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Christianity and the Living Christ

HE object of our faith as Chris-
. tians is Jesus CmrisT as He exists
today. Christians are not worshippers
of a CurisT of yesterday whose body
moulded under the Syrian skies and who
for nineteen hundred years has been
lifeless and inert; they are the wor-
shippers of a Cmrist whom the grave
could not hold and who, clothed with
unlimited power, is at the right hand of
Gop, accessible to all. All instructed
Christians approve the answer which
the Shorter Cathechism gives to the
question, “Who is the Redeemer of
Gop’s elect?’—to wit, “The only Re-
deemer of Gop’s elect is the Lorp Jrsus
Carist, who, being the eternal Son of
Gop, became man, and so was, and con-
tinueth to be, Gop and man, in two
distinet natures, and one person, for
ever.” What Jesus was yesterday, He
is today—and will continue to be for-
ever.

It should not be supposed, however,
that the fact that the object of our faith
as Christians is CurisT as He exists
today affords any warrant for any de-
gree of unconcern about Him as He
existed in the days of His flesh. There
are those who seem to think that be-
cause the object of their faith is the
living CarisT they need not be greatly
concerned about His earthly, historical
life. Such a notion not only overlooks
the fact that we are indebted to the
historic records of the earthly Cmrist
for all the real knowledge (factual or
doctrinal) that we possess of CHRIST as
He exists today but the equally impor-
tant fact that Curist as He exists today
would have little or no value for us were

it not for what He experienced while He
dwelt among men as a definite historic
person. ~This means that CurisT would
have little or no value for us today were
it not for the fact that the virtues of His
earthly experiences are perpetuated in
the life He lives today. So far from
saying that the earthly life of JEsus has
no interest for us because the object of
our faith is Jesus as He exists today,
we say rather that Jesus as He exists
today would have no interest for us
were it not for the life He lived on earth.
The earthly life was indeed but a stage
in the career of the Son of Gop, but it
was a hecessary stage if sinners were to
be saved, and hence one that can never
lose for us its significance. The life that
He lived on earth, the death that He

" died were prerequisites to the functions

He now performs. Hence we must never
allow the fact that the object of our
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faith is the risen and glorified CaRIsT to
lead us to underestimate what He ex-
perienced in the days of His flesh. The
net results (as it were) of His earthly
life were carried over into and made
the permanent possession of His risen
and glorified life. Apart from that fact
He would not be qualified to bestow
upon us the forgiveness of our sins or to
grant us an inheritance among the
saints in light.

But while we should permit nothing
to lead us to minimize the earthly his-
torical life of Jmsus as recorded in the-
Gospels, we should never lose sight of
the fact that He is consciously alive
today. Some have denied that such a
person as Jmsus ever existed. Such
denial is absurd and has been repeated
by but few. But fatal as is such denial
to the Christian’s hope, it is no more
fatal than is the denial that Jesus lives
today as one Who is able to save to the
uttermost those who put their trust in
Him. That Jesus is everywhere rep-
resented in the New Testament as in-
finitely more than an historical char-
acter is obvious to the most casual
reader. LuUxkE, for instance, tells us in
the preface to the book of Acis that
in his former treatise (his Gospel) he
had dealt with the things that “Jesus
began to do and teach, until the day in
which He was received up,” thus imply-
ing that in what he was about to write
he was to deal with the things -that
Jesus continued to do and teach after
His ascension. In harmony with this
we find that this book deals with The
Acts of the Risen CHrisT rather than -
with The Acts of the Apostles, the
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Apostles being regarded as but the in-
struments through- whom the rigen
Curist continued to carry on His work
in this world. Tt is hardly necessary to
add that all the writers of the New
Testament share Lurr’s viewpoint. Not
only did all these men write subsequent
to Carist’s death but all were firmly
convinced that He was a living, ever
present reality. PsTeErR is the mouth-
piece of the primitive Church as a whole
when he wrote: “Blessed be the Gop and
Farmer of our Lorp Jesus Curist, who
according to His great mercy begat us
again unto a living hope by the resur-
rection of Jesus Carist from the dead,

. whom having not seen ye love;
on whom though now ye see Him not,
yet believing, ye rejoice greatly with joy
unspeakable and full of glory: receiving
the end of your faith, even the salvation
of your souls.” Apart from the resur-
rection and ascension as the transition
points between the time when the object
of the Christian’s faith was the earthly,
historic JEsus and the time when it be-
came the risen and glorified Jesus, the
subsequent significance of Christianity
as a factor in the life of humanity is
inconeeivable.

