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Dr. S. I Baira on Reunion.

~

Among the papers drawn out by the organic Union movement is a pamphlet issued
by Dr. Samuel I. Baird of the Presbytery of Greenbrier. It is the best discussion in
point of ability we have ever yet seen favoring the proposal. It is by no means ‘ex-

treme in its advocacy; its main immediate purpose according to its own assertion is
not Union, but to show,how greatly the Northern Presbyterians are misunderstood by

the Soutﬁ%rn, and t};a&\tﬁe latter are even far more grievously mvolved in inconsistent
dialmg wﬁh thqyﬁon secular character of the Church than the former. In this asser-

R “tion and in.the attacks on the spirit and consistency of Drs. Dabney and Palmer, an

» *"* extravagance‘oﬁ the churches is shown out of keeping with the manly integrity of the

® < argumenﬁm other parts of the discussion, and also with the alleged want of zeal for

- th’f’eumon of the Churches. While he makes a positive disclaimer that his discus:

I mon has not been pursued in the interest of the reunion and.asserts that on,that sub-

I ject as matters now stand he ‘ has no,zeal.” yet unquestionably the whole tendexcy,
if not the design of the discussion is the ultimate reunion of the churches involving

a8 a matter of course the loss of Southern independenceand our entire subjection to

Northern control. Even if this argunient should succeed in vindicating the ecclesi-

L astical purity of the Northern Church, there was something within us which brought
to mind the inquiry of Dr. Caius when an intruder was found in his chamber, and

certified to be a gentleman:

}
!

: *‘ Vat a shentleman do in my closet ?”
If the New School element of the Northern Church has as thoroughly purged out
.the errors of Barnes, Bernan, and the Congregationalists who once destroyed the unity
of their system as this argument of Dr. Baird’s aims to show, it would be as far from
advisable a8 ever for us to yield our autonomy to their numbers and correct sentiments.
The Dutch Reformed and the Associate Reformed are both sound Presbyterian bodies,
for the most part at least; yet no one has raised any issue, for an organic union, with
them. But why not, if soundness is a reason for it? They are quietly doing their
I work ; they are leaving us to do ours: our relations are recognized ds settled; and
}\\ peace prevails between these regiments of the King’s army. Why not the same results
from the same policy with the Northern Church? Admitting the full force of Dr.
\\ Baird's argument, its result, whatever may be its present design, is no more proved to
\ he wise, safe, or consistent with duty than it was before the discussion was penned.
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Dr. Bajrd makes ten points, upon only a’few of which we propose to make a few re-
spectful comments. First, the Board question. Second, the Slave question. T'hird,
Union of the Old and New School. qu'th, Political Action, OQur Own Record.
Fifth, Political Deliverances of the Northern Assemblies. . Sizth, Comparative De-
merits of the Two Records. Seventh, the Political Spirit here evinced. Highth, The
Walnut Street Church Case: Ninth, the Declaration and Testimony ; and Tentk, the
Results of our Discussion.

1. . THE BOARD QUESTION.

We shall pass a part of this by, leaving it to others more familiar with the subject
All we have to say is, if Dr. Baird's account of the present organization of the North
ern Boards is correet, they are no longer Boards, but Committees They have been re-
duced from 120 members scattered over the country, so that a meeting was impossible
to an average of 15, conveniently located to attend to business The Hoflorary mem-
bers buying their seats have been swept away, and the Board instead of an interme-
diate body between the Assembly anid its work, is now the direct organ of the Court to
do its work  This is a Committee. Dr. Baird says, that this is the result of Dr. Thorn.-
well’s discussion, in good measure at least in the Assembly of 1860, and of the Reunion
in 1869. This influence of the Re-union was probably due to the,influence of the
New School. When they got sick of gi.ving their work to the benefit of (?ongrega-
tionalism in 1854, they went manfully to work to do something for themselves. They
set up a series of their own Boardsas they called them. Openly disparaging the Boards
of the 0ld School, they aimed to make their own agencies small in number, com-
petent to work, and directly responsible to the Assembly. They were Committees in
fact, not Boards. The distinction between Boards and Committees as developed in
the facts, was simply the difference between a body so conditioned that it could not do
its work, and one which could. The consequence was,the Board was nothing but an
agent of the Assembly, to appoint those who did the work of the Church; the Board
did not do it, but had it done. It was then demonstrated to be superfluous, for the
Assembly could just as well appoint the Executive Committee, as the Board could do
it. This distinction was pointed out by Robert J. Breckinridge, early after the dis-
ruption, who laid down then the guiding lines which have regulated all the subsequent
modifications of the Board System, both in the Old School and Southern Church.

Stuart Robinson, while heartily praising in the Boaltimore (Critic, the course of the
New School Assembly in 1854, laughed imerrily at their claim to a new invention in
the line of Boards, and quoting at length from the Baltimore Literary and Religious
Magazine, proved their patent had been anticipated fifteen years before by the most
obnoxious leader of the exscinders. If Dr. Baird is right in attributing to the Re-
union of 18(;9 this modification of the Old School System. it is a little curious that
the theoretic principles 6f Breckinridge shpuld have gained supremacy at last in his own
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Church by a eircuitous route through the New School. Certainly so far as the form
of the Northern Boards is concerned — there is no difference between their Boards and
Committees, if Dr. Baird, rightfy informs us. Th% whole Norfhern System according
to this agcount has been*brought into accord with thée principles of Breckinridge and
Thornwell. This statement of Dr. Baird, effectually spikes the gun‘of srme of the ad-
voeates of Reunion, which roared to the assertion of the essential and high advantage
of & Board over a Committee. We leaveall account of the actual constitution and
powers of the Northern Board, to those who have better opportunities of, fnquiry than

7

we have,,
Baltimore Literary and Religious Magazine, August, 1839; p. 378.

2. \ THE SLAVERY QUESTION. .

Dr. Baird, touches briefly and less satisfactorily on this question than’ any other.
Yet Paul's directions in Timothy are positive and pointed in two things concerning
the moral element in the relation between master and servant. The command is given
in more pointed and categorical terms, than in regard to many other points of bothdoc-
trine and duty—**these things teach and exhort.” In case obedience is refused, the
command is equally clear and imperative ‘* from such withdraw thyself.” The war-
rant to refuse a responsible union wit‘h any party refusing to teach the essential law-
fulness of the relation of master and slave.is as absolute as the command to teach it.
Dr. Baird, makes three statements on this question, neither of which are we able to
appreciate. He says, first : ** the deliverances of 1818 and 1845, embody the presént
testimony of that Church,” and that ¢ if the New School Assembly adopted any senti-
ments, before or during the war, at variance with that deliverance (of which I am not
aware), the ” Concurrent Declaration * in terms of Union annulled the action ” We
call the attention of the New School Press of the North to this assertion ? Is is true?
Have all the testimonies of the ardent, liberty loving New School Church of the
North been swept away ? Do they stand on the 0}d School Testimony of 18457 We
should be delighted to hear it ; dug is €t true?

The second statement of Dr. Baird, which we do not appreciate is that the testi-
mony of 1818 was *‘in perfect accord” ¢ with testimony of 1845.” To this statement
we must demur. We are not able to lay hands now on the two documents ; but our
recollection is so clear and decided that there wasa marked difference in the two
testimonies as to make us altogether skeptical of this assertion The.testimony of
1818 was constantly referred to by the New School abolitionists. and that of 1845 was
constantly handled by them to the reproach of the Old School, so called, pro-slavery
Church. The,testimony of ’1818, as we remember it, was even violent in the denuncia-
tion of slavery. That of 1845, was a calm statement of the Scripture d{)ctriu,es upon
it. If Dr. Baxter, who was in thorough accord with these views was ever implicated in
the violent assertions of 1818, it was due simply we suppose to the fact that at

ax

 a

(8)

] !
that doy the views of Clarkson Wilberforee and the Quakers had permeated the whole
English speaking world. All men at that day were more or less imbued with some
modification of the idea that slavery wasamoral evil. Yet, a change came, which

might have been expected on the supposition that the Bible was the word of God. In’'

two places on the Tables of Stone in the very letter of the Law, traced by the finger
of God, this relation was recognized aslaw{ul. All over the Bible the same idea was
inculcated. Yet here is Christendom- thé part of the world which recognizes the
authority of the Scriptures, pervaded by the idea that this relation is.a sin. What
might have been expected ? Nothing less than what happened, the excitement of in:
quiry until correct conceptions were formed on a scale sufficiently large at least to

secure an efficient testimony to the Bibletruth. Dr. Baxter, if he was concerned in the *

draught of 1818, cledrly passed over upon scripture grounds and testified to the Ilast
with all his great abilities to the truth..

