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‘ CHURCH HISTORY CROSS-EXAMINED
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¥ AND PUT TO THE TEST OF RECORD,

I BY H. CHAMBERLAILY.
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'Ii The reagon why I am again before the public is, that I am publicly assail-
ad. And having obtained justice once, I very naturally look for it in this in-
stance. [ do so with unwavering contidence, because I have long believed

IR the people of this State disposed to deal frankly and fairly when differerces

3 arise in any quarter: and have already proved them to be quick-sighted and

Lo prompt to award a righteous sentence in favor of an injured party, where

i ! misrepresentations are employed to subvert plain matters of fact. Perhaps
70 people were ever more so. The experience, which I, at least, have had of
| this disposition, induces me to trouble them with some bries' remarks, and in-
} controvertable proofs, in reference to the Major’s “Recent History.” So faras
! the people of this county are concerned, however, I might well spare myself
‘ all that trouble. For the thing hasreally done nobody any harm with us, that
I can ascertain. But it seems necessary to prevent any misapprehension,

2 which may arise in the mindsof strangers, from the industrious efforts of a few,

E disposed if possible to do me an injury, by means of a printed book. I yield

i therefore, to a law of nature, which imposes on every man the duty of self

deferce. This duty being discharged, I am perfectly satisfied. Iamatpeace.

It may assist tho reader, to premise, that in the summer of 1833, whilethe

‘ writer was busily emyloyed in visiting the sick, during the prevalence of

Cholera; certain individuals went up to the Presbytery of St. Charles, then

in session near Palmyra, and made such representations to them, of our char-

] ! acter and conduct, as led to the passage of a set of resolutions which were

[ & deemed highly injurious and oppressive in their bearing on this chureh. The

HRRL more 50, as tho meeting was held without our knowledge. The case went up
y by appeal to the Synod, and thence to the Aasembly of 1836.

On the eve of my departure to meet that Assembly, and with a manifest
view of prejudicing the minds of the members, and the public generally,
agoinst me; a list of violent perscnal charges, made professedly on the ground
of “Common Fame,” without investigation, were published against me by
order of the Presbytery of St. Charles, a body of which Mr. Lindsay was a
member, and which had no jurisdiction over me. To sustain these charges
the names of G. C. Sibley, Thomas Lindsay, S. L. Watson, and others, were
appended. The reader will please note this last fact. I have further use
for it.

These charges were met by a pamphlet on my return, which to this hour,
remains unanswered. They were also, carefully and faithfully investigated
in a judicial process before the Presbytery of Missouri, to which I belong.—
The result was a unanimous verdict, containing a perfect acquittal. & part
of this vordict reads thus: ¢Presbytery feel constrainedto say, that the ex-
i hibition of such charges, evinces in our judgment a very censorious fault find-
C ing and reprehensible spirit, on the part of those, whoever they may be, that
- have been engaged in bunting them up.” This bitter pill, administered by
the solemn sentence of an impartial bench of Judges, my opponents were obli-
ged to swallow, tho’ it prodnced many and strange contortions.
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The witncsses, Messrs. Sibley, Lindeay and Watson, were not however en-
tirely cured of their desire to testify aguinst me. ‘Tho verdict had been ren-
dered in November. A long winter was before them. ‘The appeal of the
church in which I was interested, had not been issued in '36, but was pend-
ing before the Assembly of ’37, to be convened in May. 1In so great a di-
lewmma something must be done. The Major has leisure. He must write a
book.

Accordingly, when it was too late for me to reply to any thing before
reaching Philadelphia, an anonymous pamphlet issued from the Clarion press,
purporting to bo a recent and impartial history of this church. Of this pam-
phlet, Major G. C. &bley has publicly acknowledged himself to be *the
rcal responsible author.” I met with it on the Ohio, whero it had been con-
veyed with instructions to distribute copies among members on their way.
I found two more in tho Aesembly, on the Clerk’s table, recommended to
special notice, hy the certificate of Messrs. Lindsay and Watson. The lead-
ing object of this distingnished work scems to be, to place myeelly my friends,
and the Presbytery of Missouri, in an unfavorable light bofore the public,
und' to influcuce in an unlawful way, the judgment of the supreme Judicato-
ry in regard to our appeal. Why not let justice take its course, and keep
the vision of the court clear from the vapor of partisan prints? Why should
this vapor be blown in the very face of judgment?

