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<^ PROFESSOR AVOODROW'S SPEECH BEFORE THE
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Moderator, Fathers, and Brethren :

It affords me, notwithstanding the peculiar circumstances which

surround us to night, no little pleasure once more to meet with

the Synod of South Carolina. It is not the first time that I

have enjoyed the pleasure of addressing this body ; many years

ago I met with you in the dark time that tried men's souls. And
therefore I come to you as no stranger. At that meeting, Mode-

rator, I had the satisfaction of communing with my brethren

touching the interests of the same Seminary which is occupying

so much of your attention at tliis time. We had been broken

and blasted by the fortune of war ; we were in the deepest de-

pression, and despair well-nigh filhed every lieart: and under

these circumstjinces avc came toi^ether to consider what we shouhl

do for our beloved (Jhurch. Stout-hearted as is my brother and

father who \h sitting there, before you [Dr. Adger], wrapped up

in the Theological Seminary as its venerated Chairman, the Rev.

Dr. Howe, so much loved by all—wrapped up in the Seminary

as he was—even they were ready to give up all, to retire, the one

to his farm in one direction, the other to seek a home in another,

I

' '1



^:.yrrt.^'r'tT'rw"^.-''JT*^r^^V^'

Professor Woodrotv s Speech [Jan.,

t «

i

and to give up the ship. But hoAvever little it may have been

that I could do, when this beloved Seminary seemed to be so near

temporary extinction, I have ever thought with infinite satisfjic-

tion that, little as it may have been, I could contribute at least

.something to the restoration of hope and to the resumption of the

exercises of that institution absolutely necessary to the well-

being of our Church.* I come to you, Moderator, as no stranger

for another reason also : for thirty-two years I have been your

servant. You know my manner of life ; I have taught you, and

you,—but how can I enumerate, as I look around on this body,

all those whom I have taught ? You have seen me
;
you have

tried me ; and if I am guilty of aught, you know it.- I come,

however, fearlessly, because you have known me—not fearing

that one recollection of all my past Avill cause you at this time to

distrust or doubt one word that I shall utter. Whatever others

may do, you know that there is no room for distrust.

But, Moderator, I have to confess that though I liave these rea-

sons for thinking that I am not a stranger, as I have been sitting

here during the last few days I have wondered of whom the m^ri>

hers of this Synod could be speaking. As I listened to words of

praise, I felt that they could not apply to me, I did not deserve

them. When I listened to words of blame, I kncAV that I did

not deserve them ; I knew that they must apply, if applied truth-

fully, to some one else than myself. I am not guilty, Moderator,

of those thini2;s which have been said touchinfi; me, and of those

things which liave been charged against me since your sessions

began. But I said "guilty." Am I on trial, Moderator? In what

capacity do I appear before you? Am I a prisoner at the bar?

Am I on trial for my ecclesiastical life? I have been told, as 1

have been listening dav after dav, that I am not on trial ; and I

might have known it. Moderator; because, when one is to be tried,

a bill of indictment is prepared ; specific charges are laid against

him ; he is told of the offence that he has committed ; he has

legal safeguards thrown around him ; he may appear and answer

for himself, not to vague rumors, not to indefinite utterances, but

to the sharp, accurate, definite specifications of the evil that he

has done. And, Moderator, no charge has been laid against me;
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no accuser has appeared to challenge a single thought or utterance,

of mine before any tribunal of the Church. Moderator, I know

by that that I am not on trial ; I know tl'at this Church which

you represent is a law-abiding Church ; I know that when it has

thrown the aegis of its protection around me it will not mob me;

it will not take away my ecclesiastical life by lynch law. And
therefore I have known, notwithstanding the appearances, that

before such a body—a body made up of honorable, truth-loving,

ri";hteous men—I could not be on trial when no forms of trial

are observed, when no charge is made, when no utterance of mine

has been challenged in accordance with those rules which you

have ordained by your authority. And yet, Moderator, this,

well as I know it, seems inconsistent with much that I have

heard. I have heard definitions of offences read to see whether

or not they applied to me; I have heard the question discussed

whether that of which I had been supposed to be guilty was

heresy or not. "Supposed to be guilty" ? "Offence committed" ?

Committed by whom ? It was not said ; it was intiniated ; the

whole discussion took it for granted that offences were laid to my
charge, and that the only question to be decided was : What is

the nature of the evil that you have done? Now, Moderator,

what has been my offence ? But before attempting to answer in

any way that question, let us see how it happens that I am here

before you in any capacity—what is the cause of my presence.

I was not summoned as I would have been if I had been a

prisoner at the bar ; but I came. Why did I come ? I can give

most readily, perhaps, an account of the reasons of my coming

by referring to the initial stages in this—what shall I call it?

—

in this process. Why, I could hardly keep from saying ^'pro-

cess" ; and yet, is this a process? Of what nature is the pro-

cess ? Pardon me, Moderator, if I forget to discriminate suffi-

ciently before this body in the use of the terms that will exactly

describe my position.

To begin, then, at the beginning, Moderator, let me read from

an account of the origin as I suppose. You will find it con-

tained in the journal which I hold in my hand. I find from this

that in the year 1882-3 the Board of Directors of the Theologi-
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cal Seminary invited me to deliver an address on the subject of

"Evolution" jiH it in taught in the Theoh)gical Seminary. They

told me that tliis invitation was given hecause scepticism in the

world is using alleged discoveries in science to impugn the word

of (lod; and tliey thought that, as my studies had hiin in that

direction, I possibly might he of some service in removing the

objections to our sacred word, the foundation of our hopes, hy

pointing out that the charges made against it were not true. In

obedience to that rerjucst, I delivered an address on the sub-

ject which had been assigned to me. I had this address, in

accordance with the rerjuest of the IJoard, printed, and I sent a

printed copy of it to the Board, which met on the Iflth of

September in the present year. ] said to the JJoard that "in the

autumn" of 1882 your report to the Synods contained certain

ex[)ressions touching Evolution which led me to regard it as my
duty to take tlie earliest opportiinity to (;all your attention spe-

cially to my instructions on that subject in the class-room, although

I had already frec^uently done- so at the successive annual exam-

inations." Delight, joy, was expressed in that report sent to

the associated Synods in 1882 "that Evolution and other

insidious errors" were not taught in the TlKJologfcal Seminary.

Now, that was certainly true, Moderator; Evolution as an

insidious error was not taught nor referred to in the niiuotost

way. But it was known to the Board of Dinjctors tluit for

y(;ai's I had been pointing out th(! fact, in the di.scharg(; of my
diiti(!H, that Evolution, whether true or false, did not in the

slight<;st d(!gree iinpugn the absolute truthfulness of a single

woi'd in th(! blesHod Bible. Still, 1 supposcul that it was my duty

at the (jarliest op[)orturiity—that H(!lf-reHp(M;t d(!marid(!d it of iru;

—

that I shouhl giv(! th(; Board o^* Directors an oj)f)orturiil,y of cor-

recting any mistakes in their future; re[)Oi'ts to the autlioriti(;s of

the Church. After J IkuI called their attention specifi(;ally to the

teaching of Evolution, as it is callcMl (tlu; t(.'?u;hing, that is to say,

in the Hense that was explained this morning, of handlinfj the

subject), th(! Board of Directors S(!nt j)recisely the; same r(;f)ort

to tlu! (ji(;n(!ral Assembly, and thus prov(!(l that they-could have

no possible reference to me or to my teaching, in speaking of
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Evolution in connexion with insidious errors, and that it must

have been, consequently, that which was on the face of tlieir

invitation that had led them to make the request which they did.

Tlic rest of my letter from which I was quoting is simply a

reference to the occasion which I have already in other words

stated. On the receipt of this address, after full and exhaustive

discussion, the following paper was adopted by the IJoard by a

vote of 8 to '3 : "The JJoard having carefully considered the

address of Dr. Woodrovv, published in pursuance of its request,

adopts the following: 1st. Jtesolved, That the Board, does hereby

tender U) l)v. Woodrow its thanks for the ability and faithfulness

with which he has complied with its request. 2nd. That in the

judgment of this JJoard the relations subsisting between the

teachings of Scripture and the teachings of natural science are

plainly, correctly, and satisfactorily set forth in said address.

3rd. That the Jioard is not prepared to concur in the view

expressed by Dr. Woodrow as to the probable method of the

creation of Adam's body; yet, in the judgment of the ]5oard,

there is nothing in the doctrine of Evolution, as defined and

limited by him, which appears inconsistent with perfect sound-

ness in the faith. 4th. That the 15oard takes this occasion to

record its deep and ever-growing sense of the wisdom of our

Synods in the establislinj(;nt of the 'Perkins Professorship of

Natural Science in connexion with Revelation,' and of the impor-

tance ot'myAi instruction as is thereby aflbrded, that our ministry

may be the better prepared to resist the objections of infidel

Hcientists and defend the Scriptures against their insidious

charges."

Moderator, such approval from the representatives of the

(Jhurch was a full reward for all the labors of the past twcntv-

four years. Jt is nf)t as if another oc(;upant of the chair, or the

chair itself, had b(!en commended, for the Perkins chair, from

its beginning to tliis day, has been occupied by jnys(;lf alone,

and, consequently, whatever is said of the iinportance and value

of the teachings of that chair is said of the iinportance and value

of my teachings; and when tluise words, upon which I will not

now further comment, are uttered by eight such men, repre-

I
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H(fnl,al,ivr'H of tlKMliflcrcnt SynodM oftliiH (/fiurdi, f am Ha,tiHfi(;(l

—

J Jim Hjiii.Hfiv(| iJiiil, I t'/AUwai liavc Imjcti vvalkiM;^ fur antray in tlio

pjitJiH of infidelity or licroHy,

Hut;, Mo(]«;rator, liow (!!irrio I to Hf)(;al< of nntural w'wurM in

any of it.M asj'H'clH in iJk! 'riieolo;.';i(;!il Serninai'y, nrid of revolution

in |)!irt,i(;iiliir ? In oi'dcr t,o hIi^jw tliin, if; will Ix; rKJCCHHa ry for rrn;

to cai'ry you I>ju;I< for Hotno yearH, to givo a diHtinct liintoi'y of tin;

or^;_';ifi of my oonrn-xiori with tlie 'r}i<!olo;.'I(;al Sorriiruiry and tli(;

t(;a<;hin;^ of natural HrMcnc' tluiro in any of itH aHpfjctH,

In tlu; year \Hh1 tin; initial Mtcps lookiri;^ to tli(! ('HtaldiMJunr'nt

of* tlio iNM'kifiM oliair were tal<<'n, first in tlx- l'r(!Ml)yt(iry of Tom-

Ij<m;1<I;(!<;, and af'torwardH in tli(; Syriorl of MiHHiHHipj^i, all f;aH(Ml

ujjoti tliiH njHolution :

"VVIicroaH wo liv(! in an a^r<! ir» wliicli tlio moMt inHi^liouHatlankH

ar(! i/)a,do ufjon rovoalcd rcli;.oon tlirou<.di the natural H<;i(r(H!(;H
;

and an it hcliooveH tli<! ('jnireli at all timcM to liav(! nicn rnpiihhj

of defend in;!; llie failli once- delivered to tlu; KaintH ; therefore,

'•' lUHdbu'tl^ That thiH I'reHhyt(;ry reconiinend the endowment of

a jM'ofe.HMorHhif) of tin! naiiti'al Hf;i(!n<;(;H as (;onn(!et(!(l with re'V(;al(!(l

rcli^.'ion in one or morr- of our theolo^deal H(rMiiriari(!H, and would

(dieerfully reeommend our ehurelnrM to er^itrihuto their full [U'o-

[)orti(»n of funds for .said endowment."

The Synod of MiMHiHsipid HuhHCfjuenf ly ado[>ted tlu; name reso-

lution ; and ho he;.';aii this ehair. To that (diair, Moderator,

the Svnod of (ieortria, rehi'i'Menl iu)/ tlu- threo SvnodM, (•'verinir

four ,Sta,t<'H, whieli had eontiol of thf; Seininary, ealh-d me. I

did not Heel< the honor or tlirr lahor, When I waH named aH a

suitahle person for it, I kri(;w not h in;.*; of it,; when HuhHefjuently

I wan ur;.'ed to allow .^<'frortH to he nnide in helialf" of my elerti(,n^

I
.--leirdy fuihade it, and hy no word or aet of mine was a, Hin;_de

Hte|» forward taken in the dir<'el ion, of my oenipiniey of ijic chjiir.

Von tool; MM' IVoni ot li CI" d u tjeM
;
you took me fVoui f»ther (diureli

work, Iroffi t.eaehin;/ \)\j your authority and in your nairie. and

Mfx-ndin;.'; an mueh of my time as I poHnihly could in [U'eaehin;: tf)

the poor and neirjcoteil in tli<' re;/ionH I'ound ahout. You kn(!W,

M'td'-rator, what my o[»inioriH were ; I liiid heen nerving' you fifir

(;i|:ht yc.'arH. I tau;.dit one, and another, and anrjther of" llioMf;
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wlio an; now to-riiglit in tliiw houHe, principlcH wliicli I liavo

lioarri, Mince 1 carrKj li(;n; into i\m city of (injcnvillc, (icnoi4ncod

UH contrary to tlic ('onfcHHion of Kaitli and the HtnndardH of our

('hurcli ; and you kn(^w it. Tlic vfsry \i\m\ who Ciillcd rncto tfint

chair lia'l (;itli(;r Hat iirj<j(;r rn(;, or had hccn my jiHHociatcH, or harl

\h'A'\\ incndxirH of the Hoard of TruHt(;(;H of O^i^hithorfx; L'nivcr-

Hity, or }iad Jxicn of thoHc; who confn'rrKMj or a[)prov(;<l of rny

noniirnitiori and my teach in;^. (U)\\HCi\\\i'U\\y you were not elcfit-

in;r Hornc oncj who nii|.dit liav(; (intcrtaifKMl o[>inionM tliat were

wholly un(J ^roHnly diHcrent from tlioH(! which you would luivrj

taught th(; tlu'olojj;;ica! Htudentn of tliin (Jhurcli. Arul now, wliat

waH I to teiich, Moderator? To what wa,H I called? At tlie

ciirlicHt poHHihhj nioiri(;nt ji,ft(!r rny (de(;tion I in(;t with the IVxird

of UirrjctorH, preK(;nted myH(;lf t)(!for(! tficrri, to (;onsult, to advi.se

with thcu), as to what I was to do. Tin; eliair wan new ; it wan

without [(finilhd in th(r worhl ; rjo theological H<!rnirniry in America

or Mufv)f)(! lijid anything that could <!vcn njmotrdy H(a'V(! as toy

guide. And what was I, a youth, to do witlioiit the h(dp of the

(yfiurcfi, through its n!preM(;nfativOH, to guidr; rn(5 ? I j)r(jHonted

to that l'>oard, (not the Synod of (i(!orgia; it wan the Hoard of

DircctorH of tfiin Seminary, re}>r(!HeMting :dl of the coriMtituent

Synodn, nithough it met intJeed jit tlu; Hanie time and in thcHarrie

pl)ic(! with th(! Synod of (ieorgia,) I })r(;Hent(;d to thsit Hoard an out-

line of wlia,t H(!(!ined to rn(! tr> Ix; \ny duty, and asked tlicir (coun-

sel ; and tluy [\i'i',\'j gav(! it to iru;. 'I'hey ii[)provcd my MU^'ges-

tioriH ; they HarictirjrKjd all that I j>i'(>poH(!d to do ; and from that

d;iy to this I liiiv*; heen currying out in good frith, with fjure eon-

Hci<!nc(!, th(! inHtru(;tiorjM whi(di I thus rcc<!iv(!d fi'oni tin; ('hurcli ;

h(;c}iuH(!, though this was ordy u l>o;ir<l of I)ir(!ctorM, you may

H/'iy, yet when one [iin-t of tlie (!|inreli i.s uiithoriyed to H[)e;ik on

iiriy [)oint, it is the whohr (Miureh tli;i,t is Mpeuking, and I so

reioirdird it. So Htreritrtlumed I lia,ve Lforie forward us I Imve

done U) this <\ny.