Suppose that when Jesus was put to
death He had stayed dead! Then
Christians in as far as they worshipped
JEsus ‘would be guilty of an exag-
gerated -form of hero worship. Then
we might have some knowledge of a
JEsUs that was but nothing of a Jesus
that is. Then there would be such a
thing as a Jesus of history, but not a
Jusus of experience. What a cold and
lifeless and inert thing the Christian
religion would be were it not for the
fact that CueisT not only lived and
worked in the past but lives and works
at present as prophet, priest and king
and so one from whom men can obtain
satisfaction for their needs as truly as

. when He trod the earth. The secret of
Christianity’s power lies in the fact
that it proclaims a living CerIsT—in
whom men can justifiably put their
trust, from whom they can receive power
to overcome sin, with whom they can
walk hand in hand through this dark
world up to and through the very gates
of death itself.

The stress which Christianity places
on the living Curist is motivated by a

practical interest. Hebrews 13:8 is a
typical not an exceptional statement.
The writer’s object in introducing this
great statement into his epistle was to
incite his readers to lead genuinely
Christian lives. In the verse immedi-
ately preceding he had reminded them
of their former teachers and exhorted
them to imitate them; and then lest
they should think he was asking too
much of them he goes on to remind
them that “JEsus CarisT is the same
yesterday and today, yea and forever.”
It was, he said in -effect, the living
Curist who had made possible the lives
of their predecessors and what he
wanted his readers to realize was that
they too could live such lives because
this same Jesus CHzisT stood ready and
willing to do for them all He had done
for their predecessors. It is as though
we should remind our readers of those
who since the Gospel was first pro-
claimed have most adorned it by their
characters and deeds, and then urge
them to imitate them, to walk in their
footsteps, to do as they did. And then
lest some of them should think we were
asking too much of them we should bid
them recollect that Jesus Czrist is all
He ever was, that there is nothing He
has been to any past generation that
He is not to this generation—the genera-
tion of which we are a part. It was

Editorial Notes

Where is the Trouble?

HE Presbyterian, in its issue of Febru-
"1 ary 25th, contains the following edi-
torial pronouncement: “We are convinced
that the differences which trouble us as a
denomination are more ecclesiastical than
theological.” This pronouncement does not
deny that as a denomination we have theo-
logical differences and that these are a
source of trouble; but obviously it does
imply that these theological differences are
relatively unimportant as a source of trouble
compared with our ecclesiastical differences,
and that if the latter were remedied the
former would give us small concern.

Such a pronouncement, it seems to us,
rests on a diagnosis of the situation in the
Presbyterian Church that attaches primary
‘importance to what is really quite second-
ary. The emphasis should be reversed.
What is more, our ecclesiastical troubles as
a denomination are rooted in our theologi-

Jesus Crrist who made their lives pos-
sible; and since He abides the same
through every change and chance of
time we need only repeat their faith in
order to repeat their victory.