Since the above was in the hands of the printer, we have received the documenta-
ry evidence upon th‘e deliverances of 1818 and 1845 on the subject of slavery. Our
memory is confirmed ; the two testimoniesare directly opposed. The testimony of
1818, declares slavery “as utterly inconsistent with thelaw of God"— ‘‘as tdtally irre-
concilable with the spirit and principles of the Gospel of Christ.”*

*Baird’s Digest, p. 820.

The testimony of 1845, says: Among'other things of the Apostle’s teachings on
slavery ‘‘that they did not denounce the relation itself as sinful, as inconsist‘ent with
Christianity.”* The testimony of 1846 asserted boldly that the testimony of the Church
was always substantially the same. The testimony of 1818 pronounced slavery a sin;
that of 1845 pronounced it nosin. To call these testimonies the same is simply ab-
surd. To say two and two make four, and two and two do not make four is flat con-
tradiction. To say a thing ‘‘is totally irreconcilable with the spirit of the Gospel,”
and that it is not ““inconsistent with Christianity” is & contradiction as flat.

*Baird’s Digest, p. 823.

The third point of Dr. Baird which we do not appreciate, is ‘“that he is at a loss
to see upon what point or in what way the issue is to be made.” Now hereis a plain
and positive requisition of the Holy Spirit of God that certain moral views are to be
taught. If refused, He commands the obedient to withdraw from those who refuss to
teach them. Here we are in a deliberate consideration of the question of uniting with
another Church, and a Committee is actually on foot to inquire whether terms can be
made practicable. Yet one of the ablest of our brethren can see no way in which the
issue can be raised whether that Church will agree to teach with us on a moral issue
which is made imperative on us in the ipsissima verba of the Holy spirit. There is no
difficulty about rgising the issue. Let our Committes of Inquiry simply ask the ques-
tion, to be referred to the Northern United Assembly. That will make them face the.
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music. Our convictions are fized ; the testimony of our Church is clear in the open
heavens of Christendom. We stand on positive commands of the Holy Spirit which
‘we vannot evade, or empty of significance by any arts of interpretation. Nay, more,
we feel a deep conviction that the world is yet to have use for these teachings of this
Bible. They will never cease to be authoritative, never cease to be useful. The world
has ’gone mad with the wild speculations upon freedom and equ'a.lity. They are shak-
ing thé stability of property, the sanctities of ‘domestic life, the existénce of society
itgelf. A great thinker long ago said :

« *‘The parties in this conflict are not merely abolitionists and slave-holders —they

* arg abolitionists, socialists, communists, red republicuns, jacobins on the one side, u.qd
the friends of order and regulated fresdom on the other. In ome word, the world is
the battle-ground'—Christianity and Ktheista the combatants ; and the progress of hu-
manity the stake.”-—Thornwell, Southern Literary Messgnger, ;11}1}’, 1851.

, The thirty-six years which have elapsed singe tl}ese,mon,itory’ Wgrds”q?er’e spolken
haye only added proof to the gruth asgerfed, and brought the, dangerous issue fqll(x
Y(,ith,i.l} our American gociety. .The Southern Chyreh in all itg various branches wonld
be derelict to, God and unfaithful fo man i{f,,i} abates one, Jjot of jte teshimqny when
required in the plainest words ,of the Holy Spirit, The issue must be rpised and des,
termined by the adhesion or refusal of the tegtimon‘y before we can take one step
without sin toyards, orgﬁanig,unxion. ﬂ)}’herelis no d_iffégulty abput, raising it, and no
‘r;mttq how disgusted Northerners or gmi,d Southerners may c‘lep;reca}:g it, we are com:
pelled ‘by the ppsi,tive( command of the Holy Ghost to raise it or refuse po‘int-blank to

'c')bey those commands.
3. UNION OF THE'OLD AND NEW SCHOOL.

. Under t',}'nis section of ﬁis_ dis(fgs;siqn Dr. B!aird enters upon an eiabqrate attempt tor
prove that rry’)ne of ﬂ?le e¥rors cAurrgn‘t A{non,g‘ th'e 'Nebw S‘chool 'part‘_\;" in 1837 were allow-
ed entry into tlre United Church in1869. Headmits the errors current at the earlier
period. He does not impeach the 014 School testimonies of 1837 to the existence of
these errors of aoctfine, order and di}acipline’f He enters into a formal announcement
of the separate elemenif,; of the aggregated mischiefs ~That aggregate consisted: 1.
OF the Congregaéio’nal elements which had reached a formidable development in the
Presbyterian Church. 2. Those who were tainted with Pelagion Theology. 3. Those
who preferred Voluntary Societies to the agencies of the Church; and 4. Those who
disowned the exscinding acts. But o purging process began to take place, and contin-
ued from a period not very long after the establishment of the New School Church,
antil the church began to seels the development of her own life in 1854. Some hints
gre given in the negotiations of 1868 that some of these unassimilating Congregational
elements were gtill in connection with the body. Consequently our essayist tells us the
siresult was,-that when the two branches of the.church reunited, there were very few
remaining of the known teachers of error: and of the younger generation of preach-
ers. graduates of Auburn and of Union in New York, the standard of orthodoxy was

{7)
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p;obabl}: to tlhe’ full as high as those of the Old}School Seminaries.” Here it is ac-
knowledged-that up to the time o‘f the reunion, there were some fgw rem?ining teach:
ers of error. What with these am.l the Qongrqg_ations.l Churches remaining, it is clear‘
the Old School ki‘n 1869 did embrace a ?pgy in which gome of the errors in doctrine and
order which their, fathers repudiated in 1837, still existed. Giving credit, howevert
to the statements of Dr. Baird, it would seem that the New Schqol had become more
f}llly orthqgiog; than at the beginnil‘lg, though even then‘it is Bossi‘ible the sound Pres-
byterians may have been in the majority. We would like to know what was the status
and authority of Barnes' Commentnries among them at the time of the Reunion, a3
bearing.on this question of soundness 11{ fhe body at largf:. Can any one tell us? It
is very certain that.for many years after the Disruption he was the leading authority ;
the shelves of the New School book-stores groaned under successive editions of his
works ; and it wa'.s!stated’ in a responsible publication (Cheesman’s Differences—O0l1d and
?Ie\v Schools, p. 31.) that t’l‘lsey had to,a‘ig(feat‘extentp superseded Scott and Henry, an‘q
*formed the most controlling iﬁﬂuencefon the I“Iew School mind. Now We are free t?
say that we are not to'be easily persuaded of the soundn}esg of any views moulded by
Albert Barnes. The inﬂueg'ce .'Of Auburn and Union may have d?pq much to counter-
pet, but it would be well nigh an impossible task for one or two Seminaries to control
the inﬂ}lence ofa pqpular series of Com:nentnriqs subtly insinugtihg error all throug}:
life. Can Dr. Bpird inform us as to the present status of Barnes, Beman and Finney
among the Ne\_v_SE‘:hool section of the Unitéd Church ? L - . "
But Dr. Bajrd urgesthat “if a few upsound theologians were embraced in the re-
united church, yet the rule for the adoption of the Conpfession” was ‘‘not corrupted
by the.acgeptance of loose prindiples of interpretation.” He tl;en enters upon & his.
tory of the reunion negotiations. The Old School took 7the initiative. A_(’)ommittgg
of Conference was appointed by eagh Assembly. Thap pom}mittee.i]irsyt dreyy up terms
which were submitted to, public considgration for a year, * They were not acceptable,
and amended terms wete submitted to the, Assemblies in 1868. These were sent down
to the Presbyteries by the New School Assembly. The, Old School finally did the
game after a struggle for amendments, and powerful protest oi?e‘red by some 57 mem-
bers, at the head of whom were Robert, Breckinridge, ,Charles, Hodge, Edward F.
Humphrey, Afcher Alexander Hodge and John C. Backus.” Sybsequently, to thé_ As-
sembly’s angwer to this protest, it ‘proposed o change in the terms, leaviné oyt the ob;
noxious clguse; and submitting simply, a proposal of union on, the Stapdards. This
was adopted apd forwgrded in haste by.a gpecial committee to the New School Asgem.
bly. It wastop laje to be acted on, and the gmended terms, of the Qomr{xi&tee of Coz%.
ference with.the clause obnoxious to so many lezkding men went down 't(,)'”ﬂ‘}e Preg_byz.
teries of both bodigs. They were accepted by the New, School lower goyrts nearly in
mass They were rejected by the.majority of the Old School Presbyteries. This cre-
ated a crisis, but the union was predetermined, and the folldwing year, 1869, the basis

e
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of tie Standards pure and simple was adopted and the fusion was consummated. Dr.
lause is there a “loop hole left open