On the Grst page of the pamphlet, we are told “the objects in view are—
to present the whole subject impartially.” Also—that *a sensc of duty
constrains the writer to prepare tbis narrative, after having examined a great.
maes of testimony, the greater part of which, was obtained from the records
of the St. Charles and Missouri Presbyterics, and the Synod of Missouri.—
The facts proven from those records, together with such as he knows he can
prove by competent witnesses, and can verify himself from his own knowl-
edge, will form the basis on which he means to found the following story.»'—
The rgcordl hero named, arc now before me. They are my witneeses also.—
B?t with what the Major may prove, which has necver been proven; when
witnesses themsclves were anxious; and displayed their anxiety on morc occa-
sione than one; when proof was invited; and months were given for them to
testify and prove all they could; with what he himself muay know, that he
did not sce (it to testify, when sworn to tell all he knew in the cnsc,’—l real-
ly havo no argument. I take the records of the Judicatories, and ask the
reader to examine them.

With Major Sibley, I have no private, personal controversy. I never had

any pereonulacquaintauce,orintercourse withlim,exceptas a witness against
mo, wheu he testificd of “his impression’—not “his belief.” I expect none.
1 h_avc to do with him, now, only as the writer of a book, “A scnse of dugy
[m]! not] constrain® ue, here, to sketch his own History, tho’ sone parts of
1t might prove quite interesting. When I spcale of him, I am to he under-
etood as dealing with the hook, und with that alone. Of this he cannot
Jul(.]] compluin, as every man, when he printy, and publishes—is subjcct to
review.
. 1 proposc then, .here to show the public the moral cort
ing proposition, viz: That the book, conside
utterly unworthy the confi
be true.

ainty of tho follow-
red as a history of our uffairs, i
dence of any man, or body of men. It cannot

B Tt ‘ PROOI'S,
st. Yo show his perfect impartiulity in writing, a -
pecting confidence of the reudtf-r, Majty)r Sibley cf}s,n[()ln:;?: ;;lc-lf‘?'lt‘::: .\U:::r
who is also a member of this church, poritively disclaims any party conuec-
tion, or parly feeling whatever, in these aflairs; and cvery 1uollivc ga rable of
misleading his judgment in any degree.” :

‘The record of Major Sibley’s testimony, when under o

! ath as a witness
against me, however, says, {

“This he confesscs, that from the begivning he

5]

has decidedly disapproved of hiv official course, since his arrival here, 1w
January, 1835; and hus frecly cxpressed, that dieapprobation on many oc-
casions, both by words and ucte. Quest. When did your opposition to me
commeuce? Ane. Many years ago, when I heard of tho didiculties with Mr.
Giddinge? Ile first said “twelve years ago,” und corrected himself on my
tuggesting that I had not been so long in the State. Reader, compare thess
words of the book, denying any party feeling whalever, with the words of the
witness—cxpressing his “disapprobation on many occations,” and avowing
an “opposition’ which commenced “many years ago,” and tell me, can both
be true?

2d. Major Sibley saye, page 20—‘There does not appear to exist the
slightest cvidence to justify Mr. Chamberlain’s charge against this ehurch,
that its colored members, who are elaves, huve ever voted or been in any
munner rrrayed against him. ‘Thosc members are unobtrusive, and notat all
apt to claim theright tovote, and have never done so, or beenurged to doit,
during the troubles of the list two years—indced no occasion has been pre-
seuted within that period to require any expression of their sentiments in re-
lation to the aflairs of the churcb.” T'he pamphlet is dated, April, 1837.