I will, f>y reading a, [)ortion of tlo; Inaugural Address wliieli I

deliv<!red on that oc<;asion, indieaJ.e ;i,s hrifdly as [)ossihl(! tin;

work that y^^^i Modera/or, gji,V(! rrn; on that oc(;aMion to (h), you

Hitting as the repr(.'Sfntative of tlu.* (Miurcli. It was not a differ-
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cnt body, it wjih tliin hody ; and tlujreforo I cluirn that until I am

(MHidcjnjned, until diKap[)r()l>ati()n of my courHcliaH b(;cn cxprcHHcd,

I n»ay aHHutno that I an» walking in the; narrow path whicli you

pointod out iu rnc at thin h>ri/^ tiuK; ar^o. After Htatin^ other

dutifjH that ini/^ht have been Hup|)OH<Ml to bcdon^^ to the |>ror(!HMor-

nhip, I Hay: "In th(; third piac(;, it may b(; the <loHign of tho

{jrofoHHorHliip to (jvinoij the harmony [f>otw(M;n natural Hcienci; and

rcv'idationj only wh(M'<; it has b(!<;n doubted or denied, or wh(jro

opiniouH prevuilin;^ amon/^ H<M(;ntifie men either are, or are hu[)-

[)o.s(m1 to be"

—

either are^ or arc HuppoHcA to be—"inconHi^t^;nt

with our H!H;re'l reeords ; in othfu* words, to Herutinine tlie nature

ami the f'oreo of eurrcmt and })0[)idar obje(;tior»H to the Scriptui'en;

to ni(;(;t theui, to hvX them asiih; by [)rovin;^"—proving what. Mode-

rator ?—"that tb(!y H[)riri;^ eith(;r I'rom He/ierifM; f'llMely HO-ealhjd, or

from ineorr(;(;t iiit<;i|>r(?talJonH of th(; words <>r th(; Holy liible." I

was wiirrant(;d, t}i(,'ri, Moihrrator, in HorutiniHin^^ tin; iiiter[)refa-

tions of the IJibU; which mi;_dit Ix; pr(;valent around mv. You

^ave uut that work to (h> ; and now are you ^oin^ to uuike the

obje(;tiori that I hav(? ventured to indicate that poHsibly Homo

interpretationH of the IJihh; that have; be<!n floatin;^ around in

tin; [)0})uliir mind are incorrect? No, Mod(Mator, you ar<,' not

;^oirj;^ to treat in<! ho; you an; not ^oin^^ to t(,'ll if»e to ncrutinisc?

with all vi|!;i lance int(M*()r(!liitions of tlur llibh; and int(;rpi'etutionH

of nature to H(;e whet,li<;r tlxty ar(! (;oii'(!ct or n()t ; and when,

with all modesty, I venture; to Hu^jjjest that here may [)()HHihly b(;

Hoiru; [)opular int(;r[)rctatioM that in irjcorreet, turn u[)on Jiie and

Hay, "Vou an; a hcr(;ti<\ You are di^wtroyin;:; tlu; (Jhurcli
;
you

are t(;arin;^ u[) the foundations; you arc; (h-nyin;:; the ^voni of (jiod
;

you art! violatin;^ your vows."

I proceed :

"TImh wouhl involve a careful Htudy of the fundairiefjtal f>rinci-

|)lcs of tlu! vanoujH bra,rif;h('H <tf science from which tin; objectiotis

arc drawn, atid of their dcjlails, (carried far (;nou;.di to enuhic one

to ju<l(.M! corr(;(;tly of tin; amount ol' truth in each ohjection."

Will you now say that 1 ma,y t(;ach, that I may handh; nothing';

in science, (;x(;(r[)t that which some eccl(;sia,Mtica,l council has pro-

nounced to Ix! a verified hypoth(;His ? Why, then, did you let uu)
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say to you twcrity-throo yoarw a^o what 1 have juHt read, and

approve of my Haying an(i of rny doing it? And now, when I

have done it, will you cliargo uie witli all of those things which I

liave heard e(;lioing and reechoifjg tlirough tliis house these last

few days, and floodin;^ t}i(; land in the religious and in the secu-

lar journals from Maine to Texas and California?

1 say further

:

"It would involve, further, the eareful study of the principles

of hildieal inteipretaiion, as far as these relate to the modfj in

which the wf^rks of (jod are sf)oken of. The comparison of the

results ohtained thus, if tlie processes have hecn pro()erly con-

duct(:<J, must inevitahly (evince entire harmony, or at least the

cntin; ahsence of discord." Moderator, that was twenty-threo

y(!ars ago. In thos(; tw(;nt,y-three years I have tried to learn

Homcthing, and I think that I know more now than I did twenty-

three; years ago of these njlations ; and I find that this is the

chi(;f thing, p(!rha})S, that I have lejirncd in that direction: that

the hist j)hras(! wliicli I uhcmI is the one which I ought exclusivcsly

to hav(; used, instead of tin; alternative; pro[)r>sition which I then

pnjsented, and that the connexion \h that which 1 then, youth as I

was, [)oint(;d out: the (intin; ahsence of discord. Now it is this

whicJi 1 r(!gard as constituting the field on which most of my
lahor is to he ex[)ended. I had marked other passag(!S to read

from iriy Iriaugunil Ad<lr(!SM to show th(; d(;sign of this chair,

hut 1 will not w(!ary your f)aticnf;e hy reading th(!m.

And now to what (!Xt('nt and how am I reejuircid to "t(;acli"

Hcienc(!, hy this com[)ji,ct to which 1 have heen referring vou ?

\Vhy, teiicli it so that its connexion with revelation can he cl(;arly

understood in all ciiH(!S wluin; that connexion is to Ix; diMcussed.

As you liav(! hecTi t,ol<l over jind ov(!r on this floor, I have not

heen tc;i,ching sci(!nc(! for it,s own sake. I hav(; he(;n t(!a(diing it,

inde('d ; hut in no c!is<; ha,v(! I t;iuglit or f)r(!S(!nt(,'d— or handle(l,

if you \)Vv\\'V th(5 word—in no case; have; I handled tin; suhj(!ct of

nnturiil scierice, (!XC(!pt for tin; (;x|)r(;ss and limitiMJ purj)ose of

pointing out tin; conrufxion which you had ordentd rnc; to do hy th(5

voic,e of the Church, repr(;s(;nting the voice of (lod. That is the

extent.

V
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And now, how liave I taught, Moderator? Did I ever teach

you thai you were to receive at my lips, by my authority, a single

j sentiment—-a single opinion ? Did I ever inculcate upon you

the duty of receiving one opinion that I expressed, liccause I

expressed it? Yes, one—one, not with regard to nfitural science,

however. The only thing that I ever inculcated upon any of

these dear brethren, whose faces I see turned up towards me at

this moment, was that there is but one authority before which

you must bow. You must bow before the Lord God Almighty;

you must accof)t his woid
;
you must submit to his control ; and

beyond that you must submit to no control. You are freemen in

the Lord. If I have with weariness to you taught any one thing, it

was: '"''NalUus jurare in verba maf/istri.'' 1 have not inculcated

science upon you ; I have insisted that at every step that you took

you njust judge foi- yourselves as you were to answer to the sole

autliority. You know this, as do those, not yet members of this

body, who are still sitting under my insti'uctions. I am to be

forbidden to inculcate ? 1 never have inculcated, except in the

sense explained. If you call that inculcation^ I have done notti-

ing else. But science, as I repeat—and this seems to me to

include all the information that you desire on that point—science

for its own sake I have; never even remotely referred to in the

lienrini»; of any human beiui: within the walls of that Theolo<r;ical

Seminary.

Let me say, further, as is perhaps sufficiently evident—but for

fear it may not be, let me refer very briefly to another point

—

that the object of this chair is purfdy apologetic; it is purely

<lefe'nsiv(^ jjct me recui' to the Synodical resolution establishing

the chair and then you will see:

'•'• llc.solvcd^ That in accordance with the conditions annexed to

the generous donation of Judge Perkins, there be addc'd to the

existing d(!j)artments of instruction in tin; Seminary, a cliaii', to

be (iiititled tlu; Perkins Professorshi[) of Natural Science in (con-

nexion with Revelation; th(? design of which shall be to evince

the harmorjy of scicmce with the records of our faith, and to refute

the objections of infid(!l naturalists." When I had tin; opj)ortu-

nity for consultation with it, 1 found that the JJoard, that is to
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say, the Church, agreed -with me that the hist clause of this reso-

lution chiefly set forth the intention which it had in establishing

the chair: "to refute the objections of infidel naturalists."

Moderator, to refute, to answer objections, what does that recjuire?

I see learned inenibers of the ]5ar sittinfx in this house. When the

evidence of two witnesses is said to be contradictory, wliat do

they do? Do they undertake to show that the evidence of the

one is identical with the evidence of the other? Do they not

rather maintain confidently before the judge and the jury that

they have refuted the objection that was made against the evi-

dence of the two witnesses when they have presented some pro-

bable hypothesis which would entirely remove the apparent con-

tradiction which had existed? It is not necessary— it would be

absurd, impossible—to reiiuire that it shall be shown that the two

witnesses, who may be speaking of entirely different things, agree

with one another. But when thev have shown that there is a rea-

sonable interpretation of tlieir testimony which is consistent with

the absence of contradiction, they have accomplished all that any

court of justice WouM-^^ver require, or the common sense of any

man living, whether in a court of justice or not. Therefore this

is the point of view from which I have regarded the subject.

]^ut you have heard, Moderator, frcHpient reference to the for-

mula, of subscription.' I will not take time to read that formula
;

I will simply remind you that it includes my vows, my solemn

oath before God and tin; Church, that I accept the Confession of

Faith as containing "a just summary of the doctrines contained in

the l^ible," and pledging myself that I would teach nothing direct-

ly or indirectly in opposition thereto. And with regard to this I

may say again in all good conscience, I have kept my vows.

'('(Hist. Tli(M). ScMi)., Sciction III., Articlo 5 : "Kv(!ry IVofessor, when

iriiuimiriitcd, (sliall [)iil)li(;ly siihsci'ihc! tlio ('onfcsfsion of Fnith and oflior

stiindards, a;frocal)ly to tlio foilovvin;^ ronmila: Tii tlu^ prosencooC (lod

and tli(;so witnciSHOs, I do solonmly 8iil)scril)0 the (Jonfession of FaitFi,

Cat(!(diisins, and othcu* standards of <;ovornniont, diHciplin(;, and wor-

iiship of th(^ J'resbytcrian Churcii in the Unitcid States, as a just suiii-

mary of the doctrines containtMl in the Bible, and j)r()iniHe and enii;a;jje

not to t(!a(;h, dir<!(;tiy or indirectly, any doctrine contrary to this Ijelief,

while I continne a Professot* in the Semiiiitry.'
''
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But during the progress of the single act of inauguration or in-

troducing me into my chair, I called the attention of the Church

—

for remember, Moderator, that it was the Church that was assem-

bled in the Board of Directors—I called the attention of the

Church to that which I might have assumed thc^y well knew be-

fore, and insisted that they should observe that I was going to

teach, in the sense explained, this: that the teachings of geology

respecting the antiquity of the earth are true. A vow is bind-

ing in the sense of those who impose that vow. The Church was

assembled in the Board of Directors when this vow was imposed

upon me, and I took it in the sense in which they imposed it.

They imposed it in such sense that it was not to be regarded as

inconsistent with it that I sliould teach that this world was creat-

ed more than one hundred and forty-four. hours before Adam.

The Boai'd knew, and they accepted my subscription with this

understanding, that I was going to teach something very differ-

ent from the doctrine that the world was created only one bun-

dred and forty-four hours before Adam ; if that is in the Confes-

sion of Faith, that is not what I am going to teach; I am going to

teach that the world is more than ten days even older than Adam;

yes, more than several months older. Moderator, I told them,

in telling them what I did, that I was going to teach that the

world was so old that the mind of man would utterly fail to grasp

not the years alone, but the centuries and the thousands of years

during wdiich I not only believ(Ml but knew it had been existing.

And, Moderator, having taken this oath in the sense of those

who imposed it upon me, I repeat I have kept it in all good con-

science to this day.

• The part of the Confession of Faith which refers to the matter

of which I have just been speaking is this: "It pleased God the

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, for the manifestation of the glory

of his eternal power, wisdom, and goodness, in tlie beginning, to

create or make of nothing the world, and all things therein,

whether visible or invisible, in the space of six days, and all very

good." I will not enter upon an argument as to the meaning of

this; lam perfectly willing to admit the argument of my learned

brother from Columbia [\V. A. Chirk, Esq.], or the argument of
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my learned colleague [Rev. Dr. Girardeau] on the opposite side.

I am perfectly indifferent as to what its moaning is. Following a

principle which I have always adopted, whenever any interpreta-

tion of any doctrine has been favorable to myself or to my sup-

posed opinions, I have leaned against it and away from it. And
therefore I have never sought to show that this meant anything

else except that which my colleague insists that it means; I have

always assumed that it meant what he supposes. And it was

under the influence of that principle at that early date that I

guarded against any possible misconstruction—against the idea

that by any attempt, any eff'ort of mine, I was stealing into pub-

lic offi<;e in the Church with the intention of violating my vows

and corrupting the youth of the Church by my false teachings.

I wish to say at this stage, for fear I shall forget it later, that

from that day to this, with regard to all of my teachings, there

is not one other word or syllable that I would wish to have

changed in this Confession or in these Catechisms, from begin-

ning to end. With regard to all the rest of what is said of the

work of creation, there is not, "Evolutionist" though I may be,

there is not one syllable that I would have altered—not one sylla-

ble that does not express my interpretation of the word of God.

The rest of this chapter is as follows: "After God had made all

other creatures, he created man, male and female, with reason-

able and immortal souls, endued with knowledge, righteousness,

and true holiness, after his own image," etc. And the Larger

Catccliism savs : "After God had made all other creatures, he

created man, male and female; formed the body of the man of

the dust of the ground, and the woman of the rib of the man,"

etc. There is not one word here, not one syllable, which I

would have changed, if 1 had the power of the entire Presbyte-

rian Church in my hands this moment. This expresses my
exact belief as to the meaning of the word of God ; and in

that word—though the opposite may be charged again and

again, as it has been charged— in that word I find not one sylla-

ble which I disbelieve. Shall I again be met by the taunt,

"So says the Unitarian ; so the Arian of every grade" ? Whether

this shall be repeated jeeringly against me or not, I will say
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once more that everv word of the Bible I receive as com ins:

from the God of all truth.

Now, Moderator, after tliis historical statement, I may repeat

that it was the Board's invitation that I publish, my views, the

Board's report upoii my address, and the protest against that

report— it was these things which brought up this" case—case I

suppose I can call it, inasmuch as a recent determination of the

General Assembly in one instance was that anything that might

be presented before an ecclesiastical body was a "case."

In the next place, let me ask what right has the Church

to teach anything directly or indirectly with reference to

natural science? Does the Church exist for the purpose of

teaching natural science? Had the Cliurch any right to estab-

lish such a chair as that which I occupy ? Let us consider a lit-

tle while this, (question. What right has the Church to do any-

thing? Moderator, Avliat is the Cliurch? What commission has

been placed \\\ its hands? 1 will not read that commission as

recorded in both the j)lace)^ where I find it, but content myself

with reading it as it is presented in one of these. As our blessed

Lord was about to leave this earth as to his bodily presence, he

said to the assembled eleven, re|)resenting you, representing me,

representing there the entire body of those who should be col-

lected in subse(|uent ages as constituting the members C)f his

kingdom and the subjects of it upon earth: -'Go ye into all the

world and preach the gos])el to every creature," or as it is given in

a pjirallel passage, "the things that I have commanded." 'riiere,

and there alone, do we find our commission. Whatever is incon-

sistent with that commission, you have no right to do. If you

go one step beyond the things here commanded; if you authori-

tatively undertake to teach anything that is outside of the gospel

or the "things commanded," that is to say, the contents of the

Jloly J5ible; if you go a hair's breadth outside of that, you are

adding to what the JiOrd,-thc King of this kingdom, has enjoined

upon you
;
you are transgiessing his law; you are preparing the

way for the addition of the plagues which are written in this book

to your lot, if you so do. You may preach the gospel, you may

teach that ; and you (may authoritatively teach nothing else. Here

is the foundatioJi, Ithen, upon which we rest.

7
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But, Moderator, that does not exhaust the statement, although

"every addition to it must come within it. I suppose that it will be

conceded without argument that the principle is true that whenever

a duty is commanded or a right conferred by competent authority,

everything necessary to the proper performance of that duty or

enjoyment of that right is al^ commanded or conferred. Is this

admitted ? Then it follows that since the Lord Jesus Christ has

commanded his Church to preach the gospel to every creature,

he has a'so thereby empowered it to do what is necessary to obey

tliat command in the best possible manner—among other things,

to train and educate those who shall preach the gospel. If there

is anything "expressly set down in Scripture," or by good

and necessary consequence deducible from the Scriptures, show-

ing how this is to be done, such methods must be rigorously fol-

lowed, and the slightest departure from them is sin against the

headship of the King. But no methods being prescribed in the

Scriptures, then such and only such are to be adopted as "are

ordered by the light of nature and Christian prudence, according

to the general rules of the word, which are always to be observed."

