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PREFACE.

Taz following review was originally published in a series of ar-
ticles in the Watchman and Observer newspaper, of Richmond,
over the signature of “Theta.” Wishing to secure a more partic-
ular consideration of the views herein presented, than is usually
given to a discussion of the sort in a weekly newspaper, and not
wishing to even seem to shrink from responsibility under the
cover of a fictitious signature, the writer has determined to send
forth his review of the doctrines of the Board of Education, in a
form more likely to attract attention and awaken the interest of
the Church at large. The question at issue, in his humble judg-
ment, is one of sufficient importance to be thoroughly sifted;
even though the final judgment of the Church should settle upon
conclusions adverse to those which seem to him to be accordant
with the truth. The disposition which is exhibited in many parts
of the Church to avoid the discussion of the issues raised upon this
subject is most remarkable. The doctrines of the Board are either
true or false: if Zrue, why should there be any unwillingness to
make it as manifest as possible: if false, why should not their
falsehood be exposed? It is contrary to the bold, honest spirit of
the Presbyterian Church to allow great questions to be settled
without inquiry, or errors to go without correction because they
have been committed. Whatever others may do the writer has
no course to follow but the honest dictates of gis own convictions,

and solemnly believing that dangerous errors have been inculca-.

ted by the Board of Education in regard to the relation of the
Church of Christ to the interests of education, he can only raise
the protestation uttered in this publication, and thus endea-
_vor to satisfy the strong sense of duty by which he is anima-
ted. Itis a policy altogether mistaken to endeavor to suppress
discussion on this subject: it cannot he suppressed, and the only
result of the attempt will be to accelerate and deepen the tide of
ogposition until it becomes absolutely resistless. In truth, it is
obvious that one great reason why the advocates of the views ex-
pressed in the reports and papers of the Board, are silent nnder
the attacks made upon them 1s the consciousness that they can-
- not be defended. %\is is irresistably proved, by the fact that the
~ brief discussion already elicited, has compelled a modification of
their views as announced by Dr. Hodge in the late Assembly and
in his recent article in the Princeton Revies—a modification im-
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material it is true—immaterial in the sense that it merely moves
from one extreme false position, to another less extreme but equal
ly false—but a modification which clearly confesses that the orig-
inal positions of the Board could not be maintained. In fact this
modification is rather a modification of ¢%e logical conclusion from
the arguments of the Board in support of their policy, than a mod-
ification of ¢ke actual conclusion “Rlich they announce, especially
in their later reports. We have not yet had the pleasure of read-
ing the article of Dr. Hodge in the Repertory, but from the ex-
tracts we have seen, we understand it to maintain that while the
church is not ZZe party to control the general interests of education
to the exclusion of others it is nevertheless @ party to it, either con-
junct or co-ordinate with other recognized sources of control over
it. This view is not new in reality: it was announced by the
Board itself in the report of 1852. The whole course of argu-
ment previously, logically resulted in the conclusion that Zke
church was the only safe and appropriate depository of power
over the subject, and this seems to have been the conclusion they
wished to establish. But it was found necessary to modify this
result and hence the statement in the last two reports that the
church is @ party, but not the exclusive party of supervision and -
control over the general interests of education. This moditication
of the claims of the Beard will not meet the requirements of the
truth: we deny it as emphatically as we do the logical conclusion
of their original arguments. The whole argument which we sub-
mit in the ?ollowing pamplhlet is as good against the claim of the
church in her organized capacity to be @ party as against her
claim to be #4e party to control the interests of education. The
claim is that the church, as such, has the right to become, not
merely an alternate agency where others fail to attend to the sub-
ject, but also, a co-ordinate agency where others are attending to
1t; that she may become a party, not only to the erection of a sec-
ular school as an exceptional instance and as a preliminary basis
for teaching the gospel, but to the genenal system of educational
interests, as they alwalys will exist—one of the permanent and uni-
versal interests of civilized society; thatshe may come into the field
with her system of schools, as arival to schools created on another
principle, and appeal to all the motives which lead men to confide
in the Church of God to enable her to become a successful rival.
In short, the present modification of the views of the Board, pre-
sent the church, not indeed as an exclusive claimant of the pat-
ronage of the people, but as a great educational 7wal of ~other
agencies of concern in the subject, enforcing her appeal still by
the sacred grandeur of her character as the visible kingdom of the
blessed God, and still insisting on the greater security or the high-
er value of schools under her control. ~ We regard this attitude of
the matter as but just a little more respectable than the otber.

\
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"The Church cannot lawfully become a party to the general
iinterests of education in civilized society—a great, permanent
wand wnwwersal bidder—for the management of this great in-
tterest of human life, any more than she can claim to be #/e
wnly lawful and safe agency for its management. The modi-
-fication of the claimn makes it less arrogant but not less un-
fornded : the argument which follows will we hope make this
clear to every candid and patient examiner into the nature of the
-views presented. We have only to add, in conclusion, that the
name and title of the writer will show that others besides officers
of non-ecclesiastical colleges, who are charitably supposed to be
altogether selfish in their opposition to the Board when such gen-
tlemen are so unfortunate as to doubt the propriety of the policy
.of its officers—that others are equally disposed to seek for the logic
not less than for the modesty of their claims. We have no connec-
tion with any college or school which might appear to rival the
schools of t/e churi%t; we never have had, nor do we-ever expect or
~desire to have such a connection. We oppose the views of the Board
and its advocates, because we do conscientiously believe them to
be false and unfounded, dero¥atory to the honor of the church,
and injurious to its interests, hostile 7n fact if not 7n form to val-
uable Institutions already endeared by long service to the friends
of the Gospel, and particularly objectionabﬁe, as unfriendly to the
purer and sounder principles of educational policy upon which
those institutions were founded. For these reasons we give this
publication to the light. If it should advance the interests of the
truth and promote the prosperity of the Church of God even in a
remote degree though it may be destined to refutation and obliv-
ion itself, we shall rejoice in the honor of being permitted to send
it forth to contribute its quota to the advantage of interests so

great, and so important.
C. R. VAUGHAN.
Ly~cuBURG, V4., September 2, 1854.
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TrEerE is a maxim in the philesophy of republicanism which is
of equal value in relation to the church. If the price of libertﬁ
is eternal vigilance, it is equally the bulwark of a pure chure
and a spiritnal religion. The tendencies of the depraved heart
are exerted with an uniformity so absolute, under all conditions
and in every relation which fallen man can sustain, that it is one
of the absolute conditions of our preservation from evil and pro-
gress in good that we watch and be sober. This is true of man as
an individual, and true of him in every relation he sustains, It is
as true of him in the church as it is in the State: it is as true of
him in his speculative opinions, as it is in his growth in grace,
Unless the mind is perpetually kept in the posture of arme%l and
resolute vigilanee, 1t is in constant peril of evil. TUnless man
guards the approaches to the public liberties, it will not be lon
before the tumult of successful tyranny will be heard in the land,
Unless he watches against the influences of wealth and luxury, he
will insensibly slide into thase soft and corrupting tempers of mind
which are at once the surest indexes and the most rapid precurs-
ors of social ruin and degradation.  Unless his soul 1s girded u
for the long and painful vigil against the powers of darkness, whic
must be incessantly maintained from the beginning to the end of
the life of faith, he must fall under the malignant arts of the ad-
versary. Unless he surveys with intense and perpetual vigilance
the movements of the church, he must behold the small beginnings
of evil gradually expand into more and more formidable calami-
ties; and unless they are checked in time, he must witness the
universal desolation of the house of Christ, by means of subtle and
specious evils, growing up from seed scattered as it were by the
wind in the night. This fact or law of the nature of man must
prove our apology, for calling the attention of the chuich more
seriously to the movements of the Board of Education. It istime
/

1.—Annual Reports of Board of Education for 1848, 49, ’50, '62, '58.
9.—Report of Board of Education on Parochial Schools, presented in 1847,

3.—Denominational Education in Parochial Schools by Rev. Thos. Smyth, v. .
4.—The Home, The School and The Church, vols. 1, 2, 8.
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1éotrie more active and severe scrutiny were made into the doetrines
iand policy of that Board. It is time for the Présbyterian Church
ito begin to consider the correctness of those principles, upon which
sshe has been launched on a grand scheme ot secular education and
rupon which, if true, she is to engraft an entirely new deportment
tof ecclesiastical action. It is time for her to say whether the doc-
ttrines advocated in the Reports of the Board and the Education
Repository issued by its Secretary, are the doctrines of the Pres-
Ibyterian church. Nor shall we deem ourselves far from the path
0 dutf', in inviting her to an examination of those doctrines as im-
Ipartiakly severe as is demanded by the immensity of the interests
:at stake.

It is nnquestionable that the movements of the Board of Edu-
cation have been watched by some parts of the church with a
jgrowing suspicion for several years past. Publications in the
inewspapers and periodicals of the church speeches on the floor of
recclesiastical bodies, half-developed movements towards open op-
jposition, have all exposed the uneasiness with which certain parts

«of the church have viewed the doctrines of the Board and the
rclaims to practical power and influence built upon those doctrines.
"This feeling was growing rapidly aad strongly towards an open
«declaration in the Synod of Virginia, some two or three years ago,
‘when the Board first began its cautious and hesitating’ announce-
'ment, that henceforwar?l, the church should be applied to, for
-funds for the support of the secular schools, which it}t)xa:d been per-
isuaded to establish. The announcement created a sort of electric
ishock in the minds of the people. Many minds who could see
:nothing objeetionable in the doctrines, of the Board while they
‘lay couched in the dim magnificence of the style of the Secretary,
‘became wonderfully acute as soon as those doctrines were pushed
‘to one of their legitimate issues and made their appearance in the
rclear and singularly expressive form of a demand for money. The
‘warning which had been raised by the able and vigilant pen of
J. G. 8., and treated without a tithe of the attention de-
:manded by the ability with which it was made, now begun to
"wear an aspect of threatening reality. There was a movement in
ithe camp. Resolutions reflecting strongly on the policy of the
-Board were presented in the Presbytery of West Hanover, and
iscemed on the point of passing almost by acclamation, when the
:action of the body was suspended for more decided developments
von the part of the Board. = When the Synod met the same fall in
ithe city of Norfolk, the feeling of discontent was rapidly rising to
'the point of expression, and would no doubt have been expressed
:in language of decided opposition, but for the opportune arrival
rof the Secretary of the Board in person.  That gentleman by in-
‘vitation addressed the Synod on matters connected with his office. .
In reply to dircet interrogatories, he announced that the Board
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had retreated from her position on that subject, modified Ier pol
icy and was content to go on as she had been. This explanation
dissipated the rising resentment of the body and resolutions strong-
ly commending the Board of Education passed without dissent,
Good feeling: was restored by the assurance of the Secretary that
the Board /Lgad abandoned the idea oi: applying to the church for
money to support her secular schools. is was the declaration
made on the floor of Synod by the Secretary in person, and if it
had not been made, there can be little doubt but what the Synod
of Virginia would have taken strong ground—in oppositien to
the Board The declaration of the Secretary was understood by
a majority of the Synod, to refer to a permanent modification of
the policy of the Board, and to bind them not to repeat the same
offensive claim of pecuniary support in all times to come. Some
were even so far geluded as to interpret the declaration of the
Secretary as a retraxit of all the offensive doctrines of the Board
about the connection of the church, with secular education. The
impressions of the writer, however, were different from either,—
He was then and is now of the opinion, that the Secretary de-
signed to be understood, as merely announcing a temporary sus-
pension of this claim of the Board, until public opinion wn the
church should be stgﬂicientllgé matured to allow the safe repro-
duction. of the suspended clavm. This was his opinion at the
time and everything bearing on the subject since has only con-
firmed the conviction. .Although he does not recollect the exact
language of the Secretary, he does distinctly recollect the impres-
sion which it created. Indeed this is the only interpretation
which is really admissable in the case. It is absurd to suppose
that the Secretary of the Board would announce iu a few indeter-
minate sentences, the entire revolution of the cherished principles
of the Board without any preliminary by way of explanation or
any appendix in the shape of reasons. It is the only interpreta-
tion which can give even a decent apology of consistency to the
views of the Board. That body through its publications and re-
ports has for years diligently inculeated on the church that she
was commissioned by her divine head to teach secular learning.
Now if it is the business of the church to teach, it is the business
of the people to give her all funds necessary to the full and com-
plete discharge of the obligation. If it is the business of the
church to demand these funds, it would have been a gross delin-
uency in duty for her agents to have flinched from the duty of
lemanding it. This claim for money which created such an alarm
was nothing more than the legitimate and necessary development;
of the doctrines of the Board. The Secrctary was bound to ask
for the necessary funds, and if he failed to do it, he was guilty of
a breach of his honorable trust and the laws of duty which grew
out of it. ~If then we allow him any credit for consistency or
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even for common sense, we might have expected this call for mo-
ney. It the Secretary should fail to demand money for the sup-
yort of ministerial education, we should sce at once the extent of
'liS delinquency. DBut if his doctrines are true, that it is as much
the business of the church to conduct the education of her baptized
children as of her candidates for orders, then it is as much the du-
ty of the people to give money for the one as for the other, and it
was as much the duty of the Secretary fo call upon the church for
their contributions to the one, as to the other. Anything like a
supposition that he totally relinquished the application for money
for secular education for all time to come is the very same thing
as to'suppose him deliberately guilty, of a palpable breach of the
great commission of his office. The only supposition as to the
meaning of his retraxit beforc the Synod of Virginia, which is
computﬁ)le with the official fidelity of the Secretary, is that the
modification of the demand for money was merely temporary, to
allow the public sentiment of the church to be matured to the de-
aree of allowing it. This is the only conceivable interpretation
Tt answers all the previous and succeeding hints in the documents
of the Board, and must have been the meaning ot the distingunish-
ed gentleman whose language we review.

‘Whatever doubt may overlay this subject, one thing is certain:
and that is that if the Synod of Virginia had not wmwstaken his
meaning and inferpreted it as going to a permanent retraxit of
this offensive demand, it would never have relinquished its atti-
tude of suspicion or passed the complimentary resolutions about
the Board to which we have already alluded. To have done oth-
erwise would have been foolish to an extremity of folly. DBut the
Synod could not have been satistied with less than a deliberate
and permanent retraxit of a claim which it feit to be monstrous.
It is only to be regretted that it did not require more explicit
statements as to the true nature of the refraxit of the Sceretary and
satisfy itselt’ with distinet and uninistakeable declarations of his
policy. A mere suspension of the ollence, fo secure its more safe
and permanent reproduction hercafter, could nofi have heen sat-
isfactory to a body like the Synod of Virginia. It would have
argued a degree of simplicity on their parts, which no one who
knows them, would be at all willing to impute.

