sovercignty
paramonnt to that of all State, county or Confederate powers;
that I will discourage, discountenance and forever oppose
secession, rebellion and the disintegration of the Federal Union;
that 1 will diselaim and denounce all faith and fellowship with
the so-called Confederate armies;and pledge my hovor, my
‘property and my life, to the sacred performance of this, my
solemn oath of allegiance to the Government of the United
States of America.

¢« Subseribed and sworn to before me this day of:
1864, at—— —
¢ Witnesses, ——of-
« VI......District Provost-Marshals will give their immediate

and special attention to the enforcement of tnis order in their
respective districts, and enjoin upon each Assistant Provost-
Marshal the duty of attending all such assemblages which may
be held in his locality, advise those assembled of this order, and
enforee its direction ; and they will also report immediately to
thase headquarters all cases of neglect or refusal, giving a full
.iwppon of the character of the asaamhluge,;xhe nam&s of
esent, and an account of its proceedings
mmqmnﬂ of Major-General Roaecrkns,._\-. .
«J. P. SANDERS!

“« Provostcﬂ’amhai Genera

D m '£emparaxy Clark than pmceedad to mako a rall of' tlie

oatah of allergizmce
st-Mmhal,
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“ Having inspected the certificates which were submitted, and |
administered the oath to such as presented themselves, the |
. Assistant Provost-Marshal was leaving the room; but, on my
requesting him to remain for the purpose of witnessing what I
might say and do, he reseated himself. '
«Immediately addressing the Moderator, I said: ¢ Moderator,
I report my presence as a member of this Synod. Iam a mem-
ber of the Presbytery of St. Louis, in good and regular
standing, T believe, and therefore eligible as a member of this
body. Ieclaim my rights. Iam aware that, by a military
order, which has heen read and enforced here to-day, it is made
your duty “to ascertain, before proceeding to organizé and transact
business, those who have taken, subseribed and filed the required
oath, and permit ounly such to participate in your proceedings,
ete.” Nevertheless, I claim my constitutional rights; I do not
wish to appear contumacious, or to run a tilt with the tmh&ary
authovities, but simply to test a principle.

¢« am sorry to sce that I differ from so many of my brethren
here, and it is painfual for me to take the position I now oceupy;
‘but I believe that a vital princ¢iple is involved in this mﬂeﬂ -
nd, Eop t-hat prmciplbi 1 feel it my duty to eaﬁtenﬂ, oye LiaiEN

‘ﬂjrhena“_w lin 'ﬂlder, Chas. D. Drake, Esq., in obedience to

the aforesaid mhtaa-y oxdcr;,.- ' nmred wkethag :
, ~had qualified myself, in a 3
participating in the |



. |

]

13

not allowed to sit as a member of this Synod ; seconded, by Rev.
Sam’'l Pettigrew, United States Chaplain,

_ & During the discussion of this resolution, Mr. Drake remarked,
« Martial law has been proclaimed by the Chief Executive of the
Government over the whole country. It is, therefore, the law of
land, and everybody, every where, under all circumstances, is
amenable toit. Itis, to me, the law of God.’ However, after
further debate, Mr. Drake, with the consent of the second, with-
drew his motion, But it was soon renewed, in substance, by
the Rev. John Leighton, Preshytery of Palmyra; and, pending
discussion, Synod took recess till 2} o’clock, P, M.

“Tmmediately after Synod rose for recess, and, as Ibeheva,
before any member bad left the room, I declared,'loud enough
for all to hear, (_1) That I had already three times taken the oath
of allegiance. (2) That my affidavit of this fact was already on

file in the office of the Provost-Marshal General in St. Louis.

(8) Having had occasion to appeal to President Lincoln for
redress of grievance, suffered at the hands of the militaxy
anthoritlea, he endorsed my onalty by specially ordering my

imm dm.te and unconditional release.

. made, as I then substantially statei,
be saﬁaﬁed of my .lpynlty, and of Yy

er, pmgﬁph e
ification of appllban’es
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and, in justification of this determination, declared that John
Smith had no right to come in from the street and claim to be
a.member of the Synod, and Synod could not listen to his asser-
tion of snch a righty and farther, that he, Mr, Drake, wished to
prevent the General Assembly from being harassed and mxed
up with the troubles of the Church in this State. |

“«The Synod tacitly concurred in Mr. Drake’s remarks by
immediately, on his motion, electing a Moderator.

« A cain, without delay, Mr, Drake moved that Synod proceed_
to elect a Stated Clerk. Whereupon I attempted Lo make a
remark against said motion, by way of remonstrance, but before :

I could utter three words, Rev. McCook, a member of Synod, Ly
voeiferated that T should not be allowed to speak, and added

that he did not wish to be sent to the Gr atiot Street Military i
Prison. The Moderator also announced that he would conduct
the b'usmess of Synod in accordance with the a{‘ereamd military
order.

