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FUNERAL SABBATH. 

 In compliance with a resolution adopted at the late 
public meeting of citizens, convened at the City Hall,  
for the purpose of expressing their sense of the na- 
tional loss sustained by the country in the decease of 
President Harrison, and of uniting in a tribute of re- 
spect to his memory, I hereby request the Rev. Cler- 
gy of the City and Neck, of all denominations, to set  
apart the ninth day of May next, being the second  
Sunday in that month, as a FUNERAL SABBATH, for  
the delivery of Discourses in their respective Church- 
es, adapted to the solemn occasion and the melancho- 
ly event, which have clothed our nation in mourning. 
       SAMUEL HENRY DICKSON, 
    Chairman of the Committee of Thirteen. 
 

 

THE BOARDS OF THE CHURCH. 
 The leading article in the last Baltimore Literary 
and Religious Magazine is entitled, “A calm discus- 
sion of the lawfulness, scripturalness, and expediency 
of the Ecclesiastical Boards,” in which the writer under- 
takes to show, 1st, That the system in its essential 
principles is directly subversive of the Constitution of 
the Church; 2dly, That it is unknown to the Word of 
God; and 3dly, That it is unsupported by any argu-
ments of expediency or necessity, which can commend 
it to the understanding of a Christian man. 
 This is not the first article which has appeared in 
this Magazine in opposition to the system. As the 
source of this opposition is entitled to the highest res-
pect, the question will have to be met and discussed—
and perhaps the sooner it is done the better, that if the 
system be, as it is here represented, the proper reme- 
dy may be applied in an early state of its operations.  
It is not our present design to enter into the merits  
of the question, but to suggest some thoughts which 
have occurred to our own minds upon the perusal of  
the article. 
 1. The argument may be considered as defective, 
because it assumes the very point in dispute. It  
takes for granted that the “system of Boards gives us  
a set of officers and a set of ecclesiastical courts en-
tirely different from those of our Constitution.” That 
“the Boards themselves are, to all intents and purpo-
ses, ecclesiastical courts, exercising a power and juris-
diction in the Church of God in direct and unavoida- 
ble collision with the authority of the courts acknowl-
edged by our standards.” There can be no question  
|that Boards may be so constituted as to be liable to  
this imputation. And this was in fact the leading ob-
jection to the system of Voluntary Societies; which 
exercised authority and jurisdiction in the Church in-
dependent of control. Now if it can be shown that our 
Boards are in fact founded upon the same principle— 
or that they exercise the same authority—or that they 
are subject to the same abuses—there would be no 
necessity of offering another remark. But are they 
Ecclesiastical Courts? Are they so in the manner  
in which they are constituted?  In the functions of  
their office? In the authority which they exercise? 
In the limitation of their power? Or in any other ap-
propriate sense in which the term is used? The Boards 
are indeed nothing more than the agents of the  
Church, to whom specific duties are entrusted, and  
who are responsible to the appointing power for the 
manner in which these duties are discharged. They 
cannot license; they cannot ordain; they have no 
spiritual dominion whatever; they have no authority  
to legislate for the Church—and the tenure by which 
they hold their office is limited both as to time and to 
powers. They are appointed for no other purpose  
than to do what the Church has already resolved upon 
doing—to execute the plans of the Church—to carry 
out her objects—a work which our ecclesiastical bod-
ies cannot accomplish in the limited time which is al-
lowed for their meeting—so that our Ecclesiastical 
Courts must either hold a perpetual session, or leave 
something to be transacted by their agents ad interim. 
As an illustration, select for instance the Board of 
Domestic Missions. Now if this Board is an Eccle-
siastical Court, “promoted to a level with Sessions, 
Presbyteries and Synods,” it could perform some of  
the functions peculiar to these Judicatories. But  
does it? Can it? Can it license? Can it ordain?  
Can it even locate a Missionary within the bounds of 
any Presbytery without its consent? Are not all its  
acts in subserviency to the known and expressed will  
of the Judicatory itself, from whom its appointment is 
received, and to whom it is directly responsible?— 
The Boards of the Church, are, therefore, nothing  
more than her Committees or Agents appointed for a 
specific object, with specific trusts—and with no dele-
gated co-ordinate power—and indeed with no power 
beyond what is absolutely necessary for the duties  
with which they are entrusted. 
  But as Agents may transcend their instructions, it 
is highly proper that all their transactions should be 
subjected to a rigid scrutiny ; and this is one of the 
duties of the Ecclesiastical Courts from whom they 
receive their appointment. Unless, therefore, the 
Church becomes negligent, and remiss, and corrupt,  
her agents, the Boards, will be always restrained  
within such limits as to excite no apprehension or 
alarm.  It is not our purpose to show in what points  
the present organization of our Boards is defective.  It 
is possible that the powers with which they are in-
vested are more extensive than they should be.— 
There may be other evils incidental to the system  
which require a remedy.  But it seems to us that the 
system will have to be continued in fact, if not in  
form ; or we shall have to abandon, at least in part, the 
great work for which these Boards are constituted.   
No one will dispute that it is competent to a Presby-
tery, or to a Synod, or to the General Assembly, to do 
the work which is entrusted to the Board with no  
such agency.  And hence it becomes a question of 
expediency, whether such agents should be dispensed 
with, or whether they should continue to be employed.  
To this question we shall advert before we close our 
remarks.        