But if we have not misread the signs as displayed in the action
of the Board for some months past, that action is becoming more
and more palpably consistent with its doctrines, and advancing
more openly to the legitimate consequences of its creed. The
claim to pecuniary support is brought into notice with increasing
confidence. 'The monthly repoiis of the Seeretary complain of
the state of the secular treasury, illustrate the neecessity of contri-
butions, appeal to the, liberality of the friends of veligion and
most pathetically inginuates that the church must not suffer its

B
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schools to perish.  Why this guarded and gingerly mnode of ex-
pression if the doctrines ol the Board are true, unless it ig designed
to graduaily mould the sentiment of the church to admit of more
decided and outspoken declarations on the subject? If the Board
means to maintain its position that the church is a party to Edu-
cation, no matter whether exclusively of other parties or not, it
ought to come out boldly and insist on all the necessary and legit-
imate claims growing out of it. The.application for funds now so
cautiously insinuate(i ought to be an appeal to the conscience of
the church as boldly and confidently uttered as any appeal based
on the clearest and least equivocal obligations of the gospel. We
shall then see the Board of Education acting fully in the functions
of that grand office it has claimed for itself, and dispensing the
»ecuniary contributions of the whole church from Maine to the
>acific, for the support of secular schools all over the land. This
Board will then appear what it Zas really become, not a simplo
agency of the church to facilitate the education of her ministry,
but a Board of General Education invested with absolute control
over the whole secular and religious education of the children of
the church, holding the destiny of a thousand schools at its breath,
and wielding an amount of power which, even if it were legiti-
mately claimed for the church ought not to be consigned to one
or two or less than a half dozen agencies. The church must eith-
er support the claims of this Board or repudiate its doctrines. She
must either take up regular collections for secular purposes, or
deny that she owes such a duty to secular learning as its absolute
control. The alternative is absolute. The claim of money is the
legitimate and necessary result of the doctrines of the Board; it
is the logical development of the education creed of the Board;
and the church cannot admit one and deny the other, Certainly
if it is the duty of the church to teach all the various branches of
secular learning, it is the duty ot the people to give every neces-
sary facility to the performance of her duty.  If' it be true that
the control of secular education is the duty of the church as much
as the preaching of the gospel, it is as much the duty of the peo-
ple to pay for the one as to pay for the other. The Bowrd have
as much right to demand money at the hands of the church, for
the one as it has for the other, and no church within the limits of
the Presbyterian body is doing its duty unless it has a distinet col-
lection taken np for secular education, as regularly and on the
identical principles as its collection for the education of the min-
istry.  DBoth these great aims are claimed to be guarded by the
apostolic commission. Both are equally divine in their original
and equally aathoritaiive in their obligation. Doth must be sup-
ported, and supported with o degree of liberality equal to the ne-
cessities of the case.  Tu other words the Preshyterian church
from one end to the other is {o raise the funds necessary to the
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complete establishment of a full system of the means of education,

for the people. The church is to be turned into a great educa-

tional institute. Presbyteries and Synods are to infroduce a new

and entirely distinet branch of business, from the ordinary cccle-

siastical functions, and discuss books and primers, modes of disci-

pline, and improvements in education, just as a convention of teach-

ers or an assembly of friends of free schools.®* While the church

is actively employed in collecting funds for missionary purposes

of all sorts, she is to establish a sccond great line of contributions

for promoting secular education. These are the necessary conse-
quences of the doctrines of the Board. Now if these are true and

just conclusions, it is time the church knew it and was employed
in carrying them into effect. The issues are too great to be al-
lowed to go by default. They must be seized, considered and ac-
tively put into operation, if it is the duty of the church to do it.
There is no reason for flinching from the question, if it be true.

But if these cherished views of the Board are not true ; if it is a
breach of the apostolic commission for the church to pass her
strictly spiritual bounds and claim an unlimited jurisdiction over
the whole system of secular education ; and if the Board are real-
ly laboriously inculcating false views npon the church, it is time
to interfere and prevent the officers of t&mt Board from turning
their whole machinery into implements of evil. This matter is a
serious business. These doctrines are true or false : they involve
a breach or a compliance with the great commission of the church.
If they are really a violation of the apostolic charter, every man
who acknowledges the authority of Christ must come out of these
schools ; he must cease to patronize or recognize them; he must
cleanse his hands from all contact with a system built upon the
prostrate charter of the church of God. There is no alternative.
These views of the Board are right and must be sustained, or they
are wrong and must be repu(?iatcd by the entire body of the
church : else a solemn responsibility will be incuxrred.  On the
confrary if these views are correct, all opposition to them is wrong.
It the apostolic cominission really charges the church with the du-
ty of controlling secular education, the man who resists her claim
is as guilty as he who should resist her claim to preach the gospel.
There may be degrees in his wickedness according as his opposi-
tion is honest or dishonest: but still he will ‘be rebelling against
the authority of God and resisting the great aims for which he has
established a church. The issue is plain and it is a serious issue.
We feel it to be so, and under a profound conviction of this fact
we would attempt to scrutinize the doctrines of the Board in that
spirit of calm and resolute candor, which is equally distant from
all misrepresentation on oue hand and all fear on the other. If

* Report on Parochial Schouvls, 1847, p. G,
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these doctrines are right, we certainly do not meau to resist them

tor once instant after that fact is made manifest.  We have no in-

terest in heing wrong on any subject, and we hold ourselves hound

by a law anterior in existence and superior in force to any

personal pledge upon our own part, to abandon any position

which ean be ghown to be wrong. I the Board or its advocates

can maintain its views, we shall urhesitatingly and in defiance of
all cliarges of inconsistency, abandon our opposition as frankly as

it has been made. DBut if’ they are wrong no effort should be

spared to secure the entire reversal of all the positions assumed

by the courts and agents of the church on this subject. To the

investigation of these issues we shall endeavor to concentrate such

an amount of exertion as may satisfy the strong sense of duty by

which we are animated. We shall subject the doctrines of the
Board to a fearless serutiny. We shall test the arguments which

support them by as rigid a logic as we can bring to bear upon the
investigation. But while we mean to be thus candid and fearless
in the expression of our opinions, we would disfinctly repudiate
all design to reflect on the integrity of the Board. This must be
distinetly understood. 'We believe them honest though mzstaken,
sincerely animated with a desire for the prosperity ot the church,,
though dangerously at fault as to the means of securing it. We
have no personal acquaintance with the Seeretary of the Board,
but from the uniform reports we have heard of him, we are fully
persnaded that we should do great injustice to the noble and
princely generosity of his character, should we place it on the
same level with the correctness of his views on this subject.  We
hope therefore that in the discussion of this great question so long
delayed, all parties will practically recognize the mutual title to
esteem which is founded upon purity of motive and sincere desire
to know and obey the truth, whatever may be thought of the
views which may be actnally entertained. We rejoice in the
recent signs of awakened interest in this subject.  'We hope that
it will not be sufiered to expire until the subject has been search-
¢d to the bottom and the truth fully elicited. 7o the contribution
of onr own part of this work, a purpose which has been fully en-
tertained for many months past, we now address ourselves with
infinitely more hope of’ a successful issue of the discussion than we
dared to indulge when this purpose was originally formed.

It is essential to the clear investigation of any question, that the
point in issue should be distinetly understood. e wish to place
the question raised in the reports of the Board of Education and
supported by the advocates of its doctrines, clearly before the,
minds of our readers. To enable us to do this, we beg their at-
tention to a few preliminary remarks on the several current theo-
ries as to the nature and agencies of education.

Education consists of the acqnisition of knowledge and the de-
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velopment of the soul: these are its fwo great aims.  Of these the
development of the powers and susceptibilities of the soul is the
most important. Perhaps it wounld not be wrong to deny that
the ends of education are two-fold, and to assert that the acquisi-
tion of knowledge bears to the development of the faculties, the
subordinate relation of a means to an end. The expansion of na-
ture, the enlargement of the plan impressed upon the soul by the
hand of the Creator according to the great law of improvement by
exertion, is the great purpose of education. The nature of man
is multiform in its unity ; it is composed of an intellectual, moral
and physical department. It is the end of education therefore to
educe, to draw out, to develop all these parts. None are to be
omitted : all are to be developed together under the laws and con-
ditions, moral and positive which are issued for the regulation of
each separate power or capacity of the complex nature subjected
to the process. IEducation can only be complete or symmetrical,
when all the powers of human nature are symmetrica{ly develop-
ed. The mend with its various faculties must be developed ; the
development of which must be conducted on principles suited to
the nature of each of them. The discovery, application, modifica-
tion and improvement of these rules and principles, spread before
us one great collateral branch of this vast and complicated subject.
The Zeart must also be developed with all its wealth of hope and
fear, desire and affection. The moral instincts of human nature,
conscience, the sense of justice, the power by which all moral dis-
tinctions are perceived and maintained to be authoritative, must
also be expanded and improved. These capacities of the soul and
the laws that govern their development, the agencies to be em-
ployed and the conditions of time, place and circumstance to be
observed in their employment, form another great branch of the
great question of education. The development of man’s physical
constitution and the laws that govern it, form another. This de-
velopment ought obviously to proceed simultaneously, as far as
possible, so that the unity as well as the diversity of nature may
be preserved.

1t follows from these views that any neglect to educate the mo-
ral nature of man is to pervert the very end and aim of education,
and thus presents a conclusive answer to one of the questions rais-
ed in relation to this'subject. This is, whether the end of educa-
tion does not properly terminate upon the intellectual powers to
the exclusion of the moral susceptibilities and faculties of the soul.
On this question there can be no issue between Christian dispu-
tants on the subject of education, or indeed between any investi-
cators of the subject, who have formed the first just conception
of its true ends. If education is the development of the nature of
man, a syminetrical and complete development is absolutely in-
dispensable to the attainment of this end; for to develop but a
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part of the soul would defeat it altogether.  To develop one part
to the negiect of the others, would be to, disturh the harmony of
nature, disarrange the order which God has established, and as
the result, produce man a creature of education, distorted from his
trne proportions, enlarged in some faculties and dwarfed in others
and miserably compensated by the enlarged capacity of his edu-
cated faculties for the distortion of the symmetry of his nature,
and the dishonor and neglect of the faculties lett without develop-
ment.

There is another question which rises in this posture of the sulb-
jeet. It is this: admitting that the development of the moral and
religious capacities of the soul ought to keep pace with the devel-
opment of the intellect, is this double development to be sought
Jfrom the same agency, or are they to be accomplished simultane-
ously by different agencies? This is a question of means not of
ends—of instruments—not gf objects : and u})on 1t, there may be
a difference of opinion maintained consistently both by those who
support and by those who oppose the doctrines of the Board of
Education, One party contend that both of these ends, the devel-
opment of the moral and intellectual nature, ought to be sought
from the same agency, and that the school which provides the ne-
cessary instruments for the education of the intellect ought to pro-
vide equally the instruments for the education of the heart, and to
seek both with equal solicitude as the two great departments of the
same end. The other party—the party who are principally iden-
tified with the policy of State educatiorfi—contend that while hoth
these ends are to be sought, yet there are reasons which require
that they ought not to be sought of the same agency: that they
ought to be carried forward simultancously by different agencies:
and that while the day school is singly devoted to the develop-
ment of the intellect, the development of the moral powers is to
be sought from the independent and co-ordinate agencies of home,
the pulpit, the press, and all other means by which the moral na-
ture of man may be affected. Now it is obvious that a school
based on either of these opposing views might be founded wéthout
the intervention of the church, and therefore a holder of ecither
view is not nccessarily committed either for or against the doc-
trine of ecclesiastical intervention. It is conceivable at least, that
a number of parents, Presbyterian parents for example, holding
the opinion that the development of the moral nature ought to be
sought of the same agency charged with the development of the
intellect, should determine to unite and secure a school in which
religion should be directly intermingled with the course of secu-
lar studies. This would be altogether possible, and it is not only
possible, but 7his is the true scheme of" education in opposition ly
the doctrines of the Bowrd on the one hand, and the advocates of
the State policy on the other. In other words, although the reports
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cof the Board argue upon it as a fixed and admitted logical con-
mection, there is in fact no sort of connection whatever between
tthe premise that religion may be tanght in a day-school and the
cconclusion, that ¢ke chawel may properly undertale to establish it.
TThis argument assumes that wherever religion may be properly
ttaught, ¢ke clwrch may properly undertake to control it. The-
aquestion as to ¢he nature gf the school is one thing, and the ques-
tilon as to the proper agency in establishing it is another. It may
fhe proper to mingle religion directly in the exercises of a day-
school ; yet it may not be proper for ¢ke church to undertake to
mningle it : that might be left with equal, and some are disposed
tto think, with much more propriety to the parent. A man may
wonsistently hold that religion ought to be mingled in the regunlar
exercises of the day-school, and yet deny the right of the church
tto meddle with it.  This is precisely the relation we hold to the
dloetrines of the Board of Education. The Board teaches the doc-
tirine that religion should be intermingled in the ordinary routine
of the scholastic course, and we are happy to co-incide with this
wiew so far as we have been able to balance the contending con-
ssiderations that control this part of the subject, although it is like-
I'y that we would allow of tlre modification of this doctrine from
tihe force of circumstances, beyond the point at which the Board
would stop. 'We wish it then to be distinetly understood we raise
mo issue with the Board of Education touching the value of Chris-
titan education or the propriety of secking to secure it by the in-
teermixture of religion with the secular comrse. It is not a ques-
tiion of objects, but of agencies, not of ends, but of means, not of
moral or prudential propriety, but of ecclesiastical power.

There 1s a third question which claims our attention in the in-
vrestigation of this subject: the presentation of this question will
wresent the issue between us and the Board of Education so clear-+
W that {atuity itself cannot fail to comprehend it. Admitting with
tlhe Board what is denied by the advocates of the State education
prolicy, that religion ought to be dircetly intermingled with the

cxxercises of the day-school and that the development of the moral
powers should be sought at the hands of the schoolmaster, just as
much as the development of the intellect, 4s the chwrch of’ Christ,
s consequence of this or for any other veason, the proper agency
‘o0 establush and maintain, to govern and to stand officially respon-
stible for such a school 2 'This is the plain and single issue which
avre make with the Board. It is a question, not of the propriety
off Christian education or of any of the subordinate questions of
lue instrumental means or conditions to be used in attaining it.
/(4 s pm-cl;{/ @ question of ceclesiastical power, involving as all
uiestions of governmental power must do, issues of individual right
aind personal liberty, together with those graver and more ct?m-
manding issues ol the honor and authority of the great Ilcad, of
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the church which are involved in all questions ol the complianec
or non-compliance ot the chureh, with the limitations and require:
ments of his will. The Board aflirms and we deny. The Boar
affirms, not only that religion ought to be intermingled with the ex
creises of the day-school, but also that for this and for other reasons,
the chureh in her organic and official cafmcit.y is the proper and
even divinely appointed agency to establish and supervise a wholg
series of schools of various grades, embodying that peculiarity.
We admit the first part of this doctrine and deny the second: e
contend that the one result is not the necessary or logical conse.

uence of the other, and that before it can be admitted that the
:fhurch may interfere because religion may be properly taught in
the day-school, it must first be distinctly proved that such a school
can be founded by no other agency but the church. If the true
law of education require such a school, and no agency but the
church can establish it, it would then be required by consistency
to admit the lawtulness of ecclesiastical interference, and not only
its lawfulness, but its necessity. But before this conclusion can
be reached, it is obvious that it must be first proved that the churel,
alone can establish it. If any other agency beside the church can
do it, the conclusion fails. The question we raise then with the
Board of Education is, whether the church of Christ is the proper
agency to manage the interests and control the fortunes of secn
lar or civil education. We deny the claim as a whole and in all
its parts—claiming on the contrary that such a school if required
by the true law of education, ought to be established—not by the
church—but by the people—not by the Presbyterian church in
her organized capacity—Dbut by Presbyterian people in the exer
cise of their rights and duties as parents.

