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THE PRESBY TERIAN CHURCH

! OF ST. CHARLES, MISSOURI.
E- ITS RECENT HIEISTORY:
g STRIFE AND DISTURBANCE.
’I e INTRODUCTION.
* A sense of duty cénstrains the writer to prepare this narrative, after

having examined a great mass of testimony ; the greater part of which was
obtained from the records of the St. Charles and Missouri Presbyteries,
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 knowledge; will form the basis on which he means
' to found the following story: which it is hispurpose to relate as briefly and
plainly as he can.
- The objects in view are, to collect and preserve the facts touching the
unhappy ion that exists in this church: to arrange and set them

: ‘their natural order, and to present the whole subject impartially
to the understandings of all who are interested in knowing how the truth
stands in relation to the parties implicated. And the writer ndulges &
hope, that he shall thus be able to afford good and suflicient arguments to
all those who are immediately concerned, to unite in a firm and consistent
course of action, to put an end to this unprofitable contention. Foritcan-
not he disguised or concealed, that the strife and disturbance now prevail-
ing in this church, have a decided tendency to paralise and destroy its
legitimate influence, and render it an object of merited reproach—they
present to the surrounding multitude, too much evidence, that more exertion
E isused to make proselytes 1o the opposing parties, than to the true Religion.
,»

i

THE NARRATIVE.

CHAPTER I—From the death of Mr. Robinson to the invitation of Mr.
# : Gray.

1. The character of this Church and Congregation for peace and concord
having been called in question, makes it proper to commence the narra-
11 ' tion thus far back: This will be a mere sketch however; sufficient to en-

s  able the reader to draw a just inference.
f’ 2. The late Rev. Charles 8. Robinson, was the last settled minister o 2
: the church of St. Charles He died in September; ‘4 There is no
evidence that thege existed any discord in the church during the ministry
of that excellent man. It is testified by several Witnesses, that Mr. R.
once was supposed to have had a theological difference with his brother-
law, Mr. Lindsay, and that Mr. R. became dissatisfied, and spoke o f
- « leaving St Charles, on account of that difference. Mr. Lindsay himself,
. testifies however, that there was no such difference; and itis fully proved ,
i that the most intimate friendship subsisted between Mr, R. and Mr. L.
during the whole period of Mr, B2s. ministry here.
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3. Not long after the death of Mr. Robinson, the Rev. Hiram Chamber-
lain visited St. Charles, and preached morning and evening: during the
interval between the two sermons, Mr, Thomas Lindsay, a Ruling Elder,
met Mr. Chamberlain at Dr. Wilson’s, where they had some conversation
relative to certain doctrines held by Mcr. C., which Mr. Lindsay pronoun-
eed unsound; nnd told Mr. C. “that he did not wish him to preach here
any more.”

4. In April, 1829, an effort was made by Judge Tucker and some others,
to introduce Mr. Chamberlain into this church as its minister, A written
invitation, signed by twenty-four persons, ten of whom itis believed were
members of the church, was presented to Mr. C. requesting him “to lo-
cate himself in St. Charles, at least for a season.” Mr. Chamberlain re-
fused to accept this invitation, for the reason, as he stated, that Mr. Lind-
say and family and the widow of the late Pastor had not goined in it—
The invitation was strenuously opposed by Mr. Lindsay and some others,
which induced several of those who had signed it to withdraw their names.
It appears from the testimony, that some excitement was produced in the
congregation on this subject. Several public meetings were held, and
much effort made to overrule Mr. Lindsay’s objections to Mr. Chamber-
lain; but without succese. The dispute ended in Mr. C's. refusing to ac-
cept the invitation.

5. In the winter 1830, the Rev. George C. Wood accepted an invitation
for a year; at the expiration of which, the session did not renew the invita-
tion. A strong desire was manifested however, by a considerable major-
ity of both church and congregation, to retain Mr. Wood another year,
This was firmly opposed by two Elders, (Lindsay and Watson,) and four-
teen other members; who in a written protest gave as their reasons for
opposing the wishes of the majority, that “although we entertain a high re-
gard for Mr. Wood as a Christian brother, and esteem him as a useful and
good citizen, wo nevertheless feel he is not calculated to do as much good
in a plage like St. Charles as some other person might be. We do not
wish fo let our sympathies and partialities blind our judgments and lead
us to forget that in choosing a Pastor it is our duty rather to consider who
will be most likely ‘to turn many to righteousness,’ than to consult our own
predilections in favor of any individual whatever.”

This opposition produced some excited feeling in the church and congre-
gation for a short time; but it was soon calmed, and peace and harmony
restored, by the prudent course pursued by Mr. Wood. He knew that it
was his duty to retire, and not seek to enter a church, the door of which
was closed against him by its sworn guardians; for although the popular
clamor demanded admittance fer him, he resisted the flattering solicitation;
being well aware, that it was the duty of a Presbyterian Minister to re-
buke, and not to encourage confusion in the church, Mr. Wood left St,
Charles with the esteem of all; by none was he more esteemed than those
who had, in duty, as they belived, declined to offer him a second invitation.
He is now occupying a station for which his talents and habits are suita-
ble, and his lal are believed to be attended with much success in his

* ministry,

6, After Mr. Wood, came Mr. Hall and Mr. Nicho% in succession;
each of whom ministered to the church and congregation by invitation, a
year; the last term expiring in the fall of 1834. Nothing occurred during
either of their ministrations, that need be noticed in this sketch. They
both left the church in peace, apd with the esteem of most of its members.

.
?
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CHAPTER I{—The Rev. F. R. Gray invited.

1, In October, 1834, the Synod of Missouri held its annual session i
St, Charles, and was attended throughout, by an unusual number of minis-
ters. The church of St. Charles, then consisting of near about seventy
members, including four Elders and three Deacons: had not yet obtained
a minister in place of Mr. Nicholas; ana the session was making anxious
enquiries for a suitable person. The occasion, (so mzny ministers being
‘present,) was deemed propitious. The members, and congregation gener-
ally, had become very desirous of settling a Pastor; and as it was
known that several of the ministers then at 8t, Charles, were not per-

_manently located, and were at liberty to accept a call, the wish became
general, and was frequently expressed, that proper measures should be
promptly used, to effect that object. Mr. Chamberlain, Mr. Gray, and
Mr. Brown, were frequently mentioned as fit persons toinvite. Mr.Cham-
berlain was not a stranger in St. Charles. On a former occasion (See
Ch. 1. § 4.) his friends had failed to obtain edmission for him, and it
was known that the same, and even greater opposition still existed against
him, It was therefore deemed altogether unwise and impolitic to hazard
the interruption of the harmony and good feeling that then so happily
prevailed in the church and congregation, by making any serious proposal

_ to invite Mr. C.; this was the more readily conceded on the part of Mr.

';W'g_a-rﬁeular friends, because it was found thet there was an almost per-
fect unity of sentiment in favor of another.
~ 2., All could unite with entire cordiality, in an invitation to the Rev. F.
R, Gf'a.gr; at least it was satisfactorily ascertained, that there were very
few, if any, of the church, who would not very readily waive any predi-
lections they might have for another; and for the sake of harmony join in
support of Mr. Gray.

Such was the prevailing sentiment, when the Synod adjourned; and a
general meeting was appointed to be held on the 2d day of November, to
consummate the united wish of the session, members, and congregation, to
call Mr. Gray.

3. The meeting took place according to appointment, and was very well
attended. After some desultory enquiries as to the probability of Mr.
Gray being willing to come to St. Charles, (of which some doubts had
been suggested,) the meeting, on motion; “Resolved that the session be
Tequested to invite the Rev, F. R. Gray to be Pastor of this church.”—
But before the question was put on this resolution, it was moved to amend,
80 as to ask the session to invite “Mr. Gray, or some other Minjster.”—
Many present believed at the time, that the mover of this amendmen?,
(who was not a church member,) had it in view to nominate Mr, Cham-
berlain: and such he has since declared to have been his intention. His

' motion was not entertained by the meeting, but instantly rejected. The
resolution as first moved, was then adopted mem. con. Not a breath of
opposition to Mr, Gray was publicly manifested at this meeting. No oth-
€r person was nominated or named. In truth the single purpose for which
the meeting was appointed, was to adopt the preliminary formalities for
calling Mr, Gray, :

4. As it was known that Mr. Gray’s engagements at Columbia would
P;event his coming to St, Charles before the ensuing May, even if he
should accept this invitation; a resolution was adopted to authorise and
request the session, to procure some other minister until that time, expres-
i‘l’:‘% the Wwish that Mr. Brown might be procured, or if the session failed in
!ha » to O'btam‘the occasional services of Mr. Lovejoy. Subscriptions were
then made, quite liberal, to sustain those resolutions, and there was norea-
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son todoubt, that very ample provision would readily be made in due seasoty.

5. The whole proceedings of this meeting, were conducted with perfect
harmony, and with a spirit that evinced an earnest desire that its object
might be accomplished. For though some doubts were entertained and
expreszed, as to the result of the invitation to Mr. Gray, there were none
28 to the expediency of the application, and its happy effects if successtul.
And a most rensonable expectation seemed to be indulged by all; that as
the little jars that had previously occurred in the church and congregation,
were all now entirely quieted; The blessed spirit of peace and concord,
wasg about to exercice its benign influence over our community with un-
wonted power and effect: And the prospect of much future prosperity in
the church, was indeed highly encouraging, and very cheering to the
hearts of all thore, who felt warmly intcrested in the Christian cause.