Now, I have never made uny charge againet ‘‘(his church,” and have no
controversy whatever with tho colored people. I object to nothing, so far
as their agency is concerned, but to the use that the purty have eecn fit to
male of theirnames. 1 eay the parly—because it has been proven that the
colored members cannot write. lLet the rcader know, then, that the record
shows two distinct papers used against me before the St. Charles Presbytery.
The one signed by en, the other by ¢leven naucs of colored persons, following
the names of white commmunicants. '

The first is here given in part only, that the reader may judge. It seems
to be a stricture ongovernment aud ccclesiastical law,and readsthus: “We,
the menibers of the Presbyterian church of St. Charles, who hereunto annex
our naianes, desiring to maintain order and good government,” &c. “We
hold that without consent of Presbytery, no part of thechruchhasany right
to set up its own authoritics, or withdraw and form a new church, by elect-
ing new Blders; causing division and disturbances,” &c. Avery grave doc-
ument, certainly to be so eigned! The eecond paper referred to, reads thus:
“Mentbers of the church of 8t. Charles, opposed to Ii. Chamberlain, and
have subscribed their names to stand by the Elders and Deacons in support
uf order und guud government in our church. el

St. Charles, May 20th, 1837.

(White names omitted.)

Sina Symonds, col’d woman;
Jno  Buuyan FLindsay;

Richard, do.
Letty, do.
William, da.
Jane, do.
Milly, da.

Nelly Collier;

Abigail Milliugton;

fsauc Redman;

Betsey Sibley ;—DBlack mcembers.”

Who now will c¢ndorse for the truth of the book, with his cye on these
strange papers, roccived and gravely acted upon?

3. Refering to the uppeal of the churchy Mujor Sibley says, (page 16,)
¢ This appeal coutains éome very sovero rellections upon the scssion of Saint
Charles, and thoec who support tbeir authority; charging aguinet them that,
though a minority, they had, for several years, imposed on them the appel-
lants t*an oppressive yolke,” which they could bear no longer—that they had
been gailty of misrepresentition, stander and forgery, and cxercised unwar-
rantable power,” Ruch is Mr. Chimberlain's appeal to the synod.”

,



Now as to “slander™ { leaveany man to judge, who reads the testimony.
But as to “forgery,” the word is not to be found any where in our appual.
The writer gravely marks it with commas, as a quotation, from the appeal.
But it is not there. And it is not any where on our papers as clarged.—
The appecal does say ““employed papers with unauthorised signatures,’ and
that fact is proven, I truet, to the reader’s full entisfaction, in the puper sign-
ad by the names of colored persons, without adding, as might caeily be done,
from the eame paper, the names of white pcrsons, as unauthorised. So the
appeal did not charge them with *“Forgery.”” .And all the Major’s regret at
‘auch a paper,’ is thrown on & nonentity.

4th. To fix on me the chargé of disturbing the peace of the Saint Charles
Church, is one grand leading object of the Pamphlct. 1t was a leading ol-
jeot of the party, nleo—of witnesscs againet mo in the prosecntion. ‘I'heie

‘great strength was steadily and vigorously applied here.  Major Sibley tes-
tifics on his oath nnd snys he ¢ knows it o be truc.'  (Does the render remem-
ber what he eafe in his book about impartiality?)

The Presbytery of Missouri, however, (Mr. Gray heing preeent and vot-
ing,) after much delay and long and paticnt investigation, decided this point,
unanimouely, as follows:

«Itis clearly in cvidence that the peace of the Saint Charles Church is
disturbed, and very much disturbed. They are of opinion, too, that the
going and being there, of the nccueed, bave heen the occasion of mnch etrife
and disturbance; but it is not.in proof that the accueed is the guilty cause of
all or any of thesc consequenices. The Presbytery have sought industriously
for that act of the accused from which guilt in this particular can be inferred,
but hare sought in varn. An examination of the immcrsc mass of testimony,
which we have, with labor and much expense of time and trouble, tauken,
will convince any mind, capable ot investigating such a sulject impartially,
that there is no suck solitary act.””

Nover was there a more triumphant and perfect acquittal, considering the
protracted and determined efforts which my nccuscis had made. DBut the
Major, baving sworn that he *kncw the charge to be true,’ will haveit his
own way. Hec gives the verdict above quoted, and then says, page 22-3,
‘“This decision of the Presbytery, whilst it fully affirmsthe fact charged
against the accused, not only omits to offer any remedy for the admatted cvil,
alecady inflicled, or any eccurity for the future; but on the contrary, virtu-
ally coneents to the continuance of thedisturbance through the seme acency,
hy exbonerating from all blame, the brother, who confesscdly occasioned it.—
The writer believes that, after the full admission, that My. Chambcerlain was
disturbing this Church, tho Presbytery ought to have uscd their authority
in our bchall.”