We aftirm that the church, as such, can take part in such busi
ness only by influence, not by the direct ewertion of power ; and
that any claim on the part of the church to granted or incidental
power to control the general interests of secular learning, or the
secular education of her baptized children, is a claim unwarranted
by the word of God, by the structure of the church, or by any
necessity or propriety whatever; that it is an usurpation and &
sinful trespass of the church beyond her appointed limits, to whicl
she ought to be turned back by all who regard the authority of
Christ and the binding force of the limits he has placed upon all
the grand divisions of human duty. To the discussion of this is
sue we now invite the attention of the public.

If we rightly understand the doctrines of the Board, they plac
the right of the church to establish a great system of secular edu
cation on several different and to us palpably ill-connected grounds
They seem to argue in some parts of their oflicial papers, that the
chureh has a right to control the interests of secular edueation it
virtue of @ distinct and independent grant of power in the apes
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lolic commiission, to teach secular learning as @ co-ordinate, yet
independent branch of her commvission to teach. This seems to be
the ground assumed 11 all comments which are made on the terms
of that commission and the use of the word Zeacker in the Epistles
of the New Testament. This is the ground taken also by Dr.
Smyth of Charleston in the extraordinary pamphlet issued by him
geveral years ago, in which he not only claims a divine injunction
of the most positive character for the intervention of the church
but boldly pushes the doctrines of his party to their utmost appli-
cation and unequivocally claims for the church the power to con-
trol the professional and business education of all under her reach,
as well as their ordinary classical and scientific training.*

They argue again as 1f the right of the church resﬁted as an.
incident to the direct grant of power to teach the doctrines of re-
ligion and that as it is competent to the church through her au-
thorized teachers to explain the secular allusionsof the Sacred
Record, she may therefore enter to any conceivable or possible
extent into the inculcation of literature and science. It is sup-
posed that inasmuch as the Bible contains various allusions which
cannot be comprehended without the assistance of secular learn-
ing, and as the church must be supposed competent to give all
instruction necessary to the elucidation of the Scriptures, it may
therefore lawfully undertake to instruct in everything necessary
or appropriate to the understanding of the gospel. This seems to
. be the doctrine of Dr. Hodge’s address, that the Bible including
all forms of truth, the right to teach the Bible, includes the right
to teach all truth and that it is not only the business of the church
to teacl;‘, but to teach in all ways by which the truth can be con-
veyed. g

)A ain, they seem to rest the whole issue on the wncidental and
auxiliary powers of the government of the church, powers which
result, not from any direct grant, but from the obvious principles
of constitutional law and common sense, that when a party is
vested with a grant of powers, he is necessarily equally vested
with whatever powers may be necessary to carry out the powers
with which he was originally clothed. This seems to be the
foundation of all the arguments, alle}%-ing first the necessity of the
case and second, theinterest of the chwrch, as justifying ecclesias-
tical intervention. The claim is likewise argued as resulting from
the relation of baptized children tb the church, and again, from the
dictates of prudence seeking all possible safe-guards to education,
the argument alleging that such a protection is to be found in
the supervision of the church in its courts. It is obvious that if
the first of these pleas is correct, there can be no necessity for the

* Smyth on Parochial Schools, p. 7, 15, 19.
t Home, The School and the Church, Vol. 3, p. 45.
0
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others or indeed any propriety in the allegation of some of their,
If the rightof the church results from a specific grant in the apos-
tolic commission giving the church the control of secular learnin

as a co-ordinate and independent grant, with the right to contro
the teaching of the gospel, it is clear, there is no use in claiming
her right merely as an incident to her spiritual functions, or in
placing it among the incidental powers of her government. If
the right exist as a direct grant, it does not exist as an incident.
If it exists as an incident, it does not exist as a direct grant. The
pleas arc mutually destructive, and no matter which may be final-
ly adopted as the foundation of the claim set up for the ‘chureh,
it is certain the other must be abandoned. 'We shall endeavor,
however, to show that neither of them are founded in truth and
that no other plea presented by the Board will justify the church
in so enormous and unwarrantable an extension of its functions.

The pleas ot the Board running through various ﬂublications
are too numerous to receive a distinct notice of each: we shall
therefore select the most striking and important of them for the
purpose of investigation.

One of the most imposing and unfounded of these pleas is the
claim to direct power over the whole subject of secular learning
from the terms of the Apostolic commission. It is alleged that
the language of that great charter of the church, Go teach all na-
tions, embraces the right alleged to existin the church. A simi-
lar argument is founded upon the word, Zeac/er, used in the New
Testament. It is alleged that the broad terms of the commission
and the acknowledged character of the church as a teaching insti-
tute, are not to be Timited to any one class of topics, but must be
interpreted to embrace all forms of truth, thus securing to the
church the rightto teach secular learning among the other forms
of truth. It 1s also alleged that the right of the churchi # teach,
implies a right to teach 2 @/l ways in which the truth can be con-
veyed to the understanding. The church is held up as mainly
the respopsible and authoritative party vested with the control of
the child and his fortunes; and while in one place it is alleged
the parent is the original and highest source of authority on this
subject, it is unequivocally asserted in another that #%e parent is
the special agent of the claweh in planting the seeds of intellectu-
al and moral culture in the minds of his clildren.”™ Without
pretending to select all the instances 1in which these views are as-
serted, we call the attention of the reader to the following quo-
tations from the reports and other oflicial papers of the Board.

The report of the Board for 1848 declares in relation to certain
statements quoted from the history of the first centuries of the
Christian church : ’

“These statements serve to give a specimen of the spirit that existed in the
primitive church, feeling its way under the guidance of religion towards the god-

# Compare Rep. 1850, p. 68, with Rep. 1852, pp. 33: 35.
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ly education of youth. The value of such instructions became of course, im-
paired as Chrisfianity degencrated, but their origin was undoubtedly in the

t commission, Qo teach allnations. This commission includes the training
of the young, aswellas the general proclamation of the word of life)"™

It also affirms that ¢khe phwrality of presbytersin the early
church gives supportto a very common opinion that a part of them
were engaged in giving instruction. arious texts of Scripture
seem to intomate that the office of teacher was a distinct and sepa-
rate office provided by divine appointment.t

The Board argue at length in their Report for 1852, that “the
church is a party to education, because teaching is one of the fune-
tions of the church.”f They present us also with the following
extraordinary argument among others to su{)port this claim.—
They tell us with inimitable simplicity that the scriptures lay no
stress on secular education, but abound in exhortations in favor of
religious murture.  If the religious so far exceeds the secular, if
the two naturally go together, and if the religious belongs to the
church, than the right and duty of the church to include the
whole within its proper sphere is no unnatural inference.” We
defer comment for the present.

Dr. Hodge in his address on the teaching office of the church,
published in the Home, the School and the Church, gives expres-
sion to the following views to which we shall again have occasion
to call the attention of the reader.|

Lot it however be distinctly understood, that we advocate no exclusive meth-
ed of instruction. The business of the church is to teach and to teach in all the
ways by which the truth of God can be conveyed to the understanding; but
that work must be accomplished.” ,

“1Ve have endeavored to show that teaching is the great duty of the church
and how she ought to teach; the only other question is what is she to teach?—
Is she to teach secular knowledge? The proper answer to this question un-
doubtcdly is, that the church is bound to teach the Bible and other things only
so far as they are necessary or important to the right understanding of the Bi-
ble. 7This exception however covers the whole field of human knowledge.”

Comment is scarcely necessary. Similar to these, only advan-
cing with more boldness to the full extent of the principles incul-

cated, are the views of Dr. Smyth:

“This duty of the church as ‘the Teacher’ of every creature in all nations by
whom they are to be ‘trained up in the way they should go’—covers the whole
period of human life, from infancy to old age, from birth to the grave; and the
teaching or training therefore which it is to impart, must run parallel and be
found adapted to every age and period of human life.”§

The inference from these positions is that as the church is ap-
pointed to each in general terms it may teach anything and eve-
rything, andin all ways by which truth can be conveyed to the

* Rep. 1848, p. 11.

1 Ib. p. 10.

1 Rep. 1852, pp. 37T: 88.

§ Vol. 3, pp. 45: 46.

§ Smyth on Parochial Schools.
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understanding. As the exception admitted by Dr. Todge covers
the whole field of human knowledge, the church may lawfully
undertake the ecclesiastical control and teach any department of
the whole field incidentally brought under its review. As the
church is “the Teacher” in the most unlimited and unqualified
sense, as contended by Dr. Smyth, she can teach anything if she
pleases, and all things if' she can.

To these views the reg]y is obvious. The church is charged by
her commission to Zeack, not in general, but with a specitic and
limited reference to one grand class of topics. She is appointed
to teach the gospel, to inculcate the will of God, to expound the
Scriptures. Nor is the great ficld of her work more definitel
prescribed than the mode in which she is to do it. She is
to teach through a specified class of officers invested with of-
ficial functions for this very purpose, and she is as much bound
to teach through her proper officers as she is bound to teach at
all. The inviolability of this office is as good against any en-
croachment from the church itself in any of its agencies, as a-
gainst encroachment from without. Noe member of the church, no
officer or agent of the church belonging to another rank, no part
of the government of the church have any right to invade the of-
fice prescribed for the exercise of the teaching function of the
church, orto interfere with auy of the duties attached to it. Now
let us allow the interpretation put by the Board on the apoétolic
commission and on tﬁe term Zeacher used in the Epistles. It is
worthy of notice, we may remark in passing, that while the
Board in some parts of their official papers, argue for a direct ob-
ligation of duty resting uson the church to control the interests of
ec?ucation, binding beyond all discretion whatever, they argue in
other parts of their reports as if the matter was subject to the dis-
cretion of the church, that it was one of those things about which
it might or might not employ its powers, and that all idea of im-

er interference on the part of the church was annihilated by

the fact that though not bownd, it was at least at liberty to
act, if it should appear to be expedient. DBut admit their inter-
pretation of the apostolic commission and we not only have a
ermission, but @ conunand. Nay more, we have the officer, who
15 to teach both classes of the truth alleged to be included in the
commission, dzstinctly specified. The same office is charged with
both ; and the result flowing irresistibly from the interpretation
of the Board, is that the menistry of the gospel are charged by
Christ with two distinet and co-ordinate functions as a teacher of
science and a preacher of the Cross! The obligation is the same
for both, and by divine command he is ez gfficzo a pedagogue not
less than a pastor, and both offices equally authoritative and
equally divine. Axre the Board ready to admit these conclusions?
If not, they must surrender their argument from the apostolic
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commission : the couclusion is wedded to the premise, and both
must stand or fall together.

It is a matter of curious speculation to observe the extent to.
which inconsistency .can go in an honest mind, and few instances,
of it would be found more remarkable, than the inconsistency be-
tween the views entertained by the Board about the meaning of
the commission and their hesitating denial that the Zeac/er is an
ecclesiastical officer. They apply the term Zeac/ker to schoolmas-
ters : they saythat the plurality of presbyters in the early church
was probably occasioned by the demand for school teachers; yet
they say he is not an ecclesiastical officer. This would be l'ati)lel
dangerous. experiment: it would indicate a claim to create new
officers in the church which it might not be safe to bring too clearly
before the world, so long as certain stern old paragraphs stand in
the Confession of Faith making Christ alone the Head of the
church :and the authorized source of all its official arrangements.
But what is zke teacker of one of the institutions of the Board—
They labor hard to definehim : they deny him to be ecclesiastical
and call him religious; while they argue that he is invested with
his gfficial though not ecclesiastical character by the very terms of
the apostolic commission. How would the Board prove from the
commission, the ecclesiastical character of a preacher of the gos-
pel? Evidently by showing that the church had been charged
with the preaching of the Gospel, and as a matter of course the
office specified in the commission as charged with the business is
and must be ecclesiastical. Now if it be true thatthe church is
equally charged with the interests of secular knowledge as with
the preaching of the gaspel it will follow on precisely the same
grounds, that the officer charged with the care of the secular de-
partment of the commission of the church, must also be ecclesias-
tical. e must occupya co-ordinate rank with the minister and
ruling elder, as an officer of the church. If the office of school-
master is not ecclesiastical, the business attached to it is not ec-
clesiastical. If the office is ecclesiastical what do the Board mean
by denying it! It is impossible to avoid two conclusions from
this -argument of the Board on the Apostolic commission : first
that the office of .a teacher of secular learning is equally ecclesias-

. ieal amd, divene with the office of a minister; and second that
these two offices aré really the same, or to speak with more pre-
cision of language, the teaching of secular }mowledge and the
teaching of the gospel are two co-ordinate functions of the same
office. According to the commentaries of the Board on the com-
mission the school-master is charged with the performance of one
of the great duties of the church, yet they assert that it is impos-
sible for him to discharge his duty ¢n an official capacity. There
is an evident absurdity in claiming on one side the entire control
«of secular learning for the church, and yetin depriving the church
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of an oflicer to discharge the duty resulting from the claim,—

What is an oflicial character or capacity but the investiture of an

individual with power to do certain acts peculiar to a certain ye-

lation, and which he could not lawfully do as an individual? If |
the doctrine be true that secular learning has been equally com- |
mitted to the church with the doctrines of religion it follows re-
sistlessly that the school-master is as much an ecclesiastical officer
as a minister of' the gospel, and that if any one undertakes to
teach secular knowledge unless in an ecclesiastical capacity he is |
as guilty as if he undertook to discharge the functions of the |
ministry without being invested with the office. These conclusions

are absolutely resistless fromn the interpretation put by. the Hoard !
on the commission of the apostles and by their advocates on the

teaching character of the church ot Christ. ‘

The plea for ecclesiastical intervention set up by the Board and |
its advocates drawn from the ncidental relation of secular knowl-
edge to the truths of religion, though sufficiently discriminated in
its own nature from the claim to direct power granted in the apos-
tolic commission, is hardly perhaps snﬁicientT discriminated in
the papers of the Board to have laid the foundation for our divi-
sion of the pleas into two separate and distinct arguments. Wa
have done so, not only because there was a distinction between the
pleas in the nature of the case, but also to enable us to examine
them with more distinetness. We shall now call the attention of'
the reader to the argument founded upon /e incidental relation of
secular knowledge to the truths of the gospel, as set forth in the re-
ports and other official papers of the Board. The following ex- °
tract is from the Reporttor 1852, p. 37.