To maintain that through faith in the
living CHrIST we can imitate those who
in ages past have most adorned the
Gospel by their lives is not to maintain
that we can or should do exactly the
same things they did. That would be
the case only if the age in which we
lived were an exact replica of the age in
which they lived. Whether we will or
no we live in the twentieth century and
so must necessarily face its problems
and adjust ourselves to its conditions.
But while it is not to be supposed that
we should attempt to imitate the saintly
men and women of former generations
in the sense of doing exactly the same
things they did, we should and can
imitate them in the only sense in which
imitation is possible—namely, by stay-
ing our souls on the same great Chris-
tian verities, by manifesting the same
loyalty to truth and conscience, and by
serving our age and generation as faith-
fully as they served theirs. This we can
do—because through all the world’s
changes Jesus CHRIST remains the same
and so stands ready and willing to be
unto us all that He was unto them.

and Comments

cal differences to such an extent that if the
latter were remedied the former would
largely disappear of themselves. Whereas
orthodox Presbyterianism stresses not only
the parity of the ministry but the parity of
the ministry and eldership in the govern-
ment of the church, Modernism in all its
forms tends to the development of a form
of clericalism that is worse in many respect
than the clericalism of Rome since it rests
on human ability and learning instead of
alleged divine illumination.

This pronouncement adopts in principle
the slogan of those who advocated the re-
organization of Princeton Seminary, viz.,
that the differences there were personal and
administrative not doctrinal. Misled by
that slogan many voted for that reorganiza-
tion who otherwise would have opposed it.
‘What has been the outcome? Today Prince-
ton Seminary iz under the control of a
Board of Trustees, two of whom are signérs
of the heretical Auburn “Affirmation” and
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all of whom (of those originally elected at
-least) are on record as commending these
Auburn Affirmationists to the confidence of
the Church. Just ag it should be clear to
all that-the trouble at-Princeton was due to
doctrinal rather than personal and admini-
strative differences so it ought to be clear to
all that our troubles as a denomination are
due to theological rather than ecclesiastical
differences. And just as we would not have
been particularly interested in the Prince-
ton controversy had it not been for the
doctrinal issues involved, so we would not
be particularly interested in the ecclesiasti-
cal differences in the church at large were
it not for the theological interests involved.
After all it makes little real difference who
are Moderator and Stated clerk and who are
the members of the Boards of the Church
apart from their bearing on the theological
or doctrinal differences that exist within the
Church,

And yet there are apparently those who
still think of “The Presbyterian” as a de-
fender of the faith in the present crisis!

The Proposed Union of Churches

T may be safely assumed that as re-
I quested numerous comments have been
transmitted to the Joint Committee on
Organic Union of the Presbyterian Church
U. S. A. and the United Presbyterian Church.
In harmeony with that request we have
formally transmitted copies of the last two
issues of CHRIsTIANITY TopaY to said Com-
mittee as expressive of our judgment of the
proposed union and no doubt the contents
of these two issues (in as far as they bear
on this particular issue) are receiving the
consideration of the Committee along with
others submitted. The presentation of the
“complete Plan of Union” will be awaited
with interest.

We trust it is abundantly clear to our
readers that our objection to this particular
union is based on its terms and conditions.
If it was proposed to unite these two
churches on the basis of the existing stand-
ards of the Presbyterian Church in the
U. 8. A, the proposal would have our hearty
approval. What has been proposed thus far,
however, is something very different. In
effect it has been proposed to unite these
churches on the doctrinal basis of the
existing creed of the United Presbyterian
Church—a creed that at the best contains
a weak and inadequate statement of the
Reformed Faith along with much that is
of more than doubtful validity. What is
even worse than the doctrinal basis itself
are the terms of subscription to the subordin-
ate standards of the Church now in vogue
in the United Presbyterian Church which
it is proposed to extend to the combined
churches. What is equally bad are many
of the provisions of the proposed Form of
Government, Book of Discipline and Direc-
tory of Worship.

We do not indeed think that there is any

good reason for thinking that the United
Presbyterians as a group are more orthodox
than are ordinary Presbyterians and so for
supposing that union with them would
strengthen conservatism; but at the same
time we have no reason to suppose they are
any worse in this respect. Hence we would
be quite willing to see the two churches
united on a basis of union fitted to con-
serve the best elements, doctrinal and ec-
clesiastical, in the existing churches—some-
thing that the proposed union, in our judg-
ment, is not calculated to do.