Bgird says: ¢Tp neither form of the explanatory ¢
Jor thé entrance of New School error.” By one of these forms, he means the first pro-
ject of this Committee of Conference, submit
This by terms, excluded Arminianism and Pelagianism, and Antinomianism and Fatal-
ism from the teachings of the church. This never came to anything and is of no
The second form alluded to by Dr. Baird was the

ted to public consideration for a year.

bearing specially on the issue.
Amended Terms with the obnoxious clause accepted by the New and rejected by the

0Old School. This obnozious clause following thestatemeet that «it is understood that

this Confession is8 received in its proper, historical—that is, the Calvinistic or Re-

formed sense,” proceeds as follows :

. “Itisalso understood, that various methods of viewing, stating, explaining and
illustrating the doctrines of the Confession which do not impair the integrify of the
Reformed or Calvinistic System, are to be freely allowed in the united Church, as they

hawe been hitherto alloted 1n the Separate Churches.”

Dr. Baird says this extraordinary clause ‘‘does not leave & loop
trance of New School error.” To prove this he relies upon the inhibition of any
“teaching” that would impair the integrity of the Calvanistic or Reformed System "
He relies u'pon the answer to the protest of Breckinridge, Hodge and others. This an-
swer agreed with Dr. Baird that not a loop-hole was left for the entry of New School
on the fact that these terms were finally rejected—clause and
on the Answer as going forth from the

_hole for the en-

error. He relies, also
all, and another basis adopted: He agllin relies
0Old School Assembly as an authoritative exposition of the sense in which they under-
stood the contract. He relies algo on a supposed correlntive fact that the New School

did, after a year and six months consideration, and in view of the 01d School's rejection

of the basis, accept the Standards, pure and simple. He finally relies on Dr. Henry B.
Smith’s indignant repudiation of loose terms of subscription. Thus fortified, he pro-
ceeds to arraign Drs. Palmer and Dabney for inaccuracy of ijnformation and to ‘‘ad-
m of their failure to appreciate the obligation of accuracy.” To these

gome possible abatement of their force.

monish the:

Statements we beg leave to interpose
Tn view of the extraordinary weight attached to the Answer to the Protest of the

01d School Assembly, we would inquire why more Weigﬁt is allowed to these papers of

the 01d School than to gimilar papers adopted by the New 8
the negotiation ? Al these papers were cut off from having any direct control over the
event of reunion by the adoption of other terms: They are simply parts of the his-
tory of the case. But on the very same footing with the wonderful Answers, stand the
papers of the New School Assembly! The final basis, and that marvelous ¢“‘golution
of continuity” in the body worked by the act of fusion which has embalmed all the
objectionable acts of both parties previous to the union and endowed them with the
force of immortality—has wrought the same effect on all the papérs of the two Assem-
blies. The answer to the protest of the 014 School is absolutely powerless on the

chool in connection with

'
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of;vssihool, as much so as the paper of the New Scheol adopted in 1868 is on the
chool. Commenting on the ‘‘obnoxious clause which killed the amended terms

before the Old School Presbyteri
oo 80 esbyteries—that paper proceeds to say: Moore’s Digest, p.

.

I . . ;
e C;’lzl;lil:nnze;ﬂ;?i: hof viewing, stating, explaining and illustrating the doctrines of
‘ are to be fully allowed in the United Church, as’ they have
hlth‘erto been allowed in the Separate Churches,” only théy must ‘‘not ’im air the i
{:egnt:,y of the Calvinistic System. And now, who shall decide whether t]fe . i . 1(;1‘
ml]pa.u' the integrity of the system ? If there be a strenuous and rigid um 'news .
will .doubtlex’ss be found intolerant of of;inions and interpretations contrar; :’u'et, .
A mind cautious and jealous of all encroachment on religious liberty will dzu:tl . Owj'l.
proportion to his fears, he will hesitate or object. e
But is the danger here really formidable ? Admit the majority of the eclesiasti
. cal body must decide; but, in the way the members of our Presbyteries esmsfl-
have their standing in the united church, then Wil‘I they be unsafe m’;d [ o: (:1“;’ -
pression ? :Aside from the manifestlliberality, and conﬁdem;e, and lovexsvhiech (’:hOP’
u-mst b\e in the members of the opposite branch before three-quarters of, its Presb o
ries shall vote us together, theze are these quite impregnable safe-guards T;es "
whose sentiments do not violate the Calvinisti® System cannot be hurt ' And e‘fn::n
fear' still is that in the opinion of the judicatory, the sentiment may be i.n viola.t'1 .
the 111.tegrity of the Calvinistic System, and that this opinion must rule, the an lon‘:f
o‘nc.e is, mot the judicatory on its own opinion, but the judicatory as oo'n'ain;ed thutstwhjr :
posite branah_ of the Church has allowed or not allowed the sentiment to be in con. e
with the Calvinistic System. If the man is not out of the pale of his former ;:’mmfe
orthodoxy, he cannot be in danger from any ecclesiastical court’s, rigidity or cbim.‘:;h )
Danger from this cannot be further pressed without directly questioning the ega:g;—
:::u l;:::::‘j,}: of the judicatory, and then we are at once beyond all Christian redress or

““And now, suppose we take thir doctri i

Ln. B ne of pr ination i

ng(tf)emltleq, or even suppose it to be held as very Eo:uv;);:l;leul%?:;‘\(l’g u;i:!astesdof o

judi(?sﬁg%r;l;fnlzgl'lrfor& '(;n Let t_het etzzmination be a8 common or as rigid’ as itamayan%f:r
: g agains man who is still within th hodowg/’ ;

cgzzmg o the allowance of the old body with which he is tn :yxr;flgaglf ortTk o
roh 18 to fellowship the orthadoxy of both the present Churches.” P o undted

' Now, Dr. Baird asserts the absolute unity and sdundness of doctrinal view in th

United Church. He appeals to the Answer to the Protest in the Old School Ar: ;
bly to prove it. He speaks frequently of the Basis of the Standards as adopted b se:}x:-
Ne.w School in the light of this Answer. He therefore holds them bound by it " He
ov:xdongly infers unity of sentiment from the adopti;n under light of the Ax}; R He
evidently thinks the New School in honor bound by the views of th'e Ansv:z:'er. ]:::,

n . . .
ow, what is the meaning of the above cautious soothing of the uneasiness in the New
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§dhaof Asgembly ? If they were all conscious of unity of views, why shotld atey
uneasiness be felt? Why should these restlesg hearts be reassured by being pointed
to a refuge in the orthodoxy of their former Chureh ? They are told, that while the
judicatory is to judge whether the systemr is 1mpan'ed» yet the judicatory is limited in
its decision on that point, by the view which once had currency in the former Church
of the man examined, inasmuch as the united Church is to “‘fellowship the orthodoxy
of both the present Churches.” Now, here are one or two plain poings. It is evident
there were among the New School a consciousness, or sfear of divided views. There
waga dread of being troubled onaccount of ‘them. There was & distinct assertion
t$hat a bulwark was thrown up before every man, in the orthodoxy of his own Church,

even though guestioned by the orthodoxy of *‘the opposite Branch.” What does all
this mean, if Dr. Baird is vight ¢n saying the actual basis and terms of the Reunion,
“did not give = single loop-hole to the entrance of New, School error.” Isitsafe to
believe this ?