«T made repeated attempts to speak—onze for the purposa of
demanding that the Synod's refusal to admit and hear me be put
on the records—hut each effort was frustrated by the Modam
tor's most positive refusal to hear me, gc@p‘n;psnmd‘by esture
ofamphahu denial ; whe:;enpon Tleft the house. u--éu; ol
“Ofalt thmimmi)hm, on the gmnnd tha‘&ﬁﬁ contrary to.

are: L
(a} ﬂejectwc—-m that no minute was ma
a.bove narrated, L]

,@) .%t mforwwbrc.
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“(a) That it is contrary to the Constitution of the Charch.
See Form of Government, chap. xi, par. vi. ]

“(b) Injuriousto the interests of religion, and calenlated to
degrade christian and ministerial character.”

———

31- Lom, Mo., February 16, 1865,
Pnrsun.nt to resolution, of which due notice had been given to
tha Moderator of the Synod of Missouri; session met in the
“Sixteenth Stroet Preshyterian Church, 8t. Liouis, Feb. 16, 1865,
at ten o’clock, A. M., and was opened wh;%r:yw .
Present: R. P. Farm, Moderator, ant lifig” Elders 8. 8
Watson and B. A.; Mdemon Absent : Ruling Elder J. J.
Johns. ow ol : :
The following persons had been notified of this meeting and
summoned to appear as witnesses, viz: Rev. Thos. Cole, Col. E.
&m H!‘a:a. ‘,“ G‘ﬂl, Mr. W. 'W.GI'BMRW 8. A. K\I‘&"
more, Rey..H. C. MeCook, and Rev. Dr. 8. J. P. Anderson. Of
thadt-hamm mt, llmcolq mom,emm
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4. As a member,

Q. Did you comply with General Rosecranz’ Order, No. 621

A. 1 believe 1 did. -

Q. Did you exhibit the required certificate, or take the pre-
seribed oath ?

A. I exhibited this eertificate to the Moderator. (See paper
marked A, inserted at the close of the testimony.)

. After the opening prayer, what announcement was made
by the Moderator ?

A. I was not present.

©Q. When Synod rose for recess, and before the members separ-
ated, what did Mr. Farris say ?

A. I do not remember,

Q. When S8ynod met, after recess, whl.l; took place ?

A, Mr, Farris insisted to know whether he would be reaog
nized as & member,

. What reply was made ?

A.Mr Chas. Drake said that the proper mode‘ofhruﬁng«‘
these gentlemen (or Mr. Farris) was as if some one, probably
John Smith, was to come in from the street and claim to be a

member of 8ynod ; in that case the Moderator woulﬂ no.t-renqg; 3

nize him, and, of course, there would be no r
farther stated that the design was to embroil
Assembly, and he did not intend this should be di

Q. Did Mr. Farris then attempt to speak, and with
result? : -
.ds-! recollect ﬂmt](r E&rﬁ!-- ma

\
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0. Was he there officially 7
A. T understood so ; I saw him act officially.

@ Were any persons enrolled as members of Synod and
allowed to sit as such, save those who either exhibited the
requived certificate or took the preseribed oath ?

A. T can not answer that question, as I was not there at the
opening,

¢. Did Synod allow Mr. Watson to sit and act as 8 member?
4. No, sir.
Q. Why not? .

A. Becanse he declined 1.0 give mformamon as Lo his comph

ance with General Rosecrans’ Ovder, No. 62, »
@. Did he attempt to parlicipate in the proceedings of Bynod,,
and with what suceess ?

A. He did; he was stopped.

- @ Who stopped him ?

“A.The Moderator. But some one expressed. the opinion that.
the Provost-Marshal had passed Mr. Watson, saying, “I pass that
mn over there,” pomhngmthgmmqn of Mr. Wa.tson ’Ehs
question was then asked of the previous Moderator, if he knew

“'_ ,abeilt th,,u mosmﬂwﬁﬂt'ﬂmhnﬂ Theard mmot.hmgafthe o
Tle ed if that had heen addressed to him as Mod-
n&ﬁt 50 m the Synod could have offcial information of it.
- He replied that he could not say. Then the Acting Moderator,
~in view of wbahlmd Bwnm.d ~and upﬂ.n ‘the suppnsmom‘khﬂ
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@. Was Synod requested to make a record of the objection of
Mr. Watson?

A. I ean not say.

The foregoing was read tu’llie_ witness, and was approved and
signed by him.

‘, )

JOHN J, GILL.

Rev. Henry C. McCook being qualified, testified as follows
Q. W here do you reside, and what is your occupation ? _
AL 1 reside in St. Louis, and am a minister of the gospel.

Q. Were you present at the Synod of Bhasunn Iast October
12th, 13th and 14th ?

A. 1 was. : il
Q. Was it a full meeting ? g
A. 1 have never attended before, but presume it was a small

mﬁug,inammnhmmeoorm&epmaﬁhpm ¥
meabymabwmormeummm " '

: Lﬁa»w, No.62r
0y g e
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Q. Was ho here of his own motion, or in obedience to mili-
tary order?

A. Evidently in obedience to military order ; he said as much.

Q. After the opening prayer, what announcement was made
by the Moderator ?

A. That a Provost-Marshal was present and had certain
instrnctions ; and then the Moderator bowed to the Provost-

' Marshal as a signal for him to proceed.

Q. What followed ?

A, The Provost-Marshal read Order, No. 62, and his written
instructions.

@. In what way did he execute his order?