*The churchis a party to education, because feaching is one of the functions
of the church. 'This position in the abstract will scarcely be denied. God makes
use of his church to “teach all nations.” Tt is her very vocation to instruct in
divine things. The great practical question here for consideration is, how far
the teachings of other things besides pure religion is embraced within the scope
of ecclesiastical authority ?

In answering this question so as to bring general learning within the lawful
sphere of the church, it is important to remember in the first place, that the
ﬁ;:oper knowledge of the Bible callsinto requisition learning of every kind.—

istory, geography, astronomy, mental philosophy, general literature, and in
short every department of knowledge is jairly subject to the demands of coery
one who desircs thoroughly to understand the Scriptures. On the principle,
thergfore, that the greater includes the less, the church has a right to teach the
general branches of education as auxiliary to the interpretation and knowledge
of the divine word.”

There can be no mistake about the import of this paragraph: on the
incidental relation of secular to religious knowledge it is unequi-
vocally claimed to be within the lawful sphere of the church, to |
teach history, general liferature and in fact every department of
knowledge! A conclusion so sweeping, annihilating everything
like a limited and specific character in the church of Christ, drawn
from such an argument certainly deserves the utmost attention.
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Nor is the Board single in the assertion of this view. The great
and distinguished Professor of Didactic Theology in the Seminary
at Princeton, takes precisely similar grounds. He says.

4ot it, however be distinctly understood that we advocate no exclusive
‘method of instruction. The business of the church is to teach, and to teach in

:all the ways by which the truth of God can be conveyed to the understanding ;
but that work must be accomplished. .

We have endeavored to show that teaching is the great duty of the church,
and how she ought to teach: the only other question is whet is she to teach? Ts
she to teach secular knowledge? The proper answer to this queslion undoubtedly

‘ig, that the church is bound to teach the Bible, and other things only so far as
they are necessary or important to the right understanding of the Bible. Z%is
\exception, however, covers the whole field of hwman knowledge. The Bible is a
-wonderful book. It brings everything within its sweep. Its truths radiate in
‘every direction, and become implicated with all other truth, so that no form of
knowledge—nothing which serves to illustrate the nature of God, the constitu-
tion of the universe, or the powers of the human soul, fails to do homage and
render service to the book of God. We can not teach the doctrines of creationt
and providence, without teaching the true theory of the universe, and the pro-
per office of the laws of nature; we cannot teach the laws of God without teach-
ing moral Philosophy ; we cannot teach the doctrines of sin and regeneration,
without teaching the nature and faculties of the soul. Christianity, as the
highest form of knowledge, comprehends all forms of truth.™*

Hence the church may teach all forms of truth ! 'The
whole field of human knowledge being necessary or important to
the understanding of the Bible, therefore the church may lawfull
reduce the whole of that field under her own control and teach
any branch of human knowledge that may be necessary or impor-
tant to the understanding of the Bible !

Tt would seem that inasmuch as Christianity comprehends all
forms of truth, the maxim that the greater includes the less, gives
the church an inffangible right to teach any branch of science or

qart: the right to teach the greater and more important truth, im-
plies necessarily the right to teach any that is less so. If she can
be trusted with the one why not with the other? Such is the ar-
gument: let us test it.

The legitimate mode of testing the validity of vague and com-
prehensive propositions laying claims to extensive jurisdiction is
to apply them to particular instances and observe the results. Ap-
ply this claim and see the extent to which it would extend the
power of the church. The Bible alludes to law: the charch may
therefore, set up a law-school and inculcate law and religion to-
gother. The Bible alludes to medicine: the church may there-
fore establish a series of medical schools, and deliver ecclesiastical
lectures on all branches of the medical art. It alludes to the bu-
siness of the carpenterand other crafts: the church may therefore
Jlawfully establish schools for instruction in the mechanic arts.—
If the allusions of the Bible to law and medicine are not allowed
to justify the ccelesiastical establishment of law and medical

* Home, The School and the Church, Vol. 5. p. 45.
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schools, heither will similar incidental allusions to other forms of
truth not purely religious, justify the establishraent of schools for
secular education in science and the classics. To such extrava-
gances will the argument extend, and if' the reader wishes to gee
these conclusions not only admitted to be legitimate consequen-
ces of the doctrine, but actually urged as part and parcel of the
great ecclesiastical system of education, we have only to call his
" attention to the following paragraph taken from & &)ublication of

a distingnished supporter of the views of the Board. Dr. Smyth

declares:
“Again there is nothing, weaffirm really proper, useful, or essential to the ed-

ucation of a child, that is not commanded by Christ and enjoined wupon his
church ; and whatever therefore is necessary to a complete education ought to
be provided and imparted under the teaching and supervision of the church,—
In whatever way they should gowhen old—whether as men of business or men
of letters or men of professional occupation—in that way, 8 it the business and
the duty of the church to train up the youth brought within her influence"*
There is the legitimate result of the doctrine of ecclesiastical
intervention boldly traced out to its utmost boundary, and itis
llnequiVocally claimed that in whatever way, not the moral and
religious way in which men of all callings ought to pursue them,
but in whatever professional or business way it is lawful for men
to engage, it is the solemn duty of thechurch to train them to go!
But the assertion of this incidental claim over all form of truthis
utterly fallacious, in the extent and for the purposes for which itis
employed. There is a degree of truth in it; but by no meanssuch
n degree of it as will justify the enormous superstructure of eccle-
siastical usurpation erected upon it. Itis true that there are se-
cular allusions intermingled in the instructions of the Bible, which
may be properly explained by the expounder of the Seriptures:
but the idea of basing upon this capacity in the minister of the
pospel to explain incidental allusions in the sacred text, a right in
the church in her organic capacity to establish a universal system
of secular education, is perfectly preposterous. In the first place
the power to explain the secular allusions of the Seriptures per-
tains solely to the minister of the gospel; for it is clear that the
teaching function of the church, no matter whether employed on
the incidental allusions ox direct statements of the sacred text, per-
tains exclusively to the ministry of the gospel. Now the functions
of that office are good against all usurpation in or out of the
church; and if this be so no part of the government of the chureh,
no agency individual or corporate, no officer of another ecclesias-
tical rank has the remotest conceivable right to interfere with the
functions of the ministry and claim the power ecclesiastically to
instrucf in the knowledge of incidental or direct statements of the
Scriptures. Zhe admatted capacity of the church to ewplain the
secular allusions of the scriptures s confined to the officer of the

* Smyth on Parochial Schools; p. 1¢.
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hureh charged with the exercise of her teacling functions: it be-
liongs to the minister of the gospel ; and as such s excluded from
tihe jurisdiction or control of the clurch in its organized or gov-
enrnmental capacity, as much as from any other intruder what-
ewer. :
In the next place this admitted capacity in the ministry of the
el to explain the secular allusions of the sacred records is a
sitrictly imited and defined right. Tt is only lawful when strictly
cionfined to its incidental and allusive character. No m’nister of
tlhe gospel has the right under pretence of exercising this capaci-
try of his office, to pass beyond the exigency of the explanation
oefors him, to lose sight of his true business as an expounder of
tlhe Scripture and launch out on a purely secular address. For
imstance, it may be proper for a minister of the gospel, to explain
im the pulpit, the principal qualities of the camel or .dromedary
:Lllludc(}) to in the Bible; butif he were to branch off into a gene-
rinl lecture upon natural history and defend himself by saying it
was as lawful to talk of English race horses as of Arabian camels,
and by urging that the incidental right to allude to the camel gave
luim the right of unlimited disquisition on natural history, it would
bie difficult to say which would be the most remarkable, his im-
piudence or his logic. The truth is, this capacity pertains only to’
tthe ministry as a teaching function, and only in this office in a
prurely limited form.. It is only allowable even in the ministry
wrhen purely and absolutely incidental to an explanation of the
Sicriptures. It will not justify a minister in going beyond its inci-
diental and subordinate character: much less will it authorize the
cthurch in its organized cz Eacity to establish a boundless system of
secular instruction. Such a conclusion from such apremise is ab-
solutely monstrous. It had just as well be said that the right of
ne church to collect funds for the prosecution of her business, im-
pllies and confers the right of unlimited entry upon commercial
speculations. The church has the right to raise money, but not to
mise it in every way in whichmoney may be lawfully made. So
e has a right to explain secular allusions incidental to the exposi-
ioon of the Scriptures; but she is equally bound to observe the in-
indental character of the allusion and to make the explanation on-
y* through her authorized officers for the exposition of the Secrip-
wres.  This capacity of instructing in secular knowledge is inci-
leental and limited, and must be kept within its proper sphere.—
tiis not legitimate to plead an sncidental capacity to justify a
ourse from which everythingof a truly incidental character hgs
yezen banished.
The argument from the 2ncidental relation of secular to reli-
ious truth, may be still more clearly evinced to be fallacious by
Tbrief series of parallel suppositions. 1t had justas well be ar-
med for a professor of law, that because eéclesiastical “ideas are
D
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necessarily, incidentally touched in the course of hislectores, he
might therefore lawfully stretch this incidental capacity of his of-
fice, and assume all the functions of a teacher of'veligion, in vire
tue of hisright to explain the religiousideas incidentally attached to
his legitimate course of instruction. Equally legitimate would be
the claim of & medical lecturer, to the character of professor of
law, because he could lawfully inculeate the principles of medical
jurisprudence. The truthis that all forms of truth bear some re-
iation to other forms of truth; but this fact by no means places all
truth on a common level as toimportance or sanctity of authority,
neither does it anthorize the erasure of all the lines of distinetion
which have been drawn by prudence or by positive law, round the
different authorized sources, for the investigation and inculeation
of the truth. The church has no business to enter into scientific
or philosophical investigations, in her organized capacity, simply
because s{ie has been limited by the law of her existence to the
custody of but one great branch of truth. That the church is
equally at liberty or equally bound to teach all forms of truth, is,
with all respect to the distinguished gentleman who makes the as
gertion, absolutely incredible. If it De true then it follotws that it
is equally lawful for a minister of the gospel, to preach the gospel
or lecture on law, or explain the principles of the magnetic tele-
graph, or enter upon a discourse on any topic sacred’ or secular, se
rious or amusing, sublime or ridiculous. It would also follow that
the church might aslawfully ordain a Professor of mathematics
as & preacher of the gospel; for if she is lawfully charged with
the interests of both secular and religious truth, she is equally
bound to provide the teachers of both. Black smithing is one
form of truth : hatting is another: the manufacture of buckets and
the management of horses, are other forms ‘of it; and if the
church is charged with the control of all forms of truth, she i
bound as Dr. Smyth does not hesitate to say, to provide for in-
struction in these and all other conceivable branches of the me
chanic and domestic arts. The fates of poultry and the fortunes
of knitting and d:n'ningr will all depend on the perfection of ecele
siastical supervision. It follows moreover that a mistakein sei-
ence is subject to ecclesiastical control, and it thus turns ont that
Galileo was imprisoned by the Papists, not because the legitimats
power was not employed, but because an indiscreet use was madz
of a lawful and appropriate power. |
‘What then isthe limit on the power ofthe church to inculeat:
truth, not directly religious? It is very plain: the church hason
ly‘the right to teach by her apgropriate officers the truths of th
ospel, and she is only permitted to tonch truth purely secular, &
ar as it exists as 2 pure and absolute incident, to her appointed
subjects of jmstruction. She has no right to teach but b %er ap

propriate officers, by men charged with her functions, by minjs
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fters of the gozﬁel charged with her functions as a dacker, and by
mgents, men, charged with her functions of governinent, teaching
“tthe truth not as ¢eachers, but as agents and as a means of carrying
sout their legitimate business. This is the power—this general aux-
iiliery power incident to the gowernment of the church, under
rwhich the Board of Publication, the Theological Schools, and the
ssystem of Colportage have been lawfully set in operation by ec-
iclesiastical action; and it affords a complete answer to those who
1think that the great scheme of secular education by the church is
iequally lawful. It will be asked if the feaching function of the
.church is confined solely to the ministry, how do we justify the
«erection of Theological schools or the inculcation of religious
‘truth by‘the Boards of the church? The answer is clear: the
church does not appoint a Theological school or erect the Board
.of Publication in wirtue of her power to teach: she does it under
her poweis.of*government, in virtue of her general auxiliary power
to take all steps, not otherwise limited .to carry out her great end
fis the promulgator of ‘the gospel. The right of the church to
teach Greek and Hebrew in the education of her ministry,
does not result from the right to teach classical or oriental learn-
ing, as such, for if this were the case, then indeed the question
‘of how much, or in what ways she might teach them, would
no longer involve a question of 7ight ; but a simple question
of ewpediency. But the right of the church to teach the ele-
‘ments of secular learning in her Theological schools 7esults as an
encident to the 1ight to superintend or provide for the education of
herministry. This is a proper subject for the exercise of the in-
cidental and auxiliary powers of the government of the church,
and if she has the right to make such *provision, she has the right
to use what means may be necessary for the purpose, and conse-
quently to teach classical and oriental learning. But this right to
teach secular learning, existing merely as an incident to another
right must be limited wn its application to the right to which it is
attached. It can only be done as the means of carrying out ano-

ther end, which the church may properly seek to accomplish, and

when this end is attained, the right to use the means alluded to
ceases to exist. An incidental right can only exist as attached to
its principal, and is limited in itsrange to the range of its princi-
pal by the very nature and tenure of its existence. Destroy the
principal and you destroy the incident: the latter canndt possibly
exist when the formeris destroyed,or go beyond the exigencies of
it while it exists. It is therefore uttex%y unwarrantable to infer
from the right of the church to teach classical learning as inciden-

tal to her right to educate her ministry, that she has the right to

teach it as a general interest and apart from any specific reference
to her proper objects of pursuit. Her right to teach it is inciden-
tal to this specific end-—the education of the ministry, and is con-