But alas! how bitterly have these expectations and hopes, been disap-
pointed and destroyed.

CHAPTER II.—A necessary digression.  Mr. Thomas Lindsay; Sen.
Ruling Elder.

. 1. This venerated servant of the church, occupies so conspicuous a place
in its history, and has been so frequently mentioned in connection with
the unfortunate contention that has arisen since the invitation of Mr. Gray ;
that it is due to bim, as well as to the subject in hand; that the reader
should know eomething more about him; or, to speak more properly, that
those concerned in the “strife and disturbance” about to be detailed, should
be reminded of the nature of his connection with this church; of Ais high
obligations to preserve its Presbyterian character, and of theirs to co-ope-
rate with him 1n all his legitimate endeavors to that end. This appears to
be the more necessary; because a great deal ‘of the blame of “disturbing
the peace of the church of St. Charles,” has been imputed to Mr. Lindsay.

2. Itappears from the recorded testimony, referred to in the introduction,
that Mr. Eindsay is by some thought to be too rigid—by others not enough
80. By one, exceedingly intolerant; by another, much the reverse. Itis
complained of him by some, that he is too fond of exerting his power as a
ruling Elder; by others, that he is very remiss in this particular—by some
that he acts too little, and by the same, that he acts too much. These con-
tradictory complaints are found throughout the testimony introduced by
Mr. Chamberlain. Nearly all the same witnesses agree however, in tes-
tifying that Mr. Lindsay posseses a most thorough knowledge of, and ex-
perience in church matters, and the most exemplary piety—that heis es.
teemed as “the Father of the church of St. Charles;” and has always man-
ifested great devotedness to its spiritual welfare; and all agree in accord.
ing to him perfect integrity of purpose in all things.

3. The chief object of 50 much testimony concerning Mr. Lindsay, ap-
pears to have been, to prove his inflexible adherence to his own views, as
1o essential church interests; even when opposed by considerable majori-
ties; and the great complaint seems to have been, that in such cases, his
v have generally prevailed. 'To break down this influence, which it
was said that Mr. Lindsay had too long held over this church, especially
n lta_cho:cez of a minister; was a favorite object in the early part of 1835,
with a few individuals who had then but recently become members; and
1tis bellwetj that the strenuous efforts to effect that object have, more

an any thing else, produced the strife and disturbance, that have so

NI




urch, and blighted the fair prospeets it had in view
ear 1834. ™
, experience, long residence, high christian charac-
faithfulness as one of the constitutional guardians
Chatles, entitle Mr. Lindsay to' the confidence and
rand newly admitted members, especially in the
those concerned must decide for themselves, in
_consciences. The suggestion will naturally
, how much more safely the inexperienced way-
ce of long known and long tried friends and

d ¢ ively known, as a learned, experienced,
. His views and opinions on church matters,
on, are certainly entitled to much respect. Ifhe
‘adherence to his deliberate convictions of duty as

srving to the right hand or to the left, to secure
rert any man’s frown; it is very well known, that
: with mankind, he possesses much of the “milk

of a deliberate design to injure this
except as stated in {3, yet it can-
destroy his official influ-
: ¢ been in itself, has been to
and in a far greater measure to in-
‘he has been so long and faithfully devoted.
ve been intended for good; being essentially
‘without doubt, produced confusion; the natur-
are strife and disturbance. What follows of this
set forth more in detail, the progress of the mis-
venture its authors and fomenters may also be
to the reader.

Chamberlain comes to St. Charles. The distur-
- bance begins.

e to St. Charles eerly in January, 1835, on his
phis, in Tennessee. He preached in the Meth-
the 4th day of that month, and on the same day a
irculated to engage him as a_temporary supply, under
olution of the meeting of the 2d November, 5389 Chap. 1L §
dﬁ_sléod that Mr. Brown could not comne, and there was but
tation of getting Mr. Lovejoy. The proposal to invite Mr.
1 to preach about six weeks, was favorably received by many ;
the greater number of those who heard it. ~ He was desired by
of the Elders, Mr. Lindsay not concurring, to remain and preach the
abbath, wlgich he agreed to do. This request was made in compli-

ith the wish of some half dozen members of the church. Mean-
e was considerable effort made by a few of Mr. Chamberlain’s
friends, to induce a general concurrence in the proposition al-
en of, to invite Mr. C. to stay and preach six weeks; and it was
that the subject would be submitted to the congregation ¢n the
Sabbath. Previous to the arrival of that day, the rumor had gone
i d at Mr. Chamberlain would not consent to remain six weeks, un-

ere was a probability of his being invited for a vear, or as the set-

on Sunda
W cu
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tled Pastor, at the expiration of the six weeks; and the report was by
many believed. In fact, it was by most persons considered, thatit was by
no means the ultimate objectot Mr. C’s. friends to invite him here for six
weeks only.

2. It will, no doubt, strike every candid reader, that it was manifestly

" indelicate, not to say improper, to think of presenting to any one an invi-

tation for a permanent location, or even for six months; before any defi-
nite answer had been received from Mr. Gray: especially as the contem
plated movement in favor of Mr. Chamberlain, was not predicated on the
contingency of Mr. Gray’s refusal. Under such circumstances, it would
seem perfectly reasonable to expect opposition from the session to the pro-
posed measure, even though there had been no other objections to Mr. C.

3. On the appointed- Sabbath, (11th January,) the congregation at-
tended Mr. Chamberlain’s preaching. The so much. talked of election had no
small influence in drawing many there. The sermon was appropriate to
the occasion; having for its leading object, to caution the hearers; and
especially such as were to take part in the election, against the influence
of prejudice. The subject of the proposed election was unexpectedly post-
poned ’till afternoon; when there were much fewer of the people assem-
bled. After the sermon, “the congregation was called, and Hugh H. Ward-
law was called to the chair. On motion it was resolved that the session
be instructed to secure the services of Mr. Chamberlain, for at least five
or gix weeks.”

4. The above resolution wasopposed: but it passed by a small majori-
ty; several persons voting on both sides, who-were not entitled to vote.—
Only about twenty-six members of the church were present; of whom it
is believed 14 voted in the affirmative. DMr. Chamberlain accepted the
above invitation, which was announced to him on the day following by
two of the Elders, Messrs. Lindsay and Watson, refusing to participate
in the measure.

5. It will be seen that the invitation for six weeks, which Mr. Chamber-
lain signified his acceptance of, on the 15th of January; was sanctioned
by the votes of about fourteen members and fwo Elders of the church, and
opposed by about fourteen other members, including the two senior Elders.
And it ought to be borne in mind, that the church of St Charles then
numbered jifty-nine white, and eleven coloured members.

6. In about two weeks after Mr. Chamberlain had thus identified him-
self with #his procedure; another project was set on foot by some of his
friends; the avowed object of which, was to establish him as Pastor of this
church. With this view a petition was addressed to the session, request-
ing “to convene the congregation on the third Sabbath in February for the
purpose of holding an election in favor of Rev. H. Chamberlain as Pastor
of this church.”

7. It appears that Mr. Alex. B. Campbell, one of the elders, used much
exertion to procure signatures to this petition; resorting to certain expedi-
ents which, to say the least of them, were disengenuous and unfair.—
And it also appears that Mr. Chamberlain himself exerted an influence
not strictly justifiable, in the premises. The result of all this effort, was
Jfifty-siz subscribers in all; thirty-three of whom were church members,
only twenty-five of the latter number were, it is believed, members of this
church. So that fwenty-five of the fifty-nine white members of the church
of St. Charles, including one elder, with #4irfy-one others, not members,
constituted the true force of the petition. A force that seems to have been
quite respectable. The petition itself, was in its language, decorous and
respectful.

8. As might have been rcasonably expected; this attempt to introduce
Mr. Chamberlain into the church as its Pastor, created no little agitation
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in its bosom; and quickly excited much unpleasant feeling throughout its
bounds. Mr. C. was warned by two of the Elders, Lindsay and Watson,
that he could not enter through the session; that many members were de-
cidedly opposed to him; that if he persisted he would cause much strife
and trouble, and destroy the peace of the church; and finally advised him
to desist, and leave the place. At firet it was hoped that Mr. C. would
pursue this course; as he had on several occasions, whilst these agitations
were commencing, declared himself to be “foo good a Presbyterian to en-
ter the church cxcept through the. door of the session.” But he seems to
‘have been influenced subsequently, by other considerations; for on one
occasion, when the invitation to Mr. Gray and pledge of the church to
support him, was mentioned to Mr. C. asa reason why he ought not to
expect any thing like a cordial reception and support; he replied, that he
had been told that if he would remain, a good salary would be made up
for him, and no more be said about Mr. Gray.

9. The session could not in good faith comply with the request of the
petitioners; because they were in actual negotiation with Mr. Gray, in
obedience to the unanimous resolution of the November meeting; and had
reason to hope for his acceptance. Besides, the whole proceeding was
considered as rather disorderly, and entirely uncalled for by the actual
‘condition of the church; and it was deecmed utterly hopeless ever to unite
church under Mr. Chamberlain; and little less than & wanton act of

: sy towards Mz, Gray; and of ruin to our peace, to attempt it.