A. He stated that all who had a certificate of having taken the
oath should exhibit it, and to those who had not he would
administer the oath, -

Q. Were any persons enrolled as members of Synod, and
allowed to sit as such, save those who exhibited the required
certificate or took the prescribed oath?

A. Yes Quartermaster-General More did neither; but was
allowed to sit because h&mm army officer. I do not think
that any one was allowed to gt without the assent of the Pro-
wvost-Marshal given in some way.

-ngm thy I’:_'ovost-l[am]ul was lelmgt.horqom was he

qu to remain, and by whom ?

.A.Ibeliove lEr.E‘arm requested him to remain, as]m,l{r
igya.mtﬁem before Synod.
‘2 member of the Presbytery ofﬁt.?io ?

hl’u
1 that he had no desire
mﬂ:ﬂryﬁ&on-
which lxe
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the brother had complied with the requirements of the military
authority.

Q. What was Mr. Farris’ answer ? f

A. Mr. Farris deelined to answer, except that he was a mem-
ber of the Presbytery of St. Louis, and claimed, therefore, his
seat and rights as a member of Synod.

Q. What resolution was then offered, and by whom?

A. My impression is that Mr. Drake offered a resolution that
My, Farris be not admitted.

Q. By whom was this motion seconded?

A. T do not recollect.

Q. During the discussion of this resolution, what did Mr.
Drake say in regard to martial law ? ‘

A. He said that the eountry was under martml law, but I can
not remember anything else.
Q. Did Mr, Drake withdraw his mselnﬁon?
A.T do not remember.
Q. Was it renewed, and by whem?
A I do not remem’ﬁér' that.
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record was discussed, aud it was decided that none should be
made.

Q. Was Mr. Farris’ name afterwards placed upon the roll ?

A. Tt was.

@. When wasit placed upon the roli? ‘

A. After Mr, Farris bad left, on the second day of the session.

Q. Where was his name enrolled ?

A. Just as that of any other member. The understanding
was that Mr. Farris was a member of Synod ; but on aecount of
overshadowing military authority he could not be allowed to
take his seat,

Q. Did Mr. S. S. Watson attempt to participate in the pro-
ceedings of Synod, and with what sucegg®?

A. He was called to order by myself; the Moderator decided
he was not out of order; i. ., Mr. Watson had a right to sit, but

not to participate.
Q- Why was Mr. Watson not allowed to participate in the

proceedings of Synod?
A. Because the military authorities forbade him so to do, and
forbade the Synod to allow him to act.
'.I!heforogningm mdte the witness and was approved by
(Signed) HENRY a,m»coox

Rev. H. C. McCook et and testified as follows :
Bav Ih T.I:,anewaymdl%av Dr.R. W. Landis being
. corresponding members, their
Som one objeﬁﬁaﬁfon




A. Minister, withont charye ?

Q. Did you attend the meeting of the Synod of Missouri last
October ?

4. Yes.

Q. Was it a full mecting?

A. Tt was a bare quorum.

Q. Were you a member ? .

A. I was a member. - '

Q. Did you comply with Rosecrans” Order 627

A. Yes.

@. Did yon exhibit the required certificate, or taka the pre-
scribed oath ?

A. I exhibited the certificate.

Q. Where, when, and to whom did you exhibit the certificate ?

A In Sy!md, October 13, 1864, to the Moderator ?

Q. After the opening prayer, what announeemt was made
by the Moderator? LA

A. That there was then an opportunity to furnish the ovi-
‘dence required by mihf.ary auihnrﬁy, quﬁﬁﬂmﬁwtoaﬁ'&
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A. Te was not qualified, aeem'dmg to Order 62, to take part
in the discussions of the meeting.

¥. On his attempting to take pnrt, was he allowod ?

A. No.

Q. Tn what manner was he prevented ?

A. By calls of order, emanating from the members aad_ il
Moderator; and I, as Moderator, aunounced to Mr. Farris that
we were allowed by General Roseerans to meet, and were in
henor bound to carry out what we had sworn to, and that I
would conduct the prooeeé:ngs in accordance with General Rose-
crans’ Order.

Q. Were you the Moderator of Syn‘od ?

A. Yes.

Q. Do you know Mr, 8. 8. Watson, and what is he ?

A.Yes. He is an Elder in the St. Charles Church.

Q. Was he at Synod last October ?

A. He was present at Synod.

Q. Did he show a certificate or take the oath?

A. Neither.

Q. Did Synod allow him t6 &3¢ and abt as & member? |

.A.Ithmknot,gr. s 3 g b _"1
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self'a member of Synod who replied, and what was the answer ?

A I dec:ded as Moderator, that Messrs, Watson and Farris
were members of Synod, but, nnder the mzhtary Order 62,,we
could not allow them to participate.

Q. Was there any appeal from this dacmon ?

A. T think not.

Q. Did you reverse this deamoa 4

A. I did not reverse this decision.

Q. (By Mr. Watson.) Did I not state to Synod that in refus
ing to take General Rosecrans’ oath, it was from no want of re-
spect for the civil or military authorities, but because I could not
take an oath, prescribed by either of them, to qualify me to sit
in a Court of Jesus Christ? =

A. You did.

Q. (By the same.) Did I not at.ate that Ihad already taken the
oath several times as a citizen ?

A, You did.
The foregoing was read to tha wmmss smc’l agpmv bihm
(Signed) . ' THOMAS CO.