All that relates to the training or educating of the ministry,

according to the universal interpretation of our Church for ages,

falls under the last sentence just quoted from the Confession, and

consequently that wisdom, that prudence with which the King of

Zion has endowed his subjects, is to be exercised in selecting the

methods by which his great command is to be best observed.

But what are the limits. Moderator? I do not mean now, in

asking that (|uestion, the limits so far as regards simply the mat-

ter of educating or training those who shall preach the gospel;

but what are the limits universally? Moderator, the Church

may not only teach those things which tend to prepare preachers

efliciently to preach the gospel, but it may do anything that will

dire.ctly or indirectly promote the efficient preaching of the gos-

pel. It may buy land; it may build houses; it may go on Wall

Street and buy exchange; it may set type and print books ; it

may buihl ships; in short, there is nothing that it may not do,

all under this limitation: that, the building, that the printing,

that the buying of exchange, is done with reference to the accom-
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plishmont of the one great aim, the proclamation of the gospel

with the utmoHt power and efficiency. Do you believe that,

Moderator? I know that you believe it; I know that there is

no one here who can fail to believe it, if he will but exerci.se his

un[)r('ju(}ice(l reason upon it.

l^ut, next,, as to this matter of teaching—let me call your

attention to the fact that it is not teaching in the Tlieological

Seminary alone; but in accordance with the principle just

stated, the Church may, if it is necessary to accomplish the

object whicimiave pointed out, take the little child and teach

it its alphabet; it may take the boy and teach him in the aca-

demy; it may teach him in the college; it may teach him in the

theological seminary ; it may do wliatever fairly and honestly

comes within the limitations presented. And accordingly the

Church, recogriising this principle, has established collegers and

scIiooIh of all gi'adcH ; arid its relations to each—its relations to

the (;oll(!ge, to the seminary, to the [)arocliial school— its rehitions

in every case arc identical, without the slightest modification.

The Church as truly teaches mathematics as it teaches theology.

At Davidson College, for example, you find that the relations

subsi.sting betwe(.'n the professors and the ecclesiastical bodies

controlling that institution, are exactly the same as those which

exist betwe(!n myself an<l the Hoard of l)ir(;ctors of tin; Tlieolog-

i(;al S(rrninary and tlu; Synods associated in control of the I'ojird

of l)ir(!ctors. Prof. Martin and Prof. Blake and Pres. ]l(!j)burn

are as. really the; (yhundi's rejirescsntativos, dotlied with chui'ch

power, as is any theological pi'ofessoi* under your control. It is

you who are t(!aching rnatbcnnatics; it is you who are teaching

y)oliti(;al (^(tonorny ; it is you who are t(!aching cluimistry, just as

truly as it is you who are teaching church history or tli<;ology at

Colurribin. ; Jind you hav(! the same right to do it, provid(!d nlways

thiit, tli(! exercise of wisdom and prudence; shows that tlusniby you

are pr(![»;iririg for the most efrici(!nt f)rea(;hing of the gospcjl, which

is your soh; duty. It is useless, therefore, in view of the; fa(;t.H which

I have now slated— it is useless for you to att(,'mpt to mal<(! jiny

distinction betw(;en teacjhirig in a theologi(;al seminary and teach-

ing in a college. 1'hat whi(;h you do by your ag(!nt, you do
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yourself; and President Hepburn is as mucli your agent as I am
your agent; and if you have no right to teach metaphysics or

* political economy through President Hepburn, then, and then

only, have you no right to teach any subject that it may please

you to teach through me in the exercise of your wisdom and pru-

dence.
'

And now, Moderator, having, as I think, established your right

to have a Perkins Professorship, let me ask you. What is your

responsibility for my teaching? How far are you responsible for

the details of my instruction V Are you to see to it that every

word that I say is strictly scientifically correct? I suppose that

we can best examine this question by examining another simdar

case. How is it in the matter of chemistry ? When you, the

Church, teach chemistry through Prof. Martin, what is your

responsibility for tin; kind of chemistry that he teaches? Did

you, as a Synod, a few years ago, when the chemistry of the

world underwent a revohjtion, and that which thirty years ago

was supposed to be true came to be regarded as not true in this

science, did you expect Prof. Martin to come before you and sjiy,

"The chemistry that I am going to teach in the future is not like

the chemistry that I have taught in the past; I tell you now

that 1 believe that what I formerly taught was not true" ? As

we have now an entirely new chemistry, why did Prof. Martin

not conic before you and urge upon you the consideration of the

(jucstion : "Shall I teach the n(!W chemistry ? Oram I, because

I taught the old when I was elected, under obligation to continue

to teach it wlu^ther i believe it or not?" Moderator, the idea is

preposterous that you are responsible for the kind of chemistry

that is taught. I <lo not ask it in any personally slighting way

—

I hope you will understand nie—but how could you tell which

was right? What do you know about it? What does this Syno<l

know? 1 have tin; utmost r(^^}>(!ct for their knowledge; but just

imngine yourselveH undertaking to direct your agents as to what

they shall teach in Davidson College. I will not apply this

(juestion to myscilf, Mo(l(u-;itor; I will assume that you know

exactly what 1 oiight to teach with regard to scientific matters.

JJut speaking of thes(; other g(^ntlemen, 1 am not so sure. And
VOL. XXXVI., NO. 1—2.

m
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it would be an unfortunate thing if this Synod's time should be

occupied year^after year in considering whether the changing

aspects of science did not require that you should say to the pro-

fessors at Davidson, "You shall teach this and not this," or

"You shall not teach the other ; because we, sitting as a court of

the Lord Jesus Christ, pronounce it to be an 'unverified hypothe-'

sis.' " Is that the function of a court of the Lord Jesus Christ?

But I ask, what is your responsi))ility then ? Your responsibility

.terminates when you have selected those in whom you confide as

to their general knowledge, as to their ability, and as to their

fidelity, and, above all, as to this : that they shall teach nothing

that contradicts the word of God. There, and there alone, is

the limit of your responsibility^ Your professors, like yourself.

Moderator, as pastor—your professors are of the nature of pro-

fessional counsel. You indeed employ your professors ; so do I

employ a lawyer or a physician—and in the same sense. But

when I have employed him and put the case into his hands, and

told him which case of mine I wish him to attend to, do I venture

to say how he is to bring suit ? Am I to watch him and see that

he pleads law correctly and that he makes no mistakes ? Or

when you are called as pastor, does the Presbytery undertake to

prescribe for you your texts ; whether you shall preach extempo-

raneously or otherwise; whether you shall preach chiefly from

the Old Testament or the New ; whether you shall use poetic

language or plain simple prose; whether you shall confine your-

self to the very words of the Bible, or make it the basis of your

ideas without using its very words? No, Moderator; when you

are called to be pastor of a church, you become the professional

counsel of that church
; and you teach what you think to be the

truth of the Scriptures in the way that you think best; and the

only control—the only rightful control—which the Presbytery

has over you is that you shall teach nothing contrary to the

word of God. There is no other limit ; and as to any supposi-

tion that you may make in the course of your exposition of the

Sacred Scriptures respecting the meaning of this passage or that,

there is no control over you except within the limits that I have

pointed out : that your teachings shall not contradict the word of
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God as interpreted by our standards. The Church teaches

natural science, Moderator ; teaches it, that is to say, as I need

hardly continue to repeat quite so often perhaps, with the inten-

tion of training by the culture and absolute knowledge that is

conveyed ; teaches it so that thereby it may prepare one the bet-

ter to preach the gospel, which alone it may authoritatively do.

Here is its authority in both directions. Now, as it may teach

authoritatively nothing except the word of God and the things

intrusted to it by its King, is it competent to sit in judgment on any-

thing else? Is it competent to the Church of the Lord Jesus Christ

to sit in judgment on the truth or falsity of any proposition in

science ? Has it a right to consider whether the multiplication

table that is used throughout its schools is correct or not ? You

are abundantly competent, Moderator, no doubt, to tell whether"

the multiplication table is correct or not ; but it is not competent

to you, sitting as a presbyter, in the Church, to express any

opinion on that subject. The Lord Jesus Christ has not intrusted

you with that work. Truth indeed is involved; it may be a false

multiplication table. It may be filled with ruinous errors, as to

the business man who conducts his business according to it ; it

may lead astray in many directions; but it is not your business

to correct it. However competent you may be, it is not compe-

tent to you to sit in judgment upon it.

And this brings me to that which is the conclusion of this part

of what I have to say to you : that you can haVe, that you dare

have, no opinion on any subject except as that subject is related

directly to the word of God. As to whether an opinioti is cor-

rect or not, as to whether an hypothesis is proved or not proved,

you may not open your lips when you are speaking as the repre-

sentative of Christ Jesus our Lord. He has not commissioned

you to do that thing ; and if you do it, you will be going beyond

the authority that he has given you. Just as, according to one

of the illustrations used in the debate now in progress, you may

not interfere with my political opinions or discuss the question as

to whether on the 4th of November next I should vote for Blaine

or Cleveland, just so you have no right to discuss any of my
opinions or any of my teachings in the discharge of the duties to

^
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Avhich you have appointed me, except in the one particular as to

wliether or not they contradict the word of* God. Where do you

get Huch autliority ? In the charter containing the things com-

manded ? No, Moderator
;

you don't get it anywhere ; and

what you don't get in tliat charter is withhehl from you ; and if

you claim such authority, you are usurping the rights of others,

you are stepping out of your sphere, you are claiming that which

the Lord the King has carefully kept out of your hands.

Now, Moderator, having cstahlished these principles, as I

trust and believe all will agree, I proceed to the exatnination of

the paper which was presented to you by the minority of the

Committee on Theological Seminaries, but prepared, as the writer

of it informs us, from notes furnished by the liev. Dr. Girardeau,

my colleague in the Theological Seminary. The first resolution

in this minority report is :

'' Resolved, That the (juestion whether Dr. Woodrow's views

in regard to evolution involve heresy is not before the Synod."

Moderator, I am perfectly certain that every word of aflfection

and of care for the reputation of his colleague which was spoken

by Dr. (jrirardeau is strictly true in its fullest sense ; I know that

all tliat he said in that direction is not to be questioned. Hut,

Moderator, I cannot blind myself to the conviction that his heart

has interfered in tliis [)articular with the usual clearness of the

working of his head. "The (juestion whether Dr. Woodrow's

vi(!ws with regard to evolution involve heresy is not before tlie

Synod." Well, why did you say anything about it ? Su[)pose

I were to say and publish to the world "that the (question of the

Rev. d. Si)ratt W^hite's honesty and truthfulness is not now

before; the Synod;*' what would you think of that, Moderator, if

I introduced a paper containing that ex})r(!Ssion ? Would you be

content with the disclaimer, going out with the pajxT to the

world, that it never occurred to me to ((uestion your honor and

truthfulness and integrity? Why say anything about it, if your

honoi' and tj'uthfulness and integrity are not called in (piestion ?

I>ut, Moderator, that is not all ; let us read on and take in con-

nexion with this the fourth resolution of this minority re[)oi"t:

^''.Resolved, That the action of the Jioard of Directors virtually
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approving the inculcation and the defence of the unverified

hypothesis of evolution in the Theological Seminary at Colum-

hia, iH, the majority of the Synods of Georgia, Alabama, South

(jcorgia and Florida concursing, hereby reversed; and that the

inculcation and defence of the said hypothesis, even as a probable

one, in the Theological Seminary, as being contrary to the inter-

pretation of the Scriptures by our Church and to her prevailing

and recognised views, is, a majority of the associated Synods con-

curring, hereby prohibited." Now, it seems to me that that is a

charge which comes very near placing me on trial. If I use

very inaccurate language on this {)oint. Moderator, and speak of

myself as being on trial, remember I don't mean it—I don't

mean, of course, that I am on trial ; but if I do slip, let me slip,

and I won't correct myself, but I'll take it for granted that jou'U

understand that I don't mean that. JJut, Moderator, here 1 am
before this Synod directly charged with teaching in the Theo-

logical Seminary that wliicli is contrary to the interpretation of

the Scriptures by our (Jhurch ; and yet you are told that I am not

charged with heresy. Well, I care very little about the words em-

ployed; but so to teach is an "offence," isn't it ? Let us see.

'•An offence," as you heard read by the author of this paper in

direct reference to this particular matter, "the proper object of

judicial process, is anything in the principles or practice of a

church member professing faitli in (Jhrist which is contrary to

the word of God." Now it is stated in this paper whicli tliis

Synod is asked to ad()[)t, that what 1 do, what I teach, what I

believe, is contrary to the iiiterpretation of the Scripture by the

Church, which is the Scri{)ture. I am then charged with an

offence ; so much, at Icfist, is clear. IJut an oflence is the pro})cr

obje(;t of a judicial process. If tlu^n 1 am charged with an

offence, and the safeguards of a judicial process are not thrown

around me, is juHti(;e done me? Wni this oft'ence is not heresy,

you are told. Oli no, it is not heresy tliat you are charged with
;

that is not before tlie Synod. Well, what is ?

What is heresy. Moderator? I will not incpiire of Blackstone,

I will not incjuire of Webster; I will read what the nature of

heresy is from our sole guide in this matter : "Heresy and schism
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may be of such a nature as to warrant deposition ; but errors

ought to be carefully considered, whether they ^trike at the vitals

of religion, a^id are industriously spread, or whether they arise

from the weakness of the human understanding, and are not

likely to do much injury." .

Now, under which of these categories does my contradiction of

the Holy Scriptures come? Is my false teaching, that is, this

teaching that is contrary to our interpretation of the Scriptures,

such as ia rises from the weakness of the human understanding?

I will not express any opinion on that point. Is it that they are

not likely to do much injury? Moderator, what have you

been hearing a's to the injury that has come from my ftilse teach-

ing ? Why, Moderator, you have been told that the vital doc-

trines of our blessed gospel are utterly uprooted by my false

teaching
;
you are told that the federal headship of Adam is

denied
;
you are told that therefore our connexion with the

Saviour is denied
;
you are told that the Church is likely to be

rent. Moderator, is teaching attended with such effects not

likely to do much injury? That your future ministers shall be

taught to doubt and disbelieve the Bible, to deny the supernatural,

is that not likely to do much injury ? And then as to the other

qualifying phrases, let us see : "carefully considered, whether

they strike at the vitals of religion"—well, you know what that

is ; "and are industriously spread :" I cannot deny the industry, if

my teachings are false; and Avhether they are false or true, I

have industriously spread them, and the Board of Directors has

helped. The l^oard, after it had heard these dangerous teach-

ings, after it had heard all that 1 had to say on this particular

subject and in this direction, requested that they should be widely

disseminated, so far as the circulation of the Southern Pres-

byterian Review extended ; and then—I will not shield

myself behind the Board of Directors and its request—I printed

a great many besides and widely disseminated them. I printed

thousands of copies in a religious journal and in pamphlet form
;

I cannot shield myself under the plea that I have not widely and

industriously spread the poison that some of you profess to have

found in my teachings. No, Moderator ; my offence of teaching
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that which is contrary to the word cff God conies under the very

gravest specifications that are here presented ; and whether, after

having seen this so clearly, it is heresy or not, I will not venture

to express an opinion. If such an offence has been committed

by me, ought I not to be deposed ? If I thought that you, Mode-

rator, had done a. tithe of what I have been charged with, I

would say, much as I love you, that you ought to be deposed
;

and if'j'ou think deposition is not warranted by the enormity of

my offence, it is only because the clear working of the mind is

obscured by the loving heart.

And then it is to be observed still further in this direction,

Moderator, that this is not my first offence. For all these twen-

ty-four years—as to the eight years before, you need not count

them ; when I was serving you then I had not promised to re-

gard the Confession of Faith as the expression of my faith—but

for twenty- four years I have been, according to the author of this

paper [Dr. Girardeau], violating my vows. As you have been

told by him, it was too late when in my Inaugural Address I told

the Board what my views were; it was then too late, I had al-

ready signed the Confession ; and I was bound to take the Con-

fession in the sense that has been pointed out to you by him, as

teaching that the whole universe was created only six times twen-

ty-four hours before Adam; and here year after year I have vio-

lated that vow.

Whether or not there might be any propriety in pleading a

statute of limitations, I will not undertake to say.

But there is one comforting thought. Is it a comforting

thought, Moderator ? I am not sure. Miserv is said to love

company, and I suppose under the same general principle, it may

be a comforting thought that he who charges you with a sin, if

he has not committed it along with you, at least has never re-

proved your sin. and your folly, although he knew it all the time.