“The Reformed Doctrine of
Predestination”

NE of the most encouraging signs of

the times is the revived interest that
is being taken in Calvinism—that system of
thought and life that as yet has found its
best confessional statement in the West-
minster Confession of Faith. In our January
issue we reviewed two recent books dealing
with this subject, one by a masterly Calvin-
ist and the other by an anti-Calvinist. From
time to time we have also dealt with books
having to do with the movement known as
Barthianism, so much in vogue in Continen-
tal Europe. This movement is frequently
spoken of as a resurgence of Calvinism-—a
mode of speech which though faulty is war-
ranted to the extent that such elements of
power as it possesses are due to the stress it
places on certain Calvinistic elements. In
our judgment the great need of the times is
a renaissance of genuine Calvinism as it
seems to us not only that Calvinism alone
supplies us with a life and world view in
which all the elements of Bible Christianity
find a natural and logical place but that it
alone offers us a vantage point from which
we can successfully defend even what we
call common Christianity in the forum of
the world’s thought.

One can readily imagine, therefore, the
satisfaction with which we have read Pro-
fessor LoORAINE BOETTNER's book The Re-
formed Doctrine of Predestination as just
published by the WM. B. EErRpMAN’S Publish-
ing Co. of Grand Rapids, Michigan (pp. 430.
$3.00). In a later issue we hope to publish
a review commensurate with the importance
of the book. We do not feel justified in
awaiting that time, however, before advis-
ing our readers to secure it without delay.
The title is hardly fitted to indicate the full
scope of the work. It contains in fact not
only a clear and cogent presentation of the
Reformed doctrine of predestination but of
all the great distinctive doctrines of the
Reformed Faith; What is more the objec-
tions commonly urged against Calvinism
are not only fairly stated but adeguately
answered. Much attention is given to
Scripture proof in order to show that Cal-
X\rinism and Bible Christianity are one and
the same. The practical importance of Cal-
vinism is stressed. The chapter on Calvin-

ism in History will prove illuminating to
many. Not the least of its merits is its
clear and readable style. It is safe to say
that for the layman as well as for the aver-
age minister this is the best book available.
Apropos the proposed union of churches
on the basis of the Confessional Statement
of the United Presbyterian Church, Profes-
sor BoETTNER'S comment on page 105 is
significant: *‘Mild Calvinism’ is synony-
mous with sickly Calvinism, and sickness,
if not cured, is the beginning of the end.”

“The Federal Council: A Protest
. and a Reply”

HE Sunday School Times, under date of
December 12, 1931, printed a lengthy
“protest” from the Federal Council of the
Churches of CumisT in America against its
action in advertising a book entitled,
“Pastors, Politicians, Pacifists” (Contruc-
tive Educational Pub. Co., 111 West Wash-
ington St., Chicago. $1.00), that is highly
critical of the Federal Council, together
with an editorial reply.
‘While The Sunday School Times says that
it “is quite ready to believe” that ‘“‘some of
the deductions or gemneralizations in the

" book under discussion are not warranted,”

it none the less stoutly maintains that
“broadly speaking the book is a needed
effort to warn the Churches of tendencies in
the Federal Council toward committing the
Churches to pronouncements upon political
and economic questions, including opposi-
tion. to certain measures for national de--
fense, as though the opinions of the manage-
ment or ‘controlling group’ of the Council
really represented the conclusions of a body
of twenty millions or more church members;
and also to point to the very objectionable
affiliations of influential leaders in the
Council with radical movements.” Its
Reply includes the following: :

“A main contention of the book is that
the principle of the separation of Church
and State is seriously threatened by the
Council. The book presents an abundant
and convincing array of documentary ma- -
terial in support of its contentions. ... So
long as the Federal Council retains men in
its official family and committee service who
hold and express convictions, and who have
affiliations, of which conservative Churches
could not possibly approve, it is inevitable
that the active management of the Federal
Council will recéive, and will thoroughly
deserve, severe criticism such as has already
been brought to bear on the Council by
agencies entirely apart from the book in
question.