What flagrant injustice! The writer, who cither docs not understand

language, or can €0 pervert it,truly ought not to writc history. RMost clcarly,.

Presbytery neither afflrm, confess, or admit any such thing as is here repre-
scnted. They afftrm  the opposite.  They do not say [ have occasioned or
caused strife. ‘T'hey say I have been “the occacion,’ not the ¢ guilty causc.”
The distinction is perfectly obvioue, andaltogether important, between being
the occarion of an cvil, and causing it to be. ‘They “ have sought in vain.”
and found “no such solitary act,® from which it can even be ¢ inferred? that
I have done it. Thus 8 modest rctiring lady, of great worth and epotlcss
reputation may be the occasion of two mcn shooting cach other. So may a
timid deer, a noble charger, or a purec of inunimate dollars. Are cither of
these chargeable with the deed? Will you hang, or imprison the cstimabte
lady? Paul was ¢ the occasion” of great commotion at Ephesus. Wae he
in the wrong? Christ and his apostles were the occaeion of very much sin-
ning and wrangling among the pcople. Wore tbey at fnult? Every ration-
al being, every object in nature, may he made the cccasion of sin among
~vil minded pereons.  So it war obviouely the opinion of Ureshytery, delibe-

rately formed and solemuly pronounced that others had made ine ¢ the occa-
sion?’ of much strifc aud disturbance by their own act.  This is the only
fair interprotation that can be given,—otherwise their ecntence is withont
eaning. Had the real authors of this confusion been under the jurisdiction
of that hody, the blank might have been promptly filled with their names.—
The public might then have been plainly told that — — — hnd done it.  The
Major might even have been silent, and his book never scen the light. He
must have known that the daocieion of the Missouri Presbytery was wholly
against him, being entirely in my favor, and thereforc, labors to imvalidate
it. Thus, on page 21-2: *“T'he charge of disturbing the peace of this church
does not appear Lo have been so thoroughly investigated by the Preshytery, ns
war raquisite to enshle them ta pronounce a just judginent upon it.”"  But
that judicatory, after having devoted much time and labor to the investiga-
tion, have thought proper to sny, under the eanction of their judicial oaths,
und in direct opposition to the charges of our historlan, ¢‘that in their judg-
ment, all the facls have been cliciled, which are tmportant lo the prosecution ; and
that it is due to the intercsts of the church and the accused, that we delay
no longer.?  Ought not this declarntion, together with the fact, that weeks
and months had been devoted to the subject, to satisly any rcasonable mind
and put tosilence, forever, such cavilling? '
The anthor says also, of the decisinn, on page 22, that it is just euch
an onc as cannot be satisfactory to cither party;” yet it has been entirely
satisfactory to me, and to my friends, so farns 1 can ascertain. DMy satisfac-
tion was expressed, when the verdict was rendered, in the presence of the
Judicatory, and soon after, publicly, to the congregation to whom I minister.
H.'The testimony shows that [did not originatethe evil ofdivicion—that there
were dificultics in the church long before I came. But our impartial histo-
rian labors to prove the contrary. Aad having said, when a witness, under
oath, referring to thestate of the church, for the lasteight years, that  the
peace and harmony were never disturbed in any serious degree, excejt by
the several attempts of Mr. Chamberlain to become ite minister.”” IHe dec-
votes the first page of his book, to sustain that testimony, and thus epcaks
of Mr. Wood, page 2: ‘In the Winter 1830, the Rev. George C. Woorl
nccepted an invitation fora year; at the expiration of which, the session did
not rantew the invitation. A strong desire was manifested, however, by a
considerable majority of both church and congregation, to retain Mr. Wood
another year. ‘T'his was fIrmly oppossed by fwo Elders, (Lindsay and Wat-
son,) and fourtecu other members »  This opposition produced some excited
fecling in the church, and congregation for a short time, butit was soon calm-
ed and peiace and harmony restored by the prudent conrse pursucd by Mr.
Wood. He knew that it was his duty to retire, and not to scek to enter a.
~hurch, the doors of which were cluosed against him, by its sworn guardians.”
T'he reader will be surprised, ifindecd he can be, after the crrors already
rhown, to be here told, that Mr. Watson wasnot an Elder, at all, until some
timo after these evonts.  nt Thomas Lindsay and Milton I'. Cayce were
elders.  And the latter did not close the door, but really was very desirous
of kecping it open, and retaining Mr. Woods. Mr. Cayce was a witncss in
my casc. He testifies of his cldership—spcaks of romoving from this place,
and eays: * Previous to my removal, andio the ycar 1832, after Mr. Wood
had labored among us about one ycar, he was clected by thechurch for an-
other year. At the time of this election, n divisionand discuseion took place
respecting the manner of voting. It was proposed by Mr. Lindeay, to cast
Iots, and objected to by a large wajority, Mr. Lindsay insisted on it, and pro-
posing praycr during the discussion, and the vote was finally taken by bal-
lot. Mr. Lindsay and about four others voting against him. The opposi-
tion to Mr. Wood continued uatil the 20th August, 1832, he, (Mr. Wood,)
wrote to mo as follows concerning the divitions of the church: ¢ Ae we bave
goad suthoritics for vefocs al the preeent day. I understand from Mr. Durfec
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that a paper is in circulution, the substance of which isa velo against my
staying at Faint Charles, on any condition, whatever. ‘I'his paper never ori-
ginated from any better epirit than that, which wasthe cauee of a papal per-
sccution. Ivery subscriber well knew that I did not intend to return to this
place, and therefore, there was nothing in the nature of things to call forth
such a paper. The only construction I can put upon it i3 a wanton attempt
to injure my character, und to dcstroy my uscfulness as a preacher of the gos-
pel. Btrange as it may appear, Mr. Durfee told me that cighteen pcrsons
had eubscribed, and now, decar Sir, I carc nothing about it. I know who
the 18 aro,and shall be very carcful not to do any thing to injure their
feolings by the way of courting their acquaintance, or having any thing
to do with them, dircctly or indirectly.”