The author of this paper was a member of this Synod, and in

that sense one of the controllers of this Seminary, twenty-four

years ago; for years he was a Director in that Seminary ; for

eight years he has been my colleague; and yet he has allowed

me to go on in sin all this time without ever having breathed to
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me that I was guilty of such enormities. As he has told you,

vve have taken sweet counsel together in the house of God. lie

suffered this sin in me, altliough he knew, according to wliat he

lias been saying to you during these Inst few days how grievous,

my fault, my sin against God, was every day.

The second of the resolutions in the minority report reads as

follows

:

^'".RcHolved, That the Synod is called upon to decide, not upon

the question whether tlie said views of Dr. Woodrow contradict

the Bible in its higlu.'st and absr>lute sense, but upon the question

whether they contradict the interpretations of the Hible by the

IVesbyterian Church in the United States."

Moderator, are you going thus to publish your shame to the

world? For is it not a shame if you proclaiui that the meaning of

the Hilde as inter[)retcd l>y your stariihirds is not what you believe

to be the absolute and higlicst sense of the word ? Are you go-

ing to say to the world, "We don't believ(; our standards." "We
think that there is a high and absolute sense whicli is inconsis-

tent with our standards." "When we preach to you and inter-

pret to you the word of God according to the standards, we are

preac^hing and inter[)i'eting in a way that we believe to be false"?

Are you going to say that? Are you going to j)ut that on rec-

ord? Is not what I have intimated in these last few sentences

most strictly true ? Let us imagine; a case, Moderator: tliere

are a number of your flock and of your neighbors sitting under

my instru(?tions in South (yarolina (Jollege. I teach them that

geology is true ; that this world was created more than a week

before Adam. Su{)[)ose that one of these when he returns to

your pastoral care, anxious for the salvation of his soul, shall

vouw, to you iind ask you what he is to do. After you have told

liim that he is to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and he will be

saved, he tells you, "I feel that that is true; [ ))elieve what you

say; but don't you reniember that when you last ex[)ounded in

(thiircb the first chapter of Genesis, you taught in obedience to

your church princi[)les and to your (Confession of Faith, that the

world was crea.t(!(l oidy six days of twenty-four hours each before

Adam ?" You look incredulous and are not willing to sit as the
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original of that picture, Moderator. But you must
;
you are

bound from wliat you have heard on this floor to do so; if you

undertake to explain the first chapter of Genesis and explain it

in any other way, yon are told that you are violating your vows,

you are bound to teach that very thing; and so the. young man

goes on: "1 helieved tliat to be true before; but I have been

down at Columbia for the last year or two, and I have been

taught in such a way that I have come to believe that that is not

true, and consequently I cannot receive this Lord Jesus Christ

whom you urge upon me, because the book that contains the les-

sons touching him is one that you told me contradicts the truth

us I have ascertained it elsewhere." And so the poor young

man, your lips being sealed—if you open them to say that that

is not the meaning of the J^ible, you are violating your vows, and

you may not say it—so the poor young man goes away, there is

no hope, no Saviour for liim, and he is lost. Would you let liim

go away ? Wouldn't you call him back, notwithstanding all that

has been said about violating your vows, and teach him what

you believe to be the highest and absolute sense of the Sacred

Scriptures, and say, "The Scriptures don't teach that lie; the

Scriptures do not teacli that this world is only 6,000 years old,

and the Scriptures are true. Come, accept the Saviour whom
they prcKcnt, without fear of believing two contradictories at the

same time."

This is tlie inevita])le result of the teaching as you will send

it forth if you adopt the minority report: that the highest and

jibsolu^e sense of the Sacred Scriptures is different from that

whi(;h you pledge yourselves to teacli as ministers and to sup-

port as ruling elders in the Church of Christ. Isn't it ? Wliy,

Moderator, I am under no more obligation to teach received

intei'[)retations than you are, am I? Didn't you accept the Con-

fession of Faith in the same sense in which I did? And are

you going to charge me with violating my vows, are you going to

hold me up as a perjurer before God and man, if I teach the

highest and a])solute sense of the Sacred Scriptures as I can find

it, untrammelled by that which, you yourself being judge, is not

true 'i No, Moderator, J am bound by no vows by which you
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are not bound in substance; and if you can justify yourself in

holding up the gospel and earnestly entreating the enlightened

youth to come and embrace the Saviour, I may teach the students

that you send me that they may do it—that they must do it, or

be recreant to the King himself. And yet, Moderator, you are

asked by adopting this resolution to proclaim to the world that

these two things are entirely different.

In the next place, you find in the third resolution this

:

_—oijijjjj^
|.j^g declaration of the Board of Directors that 'the rela-

tions subsisting' "—observe, Moderator—"that 'the relations sub-

sisting between the teachings of Scripture and the teachings

of natural science are plainly, correctly, and satisfactorily set

forth' in Dr. Woodrow's address, was inexpedient and injudi-

cious."

Moderator, observe what is commended here, or of what approval

is expressed. It is not said that anything else in the address is

approved ; it is not said that Dr. Woodrow's ideas about Evolu-

tion are approved ; no, there is not a syllabic about that ; but

that the relation subsisting between natural science and revelation

is non-contradiction, because the Bible does not teach natural

science, that that is plainly, correctly, and satisfactorily set forth.

The Board do not become responsible for any of my scientific

errors ; the Board knew their duty too well, as it seems from what

they have sent here, to venture to express any opinion on such

points. It is true there is an ambiguous ^expression in one of

their resolutions: ''That they are not prepared to concur," and,

if you choose, you may press that, as has been done, into an

expression of non-concurrence or disapprobation. I will not

venture to express any opinion, although I may just say privately

to you, Moderator, that I know that that is not what they meant.

But I will not argue that matter. They simply express in this

resolution their approbation of what they were pleased to regard

as a demonstration : that the relation that ou^jht to be refjarded

as subsisting between the teachings of Scripture and the teachings

of natural science is the relation of non-contradiction, and that

based upon the proved truth that the Bible does not teach natural

science.
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But I am told that this definition of the relation is defective

;

that I ought not to have snid that the relation is that of non-

contradiction ; I ought to have said that the relation is to be

expressed by the terms "the harmony of non-contradiction." It

is not non-cotitradiction ; it is agreement, it is unity, it is "har-

mony of non-contradiction." Now, Moderator, I don't care

much for refinements of language ; but I really, soberly, honestly

do not think that that expresses the true idea any better than the

simple plain words that I used. As an illustration, we may
inquire what are the relations between these two expressions :

"General Washington commanded the American troops during

the Revolutionary War in the last century;" "Christopher Co-,

lumbus several centuries ago discovered America." What is the

relation ,now between these two statements that have—I was

going to say no connexion. Moderator ; I must not say that; I

must be more careful. But do these two statements contradict

each other? Oh no; they do not contradict. Well, would it

do to say that the relation is that of non-contradiction ? Accord-

ing to my idea, that would express it. But then you begin to

criticise me
;
you say, "That is defective. George Washington

and Christopher Columbus were both men ; isn't that harmony?

And didn't God make them both? And are they not thus taken

up into a higher harmony ? You ought not to have said 'non-

contradiction'
;
you ought to have said that those two expressions

are related to each other in the 'harmony of non-contradiction.'
"

Now, I can't understand that; that weakness of comprehension

of mine is again shown ; it is too deep for me, or something.

But the basis of the statement commended by the Board is a

fact, viz., that the Bible does not teach natural science. I don't

intend to talk, as my Brother Martin did, of the law of identity,

and the law of excluded middle, and all those things. But it

has been said that the Bible does teach natural science. If I was

wrong in saying that the Bible does not teach natural science,

then the opposite of that must be to some extent true, and the

Bible must teach natural science. And this proposition has been

gravely maintained before you. Not for the first time. Mode-

rator, has that proposition now been maintained. It was main-
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tainoil (luring not on^y the Middle Ages, but the ages before tlie

Middle Ages. Yes; -and it is maintained now, as you heard the

other niglit, down into the hitter part of the 19th century. The

jBihle teaches natural science, Moderator; why, of course it

does. For example, doesn't the Bible speak about the stars, and

do(?iu't astronomy speak about the stars? And since they both

speak about the same thing, if astronomy teaches about them,

isn't the Bible also teaching about them? Of course, therefore,

the Bible teaches astronomy ; and I might here appe;»l to received

interpretations of tbG^'Sac^ed Scriptures, and cite these in proof

of my assertion. And then, again, with regard to geogrsiphy,

with regard to every subject that you can think of that forms the

subject-matter of natural "science in any of its aspects, doesn't

the Bible spe;vk of those objects, and is not the Bible therefore

teachin<»; natural science ? That is the arijiimcnJb ; and it is

an argument that has <5onvincpd the woi'ld for hundreds and

hundreds of years,, and therefore, no doubt, ought to be spoken

of with the utlreost respect. J5ut now lot us examine it. If

I call your attention to the. fact that that book is lying there,

am I stating a seiontific fact? Am I teaching science when

I say that there is a b()<d<; lying on the Moderator's table?

Is that what you would call teaching science? I suppose you

•would say, '"No ; that is not teaching science." But now sup-

pose when I go back to Coluiiibia, in lecturing before my class in

physics, there is a book lying upon my desk, and I call attention

to it as to its form and its color; 1 take hold of it and attempt

to raise it up, and fln(l that I am resisted by some power—some-

thing is holding it down when I try to raise it; wdicn I go

through with all this, and thus call the attention of those young

gentlemen to that iact, am I teaching them science or not? Yes;

I am teaching science then. -But why ? Because I say, "'{'here

is a book lying there" ? No, Moderator ; that is not the reason;

but because I am calling their attention to the relations existing

between that book and other things ; I am speaking of the forces

by which it is oi)erated upon ; I am calling attention to the

way in which light is affected by it ; I am presenting an

orderly view of the relations between things, and not simply

-J'



)

1885.] Before the Synod of South Carolina. 29

stating the fact of their existence ; and, therefore, in this latter

case I am teaching science; but in the former, when I merely

asserted the hook was lying on your tahle, I was not; was I? Was

I teaching science then ? You are not going to say so. Mode-

rator ; nor are you going to pronounce my analysis of the rela-

tion between the Sacred Scriptures and natural science false on

the ground that I made a mistake in saying that, notwithstand-

ing the fact that the Bible speaks of man, it therefore does not

teach human anatomy. You are not going to say that because

the Bible speaks of woman, it therefore discourses on the science

of loveliness and beauty; or that because it speaks of the earth,

therefore it teaches geology. No, Moderator; it does not teach

any of tliese things; it does not teach anything concerning the

orderly arrangement of the facts which constitute a science
;
^and

it is to no purpose, it is misleading, to imagine for an instant

that natural science in any of its aspects is taught in the word

of (iiod.

Ji\ the next place, Moderator, I recur to the fourth resolution,

which I read before for another purpose. I need not now say much

with reference to it, because I have probably already said all that

was necessary. '•'•ReHolved; That the action of the Board of

Directors virtually approving the inculcation and defence of the

unverified hypothesis of evolution"—Moderator^ they did nothing

of the kind : the Board of Directors neither virtually nor other-

wise approved of the inculcation and defence of the unverified

hypothesis of evolution. If they had, they would have committed

that sin which I have pointed out to you, of arrogating, when they

were speaking in the name of the Lord, to decide that which the

Lord had not committed to them ; they would have been express-

ing an opinion that an hypothesis of natural science was true,

and inasmuch jy? they were speaking as representatives of the

Church of matters most closely connected with the faith of the

Church, they might not utter any sound on that subject ; and,

Moderator, neither may you. .
When you are sitting as the court

of the Lord Jesus, when your utterances are utterances touching

the faith of the Church, you may say nothing whatever that even

looks in that direction. As to the remaining portion of this
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resolution, I suppose that it is not necessary for me to speak at

present ; I will confine myself to this matter of the "unverified

hypothesis." I have already said that you have no right to con-

sider it at all ; but inasmuch as it has been considered, you must

pardon me for following the example of those who have have been

so largely discussing it.

Now 1 ask first, Moderator, how do you know that it is an "un-

verified hypothesis" V Putting aside the question as to whether it is

competent to you as representatives of the Lord Jesus to consider

tlie question, how do you know that it is an unverified hypothesis ?

Well, the answer has been' given already by those who have pre-

ceded me: "You think so, and have told us so in your address,

and you have told the world so
;
you have said it was only prob-

able in your opinion, and you are supi)osed to know something

about it. At any rate you have said that, and you have no right to

object to our calling it an 'unverified hypothesis,' whatever right

other people may have." J^ut, Moderator, I was called on for

my opinion in that case as an expert; I was appealed to to .state

what I knew myself—what I had found out by examining into

the evidence personally. I was not giving my opinion ; I was

called on to state what I knew, and that is all I know on the sub-

ject up to the present time. I cannot say that I know Evolution,

within the limits that I have applied, to be true; but 1 have fol-

lowed the various lines of evidence connected with the matter dur-

ing these past years so far that I can say that it is probably true.

And 1 do say it; I don't conceal it; 1 have no concealed opin-

ions, notwithstanding all that has been said about my trying to

teach without letting the Church know. ]5ut if you ask me with

regard to the evidence on this point that may possibly carry con-

viction to others, if you iisk me in [iny other direction on this

matter, I would have to say that the answer must be quite difier-

ent. ]}ut before undertaking to give an answer, let me ask how

you are to find out when an hypothesis is verified ? Of course

one way is by examining into the evidence yourself Well, Mode-

rator, I know that you are^not gray yet, and I am becoming so;

but you have not, with your other duties, years enough, however

long your life may be—and may it be very long—you have not
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years enough to inquire into the evidence and form an opinion of

your own. And what then? Why, take the concurrent testi-

mony of those who have, you say. Just so soon, we are told

over and over again, as the experts will tell us that this hypothe-

sis is verified, why, then we will believe it. But some of you re-

fuse to do that. Well, now. Moderator, we want to be consistent,

do we not? We do not want to apply one rule in one direction

,and another in another. How are we to find out the truth con-

cerning the Scriptures ? First, what are the Scriptures ? I

suppose if I was an outsider, and should come to you, I would

learn from what I have been listening to here during the past

few days, that there is a good deal of difference of opinion among

you about the Scriptures ; and I might learn that though you

have been studying them for a good many years, you don't agree as

to what the Scriptures are. Now, I might say to you. You first

agree among yourselves, and then come and tell me, and I will

take your opinion as the opinion of experts. But you don't

agree yet, and I will not accept your opinion that the Scriptures

arc true ; I find that you don't agree even as to what the Scrip-

tures are : whether it is the word of Gpd which constitutes the

Scriptures, or whether it is only that the Scriptures contain the

word of God, and containing the word of God contain much else

that is not the word of God. I find tliat large numbers of pro-

fessing Christians exclude much that you ask me to believe as

the word of God. Agree among yourselves before you ask me
to receive the Scriptures. After you have found out what they

are, I come to you and ask you what is the truth with regard to

this matter of predestination? I hear a great deal about it; I

come to you as experts
;
you have had time to study the question

;

I have not much time, and I don't know anything about it. Is

your Methodist brother there right, or are you right? He
doesn't believe it; you do believe it. He is as pious as you are

;

he loves the Scriptures as much as you do ; the word and Spirit

of God will enlighten him as much as they will enlighten you, for

anything that you know to the contrary. And yet he comes and

tells me that the doctrine of predestination is not true, and you

tpU me it is true. Now settle your difficulties among yourselves
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before you come to me about this matter
;
just so long as I can

quote respectable witnesses on this matter contradictory to your

views, your views are not worth anything to me. There must

be absolute unanimity. And so I might go down the whole list

of doctrines. What is the absolute, divinely appointed form of

chui'ch government ? Is there any ? What is the proper mode

of performing the rite of baptism ? If I put it to vote here in

this city of Greenville and in this State of South Carolina, will I

get an answer from the majority that will carry conviction to

you ? VVhy, our Baptist brethren will out- vote you ten to one.

And yet arc not Dr. Broadus and Drs. Manly, Basil and Charles,

and Dr. Boyce, and all the other Baptist worthies whom I might

name—are they not as learned as you, and don't they love the

Scriptures as much, and are they not as likely to be right as you ?

And vet vou will not believe them. You cannot settle this mat-

ter by votes. You cannot look for substantial unanimity, your-

selves being judges ; and if you will not apply this rule in one

case, you are not going to be dishonest enough to insist upon ap-

plying it in another. And then with regaid to other matters.