“There are at least four main points at
issue with regard to the whole movement,
and there is nothing new in the attitude of
conservative Churches on these points,
except perhaps a mew concern because of
the extended activities of the Federal
Council: (1) the transgression of the great
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principle of separation between Church and
State, and the question as to what is the
rightful mission of the Church as such; (2)
the prominence of the religious radical in
the-—councils--of -the -movement; - (3) the
affiliations of prominent members of the
management, or of committees, with
socially and politically radical groups that
are a menance to our nation itself; and (4)
pronouncements that do not mnecessarily
represent the opinion of the churches.”

In the course of its Reply The Sunday
School Times refers to a new book, written
by Colonel E. N. SANCTUARY, as “one of the
many reflections of the profound concern
that many earnest Christians have as to the
Federal Council movement.” This book is
entitled, ‘“Tainted Contacts,” and may be
secured by addressing American Christian
Defenders, 156 Fifth Avenue, New York
City (Cloth $1.00; paper 50 cents).

The' Next Move Belongs To Dr. Mudge

HE attention of the Hditors of CyRIs-
TIANITY TopaY has been called to the fact
that, at a recent meeting of the Presbytery
of San Francisco, Dr. LEwis S. Muper, Mod-

erator and Stated Clerk of the General As--

sembly, apparently questioned the accuracy
of & news-item in the January issue of this
journal regarding the licensure of Mr.
LuciaN HarPER KEarns. Mr., Kearns, who
is a non-affirmer of the Virgin Birth of
CugrisT, was licensed by the Presbytery of
Washington City (D. C.) on December 14,
after he had been tentatively accepted for
service by the Board of Foreign Missions.
The report of Dr. Mupge’s reference to this
matter has come. .to CHRISTIANITY .TODAY
through trustworthy and wunimpeachable
sources, Our informants agree that Dr.
Mvupge did not, in so many words, accuse
CHRISTIANITY TopAY of not telling the truth.
Yet in replying to a public query regarding
the affair, during a period when questions
had been invited from the floor, Dr. MupGE
is said to have stated that he was not in the
. confidence of the Foreign Board and did not
know it had been done. Then he inquired
the source of the information. His ques-
tioner replied, “CHrisTiaNITY ToDAY.” Cer-
tain persoms present were moved to laugh
audibly, Whereupon Dr. Mupee is said to
have smiled, waved his finger, and replied
“Ah! just as I thought. Well, I'd@ look fur-
ther if I were you.” The questioner is said
to have replied: “But the name of the young
man, a Mr. Luciay HarpER KEARNS, was
given. He was licensed by the Presbytery of
Washington, D. C. and designated as a mis-
sionary to South America.” Whereupon Dr.
MU]?GE is said to have rejoined, ‘“Well, I
know nothing about it, but I repeat, I’d look
further.” This conversation moved one of
those present to declare “The impression Dr.
MupekE - meant to convey was that Carls-
TIANITY TopaY was absolutely undependable

and a huge joke to quote it as a source of
authority.” ’

The Editors of this paper could hardiy ex-
pect Dr. Mupee to be in sympathy with their
editorial position concerning the state of the
Church. They have, however, always tried
to be scrupulously fair to him while remain-
ing opposed to many of his policies, But
the Editors are very sensitive about the
reputation of this journal for honesty and
truth. And when a man of Dr. MubpeE's
prominence publicly questions the veracity
of a reputable news journal, whether by im-
plication or directly, its Editors are under
an obligation to record the fact, then either
confess error and apologize, or else establish
the statement as true and ask the accuser to
make a public retraction. We are taking
the latter course,

The item in question was published in
good faith and on good authority. Without
ever doubting its accuracy, the Editors, upon
being advised of Dr. Mupge’s statement, get
about to secure additional information. It
is now at hand. The account in the item
was true. It might have been much stronger,
and still have been true. Of our informants
seven are members of the Presbytery who
were present at the meeting. Some of them
voted for the licensure of Mr, Kearns. They
have written in confidence, which will be
respected. But, from their several accounts,
the four following facts are agreed upon
by all: '

(1) That Mr., Kearns could not affirm be-
lief in the Virgin Birth of CHRIST.