Rev. 8. J. P. Anderson, D. D., was eallnd and sworn, and tm-
tified as follows : _ ,

I am pastor of the Central Prea yterian (
anﬁammher nf the Preshytery
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to that matter in Synod. I then asked if it would be sufiicient
for me to exhibit my certificates to that officer in private. He
replied that itmust be done in open Synod. I explained to him
the ground of my difficulty.. He said he understood it perfectly,
but did not sympathize with it.

I then attended Synod, nnd announced (o thah Body that I did
not intend to take my seat in. ity but was there ready to answer
any questions or to give any information as & permanent officer
of that Body. Havmg long been in the habit of recording the
proceedings of the Body, 1 Iearned to pay especial attention to
them. Ikept notes at the time of the proceedings of the hody ;
I am, therefore, able so state very definitely what was done.

In the organization, Rev. Allen Gallaher was Moderator, and
Rey. John Leighton temporary Clerk. There were present from
the Presbytery of St. Louis, Rev. Messrs. Cole, Paige, Pettigrew,
Va.nderhppe, McCook and Max.well and Elders Greene, Drake,
Eﬂ)‘e and Gall,

From the Presby tery of Palmyra, Rev. Messrs. Leighton,
Steed and Gallaber. Rev. Mr. Poaﬂ'e, of the same Presbytery,
arnved in the aﬁ.ﬁmoun o£ f.-he ]agt. day of the meeting. Elder

Froin the prgsh}my anyaenndn, Blder Wagland, M. .
Fro'h'ith Prqs__ yter: rof?om,l;nv Mr, Spencer.
Missouri .ReﬁMr M’ntehmqre
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words, to th e Moderator, I have no disposition to be contu-
macious nor raise any unnecessary difficulty, but there is a prin-
ciple involved that is impertant, and, ifneed be, is worth suffer-
ing for. I ama minister in good standing in thé"l?resbv tery of
St. Louis ; I claim a seat in this Body.”

The Moderator said : Have you qualified by taking the oath
required by the military? Mr. Farris replied: «I decline to
answer that question,”

Mr. S. 8. Watson, an Elder from 8t. Charles, announced that
he took the same ground.

The Provost-Marshal then turned to Mr. Farris and said, «I
parole you to appear when called for,” and soon after left the
room. - :

Mr. €. D. Drake moved that Rev. R. P. Farrid be denied a
seat. Rev. Mr. Mutchmore oppo-ed Mr. Drake's motion,
contending that Mr. Farris had a right to a seat. Mr. Drake
urged that there was no alternative—obeying the military law
(martial law being in existence) was obeying God.

Rev. Mr. Cole maintained that Farris was a [mrmanwt
member and was entitled to a seat, but could and should be
denied by the Synod any part&oipsﬁbnin the proceedings of the
Body. To this sentiment Rev. J asse h%.',,' Mr.
Drake then withdrew bis m y

Rev. John Leighton then
privileges of momhralﬁp. :
Synod by leaving the chair,
‘ nﬁﬁ%ﬁalﬁ;ﬂﬂtwb o’clock, P.
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at which we have been looking. "We have shown you, by facts,
that the independence of the Chur¢h has been ruthlessly assailed
by the military. If, however, intérference from that qum’tfer
subjected us merely to inconvenience—if’ it did nbt' set’d most
“'dangerous precedent and involve vital principle, we would Sub-
mit withont 8 murmur, inasmuch as military role is femporary.
But the fundamental law ‘for the government of a’ great Stdte
i8 a far different thing from the “orders”'of a military ‘tmén
‘who is only temﬁdrai‘-ily!in command. And what do you =ay to
“'the following: (Sees. IX'and X1V, Art. I, New Constitation.)

"¢ Nor, after the expiration of sixty days after this Constitution
takes effect, shall any person be competent as a bishop, priest,
"deacon, 'minister, elder, “or other clergyman of any religious
perauanwn, sect or denommntlon, to teach, or preach, or solém-
nize marriages, unless such person shall have first taken, sub-
scribed and filed said oath,”

“Whoever shall, after the time above limited, exercise any of
the finctions above specified, without having taken, subscribed,
and filed said oath of loyalty, shall, on conviction thereof, be
punished by fine, not less than five hundred dollars, or by im-
prisonment in the county jail not less than six months, or by
‘both such fine and imprisorment.”

This is a part of the New Constitution of Missouri, and in the
framing of which Presbyterian elders (we blush to say it) had
a very conspicuous part. A recent mass meeting of the partisans
of the very men who enacted this Constitution—some of them
members of the convention—a meeting composed of Germans
and Americans, of Infidels and Catholics, and Protestants, thus
denounced it:

Resolved, 4. TaAT THE NEW CONSTITUTION QUALIFIES THE RIGHTS
OF CONSCIENCE, WHICH NO HUMAN AUTHOBITY CAN QUALIFY, AND
ESTABLISHES THE INTERFERENCE OF CIVIL JURISDICTION WITH THE
FREEDOM OF RELIGION.