-



28 THER BOARD OF EDUCATION.

fined to this alone: she may teach it for this purpose and for no
other. Nor do the men charged with the business of giving this
instruction do it in the cxercise of' the teacking functions of the
church : they do it merely as tke agents to carry out the govern.
mental power émployed in the case : they instruct in the knowl-
edge of the gospel, teaching officially, not as teachers, but as agents,
‘giving instruction in religious knowledge, merely as a means of
carrying out their business, as the agents for carrying into effect
the ecclesiastical power that gave them existence. The teae ing
function of the church is confined in its purely official character
to the mainistry alone: they may allude incidentally. to secular
truths as illustrative of the sacred lore they are set to inculeate:
but they can go no further in the exercise of their public ofticial
functions. All other instruction given by the church is not given
in the exercise of ker function as a teacher, but merely as one
mode of carrying into ¢ffect some of the incidental ox auwiliary
powers of her government. It is therefore manifest that euen ad-
mitting that secular education might be lawfully controlled by the
church under its- incidental and auxiliary powers, it is altogether
untenable to claim the right to do it under the.teacking function
of the church. Butshe is not authorized to control secular leam-
ing as a general interest, under- either.a granted or an ‘mplied
power; forher granted power so far as it is @ power to teach, cen-
tres on religious truth alone, and on secular truth in the absolute-
ly incidental and limited sense which we have already defined;
nor has she any shadow of right to use her incidental P'owers be-
yond the limits of the great circles of human: duty. There must
be some limit to the exercise of the incidental powers of the gov- |
ernment of the church. What is this, but an intelligent regard |
to her own specific sphere of action as a spiritual body, and to the
positive limitations. imposed upon the great divisions of the rela-
tive rights and duties of man by the law of Go.d.. We shall haye
occasion again to recur to this view of the sub ect, which in fact |
affords by far the most plausible ground on which the claims of
the Board of Education can be placed. The view with which we
are concerned is the argument from the teaching character of the
church ; and we flatter omrselves that we have at least given some
reason to believe that this plea will not sustain the claims that
are founded upon it. In fact the pith of the plea as it is stated in
the report'for 1852, displays an obvious sophism. It states that
“the proper Ienowledge of the Bible calls wnto requisition learning
of every kind. History, Geogra hy, Astronomy, Mental Philoso-
phy, General Literature, and in short every departmert of knowl-
edge is fairly subject to the demands of every one who desires
thoroughly to understand the Scriptures.” It then infers that tke
\church has a right to teach the general branches of education as
auailiary to the interpretation and lknowledge of the divine word ¥

¥ Rep. 1852, p. 87. e 3
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Thepremise in this argument is true; but the inference is falsc.
Itis true that every department of knowiedge is subject to tho
demands of the student of the Bible; but surely the right of an
individual, a right inhering among his personal and private
rights, to seek for iilustrations of Bible truth, in all departments
of secular knowledge, is not to he made the basis of a claim for
the church as such, to control them all? We close our reply to
the argument on this point by the following remarks, premising
that we shall again have occasion to recur to the plea of necessity.

Admittingit to be true that the church in Zer organized capacity
has the right to teach everything necessary to the understanding
of the Bible, Zas she the right to teach more? If the church has
the right to teach the history of Cyrus,as implicated in the pro-

hesies, has she zherefore, a right to set up lectures on universal
ﬁistory or the history of England inparticular? The inference is
to us most.astonishing, that the church, from herright to explain
a secular fact or truth connected with her religious functions, de-
rives the right to enter fully as a general en‘erprise on the teach-
ing of that department of truth, to which the fact alluded to be-
longs. Or as a similar instance, that because she may teach
Greek and Hebrew in her Theological schools in aid of her 1uin-
istry; she may claim the right to teach Greek and all other branch-
es classical or scientific learning as a general enterprise, and with-
out the specific or confined reference of her classical instructions
to candidates for the ministry.
‘We remark again that the church is not bound to teach all that
18 necessary to the wnderstanding of the Scriptures. There are ™
some things necessary for this purpose, which are to be taught by
other agencies. 'The church fully admits this, when she requires a
vow of the parent at the baptism of his child, that he will teach
it to read and instruct it in the principles ot religion. This requi-
gition on the parent fully recognizes parental resEonsibility ? The,
knowledge of the classics may be necessary to the understanding
of the'Scripturesin one sense; butif it were true in every sense,
it would not follow that the church might lawftilly take the con-
trol of it. 'We remark lastly, that in the sense in whieh it is true
that the church may teach what is necessary to the understanding
of the Scriptures, she can only do it as strictly and absolutely sub-
sidiary to her own business, as incidental to her true sphere as @
teacher, or tosome just exercise of the powers of’ her government.
'Lhe next argument employed by the Board to which we shall
attend, is that “Che church is a party to education, because she has
a great interest in the work.” * It 1s also claimed on the ground
of necessity ; first, as secular education is in itself essential to the
highest and most rapid success of the church; and second, neces-
sary to enable the church to compete with other denominations.+

# Report 1851, p. 41.
¥ Report 1852, p. 20,
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These two applications of the idea of necessity are different from
each other, the latter being merely circumstantial in its force as
dependent on the example of other churches; but the first appli-
cation of itis good for all ‘times and under all circumstances, and
if it is sound, justifies the church in controlling secular education,
whether othersects are implicated or not, under all possible con-
ditions of things. | :

We shall reply first, to this latter view of'the necessity of the
case, because it is more easily despatched. The reply is briefl
1t is wrong to imitate a bad example; admitting then gmt other
sections of the church have gone beyond the proper bounds of
ccclesiastical action, no necessity %rowing out ot their wrong act
can justify the Presbyterian church in following their example,
It must be first clearly shown thatsuch action on the part of the
church zs not wrong, before this plea of necessity becomes allow-
able; and consequently to make it before such fact is made out is
an exceptionable use of the plea. If such action of the church is
wrong, no matter how much she may suffer from the less serupu-
lous regard of sister churches to the will of Christ, she may not
follow their wrong ‘example. But let us admit the necessity for
the schools inculcating Presbyterian views of the gospel which
the Board claims. Now, admitting that these schools of all grades
are necessary, why may not Presbyterian parents uniteto found
them £ Whatnecessity is there for the interference of the church?
There is force in the plea of necessity, but not force {o give aid to
the conclusions of the Board; this forceis altogether misdirected
logically and morally when used to justity ecclesiastical interven-
tion. It will prove that there ought to be Presbyterian schools;
but it will not prove that t/e c/aurc%z, ought to establish them. Why
may not the necessity be met by schools of a type precisely simi-
lar to those that are said to create it? There are schools taught
by Episcopal men, which are powerful sources of. Episcopal influ-
ence, yet not the creatures of the Episcopal church or at all re-
sponsible to the authorities ot the church. Why may not the
necessity, alleged in this plea of the Board, be met by similar
Presbyterian schools, taught by Presbyterians, conveying Pres-
byterian influénces, teaching Calvinistic views of the gospel, yet
not having one solitary feature of an ecclesiastical school.  Now,
necessity knows no alternative, and the Board are not at liberty to
use such a plea, until the alleged necessity is more clearly defined
as requiring not only schools of: the alleged description, bu also
the interference of the church to establish and maintain them.

The other plea of necessity .is but a modification of the plea
drawn from theinterest of the chwrch in the matter of secular
traiming, and we shall argue them together. We do not deny that
the church has a great interest in the matter: but we do deny that

.the church may control everything in which she has an interest,

\
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or that she has been invested with dominion, ovor everything
which is absolutely and in a high and material sense, necessary to-
Ler welfare and success in her work. The church may seek to
sustain her interest in the busineg by her legitimate modes of"
operation, but not beyond them. She is bound .to consult her
interests; but sheis equally bound to consult them in the right
and appointed way; nor can she any more lawfully use illegiti-
mate means to promote her interests, than she can properly ne-
glect them altogether. She may lawfully affect the subject of
gecular education, by wnfluence, hut not by power—by a clear in--
culeation of the duty of parents, to secure thesecular and reli-
gious education of their children—not by usurping the power to:
control it herself. The argument that the church may control the-
interests of secular learning because she has am interest in <,
“would extend the control of the church over all the great-interests
of society, and in fact introduce universal confusion between all
the great combinations of the relative rights and duties of man.
The church has a tremendous interest in the laws and govern-
~ ment of the country ; but this does not authorize the church to
control the State. The State has an equal interest in the suc-
cessful issue of the business of the church; but this does not jus-
tify the union of church and State, or the subjection of the church
.-to the State according to the mistaken conceptions of European
speculators in the science of government. Neither does the in-
terest of the church in the jadvancement of science and in the
mental improvement of her members, authorize her to seek the
" control of secular education or the pursuits of science. The ar-
ament is the same in application and force to all of these cases:
and if it proves the legitimacy of the one it will also prove the
legitimacy of the others. The truth is that the doctrine of Laz-
zez Faire or the control of education'by the State is precisely
analogous to the doctrines of church and State. The arguments
for both are exactly analogous: Mr. Webster argues them as par-
allel cases;* their general grounds of necessity and mutual inter-
est are the same precisely. There are various -circles of duty
which have been made obligatory on man by the laws of God.
The titles, family, church and State, mark the existence and de-
termine the bounds of these divisions. These are all mutnally
dependent upon ‘each other to the extent of an absolute n.ecessity.
The Family is necessary to the church, the church to the State,
and the State to both the others; but the necessity doesnot oper-
ate to the extinction of the metes and bounds which God has seen
proper to place upon each of them and has ordered to be observ-
ed. All men are bound to discharge the duties of these relations
whenever they are placed in them and to discharge them within
the limits that guard them; they are as much bound to observe the
* Webster's Works, vol. 3, p. 18. §

(S



33 - THE BOARD OF EDUCATION.,

limitation upon the duty, as the duty itself; in fact the limitation
isapart of the duty and toneglect it on pretence of duty isto
make the observance of duty.the pretext for its violation. en-
ever then a duty appertains tojone of these great divisions or de-
partments of duty, it must be performed in the proper capacity
of the agent, suitable to the duty to be performed; he dares not
undertake to transfer his duties and to perform the obligations
incident to one position, under the capacity appropriate to another,
although the two capacities may exist in the same person. It is
lawful for a person to do a thing in one capacity which it is not
lawful for him to do in another. For example, 2 man may be an
elder in the church and a justice of the peace; he may discharge
the duties of both so long as he is careful to keep them separate;
but as soon as he begins to blend and confound them, and claim -
the right to use the functions of the one in discharge of the duties
of the other, his usurpation and guilt is manifest. e hasnoright
totry an offender against the church in-his character as magistrate
and send him to j ail for an ecclesiastical offence. Soif he owes a
duty as a citizen, he cannot discharge it in his character 4s a mem-
ber of the church. If he owes @ duty as @ parent,he cannot dis-
charge it as a citizen or as a member of the church: he must dis-
charge it as a parent, upon parental responsibility, providing all
means and agents to dischargeit in his parental character, apart
entirely from all interference of either church or State, seeking
no direct interference from either to do his work for him, and de-
termining all that is necessary to the discharge of the duty on pre-
cisely the swme general principles on which he provides for the
medical or other wants of the child. The illustrations just pre-
sented show thatthe distinctions which guard the great combina-
tions of the rights and duties of man are of vital importance, nor
will any plea of necessity justify the erasure and neglect of these
limitations and distinctions. Iach of these great aggregations of
articular duties must remain inits own sphere and do its own work
initsown place. The dependence of other great interests besides
itsown, on the successful discharge of its.legitimate functions, is
a powerfnl additional inducewment to. each, to be faithful to its own
ends. But if one is faithless to its obligations, that does not give
the others the right to interfere to control it, on plea of their in-
terest in the matter. If the State goes wrong the churchhasno’
business to nsurp its functions on pretence of its interest in the
right administration of civil government. If the church neglects
its duty the State has no right, to attempt to control it, and make
it do right. If the pareut neglectshis duty to his children, neith-
er the church nor State have the right to compel him to do it,
except in a limited and specific sepse; and that is when the vio-
lation of his duty as a parent becomes a public offence against the
civil lJaw in the one case,.or incompatible with Christian charac-
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{terin the other. If one great circle of duty failsto come up to its
1allotted sphere, the others must suffer' what loss accrues to them
ifrom the negligence of of the defaulter, except so far as they are
1able to repair the past and stem the tide of disaster for the future
iby the legitimate use of their own lawful and necessary powers.
11t the State goes wrong the church may interfere by the inculca~
ition of the political duties made obligatory by the laws of God
Yand by appealing to the sanctions of that law to secure the fulfil-
-ment of those duties; but it can do no more. If the parent ne-
glects his duty, the church may interfere by her instructions in
“one direction and by her discipline in another, if the negligence
ghould be of a nature to justify it. But the church may noton
retence of her interest in the matter, and on the alleged want
of fidelity in the parent, lay hands on the whole interests of secu-
lar education and reduce them absolutely under her control.
The church may interfere; but she must interfere in the right
way and this by wnstruction, notby control, by pastoral rather
than ecclesiastical intervention, or by discipline not by @ general
governmental or official interference withthewholeclass of duties
properly incident to' the parenial relation. The argument * of
the Board that all ‘‘officers of the church, especially ministers,”
are bound to watch over the youth of their charge, will not sus-
tain the inférence sought, the interference of the chwrch, in her
organized capacity. They are bound to watch over youth; but
on%y go far as it comes within the legitimate functions of their
office. Theirsuperintendence is for a specified purpose and with-
in certain' defined limits, and beyond these they are not at liberty
to act} itisno matter of discretion with them to act or not to actj
but they are bound not to go beyond their proper bounds and not
to trespass one iota on the rights and duties of the parent. No
plea of interest or necessity can ever justify Chwrch or State in
passing the metes and bounds of the Divine law, and in interfer-
ing with the rights or the duties incidentto any relations distinct
from themselwves. The plea is suicidal; it would equally justify
acclesiastical interference with civil government, the pursuits of
literature and science, and the private charities of individual
Christians, as with secular education. It proves too much and
becomes an acknowledged sophism, proving nothing in fact.
This alleged necessity itself will not bear examination. If by the
necessity of secular education tothe success of the church, it is
meant that the church cannot possibly succeed without it, and
thatsecular learning is an indispensable preliminary to the suc-
cessful issue of the gospel, we deny ¢, and appeal to the triumphs
of the gospel over the ignorant and illiterate of all times and
counfries to support the denial. But if by necessify in this con-
nection, is meant that a certain amount of training is necessary to
% Roport 1848, p. 30.

E



.