Yet, further: Dr. Baird has no nrore right to use thie Answer to the Protest as giv-
img special force to-the Basis of Union, than‘any one else has the right to use the
New School paper we have quoted for the same purpose. Neither had anything to
do with the binding force of the’ BB‘BIS But both are historical papers connecfed with
the negotiation:; both may be used to throw light wpon it, and exhibit the angwers with
which'the Busis was adopted. The Answer undoubtedly shows that the( ‘01dSchool As-
sembly intended, as Dr. Baird is convinced they did, to shut out alkNew School €rrors.
The paper of the New School shows that they intended to go into the umon with- full
security to everything once sheltered under the orthodoxy of their own Church. Barnes:
was once sp sheltered ; his views, a.ccordmg to hiz owr and the convictionsofthis New
Sehool brethren ‘‘did not impair the integrity of the Calvinistic Faith:? Itis partic-
tlarly obvious that the limitation, ‘‘not to impair the integrity of the faith, " i per-
fectly nugntory to produce wnity of Faith, so long aseach party iz to judge what does,
or does not, impair this integrity, Teo cite that limitation as giving adequate security’
to unity of view is to trifle with our credullt&f.

The Basis-of the Standards actuslly adopted gives no more security aghinst loop-
holes—for the same reason—the right to judge what does or does 1ot imypajrthe integ--
yity of the systexr. Neither are we at all bound to guestion the integrity of either
party, nor the strict principle of interpretation: so indignently asserted by Dr. Hen-
ry B. Smith, Both mcept. the Standards ; both pledge themselves not o’ impair the
jntegrity ot the Calvinistic System ; both actept the Sta.ndm'd& in the historical or’
Calvinistic sense, But both, with: equal mtegnty and ecpml strictness of mterpretaa
tion, élaim the right to decide what is ‘‘the historical and Calvinistic semse.” Both
¢laim to interpret what is or is~no‘t, an “‘impairment of the mtegrxﬁy of the SYStem
"the New School may, forall we now know, endorse the Calvinism of .Barnes ',[lho

) ’

014 School vsould gondemn it, and at once there-is trouble. If no ttoitble conld ever
arise over Barnes, yet {t is clear that two recozhized parties, each claiming to judge
what is, or what is not an impairment of the System cannot possibly be said to give
no loop-hole toerror. From all this it would, seem that Dz, Baird might, with some
propriety, qualify his censure of Drs. Palmer and Dabney for their expressed ‘suspics
ion as to the emstmg doctrinal unity of the Northern Church. It is at least cerfain,
the adoption of ¢ t?ze Basis in the ight of the Answer to'the Protest does not at all ‘prove
5t. The New School are no more bound by that Answer than they are by a Govern-
ment Report on the Mines and Forestg Iti is resistlessly clear that the New School
adopted the Basis of the Standards, with the nght to any interpretation once sheltered

under the orthodoxy of their own Church. X

4. POLITICAL -ACTION.

In this patt of his Pamphlet, including several of the sections, Dr. Baird riges to
an attitdde of severity towards both the Church at large and towards Drs. Palmer and
Dabney in patrticular. He expresses reluctance towards the censure of his own Church,,
hut fully acqiits his conscience before he is dore. He proceeds first to develop the
vecoids of the Southern Church-in its supposed political acts, and deliberately at
tempts to show thabit is not only as bad as the recotds bf the Northern Church. but
decidedly worse. He then btings forward ‘‘the Political Deliverance of the Northern
Assemblies,” which he quietly censures, and at once proceeds to assail Dr. Palmer and
Dr. Dabney’s viewsof them, and again Qeliberately makes the Southern regord by fqr
the worse, inasmuch 2s the Northetn Assemblies assumed position only *‘as spectator: 34,
while out Church identified itself “‘asa party in the conflict.” He then sets up a dig-
%inet section in his discussion as ‘‘Comparative Demerits,of the Two Records,” in
which tke Southetn Chutch is again and deliberately overweighted in the comparison.
He then, undet n distinct heading, *‘The Political Spirit kere evinced,” boldly at-
Yributes all the tesistance to organic union at least, on the patt of thé two noble Ser-
vants of .the Church whom he specially attacks, to political animosities, ond in the close
of his pages again attenpts to mhake the Chutch genetally, ‘suspicious of her politichl
feeling as animating the resistance to "this scheme of fusion and to arm their Christian
Sentiment for submission, just as if no Christian er réligious prmclple whatever “was
involved. These ate the features of his discussion on the political aspects of the
questlon We will briefly follow his own order.

We ‘asgent, as @ preliminary, to e certain smount bf propriety in'Dr. Bairds de-
mand to have the line of division between the Northern and Southern construction of
Yhe Non«sec‘uiax chatacter of the Church drawn with some useful degtee of disﬁnc-
‘tion. It probably never can be drawn with an absolute logical precision. Itisa ques~
tion hard to be settled, even measurably. It has been disputed &ll along the lines be-
‘tveen and within the Churches, Papal and Protestant The Ultremontaine and Galli-
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ean, parties in the Roman Church have contended over it for centuries.
Parties in the

parties in Scotland and ‘England could never come to terms upon it.
Northern Presbyterian Church are to-day battling over it. Expressions of sentiment
as in this pamphlet of Dr, Baird, indicate unsettled and far from
consentient views.. In this posture of affairs, it would be presumptuous in any one to
undertake an exhaustive analysis and settlement of the question. Yet, we are so con-
fident in the Word of ,God, we dare not assume that no useful light can come from the
great maxim of the Master; “My Kingdom is notof this world.” So profoundly are
we convinced that Dr. Baird -has done scant justice to our noble Church and our noble
brethren, we are willing to risk something to:‘vindicate their honor. That our Church
may have blunderell in the application of her creed principle, 'may possibly be true ;
but that she has sinned worse, or gone as far as the Church which holds the same

Creed principle and' is as much responsible for its right application, in our deliberate

opinion :is not true.
1. Ttis admitted on all sides that the Christian body has certain duties to dis-

charge towards the Secular Spheres. The Church is commanded to inculcate *‘obedi-

ence to the powers that be,” and to pray ‘‘for all who are in authority.” The Stand-
ards of our Church while prohibiting the Assemblies of the Church to handle or con-
sclude what is not ecclesiastical, do at the same time specify two limited classes of ex-
ceptions. This if well known. These authorities then show that the Kingdom of
our Lord, though not of this world, may yet lay its hands lawfully on that which is
gecular or nton-spiritusl {0 @ certain extent. The question in view is one touching this
extent altogether. 'To what extent then is such action lawful? Eliminating all the is-
sues belonging to the sibject which do not bear npon the matter now in discussion—
all questions of secular things incident and necessary to ecclesiastical action, and all
the weighty questions involved in the Ultramontaine controversy, we shall simply
cite the precepts of the Scriptures and test the instances cited by Dr. Baird to the dis-
credit of our Church and our brethren, by the principles of the Word of God.

2. “TLet every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but
of God; the powers that be are ordained of God.”—Rom. 13;.1.

.» Test under this precept of the Scriptures the action of the Convention at Atlanta,
.August 15th, 1861. This Dr. Baird condemns, because, as he alleges, by it the body
proclaimed itself a .partizan of the «:Confederate” theory of the Constitution of the
United States, and of the States rights party in the war. Waiving all stress upon the
fact that this Convention was not a Church Court What does it say? After quoting
the obnoxious part of the Spring Resolutions it thus expresses itself.