~ 10. For these reasons, the session declined calling the meeting requested
“in the petition; three of the four elders concurring. The other elder,
Campbell, took it upon himself, however, to appoint the meeling, as ia
compliance with the petition, and invited Rev. Mr. Potts, of 8t. Louis, to
assist as Moderator. The day came, 22d February, and the meeting took
-place as notified. Rev. Mr. Potts having declined being present, Mr. Cay-
ce was invited to the chair, and B. R. Wardlaw acted as Secretary. The
object of the meeting having been announced by the Chairman “to elect
Rev. H. Chamberlain Pastor,” &c., Mr. Thomas Lindsay, Sen., present-
ed a protest signed by himself, Mr. Black, and Mr. Watson, Elders, and
Mr. Copes and Mr. Jordan, Deacons, remonstrating against the pro-
ceeding as tending to destroy the peace of the church, being “in opposi-
tion to the known wishes of the undersigned, who are sworn guardians
and protectors of the spiritual end temporal interests, order and well being
of said church; and also in opposition to the opinion and wishes of twenty,
or more, of its raembers. We also enter our protest against the means al-
ready resorted to, to procure the names of members to a subscription for
the purposes aforesaid, and zgainst all means that are decided upon
or may be decided upon by a part of the members, to force Mr.
Chamberlain into the Presbyterian church of St. Charles, contrary, as we
believe to the peace and union of this church,”

11. The protest of the session produced some warm discussion; but the
objections were overruled by a majority of voices; and when the main
Question was put, (the record says) “Mr. Chamberlain was unanimously
chosen Pastor of this church for one year, so far as any voice was expres-
sed.”  Although there were several present who warmly supported the
Views of the session, and tried to dissuade the conduetors of the meeting
fom their purpose; they declined any further participation in the procee-
dings. When the final vote was put, there was no negative voice heard.
Several persons voted, who were not members of any church: and some
phurch members voted, who were not of this church. It is believed to ba
tmpracticable now, to nscertain with exact certainty, how many members
proper were present on that oeeasion, or how mfaﬁ_r of those wha were
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there voted for Mr. Chamberluin. The witnesses difler widely as to this
fact. Some think Mr. C. had a large majority of the church: others be-
lieve he had not the majority. Mr. Emmons supposes there was a large
majority, tho’ he says ‘‘the number of votes for Mr. C. was not counted.”
This supposition is not at all concurred in by Mr. Alex. B. Cambpell, who
from the active and prominent part he is known to have borne in the
whole affair from first to last, may justly be considered the most intelli-
gent witness. He testifies that he does not think a majority of all the
members voted, though he knrows there wasa majority present; and he
says further, that ke thinks all those who signed the petition did not vote
for Mr. C.; that one or twoof them did not ke thinks. Allowing Mr.
Campbell’s testimony on this point, to be pretty well founded, it would
seem that about twenty-four members proper voted for Mr. Chamberlain,
Which number is less by siz, than a majority of all the white members be-
longing to the church of St. Charles at that time. There appears to be
yet better ground for the belief, that of those who voted on that occasion
for Mr. C,, not over twenty-two were members of this church. After much
enquiry, the writer is of the opinion that this is the nearest approxima-
tion to the the truth of the matter, ever to be reasonably expected.

12. Tt is proper here fto state, that Mr. Chamberlain was absent from St.
Charles when the election took place; having shortly before gone up to
Franklin.

Meanwhile, the session was in correspondence with Mr. Gray. Inone
of their letters to him, they urged him to accept the invitation of the church,
and expressed much apprehension that if he did not, Mr. Chamberlain
would probably settle in St. Charles;and if he did, the peace of the church
would be entirely destroyed. Mr. B. R. Wardlaw, who was the bearer of
this letter, “substantiated its contents to some considerable extent,” as
Mr. Gray testifies; and when Mr. Wardlaw returned to St. Charles, he
expressed the opinion, that Mr. Gray would accept the invitation. On the
18th February, Mr. Gray wrote to the session that he had not vet decided
whether to accept or not, but soon would,

CHAPTER V—Myr. Chamberlain and My, Gray—New Elders—Mr.
Chamberlain accepts, &c.

1, Such was the condition of these affairs when Mr. Chamberlain went
up to Franklin. Soon after his arrival at that place, he had an interview
with Mr. Gray at the tavern where Mr. C. boarded. Mr, Chamberlain in-
troduced conversation by asking Mr. G. if he had heard that he, Mr. C,
had been supplanting him at St. Charles? which led to a long conversa-
tion between them; in the course of which, Mr. Ghamberlain told Mr.
Gray, that there was opposition made when his, Mr. Gray’s name was put
in nomination at the St. Charles meeting, in November, 1834. That to
him, Mr. C., there were but three opposed in fact, in sentiment; but
that there were fen others, who under the influence of those three would
act against him. That if he, Gray, or any other minister could unite that
people, he, Mr. C., would say go, with all his heart. That if he, Mr. G,
went to St. Charles on the invitation authorised by the November meet-
ing, there would be opposition to him the same as there would to him, Mr.
G.,orany one else. That he felt 1t to be his duty to apprise Mr. Gray of
the state of things in St. Charles, in case he should have any thought of
going there.
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9, It is not unreasonublo to suppose that such remarks as these, coming
‘from a brother minister fresh from the field of which he draws'so forbid-
~ ding a picture, should have considerable influcace on the mind of'a young
minister whose great 1epugnance to an atmesphore of etrife and disturl-
' ance was well known. Whether they were inteaded to deter Mr. Gray

. from accepting the invitation to St. Charles, or actually did deter him, 14
" ‘not clearly in evidence. [t is certain however, that-he soon afterwards
. determined not to accept the invitation; and it is also certuin, that M.
" Chamberlain was entirely mistaken as to every material fact touching
~ éthe state of things in St. Charles,” as stated in his conversation with M.
* Gray, in the last paragraph, True it is, that Mr. C. had but recently left
' the church and congregation of St. Charles in no little confusion; but tho
proof is perfectly clear, that it was produced by his own unaccountable
conduet in allowing himself to be a candidate for the pastoral office, know-
ing, as he certainly must, that Mr. Gray had been previously invited to
the same office by the united voice of session, church and congregution;
and thet he had not yet, (even at the time of Mr. C's. interview with him

‘at Franklin,) communicated to the session his final answer, whether he

would accept or not. Mr. C. surely must have known, early in Jannary,

“that there was a very great and decided opposition to him at 5t. Charles;
~ and before he went up to Franklin, in February, he must have beea per-

a y well aware, that three of the four clders, two of the deacons and at
! twenty of the membors of the church besides, were irreconcileably
‘tohim, And it is the natural inference from these facts, that Mr.
~ Chamberlain’s withdrawal from a place where his presence produced so
~ much strife, was his reasonable and plain course: leaving “the etate of

things in St. Charles” as he found them, in a perfect unity of sentiment
towards Mr. Gray, who was undoubtedly the minister most likely, under
God, to build up this church in union and christian fellowship. Those
who may have misled Mr. O, into* the palpable error and unfortunate
course that he adopted, have had abundant cause to mourn over the effects
of their ill judged advice; although some of them may not even yet, be
convinced of their own mistaken views.

3. Although Mr. Chamberlain manifestod so much solicitude lest Mr,
Fir_a.y should be misled by what the session had assured him was the unan-
imous wish of the church and congregation, as expressed at the meeting in
November, (see Chap. IL.) and find himself amidst strifc and confusion if
ke went to St. Charles, without any reasonable hope that e would be able
“to unite that people;” it appears that he himself determined, about that
time, to make the essay. On the morning of the 7th March, he received
(in a letter from Mr. A. B, Campbell of the 2d.) an acountof the procecd-
ings of the meeting of 22d February, and on the same day wrote to Mr,
Campbell, authorising him to give public notice, that he would “visit the
church of St. Charles again in a few weeks, for the purpose, as he tells
Mr. G., of “preaching the Gospel of Peace,” and of justifying himself.

4. The record goes on to say (in connection with the meeting in Febru-
ary) “accordingly, on the 17th day of April, Mr. Chamberlain arrived,
and on Sabbath the 25th of April, atthe request of Mr Campbell,
only‘ acting elder, a meeting ot the church wae called, after the morning
service; and on motion, Rev, H. Chamberlain was called to the chair, and
B R. Wardlaw appointed Secretary, The two following resolutions were
unanimously adopted :—“Whereas, three members of the existing scssion of
this church, have refused to act when petitioned by a majority of the
church and congregation, Therefore, resolved; that it is cxpe.tlient to
call a public meeting, for the purpose of electing one or more ruling el-
ders of this church. Resolved, that public notice he given, that sucha
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mectingfwill Be held on the 2d Sablath infhay, immediately after
the morning service, and a general attendance be requested.”