(2) That Dr. A. J. McCArRTNEY read a
statement of Mr. Kearns’ doctrinal beliefs
to the Presbytery.

(3) That it was stated in Presbytery that
the Board of Foreign Missions had approved
Mr. Kearns, and were merely awaiting his
licensure by the Presbytery, and that this
approval was used as an argument why he
should be licensed.

(4) That, after debate in which much was
said, Mr. KearNs was licensed, with a con-
siderable minority voting “no.”

Our correspondents have sent us much
other information about the case which sheds
considerable light upon it. There is some
slight disagreement among them as to who
made certain statements. Some of them
understood that the Board had approved Mr.
KEARNS’ doctrinal statement, The fact that
it was stated that the Board, with four ex-
moderators of the General Assembly as mem-
bers, would not pass a man not entirely satis-
factory in every way, is undeniable. There
is no doubt that some members of Presby-
tery, having heard Mr. Kearng’ statement,
his reported approval by the Board, and the
other arguments advanced, voted for his
licensure hoping that in the future his views
might be clarified. - And there is also, un-
fortunately, no doubt whatsoever of the fact

of Mr. Keasns’ tentative appointment by the
Board of Foreign Missions.

. The facts in the case are clear and incon-
trovertible. The next move belongs to Dr,
MUDGE.

Banishing “Religious Bigotry”’

CCORDING to press dispatches from
Washington, D. C., a ‘“seminar” com-
posed of “Protestants, Catholics and Jews”-
was held in that city from March seventh to
ninth, for the purpose of discussing religious
prejudice in America,

It is always easy in this day to raise an
outery against “intolerance” and “bigotry.”
The temper of the age in which we live is
clearly averse to uncompromising and posi-
tive statements of belief. The world, in its
effort to commend “open-mindedness” and
“tolerance,” both of which rightly under-
stood are salutary and good, has gone to the
extreme of “tentativitis.” Unless a man or
a church is willing to ascribe only tentative
validity to beliefs and doctrines, and is will-
ing to concede that “we may not be right”
the world looks upon him as an obscurantist,
as an enemy of progress.

We have nothing but commendation for
the Washington gathering or for any other
movement insofar as it attempts to do away
with hatred of persons as persons, or with
hatred of races as races. But experience has
shown that it is difficult for some attending
such meetings to remember the great and
wide distinction between tolerance and com-
promise. And we feel no hesitation in say-
ing that in such conferences, it is the Protes-
tant, rather than the Roman Catholic or
the Jew, who is called upon to make sacri-
fices of conviction. The spokesmen of the
Church of Rome uniformly address these
gatherings with felicity and charm. They
wear the velvet glove, but beneath it is the
gauntlet of steel. Rome will not compromise,
nor can she be blamed for it. The Jew also,
remembering his racial dignity and history,
speaks courteously, but avoids abandonment
of his own position. It is the Protestant
who usually, in gatherings of this kind, feels
himself in the grip of an “inferiority com-
plex.,” He feels caught between two ex-
tremes, and it would be more than one could
expect from human nature to find that men
are not swayed somewhat thereby. Hence,
expressions which would reduce all religions
to a common level in order to banish “re-
ligious prejudice” are usually uttered by
Protestants. Nor is the reason far to seek.
The Protestants who are found in these con-
ferences are likely to be Modernists. They
have cast away the great, certain foundation
upon which Protestantism was reared, and
on which alone it can stand: an infallible
Bible. For it they have nothing fixed to
substitute. They find common ground with
the Reformed Jew, so far as authority is
concerned, more than with the true Protes-

{Concluded on Page 21)
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Is Atheism Scientific?