“lam sorry for onc thing, and that is, that these persons are dving all
i their power to disturb the peece and harmony of the church, and it they
persevere, they will ruin 1t cntirelv.  This [ greatly lament. [ havo
one request to make, and that is, that you get this veto for me—as it, by
ity circulation has become an official paper and in all justice belongs to
me.  When the amount of subscribers is finished, I will subscribe it with
all my heart, or that part of it which rclates to my not returning, as I
never had such an idca.” Mr. Wood fulfilled the purpose expressed m
this letter, and never returncd to be the minister of this church. ‘There
were many complaints by the majority, that the few should govern the
many, and some threatencd to Icave the church. The result was much
dissatisfaction.”” Such is the testimony of Mr. (1ycc, a ruling Flder,
acquuinted with the facts, which our Ilistorian is laboring to disprove.
Another part of the testimony, referring to this former division rcads
thus: “Witncss had neighbors who were members, as well as othere,
who were not members, who were sorry, at r. Wood’s leaving; gome
were so much dissatisfied that thoy would never como to church siuce,
or sign any paper for its support.  Witness also belicves the church has
never prospercd so much simce.”  These extracts from the Records, pla-
ced by the side cf Major Sibley’s History nced no comment of mine.

6. 'To cflcct the general object of the Pamphlet—to sustam his own
testimony—and show that I am a disturber of the peace, in opposilion
to the dccision of Presbytery. ‘The author intreduces Mr.Gray, nt page
3; apcals of the great unanimity m the choice of him, and charges me,
on page 6 and 7, with interfering with his prospects here.  This pointis
labored and itis curicus toobserve how men will argue.  ‘The testimo-
ny however shows, that there was not perfect harmony when the con-
gregation convenced for the election of Mr. Gray. One witness snys
‘he became dissatisfied and retired.” Another wituess testifies I thought
there should have been some other nominated, also as the congregation
were too much hurried in their solicitationsand had not an opportumity of
having their choice. 1did not like Mr. Gray from what I had heard of
hispreaching. Idctermined not to support him if ho came.” T'his fur
famed clection was considered by many as merely nomiral at the time.
It is 80 spoken of in the testimony. ‘I'o show that it was a mere nomi-
nal procceding, a communication from Mr Gray was madc public at the
meeting. Itis in evidence and reads thus. «“T'he more, I have thought,
the moro I am convinced, I ought not to go there, and ought not 1o suffer
my name to be used for that purpose in your congregation, unless there
was a strong probability I would accept if invited. ‘This [ think would
be inexpedient at present. I hope therefore vou will counteract any at-