Is the Copernican system a proved hypothesis? Is it true that

this world is a sphere, and that it rotates on its axis ? VVhy,

Moderator, I was told by one of your number on our coming here

the other day that he knew of a most devotedly excedent Chris-

tian man who did not believe that. Well, he had as good a

chance to know perhaps as I. I know a respected and prominent

citizen in Columbia who scouts the idea of the world's beini; a

sphere : "Why, if it was a sphere and turned on its axis, we'd

spill out." Although I might multiply them almost tfidefinitely,

I will not add more than one other illustration. Some thirtv-

four years ago I spent a delightful evening in company with

Judge Ezekiel Pickens, -whose name I give because I dare say

that some of his relatives may live in this region, and who was a

prominent Judge in Alabama, where I was residing at the time.

He spent the whole evening in presenting in the most ingenious

manner, and to not a few present there in a convincing manner,

arguments to prove that all that had been said with regard to the

rotundity of the earth and the rotation of the earth upon its axis,
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was—to use the expression that has been here repeated so often—
an unverified hypothesis. Now, Moderator, I can quote tliese

cases when you want to prove to me that that is a verified

hypothesis.

Now, without going further in that direction, let me ask you

wliat are the facts as to the opinion of experts touching Evolu-

tion ? I do not like any more than is absolutely necessary to

refer to myself in any way; but in this case I must be allowed

to stand here as a witness for the time being, if indeed I can

combine the charagteristics of witness and prisoner; as I am not

prisoner formally, perhaps you will let me be witness. Now,

Moderator, what is the state of opinion touching this question of

Evolution, within the limits that I have applied in the address

which I delivered ? Well, Moderator, I suppose that if any persons

are likely to know about these things, it will be college professors

who have been studying the ({uestion at issue all their lives

whether Ion"; or shoit. Wamimmif in the far northeast at liar-

vard University, there are the distinguished Professor of Botany,

Asa Gray, and a number of younger men associated with him;

and nearby, Alexander Agassiz, the son of the distinguished

Louis Agassiz, and very like his father in the extent of his know-

ledge, however unlike him in his belief on this particular sifb-

ject—all evolutionists. Coming, without exhausting the number

at Cambridge and Jjoston, to the university at Providence, Brown

University, there is the son of a Congregational minister. Prof.

Packard, who is a pronounced evolutionist. At Yale there is the

venerable Dana, and there is the learned Marsh, and Verrill and

Brewer and the younger Dana—all evolutionists. And, let me

say in passing, not a single anti-evolutionist. At the Academy

of Natural Sciences in Philadelphia there are the earnest J*rof.

Ilcilprin, and Cope and Leidy and Lewis ; they are all evolu-

tionists, and there is not an anti-evolutionist. Perhaps I ought not

to speak of Johns Hopkins, as we have been told [by President

Shepherd] that the learned Professor of Biology there is an infidel

;

but Prof. Brooks, I don't know whether he is an infidel or not,

and it does not matter—he is an evolutionist. While I cannot

say of my own personal knowledge, I am told that in the L ni-
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versity of Virginia the same doctrine is taught. May I go on ?

What does Prof. Bhike teach by your authority in Davidson Col-

lege 'i If 1 make a mistake, 1 hope that any one who knows that

I make a mistake will correct me. He teaches the nebular hy-

pothesis as probably true. And while his collejigue, Prof. Mar-

tin, does not believe in Evolution, he does believe what I believe,

that belief in Evolution is perfectly consistent with belief in the

Sacred Scriptures, as he has written to me himself. And so,

when we come within thirty miles of this place, I am told that

Pi'of. DuPre, the ardent young scientific professor at Woflbrd

College, teaches it. 1 am not informed as to the belief of Prof.

Purinton who adorns the University in this place, jind so I say

nothing with regard to \\\\\\. I know tliat in the University of

Geor<xia Evolution is tau«i;ht. I know—shall I tell it ?—tliat the

Synods of Nashville and Ahibama and other Synods of the South-

west are teacliing Evolution at the Southwestern JVesbyterian

University. 1 know tliat t\\v. Synod of Kentucky is teaching

Evolution at the Centi-al University; and so I might go on; but

this surely is enough. Along the whole line of these colleges

which I have named I have failed to find an exception.

Now as to the belief of naturalists in foreign lands. When I

was in feeble health some twelve years Jigo, in order that I might

recover I went away from this (;oiintry. I spent a portion of my
time in the enli<!;htened ciipital of Saxonv, where 1 was warndv

received and invited to become a member of the scientific associa-

tion of that city. I visited tlie Scientific Association of Switzer-

land in UST2, and I spent days in conversing with my fellow-mem-

bers upon this very subject. In l(S7'-5 I had the pleasure of attend-

\\vx the meetino- of the German Naturalists' Association at Wiesba-

den, and there too I j)ursued my iiKjuiries. Amongst others I had

the })leasurc of making the ac(|uaintance of one who luis been con-

tinually named during this discussion, i*rof. Virchow, with whom
1 conversed freely touching this very subject. In liondon I had

the opportunity of attending the (leological Society and the An-

thropological Society, and making the ac(|uaintancc of the dis-

tinguished naturalists in those great Societies. Now, Moderator,

do you want to know what 1 found ? I didn't then believe
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Evolution to be true; I believed it to be not true, and I wanted

—

we all want, don't we ?—I wanted to be upheld and strengthened

in niy opposition ; and I was tryin;^ to find all the help I could

in that direction. So far as the capital of Saxony was concerned,

the Professor of Comparative Anatomy, in whoso laboratory I

was dissecting day after day, did not believe in Evolution. The

Professor of Geology, distinguished higldy in that kingdom, was

in doubt. J^ut every other naturalist in that association, so far as

I could learn, except those two and my.self, were decided evolu-

tionists. At the meeting which I have referred to at Ereiburg,

in Switzerland, I found no anti- evolutionist except one Presby-

terian minister, Avho had paid a little attention to science and so

had become a member of that association ; but he had paid only a

little attention to science. Wliether or not there was any con-

nexion between that fact and his not believing in Evolution, I am
not going to express an opinion. At the meeting of the German

naturalists at Wiesbaden, the subject having been brought promi-

nently before the association by Prof. Oscar Schmidt, who deliv-

ered on tliat occasion a lecture that contained much that was

offensive and untenable, thc^ greatest interest was felt. Every

one was ablaze with regard to the matter: and yet, though I

prosecuted my intpiiries with great diligence, I could not find a

single member wlio agreed with me. From my conversations

with Prof. Virchow, I feel sure he would be greatly amused and

amazed if he knew how he has been (quoted during this contro-

versy as an anti-evolutionist.

1 beg pardon of North Carolina for neglecting to speak of the

University of that State in the enumeration ihat I was giving a

little while ago. If I am wrong, 1 hope that the brother or the

father of Prof. Holmes will correct me: in the University of

North Carolina Evolution is taught by the eager young professor

from Laurens.

Rev. Z. L. Holmes: "I think, sir, that he is undertaking to

examine the subject, and I ain trying to bolster him up as much

as I can."

Rev. Dr. Woodrow : I would not have referred to him but

for the fact that I knew that I could by this inquiry obtain

respecting his teachings immediate informatiork
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I had begun id think that I must really have been mistaken

in supposing the great body of naturalists the world over to be

evolutionists. I thought that perhaps the constant reiteration of

the statement that naturalists generally rejected Evolution, or at

least regarded it as a mere unverified hypothesis, might have

some fQundation. Hence, besides making the inquiries to which I.

have referred, I have continued them recently on this side of -the

Atlantic. During a recent visit to Philadelphia, where I met

many members of the American Association for the Advance-

ment of Science, I asked each of them to what extent Evolution

was received. On being invariably told it was almost universally

believed, I asked if they knew of any exception among leading

-naturalists in America; the answer was always the same : "Yes,

one, Sir William Dawson, of Montreal." During the same visit,

I met a member of the British Association ; and to my stereo-

typed question, I received the answer that Evolution was accepted

as true by nearly all Tiritish naturalists. In France, I have been

able to hear of but one anti-evolutionist who is eminent, the dis-

tinguished De Quatrefages.

Wishing to gain all the information I could on this subject, a

few (hiys before coming here I Avrote to Prof. William 11. Brewer,

of Yale College, a Christian gentleman, my former fellow-student,

as I know his opportunities of knowing the views of scientific

men. I knew that he had been eni]:;ao;ed in various 2;eoloo;ical

surveys and other scientific work in the field, and thus had

become intimate with many working naturalists ; and as Professor

in Yale and member of scientific associations he must know many

others. Hence I wrote to him to incjuire what proportion of

active working naturalists believe in Evolution, and also requested

him to give the names of such as do and such as do not, as far

as might be convenient. I will read his reply:

Yf)urs of the ]8th is just received. You ask my views on two ques-

tions :

"1st. What proportion of the working naturalists of this country and

a])r()ad Ijolieve in Evolution ?

*'2(1. The names of as many as do so, as far as your patience will allo^^

you to write them?"



1885.] Before the Synod of South Carolina. 37

I Icnow of hut one eminent naturalist in America who does no^ "believe

in Evolution"—that is the venerable Sir William Dawson, of Canada, who

is an illustrious j2;eolo<^ist and a f!;ood man.

Precisely what his belief is, I do not unc^erstand; but my impression is

that while he does not believe in Evolution, he holds that the idea of

species that was held thirty years ai!;o is not tenable, and our conception

of them must be greatly modified.

AVhen I speak of naturaliats^ I include all fi;eoloja;ists, whether struc-

tural or experts in paleontolo<iy ; and from my earlier work in the field

and later associations here and with societies, I have a somewhat wide

personal acquaintance with this class in this country, less so in Europe.

I have an impression that in Europe a few naturalists are still left, all

old men, who have not accepted the modern doctrine of Evolution. l)ut

who they .are, and what their present belief is, I do not know. While I

can repeat many names of eminence there who believe in Evolution, I

cannoD cite one who does not. althou*rh I think some still exist.

. Among my personal (scientific) actjuaintances there is a wide range of

liclief and view as to the details—as to the comparative force of several

causes, as to the paths along which lines of evolution took place, but

this does not affect belief as to the general fact of Evolution.

I think that the working naturalists of the world are as sul)stantially

agreed as to the truth of the doctrine of Evolution as the educated men

of the world are as to the rotundity of the earth.

I am a member of the National Academy of Sciences. Of the ninety-

four living members (I have run through the list), I am acquainted per-

sonally with thirty-two naturalists who believe in Evolution (I exclude

from this all the mathematicians, astronomers, phyt^isists, engineers,

etc., and all others whose belief I have no knowledge of), and I do not

know of aw// niem))er, naturalist or otherwise, who denies it; Imt then

I have no positive knowledge as to the beliefs of a number of the

members.

As I look down the first page of the list, I find the naturalists (includ-

ing geologists) Alex. Agassiz, Spencer F. Baird, W. K. lirooks, W. II.

Brewer, C. Comstock, E. 1). Cope, E, Cones, J. D, Dana, C. Dutton, W.
G. Farlow, G. K. (iilbert, F. N. Gill, Asa Gray, and so on down the list.

Ther(! is an annual "Scientific Directory," or "Naturalist's Dir(!ct;)ry, '

published at Salem, and some y(!ars ago I looked over the list as then

constituted and marked the names of all those scientists whose riiligious

belief I had any knowledge of, and I was struck with the large number

who were connected with some evangelical Church—I then and still

think a larger proportion by far than would be found to be the case with

a similar list of lawyers or doctors.

I have among my scientific acquaintan(;es devout and zealous Method-

ists, Baptists, Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Episcopalians, etc., etc.,
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who believe in Evolution, and w'ho'are no more disturbed in their rclii»;ious

faith by this belief than by the belief that the earth is round, the sun

the centre of the solar system, or the world more than 0,000 years old.

It seems to me that the doctrine of Evolution is now as surely and

firmly established as either of the three doctrines (doiiinas if you choose)

I have named. Many of my friends will not discuss it now, except as

they nii<fht discuss either of the other three beliefs named, and it scnnns

to me most unfortunate that the clergy ^should be the last and most reluc-

tant to accept, even as an intellectual belief, a doctrine so firmly placed,

and so ^enerall,^ accepted by other classes of educated men.

As a teachei", I see much of youn*; men, and know their difficulties.

Some years a;[j;o I had much experience with the rou<fher elements of

society, when at work on explorations and surveys; and my belief is that

this attitude of so many jfood clerirymen a;!;ainst scientific pron:ress is a

more powerful factor in the turnin<i; of the masses away from reli;;ious

teaching;- which so many are deplorini!;, than all the writint;s and all the

arguments of all the infidels in Christendom.

You and I are both old enou<^h to have seen its sad eflects in the dis-

cussion of the f!;(;olo<j;ical question. That is now settled ; the ev^il appears

to be renewed in the matter of Evolution, with the same sad results.

He ends with the pr<ayer that this Synod may be kept from

similar folly.

Now, Moderator, I have given you the evidence on this point

fully, and as clearly as I could, setting before you the sources of

my information even at the risk of doing that which was im-

modest.

]5ut have we not much evidence on the other side? Haven't

we heard a great deal of Sir William Thomson's opposition to

Evolution? And is he not a distinguished scientific man? And
ought not his testimony to he decisive? Undoubtedly lie is one

of tlie most eminent men of science living. But on a ({uestion of

natural histor}-, is he an expert? The sphere of his greatness

lies outside of that department of science. He has studied

mathematics, the molecular constitution of matter, electricity and

heat, and various other physical subjects ; and in these departments

of knowledjxe he is a master. r)Ut he has not so studied natural

history, and there he cannot speak with authority. But let us sup-

pose that he is liere a competent witness, and let us hear what he

said some years ago. When he was delivering an address before the
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British Association, he gave it as his opinion that the way life origi-

nated on this phmet was that it was brought hither by meteorites

wandering through space and falling on the earth, and that all

present life came from that source. Now, as anti-evolutionists have

introduced Sir William as their witness, they are bound to accept

his testimony. Will not Judge Walsh there tell you that that is

the rule ? So here we have a person introduced as a witness to

prove the orthodox belief, maintaining Evolution by the most

fanciful ideas ever uttered in relation to it. Why, Darwin him-

self was nearer the orthodox belief than that. He held that

God did create immediately some things—the first forms of life

on the earth ; but this good Presbyterian elder. Sir William

Thomson, tells us that he thinks it most probable that the first

germs of life were brought by these wandering meteorites wildly

careering through space!

Another anti-evolutionist witness is that prince of naturalists,

the great Louis Agassiz, my friend and my teacher. We are told

that he pronounced the theory of Evolution a scientific blunder;

and surely he knew if anybody did. Well, if we must receive his

testimony as conclusive on one point in natural history, we must

receive it as equally trustworthy in all. As believers in the

Bible, we are much interested in the question of the unity of the

human race. Ask this master what he bdieves on that point.

He replies: "All the members of the human family belong to fj

single species." "Oh," you will say, "that is all right; that is

just what we believe." ]^ut he would stop you before you re-

joiced too much. "Yes," he adds, "a single species, but that

species consists of many varieties; and each of these varieties

had entirely different ancestors. There is the red man, the

negro, the white man, and the Chinaman; and I know too much

about natural historv to believe that all of these could come from

the same source. Instead of a single pair being created as you

think, there must have been hundreds of negroes created at the

same time, and hundreds of Chinese, and hundreds of white men.

There is no such thing as unity of origin." That is what he

would tell you. J^ut I am not going to accept the testimony of

even so eminent a man as conclusive against that of the cloud of
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witnesses I have produced before you, when I find him going so

far astiay and teaching wliat I know to be not true.

Now are you going to commit the Synod of South Carolina and

the wliole (Jhurch to the assertion that Evolution is an "unveri-

fied jjypothesis" on such evidence 'i Is that to be the belief of a

bodv that has no business to have any scientific belief? If voii

are going to have a scientific belief in this matter, it would be

well perhaps to study the subject somewhat longer, lest you meet

the fate which has befallen every council in every part of the

Christian Church which has ever undertaken to formulate its be-

lief with regard to natural science or natural history from the

earliest ages down to the present time. 1 know that the Holy Of-

fice of 1()88 has its defenders and upholders upon this floor; but if

you can consistently with a proper sense of duty, abstain from

putting yourselves in the same category, surely you will do it.

The next allegation in the report against the hypothesis is that

it is "contrary to the interpretation of the Scriptures by our

Church and to her prevailing and recognised views." Now what

is the interpretation by our Church on this subject? I have

read to you what it is so far as the Confession of Faith and the

Larger Catechism arc concerned.

So far as I have been able to discover, that is all there is in

our standards on the SMl)i(!ct. Do the Confession and Catechism

teach anything concerning the mode of the creation of man ?

Do they say wliethcr the creation was mediate or immediate? 1

presume that no one will say they do. But this report does not

confine itself to "the interprettition of the Scriptures by our

Church," (to be found in the standards of the Church and only

there,) but speaks of "her prevailing and recognised views." What

are tliey? Well, I suj)pose it would be tiie prevailing opinion of

the prominent (Christian men, the ministers throughout theChurcli.