9. T'HAT 1T PRETENDS TO REVIVE THE TIMES OF THE STAR CHAM-
BER AN INQUISITION, cl.immg, CRIMINALITY FOR THE INTENT NOT

MANI “D BY ANY OVERT ACT.
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10. TaAT 37 I8 BLASPHEMOUS UNDER THE PRETEXT OF RELIGION ;
IYRANNICAL | UNDER /THE OLOAK /OF ! LIBERTY AND REACTIONARY
UNDER THE PLEA OF PROGRESS.
‘Brethren, what say yowtoit? 'We wish youradvice. You

.and your pepple arc searcely less concerned in this matter than

we'and our churches!’ A beginning ' has been made, and what
assurance have you that you will not be tha'next to! be divectly
assailed by this ontrage ? 1 Tell ' ms 'then, in ' the Master’s name,

what Ministers of the Gospel in ' Missouri must:do? Shall we

take the oath iniorder to ‘prosecute’ the work?' Or shall we
leave the State? | Or shall'we venture ‘to obey Christ’s com-

(mand to preachithe gospel, and pay not less than 8500 fine and
‘go to the county jjail for'not less than six months?° The fourth

and fifth chapters of the Actk of the'Apostles throw a very clear

ilight on this point, Tet it be'deceided in the lightof that
sseripture; for it''seems “that) before o -day, men have been

¢« commanded 'not: to: speak at ‘all; mér preach in the name of

“Jesus., But Peter and John answered snd said unto them :
‘whether it be right-in the ‘sight of God to hearken unto you

more than unto ‘God, judge ye. “For we can not but speak
the things which we have seen and heard”” And then, invoking
‘God’s protecting care; “ Now, Lord, behold their threatenings;
and grantunto Thy servants, that swith all boldness they may

“speak Thy ‘werd ™ i % ook ik % dithey were

all filled with the Holy Ghost, and they spake the word of God
with boldness.” " 'And when, for having violated the eommand
of their Rulers, the Apostles were again arrested and imprisoned,

- God brought them out of ‘prisen and renewed to them His com-

mand—** Go, stand and speakin the Temple to the people all the
‘words of this life.”  They went and stood and spoke ; and when
arraigned again before the council, who demanded of them,
“Did not we atrmghﬂy command you that ye should not teach
in this name? * ¥ % Then Peter and the other
Apostles answered and said: «WE OUGHT To OBEY GoD RATHER
THAN MEN.” ' Brethren this: ﬁcﬁptprq illustrates the principle
involved in the case before you. In our day, 8s in the Apostles’

o W
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time, we who labor under the same commission, and by the
same authority, and for the upbnilding of the same Kingdom,
which is not of this world, have reason to groan before God *of
a truth-against Thy holy child Jesus, whom Thou hast ANNOINTED,
both Herod (the civil Ruler), and-Pontius Pilate (the Military
Governor), with the Gentiles and (even) the people of Israel, are
gathered together.”

‘We have come to the core of the.matter. « Let it be distinetly
understood that we do mot object merely to a certain military
order, or to the substance or wording ofl & certain prescribed
oath, or to the provisions of acertain eivil enactment. No.
We wish to say, most emphatically, that we object to all niilitary
orders, to all oaths, all eivil enactments, by which the free
exercise of religion is or may be restrained. If there is any
validity of srgument in what has been said, not only is owr
specific complaint sustained, but the .conclusion is .irresistible
that the Church ean not be interfered with at all.

Lamentation has been made over our unfortunate scruples,”
We glory in our #infirmities.” The best argument to prove
that our scruples are founded in error is the plausible analogy
that the civil or: military authority may, as a sanitary precau-
tion, prevent the assembling of Synods and Presbyteries, so as
to keep the small pox from spreading. This is unanswerable !
The municipal authorities may prevent us from building a pig-
stye at our front door, to the annoyance of our neighbors;
because, in the nature of a pig-stye, it is bound to be a nnisance
in that locality. Even s0, it is right to forbid the assembling of
preachers and elders when the small pox is raging ; not, how-
ever, because they are preachers and elders, but because they
are men, and therefore, by their physical constitution, they may
take and spread the dreadful disease. And such a prohibition
would, in right, extend to political as well as religious assem-
blages ; because human nature, whether clerically attired or sur-
mounted by the slouched hat of. the demagogue, is liable to
disease. But a Synod, a Presbytery, a preacher, an elder, as
such, can not take the small pox; neither can they be disloyal

£
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to anybody but King Jesus.  The Church i8 not political, and it
can not become ' do without eeasing to 'be the ‘Church. Tn its
natare, as our blessed Liord constantly deelared—by the com-
mission to 'the' heralds of the eross to ¢“teach' all nations,”
whether monarghies, or republics, or despotisms—in the licht of
the example of the Apostles; as they executed this'commission,
and by the Constitution of the Church which e have solemnly
sworn to abide by and mantain—the 't hureh is not'an appendage
of State ;%itis independent of the State; it isnot, and can not be,
in‘any sense  political. Isithe act of eating and drinking a polit-
ieal act? Is it loyal or disloyal, republican, democratie,
“union,” “ecopperhead,” or “secesh ?*  Even 'so, for the same
reason, i. ey in the nature of the case, by the Constitutison which
the Head of the Charch has given to His ministry ; and His
spiritnal commonwealth; the Chureh and ecclesiastieal fanotions
must be politically indifferent ; can not be either “loyal” or
¢ disloyal.” - :