- &T.
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towpt that may be made to make out a cail.” It was with a funt knowl
edge of these tacts, and with an assurance that Mr. Gray was not ex-
pected that 1 consented to remain in Saint Charles.  And all that has
been said, and writtenof my interfering with kim; or cver intending
to (ln 0, is most unrcasonable and unjust.

. 'The Major’s, history of the calling of @ mectiag of the congregation,
nnrl nflhc several mcc!ings ofthe church subsequently arcalso against
the strongoest current of tho testimony. 'Fhe Recaord says. “The fol-
lowing petition was presented to the session, signed by [lifty six names,
thirty three o whom were members of tho church, and twenty ono
regular members of the congregation  Mr. Campbell in his testimo-
ny givos the very namos of the mombers desiring my settiement among
thom. The witnesscs testify positively, that the petition was present-
ed to tho Eldors, and Mr. Gampbell says. “All tho clders except my-
self refissod to call 2 mocting in compliance with the petition.”  So
clearis thig point that tho Syned, in their decision say—“It i3 in ovi-
dence before Synod, that a potition was presented to tho session of the
churches of Saint Charles. It appcars to Synod, that a majority signed
this petition, and thercfore, that the meeting should havc becn called.”
Yet our Historian says, page 10, “though no such petition was ever
presented to them® and of the signers, he says, pago 6, “only twenty-

Jfive were, it is belicved, members of this church.” It had becn better

certainly, after the decision of Synod, it the Major had given his ‘im-
pression, nothis belicf?  1lo also charges Mr. Campbell, a very honos-
and worthy brother, who never thought of having his name enrolled on tho
Historic pagc, wnlhoulspccxhcallonor proof, with “rcsorting to certain ex-
perlwnts,” to procurc signatures to this petition—“disingenious aund un-

fair.”  And says: “Mr. Chamberlain himself cxerted an influence not’

strictly justifiable in the premiscs”  Now Mr. Campbell, as an inde-
pendent christian frecman circulated a pelition, which met tho approba-
tion of a clear majority ot the church, while, as the testimony shows, I
had no agency whatover in procuring signaturcs; but was actually at
Franklin, many miles distant, and as many. of my fricnds know very
differently employed.  What llagrant personal injustice to charge me so,
without evidence!!

The mceting petitioned for, was called by Mr. Campbell, and Mr.
Emmons tostifics that a largo majority voted tor me. ‘I'o disprove this
testimony of Mr. lmmons, the Major says of Mr. Campbell, page 8,
“I{o testifics thatho docsnol think a majority of all the members votcd,
though he knew there was amnjority present.” Now nosuch testimouy
of Mr. Campbell, in reffcrence to this mecting, was cver given. Itis
testimony however, wrested from its proper place, and applied here to snit
a purposc—to mako the witness contradict Mr. Emmons. So a man’s
oath is not safe m the hands of this writer!

On the 26th April tho Church resolved to call a meeting to clect onc or
more ruling Llders, on the 2d. Sabbath in May. So our impartial wri-
ter bestows qpccml attention on it, and speaks of it on ‘mgc 9—11 as held
25th, 2Gthnnd27lhofA rll—-(threed'lys|n|ucccsnon e calls it “the
little mecting.” “Mr. Chamberlain and his little party,” and says page
10, «“This mooting of “the church” consisted of less than a third part
of'its members”  Yctinall the labored eflorts of a judicial investigation,
neither Major Sibley himself, nor any other witness, desirous as they
were te invalidate our proccedings, ever dared to assert such things.
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And every member presont on the 26th April knows thatthey were uit-
true, that that was nota “little mecting?” Cur Historian makes more
broad assertions about the meeting on the 10th of May, at which tho
election of' Elders took place, and says, page 12: “There were very few
members of the church concerncd in the election—those who participa-
tedl—some were not membersof thochurch of Saint Charles.”  But un-
fortunately forthe Major, tho testimony is against him again, “Quest.
Was there a full mecting at the election of Iilders? A. There was. Q.
\Was the vote unanimous? A. It was. Q. Do you know what propor-
tion ot tho members were present at the election of Elders? A. nwjority.”
A part of the testimony which refers to o previous election reads thus:
“Q. Werc therc any peraons, members of other churches, who voted. A.
There were not.—That rule has always been strictly attended to, in all
clections we have had.”