If 1 desired to find out what were the prevailing ideas or opiiiions

conccrninir any branch or depaitment of learnintr, wouldn't I
'n'

ask the leading men in those departments ? If I had wanted

twenty-five years ago to find out the prevailing views concerning

geology, wouldn't I have gone to that class of men ? When
scarcely more than a mere lad, I became Professor of Geology
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in Oglethoi'pe University, I found that the honored President,

Dr. Talrnage, held the view that the world was only six thousand

years old, and that the Scriptures so taught. That was the pre-

vailing view there. When I came to Columbia I found that the

loved Thorn well held the same views, and so did his succesor.

They knew better than I, didn't thoy ? If I were to go to the

Union Theological Seminary, I know that a few years ago the

three senior professors there believed just as Dr. Talmage did

;

but it isn't worth while to go any farther in this e-numeration,

after giving such names as these. Well, those were the "pre-

vailing and recognised views" of our Church twenty-five years

ago. But because these good and learned men believed thus, and

I didn't, was I disbelieving the truth of the Scriptures? Their

judgment, great, good, and learned as they were and /are. couldn't

affcjct the opinion of any one who looked into tWe subject for

himself. If you wish to go farther— [Dr. Adger here moved

for an adjournment.]

riiOF. WoODiiow : I am in the hands of the Synod ; but as

my life, my ecclesiastical life, is at stake, I know you will not be

angry with me if I do weary you a little in trying to show that I

do not deserve to die. But I feel that there are a great many of

those who are present whose home duties will not allow them to

remain much longer; therefore I would beg that those who desire

to withdraAV should now do so.

[Some persons liaving retired, the speaker continued.]

Thanking you for the rest allowed me, permit me to say (and

I shall omit as much as I possibly can of what I intended to

say) that much of the difficulty on this subject arises from the

failure to perceive that Evolution and Scripture do not stand in

opposition to one another. I know that it is supposed that if one

believes in Evolution in one sense, that he must believe it in

every sense. No argument I think is necessary to prove that

that is not the case. Is it true that what JIaeckel believes as to

Evolution, I must likewise believe ? Must I believe what Herbert

Spencer and Darwin believe, because I have declared that, I

regard something else as probably true ? So you have been

told ; and has it not been proved by quotations from the South-

^
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ivestern Presbi/terian to show that whatever Darwin believes I

also believe ? You have heard seven reasons given, drawn

from that source, to prove that what Darwin believed I believe
;

although I have kept saying, "I don't," "I don't," and I say so

still, the seven reasons of the Southwestern Presbyterian to the

contrary notwithstanding. I ask you if it is fair, or right, to

attribute to me views that I utterly disclaim ? I do not say that

this is done through either inability to understand or a desire to

misinterpret; but I ask if it is fair or just that I should be held

responsible for views that I absolutely abhor, and which I have

proved over and over again that I do not hold ? I know and

knew the difficulties surrounding the subject ; and therefore in pre-

parin,^:; my address I took the precaution, before giving my opinion

upon Evolution, to state as accurately as I could what I meant

by it. I gave my definition of Evolution, which, as it relates to

the organic world, is contained in the three words, "Descent

with Modification." That is, as animals and plants descend

from generation to generation, at length modifications appear.

In my definition I do not say anything of the power under

whose influence the modifications appear. So far as the earth is

concerned, I define Evolution as derivation of one state from

another previous state, such as is illustrated in the resume 1 give

of the nebular hypothesis. That is to say. Evolution is simfdy a

process, a description of a mode according to which changes

take place, not a description of the power which produces the

changes. On this point I shall read what I have Avritten

:

"This definition or description of Evolution does not include

any reference to tjie power by which the origination is effected; it

refers to the mode, and to the mode alone. So far as the defini-

tion is concerned, the immediate existence miglit be attributed to

God or to chance; the derived existence to inherent uncreated

law, or to an almighty personal Creator, acting according to

laws of his own framing. It is important to consider this dis-

tinction carefully, for it is wholly inconsistent with much that is

said and believed by both advocates and opponents of Evolution.

It is not unusual to represent Creation and Evolution as mutually

exclusive, as contradictory: Creation meaning the immediate
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calling out of non-existence by divine power; Evolution, deriva-

tion from previous forms of states by inherent, self-originated or

. eternal laws, independent of all connexion with divine personal

power. Hence, if this is correct, those who believe in Creation

are theists ; those who believe in Evolution are atheists. But

there is no propriety in thus mingling in the definition two things

which are so completely different as the power that produces an

effect, and the mode in which the effect is produced."

Moderator, knowing that that was Avhat I had believed and

maintained, and knowing that I had so explicitly repudiated all

atheistic forms of Evolution, I could not but spring to my feet

when I heard two or three days ago, for the first time, that which

I had denounced as atheism attributed to me. If I erred in my
vehemence in repelling the charge, I crave your forgiveness.

Perhaps it may be well to make clear by an illustration that

which may be too abstract for ready comprehension by those who

have not studied such subjects. Take an oak, for instance. First

observe the acorn. You notice that under the influence of heat

and moisture it begins to swell. Then little leaves make their

appearance ; then these leaves are repeated and repeated until at

last tlie full-grown oak stands before you. Let us now try to

see what is the religious character of the process of this growth.

Is the passage from the acorn to the oak a religious or an irreli-

gious process ? Do I need to show that the idea that it was God

who made the acorn to develop into the oak is not involved in the

desci'iption of this process? So the idea of God is not involved

in the definition which I have given of Evolution.

Dr. Junkin: I desire to ask for my own information this

question : Docs this process of Evolution which you have thus

described carry with it the presumption of a growth from one

form of life into another? That is, does it carry along with it

the presumption of divine power or supervision in the change

from vegetable to animal life ; or is that done without the im-

mediate intervention of a divine creative act?

Dr. Woodroav : As to that I would have to answer at length,

instead of saying yes or no. In describing the changes from the

acorn to the oak, I am stating the results of observation. So if
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that particular oak gives rise to a slightly different form, I simply

note that as a fact. I am not then considering the power that

has produced the changes when I am merely describing the

changes. The mere observation of the process or mode by

which the acorn becomes an oak, does not tell me whether it is

God who is the cause of the change or not. So the observation

of cases in which I observe modification during descent tells me

nothing of the power producing the observed changes. Within

the limits of natural science, it is only the natural or the ordi-

nary—that which occurs uniformly—that can rightly be con-

sidered. All else the student of natural science would regard as

extraordinary or extra-natural, and so beyond his province. If

he shoidd speak of the supernatural, he would be going beyond

his province.

Speaking of the processes or modes, it is true that a knowledge

of them depends on observation, which teaches us nothing of

their origin ; but so soon as 1 have learned from other sourc^es

that there is a God ; that there is a being, infinite, eternal, and

unchangeable in wisdom, power, and all his attributes; and when

I know tlie relations of this bcini; to the universe, his Avorkman-

ship, then I perceive that this process of change from acorn to

oak is his mode of working—that every step in the process is

the working of an almighty and all-wise God. And so when I

come as a believer in God to the studv of those things which 1 now

begin to call the works of (iod, I find him present in a way that

I had never imagined before. When I look at the (|uivei'ing

leaf growing under the influences of the sunshine and \\\v. rain,

I see before me God's power eflecting the wondci'ful changes that

are there taking place; I see the present power of that God
directing and guiding its faintest movement. When I see the

dew-drop resting on the blade of grass reflecting from its surface

the prismatic hues, 1 see not proofs of the existence of a distant

or absent God; 1 see his hand thei-e immediately present holding

the particles together, for my delight as one of his ends;' causing

the white ray of light to be broken up into the marvellous rain-

bow colors so as to charm the sense of sight ; it is God who is

doing this before me. As t look abroad upon the operations of
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nature on a grander scale—when I stand in the presence of the

mountain and behold the veil of blinding snow on its summit, I

see there the power of God holding particle to particle and pro-

ducing that which fills my mind with awe; that which expands

my soul and gives me a new and an exalted idea of the

mighty Creator—not in Avhom we did \\\e, but in whom we now

live and in whom we have our being, who is now causing every

pulse beat in this wrist, who is now giving nie the power to be

heard by you. lie is a God near at hand ; he is not a God afar

oil". This, I say, is the Christian's view of God and his rehition

to his works. Can you imagine, then, if this is true nnd not a

mere fancy, can you imagine that Avhen I, so believing, speak of

Evolution, or when any right-thinking man speaks of it, he is

pushing God away and doing that which tends to materialism, or

to a blank denial of the existence of the Almighty ? Need I

now undertake further to prove that Evolution is not antagonistic

to Creation ; that Evolution is Creation ?

If anything more is needed, let me ask you again the question

which I have heard so frequently during the last day or two

:

"Who made you ?" I don't mean who made several ages ago those

from whom you have descended, but who made you ? Are you

an orphan so far as the Creator of the universe is concerned, or

is God your Father and Creator? Are you going to allow some

one to come here and say that because he did not create you im-

mediately, he did not create you at all? No; you have as

much claim to him as your Father as Adam had. But did he

make you immediately ? Oh no, he did not. Yet, for all this,

no one is willing to give up his right to say "Our Father" and

"our Creator." Creation is not antagonistic to our evolution.

God may create out of nothing; but so far as the daily opera-

tions of his hands are concerned, we see that he does not create

out of nothing, but out of something that he had previously

brought out of nothing. But he is not the less ereating before

our eyes. There is no antagonism between Creation and that

mode of Creation which we call Evolution.

You will now better understand why I should say that I want

no change in the expression of the Confession: "After God had



If

46 Professor Woodrow's Speech [Jan.,

if:

i

made all other creatures, he created man." The only difference

between us is as to the probable mode of that creation.

I wish, in tlie next pLace, to call attention to the fact that it

has been constantly reiterated that I subordinate Scripture to

science. The only answer that I have for that statement is that

it is not true. I cannot give any explanation of the matter

except just that. I say that there is not a word that I ever

spoke, or wrote, or thought, that would bear that construction
;

and any one who has read what I have written ought to know

that it is not true. I have always sought to know what the

Scriptures teach with regard to any matter that I Avas examining;

and when I have found the meaning of the Scriptures, I liave

accepted that as final. I say again that there is not a syllable I

ever uttered, or a word I ever spoke, that could even remotely

sanction any such construction. When I said that 1 believed it

to bo probably true that Adam's body was included in the method

of mediate creation, it was only after I had shown that it might

not be inconsistent with the Sacred Scriptures. [Here a motion

was made that the Synod adjourn. Lost by a large majority.]

Hastening on as rapidly as I can, and omitting many things,

I will take up a sample of the objections that have been made to

my views. ''You are utterly unscientific," I am told, "in your

statement that Adam, as to his body, was derived from beast an-

cestors." That is about the way it is i)ut. I don't think that

all who use this lano;uao;e mean thei'ebv to excite disfjust or con-

tempt towards me. But when I say that Adam, as to his body,

may have been a lineaJ descendant of the higher forms of nmm-

malian life, I believe it because I think it in accord with God's

usual plan as I find it in the case of other animals. "When you

come to the soul of Adam, you are guilty of a breach of con-

tinuity ; and Avhen you come to Eve, instead of believing that

she descended from the lower animals, you say that she was

created in a supernatural way. Therefore you are talking non-

sense ; vou contr.y< y< y<

scientific
;
you are making a muddle and a jumble. Is it not

perfectly clear that God made man, male and female, and that

he created them in the same way? You say there are two ways."
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Why do I say so ? I say part of what I do because God tells

me so plainly in his word ; I say the other part because, his word

being silent, he has allowed me to learn its probable truth from

a study of his works. I do not believe it unscientific to believe

in miracles, or that the Almighty God, )vho chooses to effect cer-

tain purposes in one way now, ties himself to that Avay, and that

he can never effect the same purpose in another way. I do not

think it unscientific to believe that God can make wine by caus-

ing the grapes to grow on the vine, and the juice to be expressed

and to ferment, and at the same time to believe that he can also

make it even better without that which is his ordinary process.

If that is making a muddle and a jumble, I am satisfied to make

it. It may be making a botch and doing what is very ridiculous

to say that while fire ordinarily burns, it does not always burn.

I remember a case where fire did not burn. Don't you? Is

that unscientific? If it is, I am content to be unscientific. Why
do I say that there arc two diff'erent ways as to the creation of

the bodies of Adam and Eve ? Because I find in the Bible no

expression which certainly shows the mode of the creation of

Adam's body, and I do find the mode of the creation of Eve's

body and soul clearly set forth. It is not the ordinary way, and

therefore it is excluded from Evolution. Is that a subordination

of the Scriptures to science, to accept their plain and simple

declaration? Again tliey say: "If true science admits of no

change or exception, how can you believe that God made the

first man ? If he made our parents in a certain way and their

pa^x'nts in the same way for all time, we will have to keep going

back for ever before we arrive at the origin." With regard to

that matter I might reply that such an objection might come

from a certain kind of so-called science, but I do not see how it

can come from a Christian believer. The same objection, if valid,

Avould keep one who believes in tlie possibility of miracles from

believing in any branch of natural science.

But I wish to say that what is involved in my probable belief

as to the creation of Adam, has been the belief of the Chur)ch of

Christ from the earliest ages down to the present time as to the

creation of each human being. What has been the doctrine of
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the Reformed Churches with but few exceptions until very recent

times ? What was the prevalent belief in the Church before the

Reformation ? It is that doctrine which is spoken of as ''Crea-

tionism." That doctrine represents the body of each human being

as derived from its parents by natural generation—as mediately

created; Avhile eacli soul is immediately created, and is imparted

to the derived animal body by God's direct power. By one

mode or process the animal body is brought into existence; then

by an entirely different process the soul is brought into existence

and uni'ed with the previously formed animal body. This is not,

I understand, the doctrine of the Professor of Theology in the

Columbia Seminary; but if you will read any work on Theology

or Church History, you will see that it has always been the

widely prevalent belief of the Church. And you cannot fail to

perceive that this furnishes an exact counterpart of the sugges-

tion that Adam's body may have been derived from ancestors,

while his soul was immediately created and inbreathed by God.

I might also call your attention to the wonderful likeness that

exists between the first Adam and the second Adam. That is

to say, in the origin of the one and of the other there has been a

mixture of the natural and the supernatural, of creation mediate

and immediate. How was it in the incarnation of our adorable

Redeemer ? He was formed as to his body of the substance of his

mother. He grew according to tlie laws of God as in the case of

any other human being. And then, whatever may be true as to

t!ic doctrine of Creationism, we know that in his case there was

Siiperadded tliat other nature the nature of the Almighty God.

There was plainly that admixture of the natural and the super-

natural Avhich is presumed in the hypothesis which I have been

inclined to ^elicve as pi )bably true, and which has been holdup

as only worthy of withering scorn.

Moderator, I am told that in the contest now in progress I

stand alone; that no one stands beside me, or believes with me.

Now, if there is anything for which I yearn, after the love of

God and of Jesus Christ my Saviour, it is the love and approba-

tion of the good, the pure, the upright, of those who bear the

image of God in their hearts. And I know that isolation is deso-
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lation. But if I must stand alone in defence of what I believe

to be his truth, I submit to the decree and to the will of my God.

I will not be the first who has seemed to stand alone. As. I look

through the vistas opened before me by the word of God, I see

the forms of three who were cast alone into the furnace of fire

heated seven times more than it was wont to be heated. But as

I look again, they are not alone, for four are walking in the midst

of the fire; and when they came forth from that furnace not even

the smell of fire had passed on them. I remember also that when

an apostle was once called to stand before Nero, all men forsook

him ; but yet he was not alone. As I look in another direction, I

see a foriA standing alone, in the presence of a mighty emperor

and the princes of the empire, and saying, all alone as he seemed

to be, "With regard to the charges against me, if any man can

prove that they are true by the word of God, I will repent and

recant; but until then, here I stand, I cannot otherwise; God

help me. Amen." And so stand I.

But, Moderator, I do not believe, with regard to the only point

concerning which I care, comparatively, in this whole discussion,

that any such loneliness even as to the human kind is in store

for me. And yet there might well be. Why, you have heard,

and you well know that it is true, that when this address of mine

was published, when it went abroad throughout the land, there

was a shock given to the Church and to every Christian heart.