¢ By this act of the Assembly a large proportion of the churches under its care felt
themselves agrieved; not because they disputed the right of the Assembly to give a
deliverance upon any question of duty growing out of their various relations, civil,
social and ecclesiastical, but because, during a state of war between two sections of
the Confederacy formerly known as the United States of America, one of which Zad
Sound it necessary to withdraw from the other, and to establish an independent govern-
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ment of its own, and toresort to arms in maintenance of its rights, and t

A P . . 2 . Y M th d’ en
against f:hreatened nohaion nj' baybaric character, the Asse{;bly asgsnmed the ng{:t g;
determining the political status £Of every member of everychurch under its care, &
right inherent in the State and not in the Church ; andin the assumption'of this righ'f.,
:EJOénec} 1:1pont sagltantxem‘bers the performance of acts which, astothose residing within

e Confederate es were abrolutely trea ble, in vi iti i

established for them by those States.” v sonable, in view of the political relgtions

Dr. Baird condemns this, first, because Con federacy’;s used in descri‘b'ing the U. S»
of America, and secgnd, because hé"su’ppose:s the pa.,mgrap‘h\generally to imply adhe-
rence to the States right theory, which the Church in Convention had no right-to ex:
press. Nolw, let it’be remembered that the Republic of the United States had been fo¥
many years judged a Federsal institutidnf; or Confederation of States by immensé mass-
es of her people. The name Confedera(’zy ‘was freely applied to it The name had be-
come histuric : it had become as much 'E. descriptive ndme as the word Union. It was
often used without dir¥ect reference to itd actual structiire—as a meré:titls.) Its use as
a term, designedly employed to express ifs structuré, was also frequent on the lips 6¢*
those svHose thoughts were diréctly ‘cdncerned about its structure. Now, when the
word had two distinct uses, one a mere designation, the other a‘term of description, i«
it not rather solicitide t? find offence for Dr. ‘Baird to construe the use of the term by
the Atlanta Convention as employed, for the purpose’of cmﬁre.esing a political opinion
on the nature of the United Statés Government? They may have used the term sin-e
ply to express a fact—the name ofteh givén to the United States Republic. Dées Dr.!
Baird rely on the use of the terms “acts’‘‘absolutely treasonable,” to prove complicity
with the Statés rfghtt? theory ? This and overy other statément possibly construable’as
yielding such an inferencd aré mere stalements of fact, The existence of ‘‘an inde’
pendent gdvernmlent”-*‘the resort to arfnk}” +‘thé maintenance of rights,” “the defence*
against invasion,”—the hazard of responsibility for treason—all are statements of*
Jact. They may have been stated by mén who did not approve of them. If the Obmn.
vention did approve them, they'said hot & word to that effect. All they stited was a
line of facts. 1If Christians are required to obey the powers that e, may they not opbn:
ly recogn‘ize the powers they are required zo obey? 'The existing Confederatd govern-
ment »as simply recognized as eXisting in the above paragraph. In the act of thé’
Southern Assemely in 1862, the same fatt is recognited. and & further acknowledgmgns
78 Amade that there is ‘‘a right of the State t6 claitn the setvices of any or alt of her
citizens in her timé of nded.” Both of thebe acts—the act of the Convention and the
act of the Assembly —were in strict accord with the command of Paul, ““Be subject to
the powers that be.” Does'Dr. Baird believe the Cohfederate Government, as a de faclto
government, was entitled to the support of its citizens or not? If not,'does he deny
that the Confederate Government was h de'facto government, or does he refuse to ad-
H.lif« Paul’s principle to be applicable fo de facto governmients? But'if he does so be-
1ﬁ1eve, and the people were bound to obey the powers that be, why might not the chureh
tnoulcate the duty plainly defined in the precept of the Apostle ? .
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. N:OW, test under this same precept the action of the Northen': z.&ssefnbly in passing
the Spring Resolutions. The only part of these resolutions which is necessary to
prescnt the action taken, is in these words : N . N
Tt this Gonoral Assombly, in the syt of Bt QS PP, eraby dcowi
St ot e s o pross o FEATEC,
tegrity of these Unite b‘ es, and to I N o e e aud £0
%ﬁ’f‘?é’iﬁﬁ&i&ﬁf’fﬁiﬁ’fg e raatiromonts O Btiples. wa profoss our A~
loyalty.”
Qbati‘?(;w,y th.t is the difference in this act, amz. the act of the Assembly. of .18‘62, of the
Southern Church ? The right of the State o elaim the services of all its citizens wp:
acknowledged by that Assembly as we have just seen, and the,duty of .the. people o'
the country to drive back the invaders.was asserted. We have already vindicated this
;etion; let us examine the meaning of the Spring resolutions.

1. Theyassert that & spirit of patriotism is required by the Seriptures. .No ex-
geption can be taken to this. . .

9. They assert the duty of Ahe Church “'to preserve and perpetuate the mteglnty
of these United States.” In these words refgrence is made, not to the Government of
the United States, but to the wholg territory occupied by the States. If the refer-
.ance had been made to the government, and the call made to obey it simply, —not to
preserve and perpetuate it, there would have been nothing objectionable, bfcnuse that
government was the government under which the Church was living 28 a-matter of
tact. Jt was their own de facto government, ¢ the powers that be” over them. It wjvas,
tight for them to obey it, to pray for it, and to teach their people the duty ' of obeying
tt. But when the Church avows a duty “to preserve the integrity of the United States,”
either as a‘geographical territory, or to perpetuate its special form as a g'ove'\,m?ng.nt,
the ¢ase alters. Large sections of that territory had passed out of the jurisdiction
of the United States government. Quo adhat territory, that government had ceased

“to be a power” overit; mor could it ever be again, except as the resull:l of. conquest.
The Church in its General Assembly confesses its duty to engage in this war of con-
quest when it confesses its duty to preserve the integrity of the Upifed States. It no
lor:ger merely adheres to the government over [tself—it now engages'itself un'der a duty
defined by its own construction, to compel millions of others to adhere to it. Those
millions had withdrawn from the jurisdiction of the Union IN OBEDIENCE TO ANOTHEE
GOVERNMENT, not 08 & mass, an illégal mass, sppealing simply to the LAW OF JUSTICE
for their warrant. They had gone out in the use of & WRITTEN AND ‘AGCEPTED RESER?A’
TION OF A RIGHT TO DO 80, When they first entered the compact of uniop. The Spnng
Resolutions in declaring the duty of the Church to preserve the integrity of the I.Jm-
ted States, declaréd it her duty to violate the WRITTEN coxpITIONs Of the Union,
nalld 4o make o war of conquest—the only means of preserving that integri@y. ‘WHERE

was THE CHURCH OF CHRIST IN ANY LAND ON THE FACE OF THE EARTH IN WHICH IT MAY
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EXIST, A WARRANT FROM THE WORD OF GOD TO GUARANTEE THE TERRITORIAL DOMAIN OF

5UCH A cOUNTEY? Here is one grand difference bejt;ween the political record of the
- Northern and the Southern Church. The Southern Assembly recognizes the Confed-

erate Government as a government DE'FACTO over hem-—as POWERS THAT BE, and in

obedience to the Holy Ghost, prays for.it and exhorts its people to obey it. The North-

ern Assembly avows its duty to guarantee what it esteems to be the whole just territo-

ry of the government under which it exists and pleges itself to a war of conquest to

gecure it. Yet Dr. Baird judges the record of the Southern Church to be not only as
, bad, but far worse than the record of the Northern!

3. There is yet another marked and radical difference. The Divine Law requires
obedience to **THE powkrs THAT BE.” This is what the Southern Assembly did do for
tbe Confederate government. But when there are TWo DISTINCT SBYSTEMS OF POWERS
THAT BE TWO GOVERNMENTS over the same territory and the same people, whegever a
dispute of precedence springs up between them, 1T 13 NOoT THE PART OF THE CHURCH OF
GOD TO DETERMINE THAT PRECEDENCE. ‘That question is to be settled EXCLUSIVELY IN
THE CIviL SPHERE. The General .Assembly of the North did determine that question in
the Spring resolutions. The political sentiments of its members favored the supremacy
of the Federal government over the State governments, and they voted these sentiments
IN DEFINING THE DUTY to support the Federal Constitution, and to assert its jurisdiction
over the people and territory of the retiring States. Tre CrUrcE oF GoOD HAD NoO
S8UCH RIGHT; it Q.id claim, as Dr. Pahper asserts, to determine a civil question-—the‘
question of all questions in our American system. Mark the difference : The South-
ern Church recognizes a government de facto over its members, in obedience to plain,
divine law. The Northern Church determines the civil question as to which of two
powers that be, is entitled to precedence. Yet the record of the Southern Church is
far worse than the record of the North!