Although it is thus set forth, (the record is exactly and fully quo-
£0d,) that those resolutions were unanimously adopted at a meeting
of the church, convened after the morning service, at the request of
Mr. Campbell, only acting elder; at which meeting, Rev. H. Cham-
berlain presided; and although the actuel proceedings of the mee-
ting are, no doubt, correctly given asabove copied from the report
of Mr. Wardlaw; yet itis obviously proper, in order to correct any
crroncous impressns that ¢he language of the record may produce,
as to the true character of the mecting, to add a few words of ex-
planation. The writer has no idea that any deception was actually
intended; but isvery clearly of opinion that the construction of the
document in question, is such as might lead many into error on a
very important point in this history, and this opinion is sustained
by the fact, that in about two wecks after the adoption of the reso-
tutions, Mr. Chamberlain and his little party did undisguiscdly as-
sume to be the “Presbyterian church of St. Charlee:” which assump-
tion, whether designed or not, is very plainly to be infirred from the
record of the little meeting on the 26th April; se that without this

- explanation, those not apprised of the real facts, might most natur-
~ally fall into the mistake that the resolutions to elect oae or more

new elders, were the offspring ora general mecting of the church;
when in truth they were sanctioned by only a few members, who
had been persuaded to withdraw themselves from the session, and
to support Mr. Chamberlain, contrary to their edvice and earnest
remonstrances. This meeting of “the church” consisted of less than
a third part of its members, and among ihe absentees were three of
the four elders, and fwo of the ikree deacons; and those who assent-
ed to the resolutions, as well as those who proposed them, knew
that they were acting contrary to the wishes of the session, and a
large number besides, of their fellow members. The allegations,
that Mr. Campbell was then the only acting clder of the church,
and that $three members of the cxisting session” had “refused to
act when petitioned by a majority of the church and congregation,”
are also very far from being correct. Messrs.jLindsay, Watson and
Black, were still acting elders as well as Mr. Campbell. Nor had
they refused to act when petitioned by a majority, &c.  For though
no such petition was ever presented to them, (so they aver,) yetthe
record, as certified by Mr. Wardlaw, shows that they did act in re-
lation to the very petition referred to. (See Cha. IV, § 10.) Itis
indeed true that their action was in opposition to the views of the
petitioners, for reasons which they considered good and suflicient
in the premises; and which their duty as the sworn guardians of
the church forbade them to disregard; so they declare. If they
erred in this; if they were bound by the sacred obligatiens of their
office, to do the specific bidding of a portion, even of any portion of
the flock of their charge, contrary to their own solemn convictions
of their duty; eveu then the refusal to act, could not subject them
under the law of the church, to the censure of such a tribunal as

the “mecting of the church™ on the 27th of April” appears to have
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~ In such case they were amenable o the Presbyiery of ¥st.
only. 1o
ystematic exertions of Mr. Alexander B. Campbell, and
friends of Mr. Chamberlain, to sctile him as Pastor af
les: and the evident desire of that individual o meet their
pearto have been greatly embarrassed by the invitation
y given to Mr. Gray, and the decided opposition of the -
When the first of these obstacles was removed, there still
ned the otherin full force. Mr. Chamberlain had ¢o often
d his % sound Presbyterian” principles, which he said would
ent his attempting to enter this church except through the door
¢ Session, that on his arrival at 8t. Charles on the 17th Aprily
anklin, (after his interview with Mr. Gray) his friends still
impracticable to introduce him, consistently with his wel!
ruples. 'The door was closed, and these who alone could
ity persisted in refusing him admittance. In this perplexing
rency, Mr. Alex. B. Cambpel), as he testifies himself, conceived
e of electing new Elders,” and immediately communica-
ral members,” telling them ¢ that if they were de-
ere in maintaining their rights, they must elect
_ that he could not stand alone.” This #scheme”
* to say, Mr. Campbell claims as whelly his own device,
3 nét appear thatany of those who assisted in its accom-
iment, were ever disposed to question his right thereto. In
' iﬁg ce to Mr. Campiellit should also be stated, that he denies it
to have been the particular object of his # scheme” to open 2 door
for the reception of Mr. Chamberlain, though he admits, that it was
designed for that among other objects. Having been revealed to
the * several members,” proper measures were taken on the next
Sabbath, 26th April, to carry it into effect, as has been related in
§4. Thereis no cvidence that Mr. Chamberlain countenanced or
proved of these proceedings, except his participation in them as
airman of the “meeting of the church.” 'If he had disapproved of
‘them, hewever, it seems reasonable enough to conclude, that the
influence of his expressed dissent would have suppressed the ‘scheme’
even in its first conception.

6. Between the 26th April and the 10th May, the day appointed
for the election of new elders, much dissatisfaction was openly man-
ifested, not only in ¢ the church” proper, but among those who had
Jjoined Mr. Chamberlain. To many of the latter % the scheme” was
very objectionable. Itseemed to he carrying opposition to the ses-
sion beyond all proper bounds—much farther than they had ever
thought of proceeding. They now discovered that the creation of
& new session to act independently of the old existing session, was
the main object of Mr. Campbeli’s “scheme,” and that through this

. new door Mr. Chamberlain was to be introduced into the church as
] Pastor, regardless of all opposition on the part of the session prop-
| €r, and those who were still united under their rightful guardian-
'}_lli- The proposed measure was warmly remonstrated against, as
highly disorderly and unlawful; but in vain. Mr. Campbell and
his associates entertained different views, and determined to perse-
vere; carnestly entreating their followers to adhere to them through

-



(12]

the critieal emergence, to which they now found themsvives reduced.—
"I'hese entreaties were in several instances unavailing, and in some oth-
ers, they were with very great reluctance complied with,  Of course they
were addressed only to such as had formerly been favorably inelined to-
wards Mr, Chamberlain; asthe scheme was not deemed a very likely one
to muke proselyles. At leastsiz of Mr. Chamberlain’s adherents, aband-
oned him at this time, and several others refused toact in the approaching
election.  With Mr, Chamberlain it appears to have been highly desirable
1o obtain certain individuals to be of the new session. It is known that
with one very worthy member, he used earnest and ofi-repeated persua-
sions to get hiis eonsent to serve as one of the new Elders; and that he
coald only prevail over hie great reluctance, by the assurance that if he
did not.consent, he, Mr. €. would be compelled to leave St. Charles.

7. The reader is now invited to the record, as certified by Mr. Wardlaw,
commencing where the quotation in § 4 concluded. It thus proceeds:—
¢ And accordingly on the 2d Sabbath in May, a meeting of the church
© was convened. Mr. Chamberlain being called to the chair, and B. R,
¢ Wardlaw appointed Secretary. On the vote being taken, it was ascertain-
“ed that Mr. P. Cayce, Mr. Spencer and B. R. Ward'aw were unanimous-
“ly chosen. The followi ing resolution was also passed. Resolved, that
¢ the Rev. Mr. Ghamberlain be requested to procecd to the ordination of
“ the Elders elect inmediately alter the morning service, Mr. Bpencer’s
“ opdination was postponed for a time, on account of his not having letters
*¢ of dismission from the Jacksomville church, Illinois.  After an appropri-
“ate sermon, Messrs, Cayee and Wardlaw were duly #et apart to the of-
4 fice of Ruling Elders, as directed in the form of Government, chapter
“13.” This is the w hole of Mr. Wardlaw’s record of the procecdmgn of
the appointed meeting of « tie church” on the 16th day of May. From
other testimony it appears that there were but very few members of the
chureh concerned in the clection—the proceedings of the meeting were
altogether unopposed at the time, by any one present; those who partic-
ipated in the election of the three new elders, including the chairman, did
not exceed tiwenty persons; and of those some were not members of the
church of 8t. Gharles. On the very next day  the Session met at the
¢ house of Hugh H. Wardlaw. Present, A. B. Gampbell Mr.Gayece and
« B.R. Wardlaw—opened with prayer—A written application was then
“ made to Mr. Ghamberlain to become our stated supply for the ensuing
¢ year, to which he returned an affirmative answer, and took his seat as
moderator of the Session. Resolved, that Mra. Barbara Eversole be re-
% ceived to this church by letter from "Boonville church—closed with pray-
er.” The ¢ written application” here mentioned, was expressly predica-
ted on the proceedings of the meeting of February 22d; and states, that
three members of the Session and two of the Deacons, p rotested against
the admission of Mr. Ghamberlain——the application is dated May 11th,
1832, and is signed, B. R. Wardlaw, A. B. Gampbell, P. Gayce, who style
themselves Ruling Elders of the church of St. Gharles.

[t will doubtless occur to the attentive reader, and ' produce surprise,
how promptly Mr. Ghamberlain availed himself of the new door that was
in appearance thrown open to him, to enter the church: overlooking as it
would seem, the very material fact, clearly disclosed in the “ written ap-
plication,” that the Session, even admitting Messrs. Cayce and Wardlaw
to be legitimate members, had not yet assented to his reception: there be-
ing an equal division of the six Iilders; and consequently a negative de-
cision. The course that Mr. Chamberlain so promptly adopted on the 11th
May, can only be accounted for rationally, on the supposition that he had
ceased to regard Messre, Lindsav, Watson and Black as members of the
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session, and that the receat election of Messrs. Cayce, Spencer and
Wardlaw as elders, superceded the old session, except Mr, Campbell, who
was not opposed to him. The other newly chosen elder, Mz, Spencer, it
must be recollected, had not vet been ordained; in fact was still a mem-
ber of a church in Illinois, and was not qualified fo act asan elder, even in

~ accordance with Mr. Chamberlain’s new construction of Presbyterian

law, until the 20ih of September following., It is not intended to say
here, that M. Chamberluin did consider the three old elders superceded
by the election of the new ones; or that he then considered them in any
manner out of office—there is no positive evidence to that effect. But
the conclusion is irresistible that if Mr. C. considered them in office on the
11th May, 1835, he acted very inconsistently with his former views of
sound Presbyterianism, as expressed to several of the witnesses, which
forbade him to enter the church except through the door of the session;
unless he considered his own vote as moderator of his new session, the le-
gitimate and fit instrument wherewith to open that door.