2.  The argument from Scripture, it strikes us, is 
defective, because nothing is adduced from the Word  
of God in opposition to the system. And yet it can  
be conclusively shown from Scripture that agents  
were employed in collecting and disbursing the boun- 
ty of the Church—to do the very work which is 
committed to our Boards.  Were there any invasion  
of the rights and authority of the Church as founded  
on the Apostolic model—any new order of men intro-
duced with authority to legislate or exercise dominion 
—any new court established with co-ordinate juris-
diction which has not the express or implied sanction  
of the Word of God, in the system of Ecclesiastical 
Boards, then, and in that case, the objection to them 
from this source would be valid, and they should be 
abandoned at once as unscriptural. But we have yet  
to learn that the Scriptures either expressly or implied-

ly prohibits the Church from the employment of Agents 
for the performance of such duties as are en- 
trusted to our Boards.  An individual, whether a  
member of the Church or not, can educate a young  
man for the Ministry.  But he can do no more.  He 
cannot license. He cannot ordain him. He can do  
as much in this respect as the Board of the Church.   
An individual may offer to sustain a Missionary in a 
selected portion of the domestic field ; but the Mis-
sionary cannot orderly labor there without the consent 
of the Presbytery in which this field is included.— 
And can the Board do more than an individual?  Has  
the Board any jurisdiction which an individual has  
not?  A Church Session, a Presbytery, or a Synod,  
may, if it chooses, establish a Mission among the hea-
then and sustain it.  But the Board can do no such  
thing any more than an individual can.  Where then  
is the unscriptural power with which it is invested?  
The Missionaries, until they form organizations of  
their own, are subject each one to his own Presbytery.  
And the Presbyteries are wanting in their duty, and  
the Missionaries fail in theirs, if the connection is not 
recognized by correspondence between them, and by 
every other means by which ministerial fellowship is 
preserved and cultivated.  The true responsibility of 
Foreign Missionaries is to their Presbyteries, and only 
to the Boards as the Agents of the Presbyteries.  As  
the Board cannot ordain, so neither can it discipline  
or depose.  Nor can it do any other act which per- 
tains to the proper spiritual functions of an Ecclesias-
tical Court.  The silence of Scripture is therefore no 
argument against them. 

3. The article in question insists that Presbyteries, 
Synods, and the General Assembly, should have their 
Deacons to attend to their pecuniary matters—that 
these might be the collecting agents of the Church,  
and attend to the transmission of funds to foreign  
parts.  But what would these Deacons be but a  
Board, so far as one part of their duty is concerned.—
Deacons are permanent officers.  We should then  
have a permanent Board.  And yet it strikes us that 
there would be a manifest defect in the system.  Dea-
cons in a Church cannot distribute the bounty of the 
Church, but by order of the Governing Judicatory.—
The Deacons of the Assembly would have to receive 
from the Assembly an express warrant for every far-
thing they are to disburse.  Or if, in any instance, 
discretionary power were given them, and discretionary 
power must be given them in the recess of the 
Judicatory, they might exercise it precisely as the 
Boards do.  There is not a whit more security, that their 
discretionary power will be used with greater fidelity, 
than if entrusted to Boards. 