A T BOAKLD OF KILCKTION,

enable o man 1o rewd the Kible sad wttend other means of gtace
with an increased prospect of bendlit, we have no disposition to
question the necessity itself, however W m?;ght_ differ aboqt the
proper agent o undertake o sugply it Or if by necessity is
meant that the enlargement of the intellectusl faculties and the
inerease of knowledge, are necessary to the full display of what
the gospel ean do in tfm sonl, or in other words, whether educa-
tion and refinement will not lay the foundation for the increase or
lend zn embellishment to the influence of piety, which it conld nof
get from ignorance and want of cultivation, we wouldbe equally
ready to admitit. But the necessity of zll the great divisions of
haman duty to each other, is but a modified necessity even when
m0st ahsolute; it isa necessity that reaches mainly to the fulness
and perfection of each other's work, and not ¢ the performance
of it atall. The church might grow, zs it has done in the face of
resolute opposition by the State. This proves that the protection
of the State is not indispensable to the very existence of the

chareh: but it does not disprove the equally clear and indisputa-
ble fact thatthe full protection of the church in the dischargeof
her fanetions, by the arm of the State is necessary to the fuln
eompleteness and perfection of her work. The nsczssity of secu-
lar education to the interests of the church isof the same general
description, not essential to its existence, but most matenally es-
sential to the fulness and completeness of its business. Bautthe
admission of this necessity in the highestsense in whichitis claim-
ed. does not draw after it the admission #ka? #42 church oughtto
control it. The necessity of secular learning to the interestsof
the gospel is one thing; the necessity of ecclesiastical interferencs
with seculareducation is another. If secular learning can beso
promoted by other agencies besides the church as fo supply the
allezed necessity of learning to religion, it is manifest that the
admission of this necessity does not admit the addizional and dis-
tinet idex of the necessily for ecclesiastical infervention.

Now the control of the secular education of children is ¢ dufy
tneident to the parental or jamily rélation; nor can either church
or State lawtully interfere with it, e are aware that this is con-
trary to the received opinions. The contest iswagead between the
contesting claims of church and State, as if there were no other
possibie claimant. But ridiculous and impracticable as it may
seem, we do not hesitate to assert that neifier is the right respon-
sible and controlling party in the case. The time is coming when
it will be prasfically admitted that the doctrines of the Bible die-
tate the true poliey of men and that the Imis and preseriptions
of the law of God, point out unmistakably the wue decisions ofall
sonnd philosok\hy. God separated the church and the State; but
the wisdom of man arrogating practical superiority to the wisdom

of God, pleading the necessity and propriety of the case, urging the
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.oreat advantage which religion would have when patronized by
’5:9 government, reversed the decision of God and united the tiwo.
‘Tt has taken a long time for. men to unlearn that folly and to this
day large sections of the Christian world cannot endorse the policy
of God in the separation of church and State. The question of
the relation of the State to the interests of education is precisely
similar, defended on the same grounds and ultimately destined to
the same fate. Nor do we hesitate to predict that no solution will
ever be found for the difficulties that attach to both the plans of
ecclesiastical and State education, until the whole system of pop-
ular instruction ceases to be either an ecclesiastical or governmen-
tal affair, and sinks into the position reserved to it, by the law of
God. The State cannot interfere with it without vio]ating either
the true law of education on one hand, or the principles of reli-
ious liberty and the equality of the citizen under all State regu-
ﬁtions on the other. The church cannot do it without a palpable
departure from her true spiritual limits. Let parents feel their
responsibility, and let them unite, if it be best on any principle,

' civil, scientific or religious, which may be supposed to be expe-
dient; and let them seek within the shadow of the great social
body, distinct from church and State, on the great principle of
supply and demand, for the agents and instruments to accomplish
it, Iiat school-masters be provided by the exigencies of social ne-
cessity in the same general way in which doctors, lawyers, mer-
chants and mechanics are obtained. Itis only by thus commit-
ting to the parent under his responsibility to God, the entire bu-
siness of educating his children, and of course of providing the
proper agencies to accomplish it, it is only by such a complete re-
turn to the doctrines of the gospel, and the limitations of the law
of God, in the full and practical way in which its prescriptions
were designed to be observed that this great subject will be di-
vested of its difficulties und tE\laced upon its true foundations. Let
the church do her duty in the case by instructing the parent in
the knowledge of his duty and in the enforcement of all the mo-
tives which urge to its performance. Let the State render the in-
cidental and circumstantial aid, in the grant of charters and other
assistances which may be proper in themselves and appropriate
to its own sphere and degree of concern in the matter. Let the
parent then learn to act upon his own responsibility, and all will be
accomplished, the interests of Iearning will be advanced, the mu-
tual interests of church and State will be fully sustained without
their interference, and the harmonious working of these great di-
visions of the rights and duties of man, will demonstrate the
superiority of the wisdom of God over the wisdom of han. . We
shall recur to this subject again, for a more extended expression
of our views on the relations of the State to the subject of educa-

tion. In the rpeantime our chief concern is with the relations of
the church to it. - ; "
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If the clntreh, in either of ifs great functions of teaching and goy-
erning passcs its limits and trespasses upon the teaching and goy-
erning function of the great co ordinate institute of the Family
or Parental relation, its power expires and no member adult op
infant is subject to its direction. ‘

The question now arises, how far may the church interfere with
the private rightsand duties of its members either infant or adult,
To this inquiry we answer in general terms that the very nature of
the question, touching as it does by its own terms the personal
and private rights of the member, declares that the church can-
not lawfully claim any direct and wunlimited control over them
and confines her interference to a power, purely incidental in its
nature and limiied in its application. The churchis an organiza-
tion of the people of God for specific purposes, and the question
at issne in this discussion is whether the education of children ig
one of them. Beyond the circle defined by the specific purposes
of the ecclesiastical organization, the peog)lle of God are possessed
of rights and are bound by duties; for which they are responsible
in their individual capacity. For some of these they are respon-
sible to God only; for others, they are also responsible to the
church in its official capacity ; but to whoever they may be res-
ponsible for the breach of duty, not lying directly within the spe-
vific sphere of the church, the responsibility is purely personal—
For the breach of the great duties of morality, they are not only
fesponsible to God, but to the church as an agency of God, and
the chuwrch may under this power discipline for the neglect or vio-
lation of duties over which it has no direct control. But this pow-
er of the church to discipline for the violation' of duties over
which it has no direct control is by its terms an indirect and limi-
ted power. Itis a power necessary for the purification and de-
fence of the church. It was given for this purpose: and can onl
be exercised for this purpose. It is a power to 70dify the exercise
of the private and personal rights of the church member, to the
specific extent of securing that the exercise of those rights shall
not bring scandal and reproach upon the church. Nor can there
be conceived a more outrageous instance of tyranny and usurpa-
tion, than for the'church in virtue of this incidental and limited
right of preventing public scandal by the interposition of its an-
thority in the private affairs of its members, to claim a specific and
unlimitéd power of ordering and controling these affairs alto.

ether. Tor example the choice of a profession in life belongs to
the private and individual rights and resglonsibﬂities of the church
member. The Church has no right to dictate to him, what pro.
fession he shall follow ; dbut 4t does have the right to say to im,
that he shall not pursue any immoral or cliszg.;utablo profession,
It can say this, not in virtue of any power to dictate a profession-
al career to its members, but in virtue of the power to protect wself
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ifrom disrepute and to mainitain the purity-of its commission.—

"IBut it is ohvious, that any claim on the part of the church to ex-
pand this incidental and limited power to say what business its
mmembers shall pursue, into a power to dictate their professional ca-
mreer in generalis utterly enormous. The power was given for a spe-
weific pirpose and beyond the exigencies of the necessity for which
iit was given, it ceases to exist, and any attempt to extend it, is an
msurpation upon the rights of the individual and rebellion against
1the limitations of the law of God. So it is with the right of the
ichurch to control the secular gducation of her baptized children.
'"The church has no more right to control the general secular edu-
.cation. of her baptized children than to dictate and control their
-professional career, or to interfere with any other personal right of
‘the parent or the child. It can interfere with it so far as to pre-

' vent a baptized child being educated in vicious or infidel litera-
ture, because this would be a violation of parental duty sufficient-
ly grave to call for the discipline of the church. But beyond the

‘power to say that the parent shall not educate the child in a way

scandalous to the church of which he is a member, and inconsis-
tent with piety, the church has nothing to do with it. It can in-
terfere this far, not in virtue of the power clavmed by the Board
to control the education of the infant member ; but wn wvirtue of
her power to discipline for scandalous and immoral conduct.—
Any argument that would prove the power of the church to con-
trol the secular eduncation of her infant members would equally
prove ler right to'dictate their professional pursuits or to interfere
with any other private or personal right whatever. The church
is to see that parents'do their duty in this matter, and this mainly
by pastoral and not by ecclesiastical supervision. The church is
also to teach them only on subjects appropriate to herself, and by
her own specific officers in the exercise of their legitimate func-
tions.

To sum up the argument in reply to this plea of the Board: the
church has no direct control over the private and personal rights
of its members, whether infant or adult. The control which it
may exert over them is purely incidental to the exercise of some
admitted power, and must be entirely limited in its range. The
secular education of children, whether baptized or not belongs to
the parental velation : it appertains to this relation fo ¢4e exclusion
of all claimants ; nor is there anything in baptism to alter the ar-
rangement of the natural and revealed law of God which attaches
the duty to the family combination. The vow required of the

arent distinctly recognizes his right to control not only the secu-

ar, but the relzgious education of the child. Hence if the church

has no direct control over the private rights and privileges of its

members, the claim set up by the Board of Education for a direct

intervention and control of the church over the secular education
F
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of its baptized children is utterly unfounded. There is nothiiig fa
the relation of an infant member to the church of God, which au-
thorizes ccclesiastical interference with private rights, any more
than there is in the relation of any other member, to authorize
such a thing. ‘ :

The Board again support the propriety of an unlimited series.
of schools and colleges under the control of the church from the
example of the Mission schools established among the heathen,
It is claimed that the same power is exercised in both cases, and if
legitimate in one case, it is legitimate in the other. As this isone
of the principal pleas of the truly great and venerable Professor
of Theology in Princeton Seminary,.we shall devote our most re-
spectful attention toits merits.* The reports of the Board oceupy

the same ground. They tell us

“In the third place, light may be thrown upon this subject by inquiring into the natur-
al method of propagating religion among the ignorant and the heathen. 1Is it by education
or by simply preaching the word, or by a union of the two? Certainly by a union of ‘the
two. All our missionary stations have elementary schools and highcr acudemies ns indis.
pensable auxiliaries in the work of teaching religion. These institutions cannot be frust-
ed to foreign hands. The church herself must superintend them with a religious interest
which does not slumber.” t

Upon this argument we beg leave to submit the following re-
marks. We have already explained with a degree of clearness
sufficient to satisfy all thoughtful readers who have honored us
with their attention, the general view we entertain of the nature
and extent of the incidental and auxiliary powers which appertain
to the church just as to othér organic bodies, by virtue of the ne-
cessities of the case. Every body, individual or associated, vested
with specific powers for the accomplishment of a given end, is
also vested with the power fo do cverything necessary to the ex-
ercise of the specific powers of the commassion which it bears.
To convey a power, and yet to prohibit what may be necessary to
its exercise, is to nullify* the grant. But the terms everything and
necessary arve not unlimited, and the limitation is to be found with
sufficient precision for all practical purposes. It is to be ascer-
tained by a due regard to the sphere of' action assigned to the par-
ty bgaring the grant, and to the spheres of action occupietf by
other co-ordinate agencies holding power under the great source
of all authority ? Thereisa proviso attached to all the ineidental
powers of the church and other organic bodies, and this is that all
necessary to the exercise of its powers and essential-to the suc-
cessful issue of the end in view may be set in' operation by the
holder of the trust, provided it does not trench upon the limits of
other bodies or involve a contradiction or a gross departure from
its own specific and clearly defined sphere of action. The terms
ot the proposition defining the legitimate range of the incidental

+ *Home, the school and the church, Vol. 2, pp. 41, 44, Also his remarks in the late Ges+
eral Assembly.
+ Repori foi 1852, p. 87,
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owers of the church, are thus rendered by this proviso, sufficient-

y broad to allow of all proper enterprises under the control of the
church, yet sufficiently guarded to give no warrant to any depar-
ture of the church from her true and lawful spiritual sphere, or
to any interference with the rights or duties which belong to man

in the other capacities with which he may be invested. %he term
necessary is not to be confined to the most rigid possible concep-
tion of necessity, excluding all regard to what may be important
and appropriate yet not strictly of absolute essentiality to the dis-
charge of the duties of the church; nor isit tobe expanded.to the
fullest range of which it is capable, so as to authorize an invasion
of any and all of the other circles of duty, orto reduce the con-
sideration of such an invasion to a mere guestion of expediency,
not of right. The church may lawiully do what is necessary or
important to her ends, provided she observes the limitations al-
ready defined. She may appoint a Board of Publication and a
system of Colportage, which, although not essential to her exist-
ence, are yet of such importance in their ultimate results upon
thesuccess of the gospel as to be warrantably created by the chureh,
in the exercise of her auxiliary powers, as things in a sense neces-
sary to the fullest and most unabated exercise of her granted pow-
ers. But she may not establish a great system of secular educa-
tion or establishinvestigations in science orseck the control of the
government or the arts, simply because these things thoughin a
sense necessary to the existence of the church and to her success,
are confided to other agencies or depositories of power, and the
control of them by the church must therefore necessarily involve
not only a trespass upon the rights of these co-ordinate agencies,
but also a palpable departure from her own sphere of action.— .
None of these agencies have the right to alter their functions, to
increase or diminish the range of their specific responsibilities.
To apply these general principles to the argument before us.

Since the church has the right to do everything necessary to
her own success, under the general limitations already explained,
giving the latitude which we have done to the term necessary,
much more has she the right to do what may be absolutely an in-
dispensable condition to the successful preaching of the gospel.
But what may be necessary in one place may not be in another:
what may be necessary among the heathen, may not be in a
Christian country; and therefore what may be properly done in
one {;ace and among one people, may not be properly done in
amother place and among another people. The power is created
by the necessity of the case, no matter whether broadly or rigidly
interpréted, and must exist or cease to exist with that necessity.—
Now it may be that the education of the heathen in secular
schools may be necessary to the understanding of the gospel and”
there being no other agency in the land to give this. education, it

\J
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might be admitted fully that it was competent to the church to es-
tab%ish such a school. But this fact would not warrant the infer-
‘ence of the Board or attain the end for which this argument was
adduced. It will not do to infer that because the church may os-
tablish schools for the heathen because absolutely necessary to the
teaching of-the gospel, therefore'she may establish a general Sys-
tem of secular education in a land whkere no such necessity ewists,
It must be first proved that there is in this land @ similar nees-
sity for secular schools as necessary precedent foundations for
teaching the gospel, before the argument from Missionary
schools will sustain the views of the Board. The argument fails
utterly unless it can establish an identity in the necessity of the
two cases of the foreign and domestic field. But this identity can-
not be established, simply because a secular school, is not the ne-
cessary precedent or preliminary basis for the preaching of the
ospel in the domestic, as it may be supposed to be in the foreign
gelg. It is perfectly obvious that no such necessity can be plead-
ed in this country asat our missionary stations and conse uently
the argument from the one to the other, entirely fails. Dr. Hodge
fully admits the radical nature of the difference in the cireum-
stances of the case.* To use his own language, “we ought to make
due allowance for the difference between the state of the heathen
and that of our own people.” This difference in the condition of
affairs in the two fields is such as to render it impossible to argue
fairly from what may be done in the one, to what may be done
in the other. The church having the power to do what may be
necessary to her success may exercise a power in one case that
she may not in another, simply because what may be necessa
to her success in one case, may not be in another: the power is
based upon the necessity, and lives or dies with the exigency that
calls for it. Butsuppose it should be said by an objector, you ad-
mit that the term necessary in this connection has ¢ broader and
@ narrower signification : now admitting that there is no' suck
22gid and absolute necessity for schools of the church in a Christian
as there is in a heathen land, why may not the church consult its
necessities under the broader sense in which the term may be in-
terpreted, and in the exercise of its more remote auxiliary powers
create a system of schools to meet these necessities, or in other
words does not the power to erect a secular school among the
heathen wnder one sense of necessity, imply the power to erect one
at home wnder another less stringent, but equally legitimate sense
of necessity £ The one sense of necessity may impose an abso-
lute obligation ; but does not the other at least confer @ disere-
tionary power on the clhurch to erect such schopls, which she may
-exercise or not as she may deem to be expedient. "We admit fully

* Home, The School and the Church, Vol. 3. p. 44.
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that the church as such, is vested by such anccessity, a necessity

so stringent and inflexible as that ereated by the exigencices of the

heathen field, with the power to create the school necessary to

meetit; but this admission will not draw after it the admission of
a diseretionary power to create similar schools in the home field.