8. Itis true, that subsequently to the 11th May, (to wit: on the 22d Oc-
tober of the same year,) Mr. Chamberlain in his appeal to the General
Assembly does assert that the three elders, Lindsay, Watson and Black,
by abandoning their fellow, Campbell, and opposing his, Mr. G’s. entrance
into the church, “had broken themselves off, and had thrown themse!ves out
of the pale of the church,” and that by their uct of protest at the meeting
of 22d February, 1835, (cee Chap. 1V. § 9, 10, 11,) “ihey did virtually
throw themselves out of their official relation to the chuarch, until they
should be brought back by the strong arm of ecclesiastical law, or with

subdued feelings valuntarily return to act their part as their own sense of |

duty might dictate.” These are reasons that Mr. Chamberlain thinks
proper to assign in his appeal to the General Assembly why he “cntered
the only official door of the church, without stopping to enquire what had
become of those who had broken themselves off;” &c The strong lan-
ge in which the three “recusant” elders are rebuked by Mr. C., if not
reatened, as above quoted from his appeal, altho’ it was written after
he came into ofiice and power through the “only door,” &ec., will probably
appear to the candid reader, rather presumptuous; when informed,
that by the previous decisions of Presbytery and Synod, (certainly entitled
to some respect,) the official acts of these same elders were  substan-
tially sustained, and they recognised as the session of the church
of St. Charles; whilst Mr. Chamberlain’s “only official door” wus
by those tribunals declared no door at all, and M. C. himself advised and
requested to leave St. Charles, inasmuch as the electicn of his new clders
was “irregular and void® and his invitation thro’ them “irregular.'—
With the full knowledge of these decisions (altho’ he had appealed from
them to the Genera! Assembly,) it was, to say the least of it, rather lofty
in 1\{'[1'. C, to pronounce a sort of excommunication against the recognised
dession; so far at least as the deliberate judgment of himself and Ais
new session, might go. The more than haif threat of applying to those
offending elders “the strong arm of ecclesiastical law® unless thoy return
to their duty, is indeed indicative of a lofty, not to say proud spirit. The
return to duty, Mr. C. plainly gives to understand, as kis meaning, con«
8ists in recognising Mr. Campbell’s “scheme,” and associating with him
and the newly elected elders as “the session.” And this submission of
ee l°‘0ne, is thus deliberately proposed to be enforced, under the pe-
culiar circumstances that have been detailed; by those who are such
strenuous champians of the rights of majoritics. Into such strange in-
Consistencies are even the best of men often tempted, by the inordinate
Pursuit of a favorite scheme, Unfortunately for Mr. Chamberlein and his
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new elders, they were forced upon the expedient of outlawing the thres
refractory members of the existing session, in order to avoid the palpable
mdelicacy of miking Mr. C, cast his own vote as moderator of the new
session, in favor of his own admission, and that too by anticipation of the
right to vote. - -

—

CHAPTER VI.—Complaints, decisions and appeals—cvents up to Feb-
il ruary, 1836.

‘L On the 2d of April, 1835, a memorial was addressed to the Presby-
tery of St. Charles,” signed by Thomas Lindsay, James H. Black, and S.
8. Watson, elders, and Thomas. P. Copes and Elisha H Jordan, deacons,
of the Presbyterian church of St. Charles; complaining against Mr. Cham-
berlain, that he was attemjting *“to settle over this congregration as its
Pastor, ngainst the wishes of a very large and respectable minority (if in-
deed it be a minority) of the privale members of said church, and its offi-
cers. Mr. Chamberiain was early admonished that there existed obsta-
cles to his lucation over this church that could not be overcome, and was
kindly and affectionately, we believe in a truly christian spirit, entreated
to desist from his purpose, not only by private christians in our own and
other churches, but by his brethren in the ministry.” I'he memorial al-
80 states that “to all these entreaties, motives and principles, urged seri-
ously upon his consideration, he (M. C.) has chosen to remain deaf.”—
And it further represents, “that the harmony, peace, and christian affec-

* tion heretofore so happily existing in this church and amongst its mem-

bers, has unfortunately for some time past, been materially interrupted
and destroyed. 'That an unhappy excitement prevails to such an alarm-
ing degrec, as to threaten the very existence of our church; dnd that our
members are now divided in sentiment to a very fearful ‘extent.” * This
document. which is pretty long, attributes the disorders that had grown up
in the church at St. Charles, to Mr. Chamberlain’s perseverance in trying
to force himsell on said church as its minister when so large a portion of
its members and officers had signified to him such decided opposition.—

And again, on the 28th April, Messrs. Lindsay, Watson and Black ad-
dressed another communication to the Presbytery complaining of the fur-

ther proceedings of Mr. Chamberlain and his party, especially the intend-.

ed election of new elders on the second Sabbath in May. In this let-
ter they say that the conduet of Mr. C. and his party has “ruined our pros-
pects of getting Mr. Gray or any one else. The old and most efficient
members stand firm with the session, and never can receive Mr. Cham-
berlain as their Pustor—the whole proceedings are of such a character, as
almost to exceed belief—our church is evidently all broken to pieces, and
a spirit infused which we fear will not be easily if ever healed. Mr.
Chunberlain end his party have carried things too far we fear to stop,
and unles we can get speedy and efficient help fromyour body the conse-
quences will be dreadful. You may have it to record, “We once had a
Presbyterian church in St. Charles® The churck and the party act dis-
tinctly:  Few, or none, who suppoit good order, and have stoed firm by
the session, go to hear Mr. Chamberlain. We were very unwilling to
trouble the Preshytery with our gtievances, and could hardly believe that
any minister of Jesus Christ, alive to his duty and the interests of our Redee-
mer’s Kingdom, co 1 ever think of forcing himselfin upon us under such
circumstances; and we cannot think that the Presbytery will ever suffer
such breaches to be committed with impunity within their bounds.” Such

=
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is the nature of the complaint addressed by the session of St. Charles
ehiutehi, to the Presbytery of St. Charles; and on which they asked for re-
lief and protection. "

2. The Prosbytery it appears was specially convened by the maderator,
with the conzurrence of George C. Wood and Cyras Nicholas, ministers,
and David Clark and A. O. Nash, elders, for the purpose of considering
the case presented in the memorial and sundry documents from the elders
of the church of St. Churles. Its meeting took place at Greenfield on
the 5th June, 1835. Rev. David Nelson, moderator, Geo. C. Wood and
Sww’l. C. MConnel, ministers; Joseph Lafon, Thomis Linlsay, John

M’Afee and James F. Mihan, elders. The memdrial and documerits

were read, and the testimony of Messis. Lindsay, Black and Copes (wit-

‘nesses present) was heard, and then the Presbytery adjourned to meet

the next day at 4 P M. Met according to adj>urnment, present as on
yesterday. Brethren, George Slaven and ‘S. M. Grant, appeared and
took their seats as members. The Presbytery having duly considered the
case, passed the fllowing acts declaratory, and then adjpurned.

It was “Resolved, that membersin full communion vote for their Pastors
andofficers, and that such only receive the censures ot the church.” “That
l!especttl.iyle minority should never be coerced by the majority, in any
case, unless reasons exist which are vital and insurmountable. We should
consider a third or a fourth part of a church, a respectable minority. Du-
ring the prosecution of a call, the presiding minister, to prevent coercion
of minority, should interpose timely and carnest dissuasion, We should
suppose that the spirit in the bosom of the Embassador of Peace which

ifges dissuasion must at the same time prohibit his acceptance of a call
10 a contested field. Itscems fo usthat nothing short of actual incarcer-
ation of body would detain a minister like Paul, on litigated ground. Per-
secution from the world is to be sustained and disregarded; but conscien-
tious opposition from God’s covenant people, is a voice of a different tone.
We have been unable to hear of the calling of any assembly, or the elec-
tion of any officers which has been done (s seems to us) in compliance
with the Presbyterian rule, and in strict conformity to our discipline.—
That this Presbytery do, in the fear of God, earnestly request Mr. Cham-
berlain to retire from the troubled region; and moreover, that they do not
recognise his act in electing new elders.”

_ 3. On Sibbath, June 14, says the record, “immediately after the morn-
ing service, Mr, Ghamberlain presented to the congregation of St. Charles,
the act of the Presbytery of St. Charles, of June 6, received by him June
11. The session presented to the congregation an appeal from said act
for theit consideration. Whereupon, it was resolved,” &e.