There was apprehension and terror with regard to the truth which

God himself had dictated. There was wild agitation, which, we

are told, threatened to ren<l the Church. Moderator, I was the

poor cause of that shock. It was what I believed or was said to

believe that sent this thrill throughout the land. No sooner was

the address published than it was stated in a journal of this Church

that I, a minister of this Presbyterian Church and a teacher in

your Theological Seminary, was treating, to all appearance, the

sacred Bible as a Hebrew legend. Was not that well calculated

to shock the Church from one end to the other? In speech after

speech on the floor of Synods and Presbyteries, this same teacher

was represented as holding doctrines which would require you to

throw away the Confession of Faith, and to introduce a Confes-

YOL. XXXVI., NO. 1—4.
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sion that would not recognise Adam as the federal head of the

human race. And you have been told here what has been uttered

in many a place before—you have been told that, if the princi-

ples of this Seminary professor are received, you must throw

away the supernatural altogether; you must give up all hope of

a resurrection. Was not that enough to shock the Christian

world ? Was not that enough to excite the agitation which fol-

lowed ?

But is it true that I have ever taught that the Scriptures are

to be regarded as doubtful in even a single word? No, it is not.

Every word of it and every syllable I have maintained must be

received as true. Have I ever taught any doctrine which in-

volved the giving up of the federal headship of Adam ? No, I

say again.

And then, again, to show the effect of such teachings and such

beliefs as this professor is charged with, in some journals to

which reference has been made, my personal religious charac-

tL'r has been blackened.

Now, is it any wonder that a shock should be felt by this

(Jhurch from one end to the other ? ]]ut am I the guilty party ?

Do you see, do you hear, any foundation for the cluirges which

you have heard brought against me V Did y(^ii ever hear anything

from me (and I would aj;)poal also to those young gentlemen sit-

ting there who are still under my instruction), did you ever hear

from me anything that would give gi'ound for such charges?

There is not one thing that I believe or have said that couhl give

color to these gross misrepresentations of my Ixdief. I cannot and

will not say it was because I may have been misunderstood. It

was gross misrepresentation and nothing else. The extent to

which this shock has boon felt is shown by the interest taken in

tlu! matter both by the secular and religious journals of the land.

One Presbytery, the New Orleans Presbytery, has i)ublished to

the world that it is not to be held responsible for any of the wicked

teachings of this wicked professor. It has recently sent a

young man to the Columbia iSeminary, but it gives fair notice

that, if this poison be not eradicated by drastic measures, tluit

youth will be taken away so that he shall not be harmed. As I

have told you already, Synods which are themselves teaching
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Evolution in their Universities, are raising most loudly the cry

that my wicked teachings must be stopped. Now are they not a

pretty set of people to ask you to sweep away this foul blot from

the Theological Seminary of South Carolina? "We can teach

it as much as we please here at home," they isay practically;

"but there you shall not do it. We will take our students away,

and send them to other institutions." But where will you send

them, I may ask. Is not Evolution taught in those other places?

Is not that, Moderator, jumping out of the frying-pan into the fire?

I do not know that it is really worth while (and I shall do it

in the most rapid manner) to consider some of the objections

made to the theory of Evolution. Dr. Junkin gave as one of

those objections the difficulties presented by hybridism. He said

that there was no possibility of the theory being true on account

of such difficulties. Now, on a point of this kind, I must prefer

tlic authority of Dr. Asa Gray, who has been studying that subject

longer than Dr. Junkin has been living ; and Dr. Gray says it is

not so. He finds tliat the notion that hybrids are not fertile is

by no means always true. Another of Dr. Junkin's objections is

the naming of the animals by Adam as showing the perfection of

speech. Well, I must say that I cannot see the force of that

argument; for if the animals had come by evolution, couldn't

they have been naincd just as well? As to the philological theo-

ries alluded to, I have never intimated that I knew anything

about the evolution of language; and there is no propriety in

holding me responsible for what I know nothing about. But I

cannot see what the evolution of language has to do with the evolu-

tion of plants and animals; or how that subject, about which I

do not profess to know anything, can affect what I do know, and

of which I have spoken.

In the next place, we are told that Evolution is to be rejected,

because it is born of atheism. It is said that many atheists hold

the doctrine of Evolution, and therefore it is not true. Darwin

was not an atheist, but at the same time he was not a believer in

Christianity. But how does that affect the truth of Evolution ?

On the other hand, we know that there are many others who

believe in Evolution who are not atheists. If others say it leads

r-\
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to atheism, I say it does not ; and I content myself with pro-

nouncing their proposition an "unverified hypothesis."

Then you are told that it assigns a beastly origin to man.

Well, we need not be so proud. We have bodies exactly like the

beasts, if you choose to call them so. Our muscles are arranged

in the same way. The heart beats in the dog just as it beats in me.

His legs are made like mine and like my arms. He has a brain

in his skull and a spin;il marrow. He digests as I do. He does

everything in the same way. Again, as to our instincts being

shocked: what is there in red clay that is so much more noble

than the most highly organised form God had made up to the time

of Adam ? You have only the choice between red clay and the

highest and best thing that was produced by the power of God

up to the time of man's existence. And if your decision is to

be controlled by your prejudices and your instincts and your feel-

ings, let me ask you, Moderator, how do you like to think that

the negro is your brother ? Is your instinct shocked by that ?

Will vou follow instincts in one case and not follow them in

another?

Without dwelling longer on that point, let me call your atten-

tion to an objection urged against the theory as to man's body.

Wc are told that, according to the received interpretation of the

Scriptures, he was made of inorganic dust. (Of course, when I say

that man's body may have been made of organic dust, I mean God

may have chosen to derive man's body from a previously existing

animal form.) You are told that the idea of mediate creation is

precluded by the received interpretation of the Bible. Well, it

is not precluded by anything said in our Confession of Faith and

Catechisms, as \\e have alrcadv seen. Outside our standards I

suppose that some of the most widely "prevailing and recognised

views" of the meaning of the Scriptures are set forth in the

little Catechism, already frequently quoted during this discussion.

What is said there on this subject ? Let us see : "Who made

you?" "God." Did he make you mediately or immediately?

I suppose you would say : God did not make me immediately,

but mediately, through my ancestors. "Of what did he make

you?" "Of the dust of the ground." Mediately or immediately?
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NoAV, if you say it was mediate in the one case, why may you not

at least say it may have been mediate in the other ? In Eccle-

siastes xii. 7, we learn that each one of us is made of the dust

of the earth ; and yet each one of us has come from a long line

of ancestors. But that language is figurative, you say ; and it is

true, as has been said on this floor, that every figure must have

its literal basis. Now, you say that the basis for the figure is to

be found in the fact that Adam's body was formed of the literal

dust of the ground. How do you know that? Suppose I say

you may go back a generation or so farther for the basis of the

figure, why not? According to your own exegesis, you can go

back from yourself to Adam. Why can't you go back a step

farther, and farther, until you reach the very beginning of all

organic life, when inorganic matter was organised and vivified?

If you may go back to Adam for the basis of your figure, what

right have you to say that I must stop there, and may not go still

farther in search of the true basis? What right have you to say

that I shall stop at any particular place ?

[At this point, another motion was made to adjourn, which, a

division being had, was lost. In answer to a question by Prof.

Shepherd, Dr. Woodrow continued.]

Dr. Woodrow: I have answered the objection as to the evolu-

tion of language already. I said that I did not know enough

about it. I have never studied it in such a way as to entitle me
to say one syllable as to the development of language. But that

does not interfere in the slightest degree with what I do know

and have studied. If I had confined my investigations to the

changes in animals, I would not consent to speak as if I knew

anything about the changes in plants. And if I had so studied

the facts of the solar system as to convince me of the truth of

the nebular hypothesis, I would not be disturbed in my belief

by any difficulties that may be connected with the evolution of

plants and animals. I cannot therefore undertake to answer the

question that has been put. And so far as the evolution of the

standards of the Church is concerned, my venerable friend, Dr.

Adger, is the proper person to wiiom to address that question.

Next, let me call your attention to the formidable objection
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urged by Mr. Pratt, derived from the genealogy of the Saviour

as it is presented in the third chapter of the Gospel according to

St. Luke: "VVhich was the son of Metbusaleh, which was the

son of Enoch, . . . which was the son of Adam, which was the

son of God." Now, let us read that genealogy in accordance

with the interpretation which Mr. Pratt has insisted on, and

wouldn't it be: "Which was the son of Adam, which was the

son of "—Avhat? Of what shall I say? Go back to the Cate-

chism ; wbat is the substance of which Adam was made? If it

is true that a belief that Adam's body may have been derived

from previously existing animal forms requires you to read, as

you have been told, "which was the son of Adam, which was the

son of a beast," is it not equally true that Mr. Pratt's belief

requires you to read, "which was the son of red clay" ? Is that

the yf;\y in which you would reason ? Well, it is not the way,

Moderator, in which I would reason. You know, and it would

seem that everybody must know, that this genealogy cannot have

the remotest bearing on the question as to how it pleased God to

form the body of Adam. Would Adam be less the son of God

if God formed him of one substance rather than another? Our

venerable friend [Dr. Frierson] tells us that we are not certain

about the meaning of anything contained in the Bible. Still I

am persuaded that my friend and I would agree as to the mean-

ing of this genealogy: that going back step by step we at length

come to the first great Cause, the God and Father of us all, the

omnipresent and almighty God, the Source of all being; the

Franier of Adam's body and the Father of his spirit, and, through

liim, of all his descendants to the latest generation.

But I find, Moderator, that I am so exhausted that it is utterly

impossible for me to proceed, and hence I must ask your indul-

gence.

[After a short debate, a motion was made to adjourn, which

was carried. Dr. Woodrow having the floor. Next evening (the

morning having been devoted to replies to his remarks), Dr.

Woodrow, resuming the argument, said :]

Moderator, you need not be at all alarmed at this formidable

array of books, for I do not intend to read them to you. I had
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intended to read extracts from them on certain points ; for exam-

ple, from this work by President Sclimid, to show who are evolu-

tionists ; but I think probably it is not necessary. I had also

intended to read an extract or two from this work on The Origin

of the World, by the anti-evolutionist, Principal Dawson, to

show that in some important particulars the views of the author

correspond precisely with those set forth in my address. I had

intended to read from Guyot's book on Creation, to show that

his teachings upon points touching the Scriptures are identical

with mine ; and that while I do not know what his views were

with regard to Evolution, yet that is a matter of entire indiffer-

ence, for he has distinctly set forth in the work that the question,

so far as Evolution is concerned (within the limits of my defini-

tion), is an entirely open one. I had intended to read from

Truths and Untruths of Evolution, by the Rev. Dr. Drury, lec-

turer before the Theological Seminary of the Dutch Reformed

Church, for the purpose of showing the strong support the theory

received from those high in that Church ; and particularly from

the teachings of one of his predecessors in the lectureship, the

learned Tayler Lewis, who, notwithstanding the fact that he was

an avowed anti-evolutionist, maintained that it was perfectly con-

sistent with the Scriptures to entertain the views of the theory

which I do, and of evolution in all the various directions which

I point out. But I shall not burden you with all this. Nor shall

I read to you a letter which I have in my pocket from the Pro-

fessor pf Theology in the j'\llegheny Theological Seminary [Rev.

Dr. S. H. Kellogg], in which he makes it appear that in all the

scriptural points involved his views are identical in every par-

ticular with mine. I may say, however, while on this point, with

regard to the chairs of theology, that Evolution is discussed by

every Professor of Theology in the Presbyterian Church, whether

North or South ; and there is a good deal about it in the text-

book used by the Professor of Theology in the Columbia Theo-

logical Seminary. I am not singular, therefore, you will observe.

Moderator, in my course.

Now, inasmuch as the course of the Holy Office or the Inqui-

sition has been so stoutly recommended as an example for us to
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follow, and as it has been maintained that the Church of Rome
performed its duty, and thai we, being similarly situated, must now

take similar steps in reference to a similar matter, I have thought

it might be well for the Synod to have the method adopted by

the Church of Rome fully before it, that it may adopt whatever

course of action may be suggested by the reading of the whole

case.

I will now give you, therefore, from this book the

n 1

^^Sciilence of the Tribunal of the Supreme IiKpiisition againsl Galileo

Galilei, (/icen the 22d day of Jane of the Year 1G3.J."

We, Gasparo, etc., etc., 1)y the inercy of God Cardinals of the Holy

Roman Church, InquisitorH of tin; Holy ApoHtolic Se(!, in the whole

Christian Rcipiihlic Hpooially dof)ut(Ml a;i;ain.st heretical depravity :

It bein;j; the (!as<; that thou, (Jalihio, son of the late V^ineenzio (ialilei, a

Flor(Mitine, now a;^(Ml 70, wast d(Mioune(Ml in thi.s Holy Office in 1015:

That thou luddest as triK; th(! false docitriin; tan;:ht h^ many, that the

Sun was tin; c(!ntre of the universe and ini movable, and that tin; Karth

moved, and had also a diurnal motion: 'I'hat on this same niatt(;r thou

didst hold a correspondence with certain Gorman mathematicians: That

thou hadst caused to he [)rinted certain letters entitled On the Solar Spots,

in the which thou didst (explain the said dcxitrine to he true: And that,

to the ol)j(M;tions )»ut forth to thee at various times, based on and drawn

from Holy Scripture, thou didst auHwiu*, commontin;; upon atnl (sxplain-

inu; the said Scripture after thy own fashion : And thereupon folIowin<^

^Vil,s j)res(!nt('d (to this ti'ibunal) a copy of a writing; in form of a l(!tt(!r,

which was said to have been written by thct! to sucdi an om;, atone; time

thy disci|)le, in which, followini;; tin; position of Co|)crnicus, ar(! con-

tained various pro[)osifcions contrary to tin; tru(! scuise and authority of

the Holy S('rif)tur(! :

'I'his Holy Ti'ibumil d(!slrin;j; to obviate; tin; disorder and mischief

whi(di had resulted from this, and wlii(di was constantly increasin;« to

tin; prejudi(M; of the Holy Faith ; by order of our Lord (l*op(!) and of the

most Mminent Loi'ds Cardinals of this supremi; and univ(!rsal Imjiiisition,

the two propositions of tin; stabilitv of tins Sun and of tin; motion of the

Earth were; by the; (|ualili(;<l theolo<iians thus a(liud";ed:

That tin; Sun is tin; centre; of the; unive;i'se; anel eloth not move; fre)m his

]>lace; is a jtroposition absurel anel false; in phile)se)phy, anel fe>rmally he;re;t-

ical
;

bein^' expressly contrary to He)ly ^Vrit: That the; Earth is not the

centre of tin; universe nor immovable, but that it moves, ev en wi th a

diurnal motion, is like;wise a |)re)i)osition absurd a,nd false in philosofdiy,

anel considered in theolo;;;y ad minus erroneous in faith.
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But boin^ willing at that tiino to proceed with leniency towards tbee, it

was decreed in the Sacred Con(;re<ration held before Our Lord (Pope) on

the 25th of February, 161G, that the most Eminent Lord Cardinal Bcdlar-

inino should order thee that thou Hhouidnt entirely leave and reject the

said doctrine; and thou refuHin;^ to do tlii«, that the Oointnissary of the

Holy Office Hhould admonish thee to abandon the said doctrine, and that

thou want neither to teach it to otherw, nor to hold or defend it, to which

precept, if thou didst not ;;ive heed, thou wast to be imprisoned : an(J in

execution of the said decree, tiie followin;^ fhiy, in the palace and in the

presence of the said most Eminent Lord Cardinal Bellarmine, after

having* b(»en advised and admonishfid benii^nantly l>y the said Lord Car-

dinal, thou didst riiceivo a precept from the then Father Commissary of

the Holy Office in the presence of a notary and witnesses, that thou

shouidst entirely abandon the said false opinion, and for the future

neither uphold n(jr teach it in any njannor whatever, either orally or in

writin;;: and havinj^ promised ob(!dience, thou wjist dismissed.

And to the end that this pernicious doctrine miifht be rooted out and

prevented from spr(!adin;;, to the ^rave prejudice of Catholic truth, a

decree was issued by the Sacred Con;^re(;ation of the Lidex, prohibiting

books whi(;h treated of the said doctrine, which was declared to bo false

and entirc^ly contrary to Holy Scripture,

And therf! havini^; lately ap[>oarod hero a book printed in Florence thi^

past year, whose superscription showeth thyself to be the author, the

title bein<4 : ])ial<KjHc of Galileo Galilei on the Two Great ^Si/Httms of the

World, the J*t(fleinaic and the Coj/ernican : and the Sacred Confire;;ation

havin;; bt^m informed that in (consequence of the said book the false

ojMrrion of tin; mobility of the Earth and the stability of the Sun was

daily ;i;ainin^ ground ; the said book was dili;/;ently exaujined, and was

found openly to transirress th(i precept which had been m;i<ie to thee, for

that thou in tin; said book hadst def(inded the said a.lrea<ly cornleinned

opinion, which had been declared false before thy face : whenras thou in

the said book by means of various sul>terfu;res dist endeavor to per-

suade thyself that thou dost leave it undecided and merely probable.