In reply to this it will be nurged that a'minisier may introduce
politics into the pulpit, as many have done ; and Church courts
may make political deliverances, as many of them have done,
and, therefore, interforence, by the civil or military authorities,
with ministerial and ecclesiastical functions, is justifishle. * Not at
all; for danger to the peace of the State is to be apprehended,
not from the exercise of these ministerial and ecclesiastical
functions, but-from the neglect or disregard of them. Ne sutor
supra crepidam. Let the cobbler stick to his last; and let the
preacher and the servants of the Church stick to their com-
mission, which is neither to uphold nor to overthrow the State,
but to bring “glory to God, in the Church, by Jesus Christ” in
the salvition of souls. If, however, they go outside of their com-
mission, if the” er transform his pulpitinto a « stump,” and
dograde himself into a demagogue, and if the Church court
resolve itself into a political eancus, then the mildest that can be
gaid of them is tbnt they are fuithless to souls and apostate to
the Son of God, and should receive the severest censures of an
outraged Church. And if, in m&mn the discharge of

| v
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their appropriate duty, and in, their recreandy to Christ, they
offend against the law, they must, of conrse, likeall other civ-
ilian wrong.doevs, be dealt swith by the secular: power. But;
surely such instances: of apestasy, furnish 'ne warrant for hams«
pering thefree exerdise of' religion by obstructing ecclesiastical
functions.  As well might thie State! torbid a father, whose’
oldest son had turned oot aconrterféiter and thief, to’ give meat
and:bread to his remaining childrven. Meat and bréad have no
tendeney to make countérfeiters and’ thieves., Neitheris it the
tendency of religion or ecclesiastieal proceedings to make ¢ trai~
tors” or to coneoet “rebellion.” = The tendeney of religion is to
induee “ peace and and joy in-the Ifoly Ghost;” and Church®
courts cax Now, (by the terins of their lifey by the very law of their
being,) oax Nor handle or conelade anything save what is ecclesi=
astical. And’ hebed, as'it would be absird and cruel to forbid-
that parent, whose first born had become 4 criminal; to provide:
food for his other children; so to interfere with the Church (a-
kingdom not of this world) is tyrannical in the extreme, because
the evil to be gudrded agdinst, does not necessitate the énslave-
ment of God's peoplesand the dethronemerit of King Jesus.
These military orders; these test oaths; these civil enactments,

which impose new qualifications for the wotk of the ministry

and membership in Church courts, and which control ecclesias-
tieal proceedings, are certainly uncalled for; inasmuch as we-
preach, not “in'corners,” but/ from the ¢ house-tops,” and our
religious assemblages” ave held with open doors, so that U. 8,
detectives, which are das plenty, and loathsome; andinsatiable as:
Pharaoh’s lice, have the fullest opportunities to scan our  couns:
tenance,” to fathom our ‘“gympathies,” and to report our'
“words;” and if, whether in the pulpit or out of it, whether in!
the Church court or out of it, we be offenders, or hfive committed:
anything worthy of death, then (like truly lbyni” American
citizens) we refuse not to die.

[The only shadow of excuse for such interference is when the
Church unchurches herself, i. e.; when, breaking away from her
solemn vows and trampling under foot the fandamental law

.
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which constitutes her independent existence and guarantees her
impregnable security, she merges herself into a province of
Cwmsar, annexes Christ’s Kingdom to an earthly realm, volun-
teers political support, preseribes government poliey and makes
secular deliverances. Intervention from one side authorizes
and demands intervention from the other. It is a sort of bar-
gain. “DTl tickle you, and you’ll tickle me.” But what the
Church volunteers the State soon learns to demand; and in
return for what the Church shamelessly surrenders, she soon
cringingly asks the interposition of the State. ' Thus, in 1861
contrary to the advice of Attorney-General Bates (who is one of
our own elders), but in ready compliance with the coungoel of 8.
P. Chase (who is not a Presbyterian, but an abolitionist), the
Assembly delivered itself on the  Union, the laws and freedom.”

Since then the ¢ Star Spangled Banner” has supplanted tho,

cross, and the “American Eagle” has superceded the Lamb of
God in many a pulpit. Our Assembly and many Synods and
Presbyteries have been rabidly fierce in their  loyal” utterances,
and more heartily concerned about “the state of the country”
than about the state of the Church ; and meanwhile the ¢ govern-
ment” (?) taking advantage of this blind zeal, has pARED to silence,
imprison and banish ministers of the gospel, seize churches,
dictate the services of the sanctuary, disperse congregations,
and control the organization and proceedings of “religious
assemblages;” and yet, as if this unrighteous interference were
both lukewarm and tardy, some crazy people “whose tecth are
as swords and their jaw-teeth as knives,” are still clamoring, in
the langnage of Rev. Dr. R. L. Sranrton, it is time for the
government to look after the Churehes.”]
SUMMARY.