It appears that when Mr. Chamberlain presented the act of the Presby-
tery to ‘“the congregation of St. Charles” and when the session prescented
an appeal from suid act for their consideration. that Mr. C. commented
largely and severely on the several decisions of that body, and the testi-
mony on which they were frunded; complaining of injustice and oppres-
sion to himself and the church and congregation. That after he had
made an end of speaking, the congregation consented to sundry resolu-
tions deelarative of the general views presented by Mr. Chamberlain in
hlﬂ..ll};!eech, especially the determination “to adhere to, and maintain the
principles by which we were governed in the election of our present Pas-
:-"Ol‘s and the additional officers of this church;” and concluding thus:—

Therefore, resolved, that we appeal, and authorise the officers of this
church, Messrs. Cayce, Campbell and Wardlaw, 2 committce to prepare
in due form, and forward in due time, an appeal to the Synod of Missouri.”
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4, “The congregation of St. Charles,” present on this occasion, waa by
no means numerous. A considerable portion were mere lockers on, at-
tracted by the novelty of the scene, and took no part whatever in the pro-
ceadings. Very few, except ch 1cch members, thsught themselves entitled
to intesfere in Mr. Chamberlain’s controversy with the Presbytery; and
several of thyse mem! e swho jyin2d in passing the resolutin<, were not
entit'ed fo vote as mamoess of the chuarch of 8i. Charles. The scene ex-
hibited, was of such a chiracter, as to strike many of the auditors with
pain and susprise; for though all the proceedings were in themselves or-
de:ly, thare ecisted a feeling of repiguince, to s)nie extent, to the trans-
action of suct business on the Sibbath day—1 day which should (1s the
wiiter hamoly conzeives,) be wholly appropristed by every minister and
congregation to the preaching ani hearing the Gospel of Peace, to the ut-
ter exclusiun of secular business, and especially such as might be expected
to rouse the pussions and fument strife and controversy among professing
Ch:istians,

5. The appeal is dated the same day, (14th June) and is signed “in be-
half of the congregition,” by Alex. B. Campbell, P. Cayce and B. R.
Wardlaw; wh) style themselves “The ruling elders, and anthorised re-
presentatives of a lurge and respectable majority of the church of St.
Chailes.” The document, which is of considerable length, is believed to
have been drawn up by M-. Chambherlain himself: it is certain that he
has recognised as his own, its reasoning and geueral tenor and design, in

. & separate note addressed by him, on the same day, to the Synod. LKvery
position assumed by the Presbytery in their declaratory act, is controver-
ted in this appeil.  'T'he act is eirnestly and solemaly compliined of as
being “m st unjust and oppressive in its bearing on this society, and on
the labors of a loved and cherished ambassador of Christ,”” and us baving
for its design t» injire a minister of the Gospel and his supporters.”—
The appellants complain thit they were tried and condemned on exparte
testimony, and thit they were not notified of the trial, and had no oppor-
tunity of defence. That the decision of the Presbytery is “founded in mis-
take and injustice,” which they, the appellants could have proved, if they
had been allowed a hearing. Thisappeal contains some very severe re-
flections upon the session of St. Churles, and those who support their au-
thority; chirging against them, that though a minority, 1they had for sev-
eral years imposed on them, the appellants, “an oppressive yoke,” which
they could bear n» longe;—that tuey had been guilty of misrepresenta-
tion, slander and forgerv, and exercised unwarrantable power.”

8ich is M- Chumberlain’s appeul to the Synod. It is to be regretted
exceedingly, thit such a paper, so charged with angry vituperation and
bitter recrimination, shoild ever have been saacfioned by *an ambassa-
dor of Chrisi” and submitted on the Sabbath day to his waiting congrega-
tion for theirapproval. Who ean fir a moment doubt the deleterious in-
flaence of such “preaching of the Gospel of Peace,” (see Chap. V. § 3.) in

,a commnity where the torch of discord and strite had been already
thrown?

6. The stated meeting of the Presbytery of St. Charles took place at
Bilem Grove, on the 9th day of O:tober, 1835. #In relation to the St.
Charles difficuliies,” the following is recorded :—“The Presbytery having
learned with deep regret, that the difficulties in the church of St. Charles
still contimue to exist, and with no prospect (as long as the present causes
ot strife continue there) of being restored to peace; Resolved, 1st. that the
Rev. Hiram Chamberlain be, and is hereby required to cease his minis-
trations among that people. 2d. That the disaffected members of said
church be affectionately recommended to return to the watch and care of
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o existing session. Ifthey have any grie vances they be advised to ap-

 the constitutional authority of the church for redress. 3d. That the
‘be and are hereby directed to take such constitutional steps as
7 may deem necessary to restore peace and order to the church.—~
" That the stated clerk furnish a copy of the resolutions to the elders
“chureh, to be read to its members as soon as practicable, in some

eting.  Also, that he furnish Rev. IH. Chamberlain with a copy

The Synod of Missouri held-its annual session at Marion College
the 15th to the 21st October 1835, inclusive. The appeal of Mr.
ymberlain and his elders; coming up for consideration, was ‘““dismissed
informal, and unconstitutionally made,” because the act of Presbytery
saled from was declarative and not judicial, and therefore not an ap-
pealable case. But Mr. Chamberlain was allowed to present his whole
case in another form, and then the subject was fully enquired into and

: WI iven:
- The r'é_n%ler should be apprised that Mr. Chamberlain’s session had ap-
‘pointed Mr. Alex. B. Campbell their “delegate to Presbytery at Salem,”
' , the appointment was not recognised by that body, and Mr. Camp-
d a seat. Whercupon Mr. Campbell complains to Synod, and
d also, that an appeal and complaint was laid before
amberlain against the act of Presbytery of the 9th Octo-
signed H. Chamberlain, A. B. Campbell, Willliam Spencer,
v and ruling elders of the church of St. Charles,” assuming the
reasons contained in the appeal of June 14th, together with others

el

specified by them.

8. The final judgment of synod on these several complaints, was not
pr_onounc__ed until after a paticnt and full investigation of the testimony
laid before them. In addition to much documentary evidence, Mr. Gham-
berlain introduced several witnesses who testified in person; and Mr. G.
was heard at large, and at considerablo length, in support of the several
appeals and complaints. The parties consented to submit ail the papers
relating to the several complaints, to Synod for their decision without fur-
M)&m&* or debate. “The Synod then retired to consult and deliber-
ﬂ.em private, previous o coming to a decision. After some time spent
thus in private, the Synod decided unanimously, that the complaints be
not sustained. A committee, consisting of Brethren, Brown, McAfee and
Lovejoy, was appoited to prepare a minute to be spread upon the records
of Synod concerning this decision. The committce reported, and their re-
port was accepted.”

The following extracts from the report, which is quite long and impres-
sive, will be sufficient to afford the reader all the information needful,
touching Mr. Ghamberlain’s persevering contest for supremacy, with the
session of this church. “Synod emphatically declare, they have seen
Rothing in all the proceedings beforc them, that does in the least degree

tmplicate the moral character or purity of motive ot any individual con- |

cerned.  And they desire, especially and particularly to apply this remark
to the ministerial character and standing of Brother Ghamberlain—they
&re both unimpeached.” The report expresses the opinion thata petition
signed by a majority of the members, was presented to the session, &c.,
a_nd_ th“ it the session had evidence that a majority of members had sign-
ed it, _thelr duty was, to have called the meeting requested; “and in case
of thelr,ref'using, the remedy of the majority was in a complaint to Pres-
bytery.” &It ig in evidence, that a meeting of the church of St. Gharles
was called by an individual member of the session, without the concur-
rence of the other three members; at which meeting it was resolved to

.
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choose three additional elders, which was subsequently done. This act
Synod judge irregular and void, because the session does possess the pow-
or of convening the church; whereas, in this case, while there were four

» - acting elders, this meeting was called by one in opposition to the three,
and it i3 in evidence, that a majority of the church did not vote for the ad-
ditional elders. It follows of course, that all the acts of these new elders,
purporting to be the acts of the session of the church of St. Gharles, in-
cluding the procesdings had in inviting Mr. Chamberlain, are irregular.
Finally, 1n view of all the circumstances of the case, Synod would most
affectionately advise Brother Chamberlain to seek another field of labor
than St. Charles.” ¢To the members of the St. Gharles church, of both
parties, synod recommend forbearance, forgiveness, and earnest endeavors
by mutual confessions and explanations, to come together again: and
carefully avoid all recriminations; hereafter to live harmoniously, as
Brethren having “One Lord, one Faith, one Baptism.”

Thus terminated Mr. Chamberlain’s several complaints to the Synod.—
That tribunal affirmed most unequivocally the judgment of Presbytery in
annulling the election of Mr. C’s. new elders, and all their acts; and unite
with the Preshytery in the opinion that he ought to seek some other field
than St. Charles, which they affectionately advise him to do.

9. But Mr. Chamberlain was influenced by other counsel. On the
very next day he appealed from the judgment of the Synod to “the Gen-
eral Assembly of the Presbyterian church, to be convened at Pittsburgh,
in May, 1836”—where his appeal is yet pending. This paper is of very

- great length, and has appended to it the names of “H. Chamberlain, A.

. Campbell, P. Cayce, B. R. Wardlaw, and Wm. Spencer,” who entitle

) themselves “minister, in the character of stated supply, and ruling elders
in the church of St. Charles.” The appellants complain of grievous op-
pression under the judgment of Synod—that it deprives a minister of his
people, and disrobes three ruling elders, duly and regu'arly elected and
ordained. And they set forth their case with reasons and arguments,
meny and various; controverting every material position taken by Synod.
A few only of the specifications contained in the appeal need be noticed
in this sketch, and those only very briefly.