TIh! which ho>v(!ver is a most <;rave error, since in no M'ay can an

opinion be prohable which has been declared and defined to be contrary

to Holy S<n-i[>ture. . . .

'rh(!ref()r(!, havin<j sicen and maturely considered the merits of thy «;ase,

with thy above-mentioned confiissions and excuses, We have adjud;i;cd

a<iainstthee the herein-written definite sentence.

Invokinii; then th(i Most Holy Name of Our Lord Jesus Christ, and of

His most <i;]()riou.s Mother Mary, ever Virgin, for this Our definite sen-

tence, the which HiiUw^ pro trihiinali, by the counsel antl opinion of the

Reverend Masters of theology and df)ctors of both laws. Our ('ounsellors,

we present in these writings, in the cause and causes currently before Us,
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between the inai!;nlficent Carlo Sinceri, doctor of l)oth laws, procurator

fiscal of this Holy Office, on the one part, and thou Galileo Galilei, guilty,

here present, confessed and judged, on the other part :

We say, pronounce, sentence, ^and declare that thou, the said Galileo,

by the thini>;s deduced durinu; this trial, and by thee confessed as above,

hast rendered thyself vehemently suspected of heresy by this Holy Office,

that is, of havini; believed and held a doctrine which is false, and con-

trary to the Holy Scriptures, to wit: that the Sun is the centre of the

universe, and that it does not move from east to west, and that the Earth

moves and is not the centre of tlie universe : and that an opinion may be

held and defended as probable after havini;; been declared and defined as

contrary to Holy Scripture ; and in consequence thou bast incurred all

the censures and penalties of the Sacred Canons, and other Decrees both

general and y)articular, a,ii;ainst such offenders imposed and promulgated.

From the which We are content that thou shouldst be absolved, if, first

of all, with a sincere heart and unfei<i;ned faith, thou dost before Us

abjure, curse, and (l(!test the ahovo-mentioned errors and heresies, and

any other error an(i heresy contrary to the Catholic and Apostolic Roman
Church, after the manner that We shall require of thee.

And to the end that this thy <i;ravo error and transirression remain not

entirely unpunished, and that thou mayst be inor<^ cautious for the future,

and an example to others to abstain from and avoid similar offences. We
order that by a public edict the hook of DinLognea of Galileo Galilei be

prohibited, and W(!;jondemn thee to the prison of this Holy Office durin<!;

Our will and pleasure; and as a salutary penance We enjoin on theo

that for the space of three years thou slialt recite once a week the Seven

Penitential Psalms, reservin;2; to Ourselves the faculty of moderatinf;^,

chani!;in<!;, or taking!; froin, all or part of the a])ove-mentioned pains and

pcmilties.

And thus We say, pronounce, declare, order, condemn, and reserve in

this and in any other better way and form which l)y ri^ht We can and

outfit.

Ita pronunciamus nos Cardinales iiifrascripti.

Now, is tliat Avliat is to be commonded in this Synod of South

Carolina? In one respect

—

Dr. Junkin : Even in the face of the kindly suggestion made

by the Moderator, that we do not interrupt the speaker, as I con-

ceive the reading of this paper to be an effort to show the utter

contemptibility of the position which I have assumed, and am will-

ing to maintain, I feel that Dr. Woodrow would not respect my
Christian manliness were I to allow to go unchallenged the impu-

tation contained in that reading. What I say is this : The argu-
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ment of that paper which he has just read is as solid as any we

have ever heard read. It contains the logic that runs through every

Preshyterian judicial process that is adjudicated in the courts of

that Church. The condemnation which rises in the mind of Dr.

Woodrow has arisen in the mind of every one of us—a condemna-

tion of the assumption of authority and power by the Romish

Church over the persons and opinions of its membership. But

in the exercise of an acknowleged right, jn the performance of an

authorised duty, she says and declares that that which is to her a

sacred truth shall not be denied by any t)ne who stands in her

schools. I say, in the exercise of that right, and in the meeting

of that responsibility, the action of the Romish Church was

logically correct and scripturally sound ; but I do not mean that

to extend to the issue she made over the person of the man. In

the principle that as hmg as she maintained her creed, slie had

the right to silence those who opposed her teachings by teaching

contrary doctrines in her name, did she have the right, with that

conviction upon her, to interrupt such teaching? I say she did.'

I am willing, Moderator, to be branded for many things ; but as a

fool and a coward, I shall not be without a protest. I say that

the school at Pisa was a school under the domination of the

Romish Church just as much as the school at Clarksville is under

the domination of the Presbyterian Church. Galileo taught in a

school in which the domination of his Church was as dogmatic as

it is to-day. Now, with that ])remise gi-antcd, I defy any man

to show that the action of the Church was inconsistent with the

rights of the individual who taught in her name. She simply

asserted the exercise of a right which, in that age, was uiKjues-

tioned, and which is to-day in vigorous exercise in the Presby-

terian Church, and I say that the logic of it is as sound as the

oak.

Dr. Woodrow : It is very important. Moderator, that every

utterance should be distinctly understood, and I am glad to know

what Dr. Junkin meant. You all see now to what extent he

commends this document. There is one particular in which I

also think the Inquisition is to be commended : When Galileo was

called to appear before a tribunal which claimed jurisdiction over
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him, he was regularly summoned according to the Constitution of

his Church in the matter ; and before that regularly constituted

tribunal he had the privilege of defiending himself according to

the laws of the Church. But as to this matter I will only say

farther that it was not I who introduced Galileo into this discus-

sion ; but since his name had been introduced,,! thought that it

was extremely desirable that this Synod shouUl know what the

decree of the Holy Office was which had been so strongly com-

mended..

In the next place, Moderator, passing over this, I call atten-

tion to a remark made by my colleague [Dr. Girardeau] to the

effect that my teaching as to the rights and authority of the

Church was one thing at the Seminary, and quite a different

thing here. He told you that I maintained on the platform in

the Seminary that the (Jhurch has no right or authority to teach

anything except the gospel. Now, is not that exactly wliat I

said last night? That the authoritative teaching of the Church

must be the gospel, and the gospel alone ? I say so before the

young gentlemen in the Seminary, and I say so before you. As

regards authoritative teaching, the Church is, of course, confined

to the gospel. J5ut that position is perfectly consistent with

what I have further maintained here and everywhere, that what-

ever will aid the Church in properly acconif lishing that duty, it

is- competent to the Church to do.^ Will any one deny that fact?

Will any one deny that the Church has a right to build a house

for the worship of God? Will any one deny that the Chui'ch

has the right to train and educate young men, or old men, to

become preacluM's of the gospel ; and must their training be con-

fined to things expressly commanded in the word of God? l^ut

surely it is not necessary to [)ursue this distinction any farther.

The Churcli, I maintain, in this last sense, has the right to do

and teach whatever will aid it in accomplishing its holy pur[)ose;

l)ut so far as its authoritative teaching is concerned, that must be

confined to the things commanded. I am glad that 1 have the

opportunity of reiterating tliis principle ; because the application

of the doctrine will completely cut ofll' all introduction into

church courts, whether Holy Offices, or Councils, or Synods, all
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decrees in reference to that -which is scientific in its character,

except so far as that which claims to be scientific may be proved

to be contrary to the Holy Scriptures. The question will not be

wliether such and such a teaching is right or wrong ; but it will

be confined exclusively to whether or not it contradicts the Scrip-

tures. If it contradicts the Scriptures, then to us it is false

;

and for that reason we may rightfully in a church court condemn

it. And I say that the application of this principle will neces-

sarily cut off' the first part of the fourth resolution of the

minority report, as that part of it denounces the teaching of

Evolution, because it is an "unverified hypothesis." That is,

because it is false in science. It does not say whether or not

it is contrary to the Scriptures. It undertakes to decide a purely

scientific question without even having claimed that it has any

connexion with the Holy Scriptures. Oh, Moderator, it will be

a sad day when this Synod resolves itself into an association for

determining the exact amount of truth in a purely scientific pro-

position. I would respectfully call to mind the action of this

Synod some twenty- five years ago, when a matter involving polit-

ical (juestions came up, and there was doubt in the minds of many

meml)crs as to whether that could be discussed by the Synod.

The Synod adjourned and met simply as a company of citizens

to consider the subject. I would suggest that, when you take

into consideration the first part of that 4th resolution, you adjourn

and reassemble as a company of scientific gentlemen, forming a

scientific association, to engage in the settlement of this purely

scientific question. Eut I trust that as rulers in the house of

God you will not undertake to pass judgment upon a question

not ecclesia.stical, when your Constitution tells you that you shall

"handle or conclude nothing but that which is ecclesiastical."

Dh. Girardeau: I would like to ask if there were a chair in

the Theological Seminary designed to teach and indicate the con-

nexion between political science and revelation, and the professor

should give his opinion in favor of Democracy, wouldn't that be

somewhat an analogous case? I would admit that Dr. Wood-

row's position was the correct one. if we had assembled to decide

a question of science alone.
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Dr. Woodrow: I don't think it would make a particle of dif-

ference. I showed last night tliat so far as auxiliary matters are

concerned, the Church has no right to inquire into their truth or

falsehood. Or, as I illustrated then by the multiplication table

which might be taught by tlie authority of the Church, or by the

various kinds of instruction given in tliat combined institution

which is both seminary and college, all under the same organisa-

tion, some of the professors teaching one class part of the day

and some another; an institution both as college and seminary

bearing in every particular the same relations to the constituted

occlesiiistical authorities. I do not think that this Synod would

have the right to decide the ([uestion of political economy,

as stated by Dr. Girardeau. The Church's teachings, that is,

Christ's teachings, must be confined to things found in the word.

]}ut I maintain, if you pass upon this part of the 4th resolution,

where it is not shown or even asserted that there is any connexion

between science and the Scri])tures, you will he deciding a purely

scientific ((uestion, which Christ has given you no right to decide.

The only thing, Moderator, that you have a right to inipiire

into, as to any proposition, is whether it is scriptural or not; and

it is only so far as any thing agi-ees with the holy word that you

may adopt it, and it is oidy when it is inconsistent with the holy

word tlijit you can condemn it, when sitting as a church court.

There is much truth that is not contained in the Scriptures; but

witli it you have nothing to do. Otherwise, why should not the

Church adopt the multiplication table, or some good treatise on

algebra, as matters of faith, sim[)ly because they are true ?

Are there those in this Synod who still desire that it shall be

put on record as undertaking to decide a scientific problem, with-

out the slightest opinion expressed as to its a;^rcement or dis-

agreement with the word of (iod ? It is not competent to you,

I say again, to decide such a (juestion without going beyond the

limits of your authority, and legislating with reference to things

which the Head of the Church has not intrusted to you. You

have no right to go a single step beyond the boundaries which I

have pointed out.

There is one thing, Moderator, which has been used during
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the discussion to which it is scarcely worth while to allude; but

as no little stress was laid on it in the way of appealing to the

feelings, perhaps I should say just a few words about it. You

were told that the science of Evolution and all those bad things

that were said about it were not fit to bo taught in a Theological

Seminary, because they would be of no practical use to a minister

when he was called to the bedside of a dying saint or a dying

sinner. You were asked what comfort or what guidance the

dying man would receive from a discussion of the origin of man's

body, or any unproved hypothesis connected with the subject.

Is this a proper test of what shall be taught in a theological semi-

nary ? Then you must put a stop to Professor Hemphill's teach-

ings; for what comfort or guidance will a dying man derive from

listening to the conjugation of a Hebrew verb at his bedside?

And so with a large part of the auxiliary instructions in every

Seminary couise. ]>ut I beg pardon. Moderator, for taking up

your time with this; I have alhjded to it only to ask you to

think what sucli an argument is worth.

I have already intimated that in my opinion Evolution—its

truth or falsity—is a matter of extremely small importance. I

think that, as regards your Christian character, it does not make

the slightest difference whether you believe in Evolution or not.

1 liave said directly and by implication over and over again, that

the Church may not teach science, even what would be admitted

by all to be true science, so far as such teaching would imply that

that science is sanctioned by the Church. It makes no difference,

as to the doctrines ot" the Chi-istian (Jhurch, whether one believes

the Ptolemaic doctrine of the solar system, or whether he be-

lieves the earth to be round or flat, or, as I think, whether he

regards Evolution to be probably true or an unverified hypothe-

sis. Scientific beliefs, even those which are in some respects of

the highest consequence, when they are compared with the doc-

trines with which the Church of God is concerned, and which

alone it is commissioned to teach, are of utter insignificance.

It is for you now to keep the Church from being again diagged

down from its sublime and sacred work, as it has so ofien been

in the past. The Church in various ways has uttered its belief on

/
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one scientific question after another during the past; and I think

I am right when I assert that every time the Church has under-

taken to express an opinion on scientific matters, it has expressed

an opinion that Avas wrong. And wliat, Moderator, is the sad

result? In every land where knowledge prevails, just in propor-

tion frequently to the extent of the knowledge is the extent of

the rejection of the Holy Scriptures. How could it well he other-

wise ? When you go into a church and hear denounced from the

pulpit as false those things which you know to be true, are you

going to believe the ]3iblc to be the word of God on such author-

ity as that? The authorised interpreter of the word, speaking in

-the name of.the Church, tells you that geology is*not true, that

astronomy is not true, and that you must reject such things as con-

trary to the inspired word of God. Is it a wonder, Moderator, that

those who know the truth are driven by such teaching into utter

rejection of the JJible, and so from hope and down to hell ? yXnd

by whom ? J5y all. Moderator, who insist on maintaining that

there is a struggle, an opposition, an enmity, between that science

which is derived from the word of God and the science which is

derived from his works. It will be an awful and a terrible thiuij

in the day of judgment to have the hlood of such men, Moderator,

on our souls. The evils fo which I am calling your attention are

increasing every day. A larger and larger proportion of the truest

and tlie noblest of our youth are coming every day to understand

and to know the truths of natural science; and just in propoition

as it is asserted from the pulpit that natural science aiul the teach-

innrs of the Hible contradict each other, just in that f)roportion will

unbelief and its fearful conse(piences increase. I will venture to

say that there is scarcely a coinmiinity in this State where you

cannot find one who utterly rcjectH the Sacred Sci'iptures and

Jesus Christ for this reason. Can any one say that such an

eft'ect has ever been produced by the teachings which luive been

denounced here as contrary to the word of God ?

Moderator and IJrethren, you now have one of the grandest

opportunities that could be presented of maintaining tiie i)ure

spirituality and exclusive scriptural character of the Church. As

you look backward over the dreary past, you will see that it has
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been taught in the Church's name that if you believe that human

bcin^^s live beyond the torrid zone, you must reject the Scriptures

as false ; if you believe that the earth is a sphere, you must reject

the Scriptures as false ; if you believe that the sun does not re-

volve around the earth but that the earth revolves around the

sun, you must reject the Scriptures as false; if you believe that

the universe was created more than six thousand years ago, you

must reject the Scriptures as false. Will you add to this dismal

list of appalling examples your teaching, that if you believe that

Evolution is true, you must reject the Scriptures as false?

I beseech you that you abstain from speaking as rulers in the

Church of Christ that which the Head of the Church has not

authorised you in his word to speak. I beseech yoti that you

will not place deadly stumbling blocks in the path of those who

are seeking the way of life in the Holy Word. For the sake of

the intelligent ingenuous youth of the land, for the sake of the

greater multitudes who will look to them as their guides, that

you may not drive to eternal death those whom you would fain

win to eternal blessedness, 1 beseech you that you will not tell them

in Christ's name that if they accept the teachings of God's works,

they can have no share in the unspeakable blessings offered in

(iod's word. J^y your love for the souls of your fellow-men, by

your loyalty to the King and Lord of the Church and your desire

to obey him by keeping within the limits which he has prescribed

to you. as you would glorify him by bringing souls into his king-

dom, I beseech you as his representatives do not commit him to

what he has not commanded, but preach the word, and the word

alone.

[The foro^ioinf!; spooch was dolivorod beforo the Synod of South Caro-

liriii on the 27^1i and 2.Sth Octo])er, 1884. It Ih pulilinlied (after revi-

sion) from reports furniHhed by stcno^^rapherH ; hut these reports omit

nnieb that was Huid by the Hpeaker, aa well as many qnestions put by

members of Synod and sliort speeches made ])y them, while Professor

Woodrow occupied the door. Jiut the speech was wholly unwritten,

and it has l)e(!n found impoHsible to supply the omitted parts from

memory. The action of the Synod in the case may be found in the

published Minutes.]
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