From all the lights we can collect upon the subject, 
we cannot see how the Church can carry on, with effi-
ciency, her operations, especially those which are con-
nected with foreign Missions, without a Board.  Call  
it a Board, or a Committee, or a bench of Deacons, or 
what you will—the Church must have her agents to  
do in the detail, what she cannot do in the session of  
her Judicatories, unless this session is a perpetual one.  
We can see no remedy in the principles advocated in 
the article for the system of Boards in the present  
state of the Church, and in the present state of our 
Mission, but a General Assembly which shall hold its 
sessions sufficiently long to enter into all the details  
of the Missionary work, and to determine authorita-
ively upon the minutest items of business connected 
with it.  But would the Churches regard this as ex-
pedient?  Would more light be collected, a better 
system organized—more efficiency and zeal imparted, 
and more security afforded, than through the present  
organization of Boards.  We readily grant that if every 
Church, and every Presbytery, and every Synod,  
would do its duty, agents and Boards would be of ve- 
ry little use.  But we have to take things as they are—
not as they should be—and to supply the lack of  
service in one part, by the liberality of another.— 
What we need as a Church is a far deeper sense of  
our obligation to let our light shine before the world.  
The defect is not in the system, but in the heart.— 
Were our Boards all annihilated, what evidence have 
we that the cause of Christ at home and abroad would 
advance with greater rapidity and strength, than it now 
does?  Are these the main obstacles in the way to  
the furtherance of the Gospel?  Are these the hin-
drances to liberality in the Church—to fidelity and  
zeal on the part of ministers and people—to fervent  
and importunate prayer for the outpouring of the spir- 
it, and for the enlargement and beauty of Zion?— 
We think not.  Then what is?  Let every member  
of the Church inquire at his own heart, and listen at-
tentively to what the Spirit of God teaches for an an-
swer. 

 The Oratorio on Monday night in aid of the funds 
of the Apprentices’ Library Society, equaled, if it did 
not exceed, the expectations of the friends of that excel-
lent and popular Institution, both as to the quality of  
the music and the number that attended.  The nett  
avails to the Society will, it is supposed, be about a 
thousand dollars, which will be returned to the com-
munity with a large interest upon the investment.— 
Of the two thousand persons who were present on the 
occasion, there is not perhaps a single one who  
does not consider himself already repaid in the enjoy-
ment of the evening. 
 

“TRACTS FOR THE TIMES,” &c. 
 We learn from papers received by the arrival of the 
steam ship Acadia at Boston, that before she left En-
gland, two new subjects of newspaper controversy had 
sprung up, and were in the full tide of discussion : these 
were the action of the Canadian Government in relation 
to the Catholic Seminary of St. Sulpice, and the 
division among the Oxford Divines, respecting the 
famous “Tracts for the Times,” which seems to have 
threatened very serious consequences, not only to the 
University but the Anglican Church itself. 
  

LECTURES ON PRELACY AND PRESBY- 
TERY. 

BY THE REV. THOMAS SMYTH. 
 The Southern Christian Advocate of this city, (a 
Methodist paper,) says :— 
 “We have the pleasure to announce the probable 
publication of these Lectures at no distant day.  As  
far as opportunity have allowed it, we have attended 
Mr. Smyth’s course, and been both pleased and edified.  
Pleased in witnessing a fine combination of candor, 
kindness and strength, in the discussion of difficult  
and soul-rousing questions.  Edified in listening to a 
vigorous discussion of important first principles, where 
the lecturer was master of his thesis, and backed his 
reasoning by extensive authority of the highest value in 
this controversy. 
 A Prospectus for the publication of the Lectures,  
in two octavo volumes, with ample notes, will be  
found at the Book Room, Hayne-street, in which the 
terms of publication &c., are stated.  The first vol- 
ume particularly, in which the prelatic doctrine of 
Apostolic Succession is considered, will be highly val-
uable to the Theological student. 