10. Sixteen reasons are assigned by Mr. Ghamberlain for his appeal to
the General Assembly; in which he constantly assumes as fact, that he
and his elders are the real and only representatives of the church, regu-

 larly and constitutionally appointed, and without opposition—that they
- are supported in these presentions by a “very large and respectable ma-
quﬂ&&-that the old session and their adherents, are a small minority
s a dissident party in the church, and in rebellious opposition to
G, and the church; producing strife and disturbance, by false state-
and the array of negro slaves against them. And Mr. C. concludes
ling the General Assembly that he eannot cbey the judgment of
it yielding the rights of a large majority into the hands of a
isrobing his new elders, which he declares ought not and
ven {0 gratify his earnest desire for peace, &c.; and he
at the General Assembly give directions for ofganising
ew church,
& most extraordinary document; and its extravagant
scarcely fail to excite the risibility of those who set
h apparent gravity. As to Mr. Chamberlan’s “large
ority—very large majority,” of which he so often
2ether a mistake, The real truth as to that matter, as
W be ascertained, the reader will find by turning to chap.
l"""l:""P ¥, 4, T,—chap. VI, 4. Mr. C. has certainly
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'~="_,f"‘-,--],:n laboring under a total miaapprel?ension of facts on lhifg point, and has

. ibeen the means, it is believed, of leading several strangers into unpleasant

 mistakes, as to the actual session of this church; inducing the belief that

" he and his new session are really and truly “the church of 8t. Charles,”

fully competent to admit members on certificate or otherwise; when as

‘been fully shown in the preceeding pages, such never was the case;

ir from it, that the Presbytery and Synod declare Mr. C. and his ses-

 disorderly, and all their acts, as such, void. And it may not here be

'to*enquire whether Mr. Chamberlain and his immediate associates

jion) have not placed thernselves in an attitude very like defiance,

ds the law of the Presbyterian church? The constitution of said

b, (edition of 1821,) contains, in the section of appeals, page 450,

8 following sentence: “if a sentence of suspension, or excommmunica-

| from church privileges, or of deposition from office be the sentence

T sealed from, it shall be considered as in force until the appeal shall be

. issied.® And yet Mr. C.and his new session, altho' the new elders

osed by the Presbytery and Synod; or what is just the samein

eir appointment declared void; have continued to zct, and

: ;gﬁ mselves “the session of the church of St. Charles.”

; ‘he church of St. Charles consists of its officers constitutionally zp-
its members regularly admitted through the session; and no
se of the church, who employ Mr. Chamberlain, attend his

“encourage him to stay at St. Charles, contrary to the
nts of their session, Presbytery and Syned, are without
acting disorderly and unlawfully as Presbyferians; and cen
considered 2 dissident part or party of the church—even if they

“a large and respectable majority,” as itis pretended they are. And

Mr. C. himself can properly be viewed in no cther relation, than as an un-

settled minister striving to force admittance into and over this church, con-

trary to the repeated advice, entreaties and remonstrances of many of his
brethren in the ministry, of private members, the elders individualily, and
as the session; the Presbytery of St. Charles, and Synod of Missouri; end
in the full knowledge that there are not less than filty respectable indi-
viduals in this little community, who consider his stey here as intrusive,
t’uﬂ-’m"-teﬂng to promote the strife that his coming here was the cause
of engendering. It is very true, that several respectable and worthy eiti-
zens of St. Charles, have until recently, contributed to the support of Mr.
Chamberlain, who think highiy of him and of his preaching—but they are
not Presbyterians, and but few of them professing christions. Some of
them are in truth open and violent enemies of the Preshyterian church,
and are not sorry to witness the shameful confusion that has for the last
two years been kept up in this church. Fn his ministerial labors and or-
dinary intercourse,with the people, Mr. C. is helieved to be quite void of
offence. But there is no denying the fact, that his presence in the com-
munity, his determined perseverance to establish himself here es our Pas-
tor, his known hostility to the eaisting session; and aflecting constantly
to consider himself and his new session the chur¢h, and actually usurping

POWers corresponding with such strange pretensions; have encouraged

and still do encourage and foment a spirit of disorder and wild confusion

'mﬂhurch, thatare ruinous to its peace, and fatal to its important in-

StS. More than two years have now been spent in these sinful eon-
tentions—the time and talents of Mr, C. have been worse than wested
here, whilst there are so many destitute places where he would doubtless
have been cordially received, and where his presence might have greatly
promoted his Master’s service, instead of its being “the occasion of much
strife and disturbance” here at St. Charles. It is greatly to be hoped that

A
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lain’s appeal. He seems to consider himself not only at liberty, but under
some kind of moral obligation to protract his stay here whilst there re-
mains any right of appeal; and it 1s utterly impossible for the church to
recover its peace and to prosper, whilst he allows himself to arrogate and
exercise rights and powers forbidden by the constitution and the Synod.

12. There doges not appear to exist the slightest evidence to justify Mr,
Chamberlain’s charge against this church, thatits colored members who
areslaves have ever voted or been in any manner arrayed against him.
Those members are unobtrusive, and not at all apt to claim the right to
vote, and have never done so, or-been urged to do it, during the troubles
of the last two years—indeed no occasion has been presented within that
period to require any expression of their sentimentsin relation to the af-
fairs of the church. Mr. C. claims for the members of his congregation,
who are not members of the church, the right to vote for 2 minister—and
on this point, he and the Session and the Psesbytery are fairly at issue.
To the General Assembly it belongs to decide upon this question, and to
pass an Acl declarative ofthe true construction of the law on the subject.
The last, theugh not the least extraordinary, of Mr. Chamberlain’s lofty
views, is his proposition to organize his opponents at St. Charles as a new
church, with the right to enjoy their privileges. To the very last, he per-
severes in holding himselfand his elders up as the church, although the
Synod had told him of his error, only the day before he wrote his last ap-
peal. It is believed that on Mr. (s departure this unfortunate liitle
church will recover its peace, and that its members, with perhaps a few
exceptions, will bare-united. Andin that event, its increase may at some
futurc day justify a peaceable division. Theie is nothing however in the
existing circamstances of its affairs, to call for, or warrant such a meas-
ure.

13. It ought to have been mentioned before this, thatin the spring of
the vear, 1835, the Session personally visited the members of the church
generally; and especially such as they considered to be in need of their
counsel and official advice, touching the choice of & minister. This they
no doubt believed to be their solemn duty in reference to the disturbance
then becoming seriously alarming in consequence of Mr, Chamberlain’s
exertions to obtain the pastoral office. I'or this act they are very severe-
ly reproached by Mr. C.,and are charged with being tyranical and oppres-
sive. But really there would seem to be much better cause for com-
plaint, if the elders had neglected this peculiar and very important duty;
and it is much to be lamented, that such was already the influence of the
spirit of confusion, over the minds of some of the members, as to produce
n degree of unkindness towards their friendly visitors, that was incompat-
ible with even the ordinary forms of civility,

CHAPTER VII.—Visit of Rev. W. P. Cochran—Proceedings of St.
Charles and Missouri Presbyteries—Conclusion.

1. The Preshytery of St Charles thought proper to delegate one of
their body to visit this church with the view of ascertaining the precise na-
ture of the existing difficulties with Mr. Chamberlain, and of assisting the
Session in carrying into effect their third resolution of the 9th October,
(see ch. VI. §6.) and also to administer the sacrament of the Lord’s Sup-
per. Their commissioner, the Rev. Wm. P. Cochran, made his visitearly
in Februarvy, 1836, and spent about ten days in the execution of the du-

the Genernl Assembly will epeedily and decisively act on Mr. Chamber- |
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od to him. His1eception at St. Charles, waa kind and rezpect-
by a few of the most zealous of Mr. Chamberlain’s supporters;

‘of whom he was treated with studied incivility; for which they
reason or apology than Mr. Cochran’s assisting the Session
-, to call up two members to answer charges of improper con-
br passing sentence of suspension from church privileges a-
1 on their contumacious refusal to answer. The reagons giv-
r refusal, as officially communicated by Mr. Chamberlain and
on were, that the charges alluded to, had been already answered,
iven thereon, in Mr. C’= Session, and that the members
ly amenable twice for the same offence. Tt onght to be
od, _this action of Mr. Chamberlain, in direct opposition to
ority of Presbytery, took place afier the Synod had depozed his
" t& office, and dissolved his connection with them as ¢ Ses-
‘and was consequently an act of usurpation, and in violation of the
w of the Presbyterian church. Of course then Mr. Cochran
&Hers of the church who aected with him in these unpleasant
ould n ard Mr. Chamberlain’s decisions and interferences
 them, as any justification, were they to neglect their
- iges. They therefore procecded, as has been alrea-
owever without some personal danger to the commission-
1 the testimony of .ﬁlr Chamberlain, who takes occa-
tions to allude to Mr. Cochran’s visitand to these
says ¢ caused so strong a burst of public indigna-
that vy fears were entertained of his personal safety ¥  The dan-
which Mr. Chamberlain here alludes, was a reported threat that

the friends and supporters of kis church and session, intended to
ster to Mr. Cochran the popular remedy of Lyaching, for what
ady done in the two cases mentioned, and to prevent his fur-

n in them.© There is too much reason to believe that such a
actually been uttered, with serious intentions of attempting its
- Mr. Cochran was warned of it; but either disbelieved or dis-
Fortunately for the credit of all concerned, no movement
) interrupt the Session in their proceedings: they met agreea-
tment, finished the unpleasant business before them, and
. %%pphambcrlain appears to have been apprised of the
hreatened Mr. Cochran, and was in St. Charles at the time,
i oubtless a fair and reasonable inference, that he interposed his in-
ﬂueggq to suppress it: for how could a Presbyterian clergyman refrain
from exerting all his powers to prevent so gross an outrage on a Brother
who was in the discharge of duties as the representative of the Presbyte-

ry of St. Charles?—duties that interfered with no man’s lawful rights.