The principakpoints to which your attention has been directed
are—

(1). That the irresponsible, brutal despotism which has raged
in Missouri, and of which the Rosecrans’ Order is an emanation,
isa violation of the supreme authority of the land— that “higher
power" unto which every soul must be subject—and, therefore,

g
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it is not “the law of God,” and the Synod of Missouri did wrong
to comply with it. . A :

(2). Even martial-law, properly so called, 4. e., the extension ,
over civilians of those rules which Congress has enacted for the
government of the military, is subordinate to the civil law, and
certainly eannot exercise an authority which its civil ereator net.
only has no power to impart, but most emphatically disclaims. ,
Wherefore, again, the Rosecrans’ Grder is not * the law of God,”
but a most unwarrantable usurpation, and the Synod did wrong
to ob:y it.

(3). The Order itself is (a) an insult to the Church, by assum-
ing that the proceedings of Synod *wonld be disioyal and tend
to foment discord and encourage rebellion.” (b) Dethrones
Christ, by imposing additional qualifications upon Iis servants
and for His work. (c) It forces Church courts to do police
duty, or (by its last modification) makes their organization and
proceedings to depend on and to be conformed to the pleasure;
of a military official. (d) Tt prescribes an oath which no man,
in his senses, no loyal, christian citizen would take. Therefore .
the bynod did wrong. 4

“(4). The Federal Constitution—which is the Svrreme law,
“ the h1ghe1 power,” the “law of God” to us—recognizes and"
guamnleea the ESTIRE INDEPENDENCE OF THE CuugeH. * The:
exercise of religion,” says Madison, “is wisely axemp‘h’ﬁmu civil
jurisdietion.” Therefore it is not disloyal to resist any infring-
ment of religions liberty, either by the eivil power, or by its
creature—military authority. On the contrary, he who asks
or even consents to such infringment, is pistoyar both to Christ
and the country.

(5)- In the nature of the case, by our own eeclesiastical con-
stitution (which is founded upon the word of God), the Church
i mﬁ, and cannot be, either loyal or disloyal. Theiefore, thal
nod did nolentwmgmmorﬁng the contrary by their un-

wnﬂtutiomlacmn. e
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CONCLUSION.

"Thus, in the fear 6f God, and of none élse, we have discharged

what seemed our bounden duty. Though the ¢ Rosencrans”
Order” has been recently revoked, yet a fearful precedent has
been set, which, thus far, has called forth no general remon-
strance, but has rather been supinely and, in many quarters,
cordially acquiesced in. That “order” may be re-enacted at
some future day in New York, or Pittsburg, or Philadelphia.
The sword has beeén sheathed, but a ghastly wound has been
inflicted upon the Church, the body of Christ ; it is unhealed; it
is made deeper and wider by the New Constitution of the State
of Missouri, and, judging by the tone of the religious press, and
by the singular disposition of our “complaint” by the late
Assembly, we fear that God’s people “love to have it so,” or, at
least, that they are by no means awake to the peril which
threatens the crown-rights of Christ. We well understand that,

by most of you, this unconcern has been pérsisted in, and this’

apathy indulged, under the mistaken notion that such interfer-
“ence with religion was necessary in “putting down the rebellion ”
“and « saving the life of the nation.” We have long been con-
vinced that ¢ loyalty ” has been the bugbear by which many
good and true men have been unnecessarily frightened. With
ill-defifed, exceedingly hazy views of “loyalty,” they have
been afraid to act or apeak, or so much as to breathe even, in
behalf of the purity of the Church, lest their course might be
construed into “disloyalty” to the “government.” On this
account we desired to test the matter in the Synod of Missouri,
and before the General Assembly. Exeluded from the latter
Body, we now lay before you a line of argument on this very
point. We trust that some minds have been relieved in this
matter. We are satisfied that our course is sustained, not only
by the word of God and the fundamental law of our Church, but
also by the Constitution of our country ; and hence, TRUE LOYALTY
and the INDEPENDENCE OF THE CnuRcH are not only campatible,
but utterly INSEPARABLE.
In this connection, we commend t? you the following, from
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Chevalier Bunsen’s work on ¢ The Dangers of Religious Liberty :”
« Civil liberty has never displayed any vigor except where it has
rested on self-government in the lower spheres of common life;
and this has never been possible except where freedom of
conscience exista.” “Religious liberty has never yct led to
political revolution, but its suppression often has.”

“Intolerance and persecution haye neither brought blessings
to governments nor peoples, but they have becn the greatest
curse to Protestant governments, because in this case they have.
involved an intrinsic self-contradiction.”

Seeing then that religious freedom is the strongest bulwark of .
civil liberty, it follows that he who is truest to the independence
of the Church is the fastest friend of his country. He does not
need to be commiserated on account of his ¢ unfortunate,
seruples ;” much less does he deserve to be denounced as disloyal,
pestilent and seditious; on the contrary, he has “the obyious
merit of resisting oppression, & conduet that is always respeet-
able, as it always indicates a sense of right and courage.” It is

urged, however, that it is no time when ¢ the life of the nation

is in peril,” to stickle about such matters. We demur. Then
is the very time. Great principles are most in danger in the
midst of popular upheavals, Great principles, too, are born and
established in times of convulsion. And hence Justice Curtis,
of Boston, formerly on the U. S.Supreme Bench, and a Repub-
lican in polities, has deliberately doclared that Now, rather than
when all is quiet, Americans should be on the alert, sleeplessly,
vigilant for their liberties ; and that he does not deserve to be a
citizen, and is unworthy the name of freeman, who refuses to
assert and maintain his rights.