4. Dr. Baird cites another enormous instance of Southern inconsistency with its
principle of the Spiritual character of the Church. In 1861, under Thornwell's
watchful presence, it avoided the mistake of the Convention, but did not fail to ident-
ify itself with the Confederate cause by the following act.

*“The Assembly met and spent the first half hour in apecial prayer for the blessing
of God upon the Confederate States, according to previous order ” .

The same authority which pronounced ‘‘My Kingdom:-is not of this world,” also
commanded that ‘‘supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks be made
for all men ; for Kings, and FOR ALL TRAT ABE IN AUTHQRITY, that we may lead a quiet
and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty.” The Assembly did just this; and
yet her record is far worse than the record of the Northern Church! The above two
declarations of Scripture are entirely consistent. *

5. Another outrage due to Southern inconsistency, is the behavior of the Atlanta
Convention of August 15th, 1861 True, that body, in sharp contrast with the Assem-

bly in passing the Spring Resolutions, did in explicit terms repudiatg all claim for it-
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self and for the chiirch of Chbrist of ‘‘any right to determine thd political relations of
ind1v1dua]s, or to solve for them political questxons " Yet it, though a mere Conven’
tlon, nna not a Court of the Church, did presume fo recognize the Confederate govern-
ment as a de facto power—avow their attachment to it, and proclaim the duty of obey-
mg and supporting it. This whs exactly in the line of obedience to the command
t.euching the powers that be. If required o obey, thereis surely no inHibition ¢f
e"r_)eying it WIrH WILLING AFFECTIONS. Yet, here once more, is a proof of disgraceful
ihhonsistency with a favorite principle, and a new instance in the record of Southern
l"resbyterixms which shows it to be worse than the record of the North.

6. The last and worst of all, according to Dr. Baird—by which the Church was
actually made “ig party in the conflict”—is th(la Narrative drawn by Dr. Girarleay. In
t.hls the struggle is recognized as ‘‘not alone for civil rights, and property and home,
but alsé for rehﬂxon, for the Church, for the gospel and for existence itself.” That is
to Bay, that while a Church court may testify to the civil obligation to obey the powers
that be, if it should allude to the interests of rehgxon imperiled in g civil cohntest, it
“makes xtself a party to the conflict.” What absurdity ! If the Church may teach
‘the duty of obeyma the powers that be, and urge to cbedience, is she really precluded
from bringing the powerful stimulus drawn from a merciless war on churches chap-
els, manses, and all other church property, to bear on the hearts of the people ? ? The
abolition sentiment which prevailed in the Federal armies, delighted in ruining the
false sanctuaries where servants had been taught to obey their masters as the Holy
Ghost had commanded Yet no allusion to the merciless fanaticism which was walk-
mg red handed in full Federal equipment among the ruins of sanctuaries—blatant in
its horror of a religion which recognized slavery in the very Tables of Stone—no
peep or mutter there anent can be made in the Narrative of n church court, without
makmg that court an actual party to the conﬁlct and its record far worse than that
which deliberately pronounced itself a party to & war of conquest' EHEU JaM SaTis.

The other two instances copied from the Southern record by Dr. Baird. need no
(iiscussmn. In one, allusion is made to the blood shed, and in the other, o the work of
grace in the army. The latter i is received as a token of God's favor. For what else
qught,_ it to, have been received? Would he have poured out his Spirit on a gang of
pirates or an army of Bashi-Bazouks? o

¢« There is one thing which deserves to be noted in the conclusion of our examina-
tion of Dr.:Baird’s comparison between the political records of the Northern and
Boutbern Church. In making this comparison, he cites formally the Spring:Resolu-
tions alone “‘as a chief and’adequate exemplification of the obroxious political deliv-
erances” in the record of the Northern Church. while'he ransacks the whole history of
the Southern Church and cites every incident he can find and construe into a political
deliverance. ‘Some of “these instances are ludicrously forced’for this purpose. Now,
is this fair? It is evident Dr. Baird was aware of other exsmples in the Northern
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record besides the Spring resolutions, for he asserts thay ‘‘the fact is unquestiqnable,
that in various papers, adopted by the two Assemblies, O1d School and New durmo and
immediately after the war, those Asgsembljes did implicate themselves Wlth pohtu;s, and
yield most unworthily to the passigns and excitements of the civil cqnﬂlct ” Now,
does Dr Baird regard it as a just procequre for one who professes, to be no partizan,
and with no, zeal fo‘r.reuuion, anl who thus assumes the posltign of ‘judiclipnl imp,z;rl;i.i
ality, to cite a single questionable act on the one side and every exceptionable act on
the other? Or dogs he claim the benefit of the “solutlon of identity” and the magic
power of the ‘‘concurrent Declaration,” a.? sweeping all these “1mphcatlous with. poli-

hcs" outof exxstence thus relieving the umted Church of all responsxblhty for them ?
If 80, wh’y cite ,the Spring Resolutiops ™ as a,chxef and gdequate exemplification” of
these ‘‘implications.” The same reason l}you]‘d apply to“‘.these Spring enormities as to
others perpetrated before and after the war. Why not relieve the United Church of
them also and plead the Statute of limitations--the ‘‘solution of 1dent1t-y” and the
great patent extractor of blots and spots, the “‘Concurrent Declaration ?” It is to be

shrewdly surmised he deemed it w1egst for his .purpose not to expose the Northerp

record in its full detail, as in comparison with the record of the South. The ;'esult

might not have been healthy to the conclusion he wished to el‘icit,. that the latter wagﬂ
the worst record of the two. Is thisconsistent with his assumption of no zepl for re.

union ? or is iy the mere manouvre of a partizan after all ?'

H .
5 THE POLITICAL SPIRIT HERE EVINCEP‘.
. Drs. DABNEY AND PaLMER., WALNUT STREET CHURCE CASE.
CONCLUSION.
I

.
7

In this closing part of the discussion; we group the remaining points of Drv Baird,
which we propose to notlce, for a brief treatment. His attack on Drs. Dabney a.‘nd
Palmer is altogether out of keeping with the calm tone of his manly argument in the
first section of his pamphlet. We are sorry to see it; impeachment of motives is no
help in debate, and leaves the arguments of the discredited disputant untouched. Dr.
Palzner is charged with inconsistency with his avowed principle of the Spirituality of
the Church, on account of the sermon preached by him, vindicating the duty of’ the
South to protect herself, and her right tosecede. If we admit Dr. Palmer to have
been wrong, it is poor reasoning to hold the Church, as such, responsible for
this mistaken conduet or indiscretion of a particular minister Dr. Palmer may be
able to explain, or he may himself have discovered that he erred ; but it is no aid in
assailing 4 PrINCIPLF, to twit him with his persqnal error, Itis human nature to (io
it, and no specially admirable manifestation of it either; but it is not legic. Dr. Dab.

ney is similarly arraigned for personal inconsistency, as the author of the paper adopted
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by the Sytiod of Virginia in 1861. It is not always easy to brirg the actions of inets
ilito perfect consistency with their principles;’ yet this does not infer the unsoundness
of theit prin¢iples or their want of‘integrity,in holding them. Admitting then the
allégation of Dr. Baird, touching the indonsistency of Dr. Dabney and the Synod of
Virginia—for the Synod is responsible in chief—it would by no means discredit the
foundness of their’ principle or their integrity in holding it. But this admission is
purely hypothetical; there is in fact a wide difference still between the act of the
Northern Assembly in passing the Spring Resolutions, and the act of the Virginia
Synod in‘passing the’paper prepared by Dr, Dabnéy in 1861.

1. This difference appears Fiest in the donstruction of puTY by the two courts.
The Northern Court, not only found it their duty to perpetuate, as far as in them lay,

the integrity of the United States, but to avow unabated loyalty 7o THE CONSTITUTION:

6f the Federal government. What right has the Church of God to pledge itself to the
special support of ANY PAKTIOULAR CONSTITUTION of civil government? Her Sbriptu‘
ral obhgatmn is to **THE POWERS THAT BE.” * Hegglawful relation to the United States
government “wéuld sot change if its republican cobstitution was altered to-morrow
qnd merged into an Imperial institute ; it would still be the power that be over them.
6 Church of God hasno commission to adhere to one CONSTITUTION of government.
She is designed to exist under every form of government, and is commanded to be
obedient to the powets that be, no matter what they may be: In avowing her duty to
support the particular Constitution of the United States government, she passed be~
yond her bounds and implicated herself in grate error.