8. Our Historian says, pnge 19, ‘“The new Elders were pEPosED by
Presbytery and s¥nod,” and on tho strength of'thisstatement, he chargos
me, and my associates with placing ourselves “in an attitude very much
like defiance towards the law of the Presbyterian church.”  And on page
19, ho says “this action of Mr. Chamberlain took place after the Synod
had perosep his new Flders fromoflice, and dissolved his connection with
themn, as a session, and was consequently an actof usurpation, and in
violation of the settled law of the Presbyterian church.” Hereis indeed
a very high charge against one, at least, of the “sworn guardians” of
our ecclesiastical body.—A charge brought and persevered in—notwith-
standing the shield thrown over me, by the solemn judgmentof my Pres-
bytery—ahigh minded and honorable court of Christ. As the rcader
mightwell suppose, this charge has no foundation in truth. ‘The Synod
gave me thenr advice. They saidof” the choice of Elders, “This act Sy-
nod judge irregularandvoid.” And of the acts of these new Iihlers they
said, “these are irregular,” they ncver used the important, technical
word “deposed”  We appealed from their decision, and our appeal se-
cured to us, therightof continuance, until our appeal should be issucd, as
every constitutional lawyer well knows. 'To be “deposed” is a very
different thing inour law.  Deposttion would indeed set us all aside. 13e-
cause that implics crime and is never applied without such implication.
The act of Synod was designed to annull the clection.  But the appeal ar-
rested its force.  Accordingly, when [ asked in the assembly of 37 “If
we had a right to continuc ?—if the Illders might still exercise their oftice "
1 was answered “Yes” Yct the Major, in making the forogoing charge,
against us all, has “no party fieling whatever”—*no motive to mislead.!

9 On page 19, hesays: “ It is very true, that several respectable and
worthy ctizens of Saint Charles have, until recently contributed to tho
support of Mr. Chamberlain. Some of them are in truth, open and wvio-
lent enemies of the Presbyterian church, and ure not sorry to witness
the shameful confusion that has for the last two years been kept up in
this church.” Thisis really a very strunge character to givo “scveral
respectable and worthy citizens!™ 1t 1s no more than simple justice to
thew, that I say here, I know of nothing to sustain it. It corresponds
very well, however, with a charge contained in another part of tho re-
cord, as made by Messrs. Lindsay, Watson and others beforc their Pres-
bytery, viz. “‘That a party have called in unbelievers, and scoffers to
vote down the church.” Whether such language applied to eur € res-
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pectable and worthy citizens” in a public manner, is most_likely to in
crease their respect for its authors, Ileave them and tbe public to judge.
I, for one, shall be content, if I am 2o happy as to treat “ respectable cit-
izens” \yith respectful lunguage, e . :

1 now ask, is the reader satisfied with the fqre%oih specificatiops?—
‘That tho truth of .my proposition is established?—"Fhat the "history is
% utterly unworthy of his confidence?” 1 shall tuke it for 'grb;n't_'ed that be
is, and stay my pen from noting furthet particulais. Yét 1 hope he
will not, for & moment, suppose I huve noted all the ettors of the book.
I ussurc him there arc others in reserve. There arc assertions of* fatts,
which it wero easy to disprove—languagt is ascribed to us, which wo
never used—principles of action, which we never cmbraced. e who
is not more than satisfied, however, with what I have already presented,
would not be satisfied with any thing. which I could write. And. there
may be some such, . I will da themall the geodin my power, and as lit:
tle harm, and Joave them tov he convinced in a world whera none doubt.