Let us test the argument by an application to experience. 1%

will be admitted, we presume; that the church las the right to

establish a méssion furm where it is necessary to enable lier to

raise a degraded heathen population from the depths of social de-

gradation ; but will the authority to establish such a farm under

the necessity of the case imply the right to enter generally upon

ngricultural pursuits in the homQ ﬁelt? under a totally different

though legitimate sense of necessity? It is perfectly obvious that
the radical nature of the difference between the two senses of the
term necessity vitiates all identity or similarity of inference from

them. The one sense of it indicates a reql and absolute necessity :
the other indicates merely what may be important but still not
essential.  The one is absolute and inflexible : the other far
more remote and variable in its claims. The one leaves no alter-
native: it must be done; and hence closes all questions of right,
as well as all considerations of prudence. The other does not ex-
clude the consideration of an alternative, and not only leaves open
for discussion the question of right, as well as the question of pru-
dence, but it leaves the way open for the controlling and decisive
influence of the question of right over-ruling all mere considera-
tions of expediency. The one 27ust be met, over-rides all conside-
rations, and ¢rases within the limits of the exigency, the limita-
tions which are authoritative s « general proposition, and in the
ordinary course of affairs. The other 72ay be met, provided as
we have already repeatedly explained, it observe the limits of oth-
er spheres of duty, which, #hough they may be set aside by an
imperious necessity within its own limats, may not be set aside by
the consideration of an tmportant, but not essential availiary aid.
These two senses of necessity, although both may be legitimate,
are not so allied that the one implies the other, and that rights
created by the one are also created by the other. There are some
things which the church may or may not do, in the ordinary course
of affairs just according to her own sense of expediency. Among
these we would rank the Board of Publication and the systém of
colportage. There are other things which she may do wnder
the pressure of an exigency, which she may not do in the ordina-
»y and reqular course of affairs. Thus she may establish a mis-
. sion farm, where it is necessary to lift up a brutal and degraded
pagan l'iopulation from the pollutions of cannibalism or  other
criminal orimproper modes of sustenance: butshe may not go in-
to a regular system of agriculture in the home field and plead her
mission farms as a precedent, claiming that the power exercised

'
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is the samo in Doth cases and if’ legitimate in the ‘one, it is legiti-
mate in the other. It ds precisely so with schools jfor secular
education; nor can she any more lawfully plead her mission
schools, built upon @ similar absolute and unavoidable nécessity
as a precedent for a grand systeus of secular education in the home
field, built wpon a necessty entively different in its nature and.
demands, claiming that the sacne power is wsed in both cases, and
with cqual propricty in both. We may admit then that ¢he
church in her organie capacity and in the exercise of her inciden-
tal and auxiliary powers may erect a secular institution with are-
ligious department, among the heathen, or in the donrestic field,
where a similar imperious necessity can be shown and at thesame
time, utterly deny the right of the church to create such an insti-
tute, either at home or abroad, where no such absolute and un-
compromising necessity demands it. The cases in which the
creation of such an institute by the church would be proper are
in their own nature exceptional: they are created altogether by
peculiar and stringent circumstances; and as exceptional cases,
they cannot possibly justify any general and unlimited claim, to
the power with which they invest the church. If the church
can create a secular school at ail it can only do it as the case of a
particular instance, not- as a part of a general system. Itisnot
the same power employed according to the views of the Board in
creating the mission and the Parochial school, or rather it is the
exercise of a power, dependent upon circumstances for the ascer-
tainment of its own lawful application, and it may therefore be
lawfully exercised in one case, and not in another. It would be
obviously a sophism to say of such a power, to justify its exercise
under one set of circumstances that it was lawfully employed un-
der a totally different set of circumstances. The power to do
what Js necessary is not an unlimited power : it is limited by its
own terms and of variable operation by its very nature. The ne-
cessity of the case must control its exercise and distinguish that
excrcise as proper or improper. It seems perfectly clear that
the right of the church to provide a preliminary basis for the
teaching of the gospel, does not and cannot involve the right sub-
ject to her own discretion, to enter the field as a permanent and
universally recognized agency to provide for meeting the great
social demand for the means of education. The right to createa
secular school among the heathen, is by its very nature a limited
and exceptional right, created by an exigency and expiring with it,
The provision of the means and agencies of education is one of the
demands of civilized society, which stands apart from the sphere of
the church, and though in a material sense necessary to the success
of the gospel, we have already seen that the mutual necessity of the
great divisions of duty to each other, doc_as not m}thorize the mu-
tual encroachment, and interference of one with another, A
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stringeht iiecessity may authorize an exceptional us¢ of the func-
tions of one by another within the limits of a pecnliar condition
of things, but no necessily however stringent can authorize such
action as a general and permanént policy. If an absolute necessity
will not do it, much less will a less stringent, even though legiti-"
mate sense of necessity jfuil to authorize it. "We reply then to the
question just propounded, as to the conveyance of at least a dis-
cretionary power in the home field by the power to create such a
school among the heathen #hat the most absolute sense of necessity
conveys only a limited power ; apower limited by the exigency,
and that much less will not a less stringent sense of mecessity t
consideration of a valuable, but still not essential auvxiliary aid,
vonvey @ general and permanent power of control over the general
system of educdtion. It is a monstrousfallacy to argue from what
may be done as an isolated or exceptional act under the pressure
of an unavoidable necessity, to what may be done as a general
systém under a necessity, which merely means « valuable, but yet
not indispensable assistance. :

We may except again to the argnment of the Board from the
precedent of the foreign missionary schools, from the nature of
the schools actually erected in the foreign field as well as from the
natwre of the power employed in erecting them. We have ar-
gued hitherto on the supposition that these mission schools were
really what they are assumed to be by the advocates of the Board,
secular institutions with a religious department. Admitting them
to be so, we have exll)lained the principle of an absolute necessi-
ty, which would authorize the church to create them ; but this
admission was merely hypothetical. It is an assuwmption and we
hope to demonstrate an unfounded assumption to take for granted
in this discussion that the schools of the mission stations were
truly secular institutions, more partieularly, the schools of lower

rades. We assert that there is a radical and essential difference

etween the missionary schools in foreign parts, and the parochial
schools advocated by the Board of education. We affirm the one .
to be a secwdar school and the other to be a 7eligious school, the
one identical with ordinary schools for secular instruction, the
other analagous, though not absolutely identical with the Sabbath
school organization: ‘he mission school is strictly a religious
school : it is the field in which ke minister of the gospel may ex-
ercise the functions of his office, which never can be said of the
parochial school : it may bear the very same relations to the offi-
cial character of the missionary, that is borne by the public assem-
blies of the people to the ministry at home. It isin a sense en-
tirely different from the parochial school, a 7elégious school : the
teaching of the gospel is in fact and in form, the great business and
end of the school ; and the secular instruction which is communi-
cated in them is purcly incidental and subordinate, But in a
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parochial school, the main business is and must be the inculeation
of secular learning, and religious knowledge subordinate to this,
nor can it possibly be taught by a minister of the gospel in his
official eapacity. Lot us examing this distinetion. Suppose the
® church should Dbe pleased to require that her ministers instead of
or in ad.lition to their public instructions in the sanctuary, should
also gather the children and members of their charges into
schools, and teach them religion in a school, as well as in a public
congregation; whatever might be said of the prudence or expe-
diency of the move, no one would probably deny its essential pro-
riety. Such a school would be something, though not exactly
Bke a Sunday-School taught in the week, if' such a solecism may
e allowed, and whatever might be thought of the enterprize in
other respects, no one would deny that the ministet would be law-
fully exercising the functions of his office as a teacher of the gospel
in teaching such a school. " Now suppose that in order to secure
such a school he finds it necessary or expedient to teach something
besides the gospel, say science and the classics. ~ The minister of
the gospel having also, the rights of a secular teacher, may law-
fully admit of such a modification of his religious school, and
teach secular knowledge.  Nor does the engrafting of the secular
Jeature, at all alter the essential nature of the school, as a religious
school, an assembly where the gospel is to be tavght, provided tha
secular purposes and department of the school are kept truly sub-
ordingteto the original and controlling character of the institution
as @ religious institution. This proviso must be obseryved in or-
der to maintain the original character of the school ; for, unless it
is done—if the secular department is suffered to mount up into
the main business of the school, it is obvious that, however, th¢
same nwme may still be retained, yet the real character of the
school will have been essentially altered. Itis clear that a zeal
veligious school, a school the grand design of which is to teach
religion, no matter whether it be a place where a minister of the
., gospel may exercise his official functions, or a school in which
private individuals may seek to do a work of charity and devotion
such a school does not lose its principal character as a religious
school by the ingrafting of a secular feature upon it, if that secu-
lar feature is kept in a really subordinate position. Such, we un-
derstand, a greater portion of the Mission schools to be. A school
like this stands discriminated jfrom a parochial school, as ad-
vocated by the Board of Education, by the boldest and strongest
marks of distinction. The schools are utterly distinet, both in
nature and in design. The parochial school is a secwlar insti-
dute, with a religious department. The Mission school is « religi-
ous institute, with a secular department. The one finds its paral-
el in the ordinary school for secular instruction ; the other finds
its-analogy in the Sabbath-school institution. The one is ‘@ reli-
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yious schooly teacking soience subordinately ; the other is a secular
school, teaching relagion subordinately. The one is a. school for
the teaching of the gospel, either by the Minister officially, org

wate persons as @ work of giet , similar to the work of @ S
“Vath school. The other is a school for secular learning, faught by
teachers of secular learning, not as a work of piety, but simply
to secure the secular education of youth, with subordinate in-
struction in religion. Z%e design of the two schools is utterly
different. The one is designed as a precedent or preliminary ba-
sis for teacking the gospel, and aims to supply & deficiency of
means and opportwmties to do so. ‘The other aims to supply one
general branch of the social necessities of civilized man ; that i3
the demand, for liberal education, on principles designed fo secure
this supply from tendencies to evil. The nature, design and official
conduct of these two species of school, beingso radically different,
it follows that the right of the church to establish the one, does
not imply or involve the right to establish the other. If all these
distinctions are not sufficient to discriminate the mission, from the
parochial school, and thus annihilate the argument from the one
to the other, we must confess our inability to perceive either dis-
tinctions or resemblances between any two things in the universe,
We do earnestly insist upon it that the right of the church to
teach the gospel wn a religious school, does not involve the right to
teach secudar learning, in a secular school. W e insist upon 1t that
what the church may do when absolutely and indispensably ne-
tessary as a preliminary basis for teaching the gospel and carry-
ing out the purposes of her organization, she may not do when
only important to the embellishiment or enlargement of her work
in its higher stages of advancement.

A summary notice of a few of the prineipal remaining argu-
ments which deserve to be examined will close our review of-the
doctrines of the Board. i

The first in the series is the argument drawn from the alleged
right of the church to provide candidates for the ministry. e
Board argue* ‘that the parochial system will with the blessing of
God, gwe the chwrch a wider range from which to expect ministe-
ral supplies,” and they also declare, “there cannot be a doubt
that our whole system of ministerial education depends upon pa-
rochial schools as its natural, essential and well ordered basis.”’+
The Board complain through several of their reports of the lack
of candidates for the ministry: theyurge that the church in her
organic capacity is bound to provide candidates and to supply this
deficiency, and therefore that the church may use all means, the
establishment of a great and complete system of secular education
among others for the accomplishment of this end. They assert

* Report on Parochial Schools, p. 14.
t+ Ibid.
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with a sophistical misapprehension of the trie 'point to be detep.

mined, a truth which nohody will deny that ““a strong velizious in-

fluence at these institutions would bein the providence of God,
“the means ol increasing, not only the number of the followers of

" Christ, but the number of those who would appreciate the useful-

ness and honor of the ministerial oflice.”*  Certainly a strong re-

ligious influence in our Colleges would be likely to result in giv.

ing us ministers as well as members of the church, and we should

_be careful to put such an influence into our Colleges as far as itis

racticable by proper agencies; but we ought to be equally care-

ful not to clog the action of this inflnence by putting the church |

‘into a false position on the subject or in a unwarrantable relation
‘to the institution. - God may bless such an influence, even when
attended by an objectionable condition attached to it, but it will
be in spite and not in consequence of it, and this fact will llus-

- trate the danger of continning that objectionable feature, especi-

allyin the face of light and knowledge. The blessing which God
may send upon a school holding an improper relation to the
church is not to be argued as endorsing such relation, any more
‘than his blessing upon churches holding an incomplete system of
truth is to be interpreted as endorsing the errors mingled with
their creeds. It can certainly be no matter of indifference to the
great Head of the church, whether that church continnes within

. 1ts sphere or not, and when by a mistaken conception of duty,

she does depart from her limits, it is unwarrantable reasoning to
infer from tLe fact that her Lord does not withdraw all the mani-
festations ot his favor, that he does thereby endorse and sanctify
the wrong. That the control of the general interests of science
and the classics, by the church, is a departure from her true
sphere, is to us most palpable and obvious: nor can we reconcile
the manifestations of his favor, which the Board allege to have
been made, though in but alimited form, towards their system of
ecclesiastical schools, on any other principle than that God will
honor-the influence of his gospel and his truth, even though it
may have been attended with something which he could not ap-

‘prove. But the Board give no great reason to believe that their

system of schools has as yet begun to add materially to the num-

‘ber of candidates: they continue to complain of fhe want of can-

didates ; nor do we deem it a question inappropriate to ask in this

view of the subject, how far this dearth of candidates, :nay not
‘have been aggravated and made more difficult of removal by the

enormous expansion of ecclesiastical power, by which the Board
have sought to remove it? The church may seek to supply can-
‘didates for the ministry; but she must seck to do it in the right
way, by her proper and legitimate agencies, nor can she indulge