Let it also be borne in mind, especially by those who have
frowned upon us, under the impression that our course was
ealenlated to hinder the Government in its efforts to suppress
the rebellion—that President Lincoln, during one of the gloomist
periods of the war, promptly suspended the military order

_against Dr. McPheeters, and some time afterwards, in his St.
Louis letter, expressed surprise that his command had not been

-,
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obeyed, and said that “the Government could not undertale o run.
the Churches.”

Moreover, we appeal to hmtory. We have been true to Pres- .
byievianism, The prineiple for which we contend stands out
boldly in all the story of God’s people, and nowhers more cons
spicuounsly than in the history of the Presbytervians of Scotiand,
Ireland and our owa country. Scotland, the great witness-
bearer in modern times for civil and religious liberty, planted
hersglf firmly on the vital docetrine of the headship of the Lord
Jesus Christ.  As early as 1571, Erskine, addressing the regent
of the kingdom, says: “There is a spiritual jurisdiction and
power which God has given under his kirk, and‘to them that
bear office therein; and there is a temporal jurisdiction and:
power given of God to kings and eivil magistrates.) Both the
powers ave of God,, and most agree to the fortifying one of the

" other, if they be right used. But when the corruption of man
enters in, confounding the offices, usurping to himself what he

nothing regavding the good order appointed of God,
follows in all estates. The kirk of God should
l power and suthority that pertains to tho civil

magastmta, because it is the ordinunce of God. But il he pass

the bounds of his office, and enter within the sancluary of the
Lord, meddling with such things as appertain to the ministers of
God’s kirk, then the servants of God should withstand his unjust
enterprise, for 8o they are commanded of God.” In the main-
tenance and defense of these truths our fathers had « the most
absurd charges of pIsLOYALTY urged againsg them iu virulent
pamphleis.” ¢ A Presbytery, which had met for the purpose of
forming a new congregation, were arrested and indicted for a
riot while they were sitting peaceably engaged in the discharge
of their duties;” the Brack Oagn and fines were imposed,
estates were forfeited, the prisons were filled, disfranchisement
was suffered, elergy and laity driven into exile, and many pub
to death. (So true it is that bistory repeats itself—there is
nothing new under the sun.) “The struggle was continued
during four reigns, and deluged iauqnd with the blood of her
.L
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martyred heroes. *. * These persecutions were mainly instru-

mental in bringing to this country many of the worthy [athers
and founders of our Zion. Of those some were ignominiously
transported as felons for their ‘attachment to the cause of God.

They were prayerful and holy men. Their crime, in the eye of '
their oppressors, was, that they would not violate the digtates of -
conscience, and sin against the law of their God. ' Others fledy

beeause they saw mno prospéct in their own'eountry that the ark
of the Lord wounld enjey a safe resting place, and they sought a:

region in which they might worship God in peace ; while others’

still, attracted by the prospects which the colonies held forth to’
them, left the homes of their aneestors, and sought an asylumin

the companionship of those who had borne a good testimony '
and endured much hardness for their Lord and Savior.,” (See.

Dr. Blackwood's Introduction to Webster's History Presbyterian
Church.)

The people, whom such providences of God brought to t.hm-'

country, and from whom we are proud to claim aeclaam_ ical
descent, and whose blood runs in the veins ofimultil an
us, have bequeathed to us, in unambiguous terms, the
for which onr Presbyterian fathers contended so long and suf-
fered and sacrificed so much. The alterations 'made in the
standards of our Church, on this very point, are significant.
They remind ‘s of that long, determined, successful struggle,

with all its suffering and saerifice, and imperatively demand our

slumberless gnardianship that we preserve and transmit the
inestimable heritage.
Confession of m as originally G:mfum ofﬁx?&udwand

adopted by the Chirch ¢ &omu mfu the Presbyterian Churck
Oh ter xxiii, See. —The eivil he United States. uctna;ltar xxiii

teate sy nobslkipeto Bimsclf See. Hik—-Givil magistestesmay nob
t.he ndmmm.r:tion f the word and assume to themselves the adminjirﬂn-
gacraments, or the of the keys tion of the word and sacraments ; or

of the kingdom of heaven: yet he the power of the keys of thekin dom
hath suthority, and itis his duty to cﬂi‘:veu, or, in tL; leust, imgrfare
take order, that. unity and peace be in matters of faith. Yet, ns nursing
E:nervnd in the Church; that the futhers, ivis the duty of civil magis-

th of God be koptpnnmd enttre; trates to the Church of our
that all blasphemies and heresies be 00 ) rd, without giving the

ppruaad.n !eorrugﬁommdn uses nee o lny denomination of
sbove the rest, in such a

et . -
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