Messrs. Lindsay and Watgon cortified the truth of this pamphlet, bad
as it is—and sent it to the Assembly with their cortificate on. a blank
leaf, 'Though the records were kept back, to our injury, the gertified
book was there in good time. ;They do, indeed, excert 2 little tq the
1st chapter, for. Watson knew he was notan Eldef; as thierd sigted, thol
he had not the frankness to contess it.—And also o the 3d, for M. Lind-
say knew he had no such chapacter as that roinancing chapter labdrs té
givehim. But they affirm the truth ofall the balance, arid thus involve
themselves before theassembly and before the world'in the errots which
are herein set forth. ‘They do it delilverately,and with settled purpose,
because they.do it to affest a judicial décision of on0 of':the largest eccles
sinstical courts in the land. Some of our older citizens may bea little
curious, and wonder, as I do, what there is,in the character, the kead the
heurt or the blood of S. L. Watson, that entitlés him ta certify; td the
prejudico of any,man! I respoct judicial decisions—but let them be
based on evidence, and not on such histoties aathis. . I honor gray hairs.
But let them blossom on the truth, and be borne aloff, and shaken above
such masgses of egror. .- L <

The reader gannot. fai] to have observed, that theré Aré somé
great principles, interesting to,all,at igsyé ' befwéen me and my
friends. The author and party to whichi he belongs,—I say dis-
tinctly, the party to which ke belongs. Ifor his covering has been
stript off, and his position shown hefore all. The Major stands,
with military precision, in the front rank, in full uniform, and
with all the fresh laurels of his historic pen, ¢lusfering a,roiuid'f)'x'ﬁi.

We, on the one part, contend for thie right of appearing and be-
ing heard with evidence. They, on the other, would have us tri-
ed and condemned without it. We hold the right of appeal as
sacred, and all the benefits it secures to an injured party. They
would thrust us from these benefits, and bind us up to obey the
decision of the inferior court, whatever it may be. We maintain
inviolate, the right of majorities to govern, and of the people to
be ruled by representatives of their choice. They would have
the minority govern, and their “sworn guardians” rule the pee-
ple for years, without redress of grievance. We think justice
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ought to take a straight course, and that all attempts to forcstall
judgment, are morally wrong, and productive of mischicf only.—
They would argue their cause beforchand, with the court by
means of partisan prints, covertly sent, and certified by themselves.
We aver, that when a man has been published, slandcred, tried,
and finally acquitled by such men as composed the Missouri Pres-
bytery, he should be let alonc. They agree, that the witnesscs
againat him, having failed of their object,shall further prosccute
Iim with a hook.

Really they do show, inan impressive manner, the truth ofone
sentiment, that stands recorded on the last page ol the aforesaid
history, viz: “There cxists an inhcrent, mutually repulsive influ-
ence, so positively immovcable and insurmountable, that were Mr. C.
believed by all to be as pure as Cacsar’s wife, and to possess the
learning and tallents of St. Paul, it would prevent the union.”—
Such feelings on the part of professing christians, so different
from the tcachings of the divine Savior, printed and published to
be read by perishing men, | sorely lament, and have mourned
over them for months. I have not, indced, at all, doubted thcir
decp-rooted and bitter influence. They account fully to my mind
for the movements of the party—for the actsof the Presbytery
of Saint Charles,—for my arraignment and trial,—for the dispo-
sition to persevere after an ignoble defcat—in efforts to hunt me
down by means of a printed book. No man can account forsuch
facts without admitting the influence of such fcelings. And here
we are relieved from all conjecture, by a naked avowal of their
existence.

Certainly, it affords matter for melancholy rcfiection, that the
bosom, where such fires are pent up, must be strangely agitated
—must heave and swell at times, as the volcano, and cannot aflord
much joy, to its posscasor. 1 pray, therefore, that the grace of
God may extinguish these devouring clements wherever they may
exist, and give to the reader, to me, and to all, the holy oil of Peacc
—pure, lasting, heavenly minded Peace!

1I. CuamBERLAIN.

Saint Charles, July 1837,

N. B. ‘lhe foregoing facts of record are commended to the
serious consideration of certain, whose names are not beforc the
public, but who are clearly secn in the distance.
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