. At the stated meeting of the Presbytery of St. Charles, in April,
Mz, Chamberlain renewed the application that he had once or twice
‘before, to obtain admission into that body asone of its members:
~was not successful; the Presbytery for reasons that to them ap-
d sufficient, did not think it fit to admit him. Among the reasons
gned for this refusal, was Mr. C’s alleged disturbance of the peace of
church. This, with several other allegations against Mr. C. in the
of charges, wassubmitted to the Missouri Presbytery, to which Mr.
Chamberlain still belonged, for investigation and judgment. As those
Wcr charges haye no mmediate relation to the subject of this narrative,
it will be out of place to speak of them here. The charge of disturbing

the peace of this church, does not appear to have been so thoroughly in-

. vestigated by the Presbytery as wasrequisite to enable them to pronounce



a just judgment upon it. This defect, it is believed, was the con-
sequence of the omission by the other Presbytery, to designate and
farnish all the testimony in their power, and to appoint some fit
persen to attend to the case whilst under examination. On the
part of the Missouri Presbytery, there was certainly manifested
every disposition to discharge themselves faithfully of their duty,
to the extent of their ability, but for the reasons already stated,
they were unable to elicit many of the existing facts having a very
material bearing on the subjeet. The Presbytery have pronoun-
ced and published their judgment on this charge, which is proba-
bly just such a decision as might reasonably have been expected
under the existing circumstances; and just such an one as cannot
be satisfactory to either party. It has been promulged in the fol-
lowing words:—

2 “It is clearly in evidence that the peace of the St. Charles church
is disturbed, and very much disturbed. 'We are of opinion too, that
the going and being thers of the accused, have been the occasion
of much strife and disturbance; but it is not in proof that the ac-
cused is the gualty cause of all or any of these consequences. The
Presb}'tcry have sought industriously for that act of the accused
from which guult in this particular can be inferred, but have sought
in vain. Ap examination of the immense mass of testimony, which
we have with labour, and much expense of time and trouble taken,
will convince any mind capable of investigating such a subject im-

artially, that there is no sueh solitary act.”

3. This decision of the Preshytery, whilst it fully aflirms the fact
charged against the accused; not only omits to offer any remedy
for the admitied evil already inflicted, or any security for the future;
but on the contrary, it virtually consents to the continuance of the
disturbance through the same agenéy, by exonerating from all
blame, the brother who confessedly occasioned it.

Admitting the accused to have been perfectly blameless; that he
neither did or said any thing whatever to originate or foment the
strife and disturbances complained of,except allowing himself to go
and be at St. Charles; still it docs, at least to the writer of this,
seem quite reasonable and just,that the Presbytery should have
required or at least requested their wandering brother “to retire from
the troubled region,” where his mere personal presence is by them ad-
mitted to be the occasion of so much trouble in the church. For
it might be rationally enough apprchended, that one so unfortunate
as to ereale strife, merely by going to, and being at the St Charles
church, would be quite likely to increase that strife very much, if
he should at any any time be thrown off his guard, and be betray-
ed, however innocently on his part, into some overt act against the
constituted authorities of that church. Or should a being so obvi-

_ously unwelcome, allow himself, through persuasion of others, tho’
entirely repugnant to his own quiet and passive disposition, {o be
invested with office, and to usurp powers in defiance of Presbyterian
law, and in contempt of the special decisions of the higher tribu-
nals; what else than utter confusion with its usual attendants, strife
and disturbance, very highly aggravated; could be expected from
such passive indiscretion? Such acts as are here (supposititiously)
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would, if perpetrated by one enjoying unbounded pop-
e mere personal presence was usually persuasive of
neord, instead of being the innocent occasion of strife;
assurcdly ruin the peace and unity of any church, and
g the influence for good, of any minister who should
) become thus involved.

will remark, that the Presbytery, and the writer of
e not precisely agreed ‘as to the fair and just inferences
rom the testimony upon ‘which the judgment of the
%upd, % The writer believés, that after the full ad-
‘k;‘ Jhamberlain was disturbing this church, the Pres-
ht to haye used their authority in our behalf; whether
r criminality, or blame might or might not attach to the

f Mr. C., was not a question presented. The church of
th iter has every reason to belicve, do not entertain
3 seling of personal hostility towards Mr. Cham-
p'erfcctly well convinced, that their lost peace
r be restored, whilst he persisisin his mistaken
they earnestly desire his withdrawal. They
ion that Ml '» can never effect any good
acter, but have no doubt there are many
) is labours would be weicome, without op-
osition, and might be greatly blessed; and therefore they desire
in the language aﬂictionately addressed to him by the Synod

,. 1, %to seek another field of labor than St. Charles.”

i Mr. Chamberlain appears to labor under an impression that
o ponents” in the St. Charles church, are an organised parly,
hey have, in that character, made charges, and circulated

e infent to injyge and destroy his private character.
d r) be an enlire misconception; there is no proof
a‘:ﬁ_;m t was ever made, or wish harbored to de in-
f to Mr. C. When he came to St. Charles, there

€ ly in circulation, certain reports against him, and as is
, there ‘'Was some diversity of opinion expressed abeut them—
ﬂl@chtt were not known, and Mr. Chamberlain had purposely
omitted to refute the stories reported. There were some two or
ee individuals it is true, with whom Mr. C. was in per¢onal con-
ainst one of whom he even published very bitter as-
openly expressed opinions unfavorable to him as
e u;.ézrfs,%;e; moltpprobabl bellel;%lll them true;
others, who inclined to credit them. But there is no
ieve that thereisa single individual memberof thechurch
d not rejoice to be fully convinced of Mr. Chamberlain’s
. purity of character in all things. Such reports as Mr. C.
d to circulate against him unrefuted, for years before he
St. Charles in 1835, were certainly enough of themselves,
christian strangers when called upon to form a close and
nection with him; and if they shrunk from the contact
L reason, it was evidence of an honest impulse; and nof proof
‘an uncharitable spirit. The relation that a Pastor bears to a
clmf;c_h, collectively and individnally, is of a nature that absolutely
R v s, mutual confidence, and it ’s even more necessary, in order to
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effect the dmportant objects of such a union, that the minister’s personal
charaeter should not only be pure and irreproachable in fact; bul believed
to be so by those who arc about to commit their best interests, so much to
his keeping. But it would be a hopeléss undertaking, ever to reconcile .
this church to Mr. Chamberlain, even if there were no extrancous influ-
ence operating: there exists an inherent, mutually repulsive, influence; g0
positively immoveable and insurmountable, that wera Me. @. believed by
oll to be as pure as Cimesar’s wife, and to possess the learning and talents
of St. Puul, it would prevent the union.

5. The writer has endeavored to avoid unnecessary prolixity in this nar-
rative; and has studicd to present the reader a true and faithful view of
facts, in their natural order and connection; and he thinks it probable that
the most of those who are interested in the subject may be able to satisfy
their minds, and to determine in the fear of God and their consciences,
what they onght individuaily to do, in order that peace and unity and
christian fellowship may be speedily restored to the church of St. Charles;
and to do it.

The “immense mass of testimony” from which this relation has been
chiefly compiled, is of a nature so confused and irregular; so utterly void
of arrangement, and withal so burthencd with matter irrelevant, that it
ought not to be at all surprising to any one, that the Presbytery should
have been unable to reach the true merits of the whole subject; the more
especially, as much important testimony was withheld, and some excluded.

The writer, who is also a member of this church, positively disclaims
any paréy connection or party feeling whatever, in these affairs; and every
motive capable of misleading his judgment in any degree; and he assures
the reader, that in the course of this narrative, prepared amidst many in-
terruptions, he is unconscious of having :

¢ Aught extenuated, or aught set down in malice.”
St. Charles, Missouri, April, 1837, -
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: w [The Iditor” understanding that M
M&. Pacray, * Chamberiain would leave the State, on hig
B A‘n‘a:;v;n;:ﬂ;}c-tssbpnmph?e;, just _’Pll;{ﬂ*gd way to the Presbyterian Generel Assem
I paraorts b o EASEIL marsative of ¥ at Phitudelphia, before the publication’
Ficts; but seems calculated to mislead the |t the next Clarion, offered to the au ok
mins of some, in relation to important par- of ihe pamphlet the privilege of replying!
‘t_‘culaai; ‘}'Zhich J_r‘nésyé{e nﬁfe lomﬂpf}?f;:; ta the above, in the present number. The
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exl, responsibie, Auikor is thorefure rose fullowing is h1s.unawer.] fuenn e
pectfullyicalled for. - | Mer. ParrEx is hereby auth’arlzed toan-
H. CHAMBERLAIN., swer Rev. Mp CuadseRLAIN'S requast,by.
3 \informing him that I am the real and; es
ponsible author of the pamphiet he alludes]
{0, and that I shall be ever ready to 1Ce
knowledge ond to cerrect any errors ther
in cont-ined, when made sensible of them,
inasmuch as itis My sole aim end desire
lfo establish and set forth the simple truth
inregard to the matters discussed in said]
pamphlet,
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