#*Report 1848, p. 57.
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any other anticipation ' than an anticipation of* disappointment,
when she secks to attain the end by illegitimate means. Disa
pointment is the natural retribution ot wrong, and unless the
church uses the right means to attain her ends, a .degree of disap-
pointment answering to the weight of the evil committed, may be
naturally expected. The church may seek to increase candidates
for the ministry by the instructions ot the ministry. to parents and
children, b{ the warning and hortatory epistles of her courts on the
subject, and by other means which may be lawfully employed to
uicken the conscience of the people to their duty ; but, it is not
‘Ilawful for the church to use the need of candidates and her adinit-
ted but limited right to supply them asa pretext for laying her
hands upon the whole system of secular education. The church
had as well claim to control the professional education.of her
youth according to the theory of Dr. Smyth, because in exercising
this control, she might exert a religious influence over candidates
for professional qualifications, and divert some of them from law
and medicine into the ministry of the gospel. The church has no
right to control everything which may afford her an opportunity
of doing good ; for this idea would lay every interest of society at
her feet. It is really a curious argument, which the Board urges
to justify its claim-to- control secular education on the relations of
snch a control to candidates for the ministry. They endeavor to
fortify the plea and meet an obvious question rising on the alter-
native that the pupil of the church, should not see proper to enter
the ministry, by saying that in that case, the church would reap
the benefit in pious members of other callings. It is not so gnre.
that they would be pious at all, or that the church would reap
any benefit at all. But there is really, great confusion of ideas in
this argnment. The Board claim a direct control over secular
learning : why then not educate for other professions, in virtue of
that claim, in the direct exercise of that power, which they allege
to have been bestowed upon the church. If this claim De true,
why resort to an indirect and contingent matter. to justify a prac-
‘tical assertion of it? ‘Why not say, we will educate these boys,
‘because it is our business to do it; and not attempt to justify the
reffort to do it, by the mere incidental results of an attempt to se-
.cure candidates for the ministry? In a word itis a conclusive
:reply to the argument, from the supply of candidates for the
-ministry, that the right of the church to provide candidates, does
‘not imply - the concession of a right to use all means whatever,
‘svhich may afford seme prospect of furnishing a supply. This is
:a question of means, which we are seeking to determine. Conce-
«ding that the church may scek for candidates for'the minisiry,
«does it follow, therefore, that the church may take any step what-
wever, in order to accomplish it, or is she not still bound to observe
tthe limits of her own legitimate sphere of action? The question
iis so plain as to snggest itz own answer without farther remark,
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The next argument of the Board is derived from the Fistory o
the chwrch. Their reports quote largely from the history of
the ancient and modern churches, particularly from the churches
of Protestant Europe and America, showing that the inculcation
of a pure 0ospel, has always been attended with a corres onding
zeal, for tﬁe interests of letters and general education. e are
obliged to the Board, for the summary they have furnished of the
evidence, for the universal recognition of the value of khowled e,
by the followers of an evangelical religion. They have shown,
that in every age to a greater or less degree, the friends of the

ospel, have been the friends of education. They have shown
that, at the time of the Reformation, and in the various localities
where Presbyterianism has been established, that the erection of
the school-house has been co-temporaneous with the erection of
the church, and that in the hands of believers in Christ, and par-
ticularly in the hands of Calyinistic Presbyterians, the two great
interests of a pure gospel and an elevated intellectual disciplina
have been urged forward together. But this is all they have
proved, and zAzs 73 not enough for their purposes ; it must be also
shown in order to support the doctrines of the Board, that these
two interests were carried forward, as being subject to ecclesiasti-
cal control. DBut this cannot be done; for it is obvious that all
the great movements of the followers of Christ, in relation to reli-
ion, on one hand, and education, on the other, have been fwo
gisﬁnct, but cotemporaneous movements, in which the conscience,
feeling the weight of two distinet, but co-existent obligations,
prompted to an effort to discharge them-both Roused by the en.
ergies of divine grace to the knowledge and love of their dnay,
the people of God have set themselves, first to secure the ordi-
nances of the house of God and the organization of themselves
and their children, into a church of Christ; and secondly, to pro-
vide for the discharge of their duty to their children, by securin
the means of a liberal education. Hence, they erected the schoo
and the church, not as parts and parcels of the same enter rise,
but as two dintinet, yet co-ordinate movements for the discharge
of two distinct, yet co-existent duties. The church was erected to
secure the use of ecclesiastical privileges, and the discharge of ec-
clesiastical duties. The school was erected by the side of it, by
the people, not in an ecclesiastical capacity, but in the exercise of
their rights and in the performance of their duties as parents.—
The church as such, asserted no right to interfere in the matter,
much less to control it. It was true that ecclesiastical bodies did
.consult on the general interests of learning, as on other great
branches of Christian, but individual duty. Nay, some of them
did actually erect schools and academies; but they did not do it
Upon a%y such claim o control secular learning as s now urged
by the Board : and consequently, the action of these courts was
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a virtual, though not formal e:vc_l:anl(/e of their ecclesiastical ca-.
pacity, leaving them acting 7eally, though 2ot in. form in their
private capacity as friends of learning, and as individual parents
responsible for the proper education of their children, and not as
a court of the church. If these courts did act in their ecclesiasti-
cal capacity they had no right to establish the schools, and their
example is no precedent for us. DBut, although there may have
been no formal resolution of the body from its ecclesiastical ca-
pacity, into the associated form of individual responsibility, ye,
the absence of any claim to ecclesiastical supervision gives a
chance to vindicate their conduct, as the effect of a tacit but real
exchange of the ecclesiastical character for the private associated
capacity of Presbyterian people. 'We have no idea of relinquish-
ing the splendid renown of the Presbyterian church, for its zealous
promotion of learning and science; but to preserve it uncontami-
nated from suspicions of undue extension of ecclesiastical power,
we must protest against the use which has been made of it by the
Board of I}Education. Hitherto all that tZe church in her organic
capacity, has done on this subject, has been done by her proper
agencies and in her proper sphere: she taught ke people their
duty and urged them to discharge it. The people giving heed to
her instructions set to work to discharge their o%tg/, and hence the
long and noble story of the devotion of Presbyterians, to the cause
of liberal learning. DBut the Board of Education have at last
laced the church in a false position in relation to the subject.—
%'or the first time, claims of ecclesiastical power over it have been
advanced. The reports and documents of the Board, and the acts
of the Assembly, affirming these doctrines, have essentially alter-
ed the past relations of the church to the interests of education,
and it is indispensably necessary to the maintenance of the pure
glory, which the church has gained by her former modes of ac-
tion on' the subject, to reverse her modern policy and return to
the old ways. Formerly she stood in her lot, performing her
true duty to the interests of' education, showing herself the wise
and faithful friend of all the great interests of life, urging the ad-
vancement of the cause by her legitimate agencies, but not pass-
ing beyond her legitimate bounds. Now she is the claimant of
power, not delegated to her, the usurper of rights pertaining to
other depositories of authority, alike negligent of the sphere of
others and forgetful of her own. It is the solemn duty of all who
regard the true honor of the church, to see to it that no effort is
spared to reverse the present posture of the church, and replace it
in its appropriate relations to the subject.

This can be easily done. The remarks which we have just
made indicate the mode in which the Board can retreat from its
false positions and yet secure its schools under a sufficiently active
and guarded supervision to accomplish every practical purpose
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‘a nominally collateral into a real principal end; we have ho de-
sire to question the propriety of assorting them. Kept in this
position, it may be appropriate for government to give an occa-
‘sional support to them; but this assistance can only be incidental
-and occasional: it would never do for government to expand this
mere occasional and incidental capacity, to aid these interests in-
to a general and permanent power, to control them without any
limit but its own discretion. Ior example, government may use
political power so as to affect morals, and it 1s bound to do so, so
as to affect them virtuously : it may also prohibit the sale of arti-
cles, that may affect public morals for the worse; but govérnment
cannot undertake the general supervision of the private vices of
the citizen. It has no legitimate authority to interfere with them
. except when they become more or less public and offensive to
the rights of others. But this limited and defined right of gov-
ernment to interfere with the private morals of the citizen, by no
means involves the general supervisory power of a moral censor,
Of the same generz& description, is the legitimate connection of
government, with science and art: a mere incidental, limited, and
occasional thing. -As a general interest, they must be pursued as
other branches of human pursuit are pursued, amid the great
mass of society, sheltered, but not controlled by the civil arm.—
But still as an encouragement to act, and for the promotion of
the public benefits springing out of scientific investigations, more
particularly such as concern the interests of manufactures, com-
merce and navigation, it is lawful for government to give an
occasional support to scientific investigations. But here again,
this limited power does not involve the general power, co-ordi-
nate with po{itica.l power in government, to undertake the entire
control of scientific pursuits. Itis precisely so, with regard to
popular education, as in the instances just cited: Government
may exert a similar incidental and occasional control over the in-
terests of general education : it may grant charters, aid the par-
ties concerned in controlling it as a general interest, by such Yeg-
islative assistance as may contribute best to securing their ends,
It may also establish occasionally a great school auxiliary to the
great social system of education, or provide schools for the educa-
tion of those whose parents are incompetent to educate them, on
a principle precisely similar in nature and extent of application,
to.the principle on which it undertakes to feed those children,
when parents are incompetent to feed them. But this limited
right and duty of government, to educate children of incompetent
parents, no more involves the general right and duty of the gov-
ernment to control the education ot all children in the common-
wealth, than the limited right and duty of government to feed
and clothe the children of incompetent parents, involves a gene-
ral corresponding obligation to feed and ¢lothe the children of

e
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all citizens, without distinetion. The very moment the interfer-
ence of government passes beyond a mere occasional and inciden-
tal thing, a vast variefy of important consequences begin to
appear. The true law ot the existence of civil government is vio-
lated ; for the ends of government are now enlarged from one
gpecific end to more than one; and this is an evil, if it is indeed
tﬁc true policy of government to simplify its aims and purge it-
self from all collateral matters, as far as possible. Thus, the in-
terests of civil liberty are injured by it. ILut again: it results that
the right duties of the great Parental Commonwealth are invaded.
Lastly, but not leastly, State in‘erference involves as we have
said before, either a violation of the true law of education on one
side, or the religious rights and civil equality ot the citizen on the
other. If the true law of education require the direct instruction
of the pupil in the doctrines of religion as a part “of the course of
studies, it is obvious that some phase of religion must be taught
to the exclusion of others, and it is equally obvious that ¢/4e State
cannot do this without a discrimination against the religious views
and the equal rights of some of her citizens. The introduction of
the Scriptures into the public schools of some of the States has
beén attended with great and real difficulty just upon this ground.
The Catholic and the skeptical citizen protested against the au-
thority of the State requiring their children to be instructed in a
book which they did not approve. The Protestant party on the
other hand insisted upon the use of the Scriptures. The one side
inquired why their children should be forced to submit to what
they deemed an injury and the other demanded why the wicked
and unreasonable scruples of the opposers of the word of God,
should deprive their children of what they deemed an inestimable
advantage? Both had an equal right to complain. The Protes-
tant had no right to insist that his views should prevail to the ex-
clusion of his %atholic neighbor, nor had the Catholi¢c any more
right to insist that his opposition should dictate the policy to be
pursued in the case. The sole cause of the difficulty lay ¢ t/e false
velations of the State to the subject.  Itis clear that the only possi-
ble way of settling the difficulty is to put the responsibility ot edu-
cating their chilgr_en into the hands of the parents leaving each
party to decide on his responsibility to, God, whether to reject or
accept the word.of God as-an agency in the instrnction:of:his
children. .Itdis perfectly clear that the moment, t4e State wunder-
takes o determane the question and to decide whether the Bible
shall 'or shall:not. be used in: the schools, it must decide: for and
against one of these parties, and by this decision; either driving
one party from the, benefits of the public schools altogether, or
forcing them to submit to what they must consider'a grievous op-
]ii'ession thus violates the fundamgntal equality lof ‘tlie citizens of
the commonwealth. The right oi the State ta decide in. fayor .of
i : S ;

~
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the Protestant, involves the right to decide against him. The right
to say that religion shall be taught in the public schools involves
the right to say what religioq be tau.ght in them m}d how much
shall be taught there. The right to introduce the Bible to the ex-
c¢lusion of the Catholie, involves the right to introduce Calvinistic
interpretations of the Bible to.the exclusion of _A rminians, or Epis-
copal principles to the exclumpn of Presbytermns. To allow the
State any such right is to violate the fundamental maxims of
equality among the citizens and to invest the government with
the dangerous power against which the American opposers of
church and State have always protested, ke power to decide what
religion shall be taught by the authority of the State—an idea
clearly at war with every conception of the religious rights and
equality of the citizen. The grand reason why so much opposition
has been madeto the introduction of the Scriptures into the publie
schools, has been because it was felt that #%e State in undertakin
to determine this question, had passed its bounds and violated the
equality of the citizen. But certainly the right to determine this
question, necessarily follows from the right of State control at all.
The only way in which the State can avoid these consequences,
is to abandon the introduction of religion into the schools alto-
gether, the reading of the Scriptures among other modes of teach-
ing it—a course which would violate the fundamental law of
education: or it must abandon all connection with popular edu-
cation as a general system, and leave it to be supplied by the
parent under his individual responsibility to God alone.
With this exposition of our views of the conflicting theories on
the subject of education, we abandon the subject to the candid
. consideration of the reader. The views we have expressed we
conscientiously believe to be correct; but we are not so wedded
to any opinion as to be determined to adhere to it in spite of evi-
dence, and in the face of conviction. If these views can be shown
to be incorrect, we shall unhesitatingly abandon them; but we
shall never do it until new light is thrown upon the subject.
‘While it is altogether possible that circumstances may call for the
modification and even the important modification of ‘these prinei-
ples in their application to actual events, we are still satisfied of
the correctness of the principles themselves. The modification of
general principles of policy and duty by the force of circumstan-
ces is only Zemporary, dependent upon the existence or change of
the cireumstances that demand it ; but these principles themselves
are of unspeakable value as the{ point out the true, fixed and
eternal line towards which the law of progressive improvement
directs that the votaries of the science, or art, or truth in question,
should struggle in their efforts to perfect it. To ascertain the cor-
rect principles which amid ‘all the modifications demanded by
‘change of time and place, should control all efforts to perfect the
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system of education, would be a work worthy the honorable am-
bition of any man. If wo have said anything which may aid in
the discovery of them, even though we may have misapprehended
them ourselves we shall still have reason to thank Go Emt he has
condescended to use even our honest mistakes, for the discovery
and maintenance of fruths so important.
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