. The Synod, on the other side, pronounded that the act of the Northern Assemfoly
in determining the supremacy of the United- States government [‘necessarily surders

our ecelesiastical conmection with that body—because it violates the Confession of

Faith—Chap. 31; §4; because the question of civil allegiance upon which this Assem.
bly has presumed to decide, has been properly determined as to us, by the act of the
Commonwealth of which we are citizens ; because the war waged against us by the féd-
eral government of the United States is unjﬁst, tyrannical and barbarous, both ih pre-
text and conduct; and because the assertion of tHeir rights and separate indepentehée
by the Confederate States of America is necessary and righteous.”—See Minuted of
Virginia Synod, 1861.

~ Now examine each specification of the act taken by the Synod. It proliotinces
upon a violn?tion of the Confession of Faith. ‘To this, a Church Court was coﬁipef;ent,
It pronounces upon a matter of fact, that the question of allegiance had beerd settled
by the proper authority. It thus disclaims the right to settle it, and censures the assump~
tion of any ecclesiastical body to do it. This was competentto a C’hurcft (]cmﬁ ; it was
an act proper in the recognition of a right of the State, on which it was called i udjus
dtcato in condemning the counter claim of the Church, and it was proper as an act direct-
iy repudiating that claim of the Church. Again the paper condemns the motal chars
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beter of the war, and testified against its justice—in its pretexts and its conduct. This

‘also was competent to a Church Courf; for inasmuch as the Church is the pillar and

ground ot the truth, and is commxssi‘oned to testify the law as well as the gospel of
God, it is competent for any of its courts to testify against any great moral wrong. In
the last specification, the Synod pronou,uces that ‘‘the assertion of their rights and in-
dependence by the Confederate States of America was necessary and righteous.” Now,
was this competent to a Church oourt? It is, on the face of it, a judgment on, the
moral quality involved in the assertion of Confederate independence ; it is pronounced
wighteous ; itis pronounced the only alternative left—a mecessary line of conduct. Be
it remembered, that when this paper whs passed, the Confederate government had been
for months the established government of the Southern States. The Church was'bound
to call on her members to obey tt as the power in being. Even if in the judgment of the
Church there was no sufficient justification for the existence of ‘this government, ifs et
tablished dominion within and all round the boundaries of the Church, required the
obedience of her members as the power and the only general government in being.
But if in the deliberate judgment of the Church the W\rongs of the people justified the
attempt at self-protection, why might she not enforce their duty t3 obey the new de
facto government, by testifying to the injustice resisted by that government and the
righteousness of resistance? If she might have testified to the insufficient call for the
new government, while exhorting her people nevertheless to obey it, why not testify to
the righteuosness and necessity if the facts justified it ? In a'word, the contrast between
the act of the Assembly and the act of the Synod in the last specification in the act, is
simply this. The Assembly affiirms its duty to guarantee the integrity of the United
States in its territory, to adhere to its particular Constitution of government, and to
support the administration of all its functions, military and c1v11 even in a war of
aggression and conquest. The Synod simply recognizes the de facto govemment and
pronounces it a righteous and necessary instrument for the defence of the nghts and
mterests of the people The contrast legitimately narrows down to this smgle pomt
The Synod proclaimed no right to guarantee terutory, no right to adhere by ‘her divine
authority to any particular Constitution of govemment no right to support a war of
aggression waged in defiance of written pledges in which the public faith was indisso-
lubly engaged. It declares simply the existence of a de facto government, entitled to
support, not only as a de facto, but as a nghteous and necessary instrument of self-
defence. To say there is no essential fnoral difference between two such acts of courts
in the Church, is to confound our I;ecessary,moml intentions. If-the act of the Synod
is even admitted to involve some degree of wrong to her spirftua.l character, it is utterly
unjust to judge it equal in violence to the act of the Assembly; but it involves none
whatever.

2. But there is yet another vigorous distinction between these acts. The act’ of

the Synod was subsequent to the act of the Assembly and necessitateéd by it If we re-
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member right. the General Assembly of the Southern Church was not organized untiy
after the meeting of the Synod of Virginia in 1861. The Synods were then the high-
est courts in exigence, and it.properly fell to them —such as chose to exert the right—
to respond to the injurious action of the Assembly. That great court had led the w: ay
to the adjudication of the civil allegiance of its Southern, constituentis and 1mp11edly
condemned the whole movement of the Southetn people for self-protection. It had
led the way out of the lawful sphere of the Church. As a matter of course, if any
Church court was to resist this unlawful extension of Church power, it must in terms
denl with the same subject ;" its deliverances muyst in form appear as concerned with po-
litical matter. But to confound this formal condemnation of political usurpation by
the Church, with the original assumption, and censure ‘both as eqrally p Utical, is ab-
surd. The protesting Court has only followed the erratic Court into the unlawful
bounds, to recover its mistake and expose its error for future warning. This prine lp]e
is plain common sense and common justice. If one court errs in d+.§ermln1ng a mnt-
ter of science and another protests against its legal competence to deal with it,
the mention of science by the prohibiting Court ,would be absurdly mlsrepresented if
described as equally dealing with science. So when the Northern Assembly went out
of its way to define civil duties for its Southern constitnents and condemned the
whole course taken by them, it was right in the Church courts of the South to iestify
tq the errors of the Assembly and vindieate the righteousness of the acts and instru-
ments of sglf-protection established by the Southern people in self-defence. The
trespass over bounds on the part of the Assembly wasa real and an original trespass ;
it involved the guilt of violating the principle of Sp?rituality in the Church The act
of the Synod was a necessitated act, nppa,rently pa.ssmg the bounds, but only for the
purpose of repelling the unlawful act of the higher Court, and rebutting its false po-
sibions. /¢t thus involved in fact the defence of the prmcmla inview and was in no sense
@ tivlation of it. Verbally the same in appearance - a dealing with political ideas—the
rights of governments and the duties of the ci?izen -they were in fact as different as
day and night. Yet the Southern record is immeasurably worse than the Northern, ac-
cording to our able and zealous brother, Dr. Baird,

Pr. Baird censures harshly the action of the Synod of Vii'ginia in 1861, for its
support of the Confederate government. Yet, subsequently, he cites with approval,
the action of the Southern Assembly in 1865, exhorting its people to obey the Govern-
ment of the United States. Both acts were done in the use of the very same power.
Both werejn direct assertion of the obligation to the ‘‘powers that be.” Yet, one was
alfogether wrong; the other was altogether right. Is not Dr. Baird subject to the
same bias of political conviction which he charges as a fault on Drs. Dabney and Pal-
mer? The actof the Synod was wrong, because it sustained a de facto government
opposed to the United States Government. The act of the Assembly was right, he.
cause it sustained the claims of the United States as a de facto government. Is not
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this judgment.of Dr. Baird mediated by the political sentiment in his mi.nd that th?
/Onited States Government was entitled to the support of the Church ¢n both instances,
Kecange it was the only lawful government. In whatis he better than the brother,
Rood and trug, whom he so harshly censnres? The simple truth is the action of both
cqurts—the Synod and the Assembly——Wa.s right for the obvious reason, they obeyed
the voice of the Holy Ghostin obeying the powers that be—a ‘de facto government,
Jinfo whose title the Church was under éo obligation to inquire. Consistency is still.p

Jewel, intellectually,and morally conmdered.

“THE POLITICAL SPIRIT EVENCED.” “
IL

One of the most, if not the most ob?'ectionable feature, in Dr. Baird’s discussion
{s unequivocal ascription of the opposition to organic union, well-nigh exclusively to
political animosities. *“The lack of proof against the Northern Church”— ‘the incon-
siderate haste in urging objections”-—‘‘the exaggemtlon of what difficulties really ex.
1sted" ‘‘the demonstrated want of regard for'the Church of Christ,” all proves it. The
“nature of the arguments” used, the ‘‘whble history and circumstances” of the case,
prove it. No allowance 'is made for any rehglolis considerations as entering into this
opposmon, no credit is given to any probests aghinst the imputation he makes, no faith
is put in a.ny assertions of scruples of conscience and rel‘xgxous convxctlons In a calm,
mﬂenble fashion, as if no doubt of his diagnosis of motive could posmbly lie, he
ascribes the whole resistance-to the surrendler of our independencs, to pohtlcal feeling.
The fact that the Southern people still have somg political a.i;tach::nents, still remember
and weep for their dead, still 1ook back amid their poverty and the enforced loss of
advantages to their children, to happier days—still remember with proud sorrow the
time when their government was & govermeént of their own will and not of force—
when the Negro was a harmless and usefyl member of this social state—when plentye
reigned and all the dark history and consequences of war were not—the fact there are
still political passions and affections in Southern hearts is counted ail sufficient to ac-
count for resistance to the project of fusfon with the Northern Church. It is true—
beyond all'question it is true, that there afe still deep political affections in the South-
érn heart. Thanks to 'God, the iron of subjugation has not entered so deeply as to
‘touch the life of all convictions of truth touching our past, and all attachment to it.
It is true that there is still feeling at the South that they were wronged in the Union,
and had a right to retire from it, just as it is, true, there is still feeling at thé North
that they had a right to coerce them back. The convictions on both sides were sin-
cere; the feelings on both sides were passionately honest. To réquite either to sacri-
fice their unalterable convictions is both foolish and impossible. Let it at once be under-
stood then that there is no effort fo coriceal the fact that there is still the same honest
conviction—the same sense and feeling of the past facts which can never change, and

»
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{f once truly gpprehended, can never be constined in any other way. But while thib
is true, it is not trne that the Southern people are not true servants of the United
States. It is not true that they dannot meet the people of the North with cordial
kindness in the privacies of social life, wheére there is 'ﬁe}sona‘l congehiality. Itisnot
true that'théy carmot do-operate-cordially in business schemes, it public celébrations,
in literary and in religious exercises, in the thousand and one things which constitute
the busy and varied life of American society. It is not true that they are hindered

from cordial co-operation.in all political measures. How does this ¢ome about? Is

it because there are no political differences, no political passions seated on the ruine
of the happy past? No; but it is because these passions are kept as far as possible’
from passmg into these interests. Sometimes warmly expressed, they are yet held
under control whefi they touch the actual interests of the hour. It is trne in refer-
ence to this matter of organic union. The ln ing dévotion to the grand and sorrowful
part is demgnedly kept down and out of this guestlon as far as may be. There is oné
feature of it which compels the upspringing of reluctance to aIlowmg Northern men to
hive the control of it—our relations to the negro race. But so far as the issue touch-
ing the Scripture teaching on Slavery is concerned, Dr. Baird is wholly mistaken, when
he says that our demand for a testimony on slavery necessarily involves politics. It no
ore involves the politics of America than the-politics of Rome in the days of Cemsar.
The command, ‘‘these things teach and exhort,” was on record fox fifteen centuries.
before there was any American politics. It is simply a question whether the, Church
will obey that command. We obey it; and this Church proposes to unite with
us; we s%mpfy agk ifethey wil} obey the con}mfmd a8 we do; for if they. refuse, there
is another plain command which we, must obgy—“‘from such withdraw thyself"—obe-
dience fo which will, in that case, annihilate organic union, or else leave us to accom
plish it in defiance of the Holy Ghost. The‘_re is no use in flinching ; we must ‘obez;

‘ot disobey ; that is the whole of it. Politic:s has no more to do with it tham our obli.

gation fo teach the doctrine of justification and the necessity of holiness.

But o return: While it is true that our Southern political feeling towards the
past is the same, Dr. Baird ought to know, 1t is allowed no conscious tntrusion into phiq_,
question of union Just as it is not conscigusly permitted to intrude into the .business:‘
and social intercourse of Northern and Southern men when they meet on the business
or social arenma, so it is not consgiously, permitted to control this negotiation. There
are religious, moral and prudential considerations enough in all conscience to coptrol
it. It may not be possible to prevent its influence or some manifestation of it, at all
times; but surely Dr. Baird is at once too intelligent and too just, to ascribe the to-
tality of motive, or even a controlling part of it, to feelings deliberately held under re-
straint. The opponents of this dangerous megsure are entitled to credit when they
avouch religious considerations alone as determining, their position, even if they are,
still so unfortunate as to be possessed with Southern feelings, because they admit no
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other considerations to enter the qne‘stion. This political sentiment is nop one.whit
more operative on the minds of Southern Presbyterians, than it is on the minds of
Northern Présbyterians. They are not so reluctant to the fusion, because they will
enlarge their ecclesiastical boundaries and dominion by it,,while we shall loge a]l con-
trol over our own affairs. One thought we could suggest to Dr. Baird's deliberate con-
sideration; the constant imputation of-political animosity as animating this confiict,
will be very apt to produce it. We all want to keep it.out as far as possible; there isno
use in provoking it. He must remember that fous our political?feelings are not wrong
—to us they are intepsely righteous.

Now, on the other hand, is there no political feeling—no regard for interest, purely
temporal—perhaps even directly pecypniary in some instances, animating this,desire
for organic union? Is it not felt by many that it would exert & happy influence in
healing the political animosities between the sections of the country, for the, fusion to
take place ? Isit not advocated by many as facilitating the introduction of capital into
the South? If this be so, there is political feeling on that side as well as on ours—
with this difference—that on one side it is resisted as an illegitimate consideration to
enter into the settlement of a religious question; but on the otherapproved as a wise
and patriotic motive, Any one conscious of such feeling has no right to except to
political feeling on our side.

IIL

We had intended to comment at length on Dr. Baird's view of the Walnut Street
Church case, but we refrain. To continue this rule as a just and valuable recognition
of the independence of the Church strikes us as strange beyond measure, To make
the definition of doectrine by the hlghest Court of & Church the inflexible guide of the
decigions of the secular Courts, when the issue raised is that every question, whether
its definitions are ¢orrect, and as such, competent to carry property, is to our poor view
very extraordinary. Assemblies may err in the definition of doctrines; the Assembly
of 1836, endorsed Barnes; the Assembly of 1837, condemned him. How could the
rule in the Walnut Street case apply under such circumstances ? One party before
the Court would appeal to the decision of 1836; the other, to the decision of 1837,
and the Court would be compelled te compare the two decisions with the historical
creed of the Church before it could adjudicate the case, A Court of Justiceis com-

-pelled to investigate matters of medicine sometimes in order to administer the law. It

has to investigate theology sometimes, to do justice to ecclesiassical property. To al-
low one of the litigants, or a virtual party in the case to guide the. decision, is not to
administer but to mock justice.

Finally, we protest sternly against the disposition so frequently displayed in this
controversy by the advocates of organic union, to represent the resolute resistance to
that measure as an unwillingness ‘‘to soil our hands with our Northern brethren”—to
be ‘‘an assertion of our own excelling‘ virtue » It is inexcusable to make this repre-
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sentation. It 1mputes & measure ‘of self-concelt and self-righteousness to the oppo-
ﬁnents of orga.mc umon whlch Would miake' them at once ridiculous and hateful if it

were trug’* Would our resistance to 2 fusion with the Eplscopal of the Methodlst
"branchés 4f the ngdom ithply the assumphon of dny personal supenonty on our
“pa¥t to those noble bodies of Faithful Christians? Could not the advocates of "fusion
“fee any questlon of rehgmus prmclple involved in resistance to such a union, without
fmﬁﬁtip’g an odious character to those who would resist it? We say agz;in, once for
‘all, wé have high wegard for the .Presbyteriari Christians of the North; they are the
peers of any- body of Christians- on the face of the earth ; and no one $hall -impute
want of respect to their character to us, and fnake’it the-ground of our resistance to
thé surfender of our whole ecclesiastical life into their hands. This method of deal-
‘ing 'with this question must cease, or we shall deal with the imputation in a different
fidshion from Srhat we have hithefto done. -It is to be hoped no élefnert of personal
sbitterness will be alloWed to deface this controversy But the opponents of the meas-
‘ure in issue have some sénse of personal character and they mean to maintain it. The
imputation is as cruel as it 'is unfounded.
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