T is hard to prove the existence of

God, we are told: it would seem
harder to prove His non-existence. To
prove His non-existence one must ac-
count for the universal capacity in man
to believe in God and the universal in-
stinct to search after God that have
manifested themselves through the mil-
lennia of human history.

To demonstrate atheism we should
have to be super-men with super-celestial
knowledge. We should have to be able
to say, “We have searched the universe
from centre to circumference and by
searching we have not been able to find
out God. ” Moreover, to conduct our
search in any thorough-going manner
we must needs be super-infinite and
super-eternal; for beyond our visible
universe lie the heights and depths and
lengths and breadths of illimitable
space, the dimensions of which alone
must measure the extent of our doubt
whether perchance God might not be
found somewhere out there in the utter-
most.

A strictly logical atheist would have
to be able to comprehend God, since an
uncomprehended area must ever remain
an area of doubt. To comprehend God
one would have to be mentally greater
than God and hence, so to say, a super-
God himself; and so no longer an
atheist.

Now, there is a way of investigating
the existence and nature of God. It is
the scientific method. Just as I would
do in the case of any other science—
botany, grammar, music—I naturally
expect in approaching the study of this
super-science (a) to conform my
method to the nature of the field of in-
vestigation, (b) to assemble all possible
data, (¢) to set up an hypothesis and
test it out by all the facts available, and
(d) to avail myself exhaustively of any
instruction I can secure. I do not
abandon my reasoning faculty, I shall
use it to its highest power. Nor shall I
discard logic. I shall maintain an open
mind. I shall not begin my thinking
with a denial, any more than I would

By the Rbev, George P. Pierson, D.D.

attempt to study light blindfolded, or
life without allowing it {ree course
through every avenue of my body and
soul. This attitude I take to be both
rational and scientific.

To illustrate, I am told that there is
a newly discovered planet on the rim of
the solar system. I am told of other
marvels of the stellar sphere. I had
thought the stars were lamp lights along
celestial highways or openings in the
floor of Heaven. The explanation of
science excites my wonder and tests my
credulity. Astronomy had always seemed
weird and impossible to me. I had
laughed to scorn the astronomer with
his lenses, formulae and astounding
figures; they were all so remote from
my experience. But perhaps there was
method in his madness; anyway, I will
try him out; so just provisionally I ac-
cept his telescope, his text-book and his
teaching. I soon discover that my eyes
are in bad condition, that I have in-
cipient cataracts. Immediately I have
them “melted off” by the family oculist.
Then to the observatory! If you have
never observed the heavens through a

large telescope, don’t miss the next

chance. You will never forget the ab-
solutely novel thrill in gazing at a uni-
verse of hitherto unknown worlds—and
incidentally you will be awed at the
quiet depths of the pure, luminous ether
containing them. The big earth wiil
never seem big any more. If you have
not actually seen Heaven itself you
have seen at least the portals thereof.
I am humbled now. I listen eagerly to
what my instructor has to tell me, and
I go on thence from vision to vision,
from glory to glory,—all because in un-
dertaking the study of my new science
I had submitted myself to the method
of investigation the science demanded,
I had actually observed a new world
of data—from such data discovering the
prineiples of my science, and I had ac-
cepted the superior knowledge of a
perfect teacher. In all these particulars
I have never condemned myself as hav-
ing been unscientific.

In studying the existence and nature
of God, we are not concerned with
visible, tangible things that may be
observed with physical instruments. Our
spirits are seeking to become acquainted
with the Great Spirit we call God. The
promise: is that God will commune
directly with my spirit. No proof could
be more intimate or convincing. - It is
actually possible for me to talk with
God and to be assured that He is listen-
ing to what I say. I have come to that
point in my life when 1 find myself
face to face with God. Shall I venture
to address Him, or through awe or
apathy turn away from Him? A great
crisis this! My destiny hangs in the
balance. The only attitude for me to
take is that of deepest humility, confes-
sion, petition, adoration, thanksgiving—
in a word, prayer. Am I willing to make
this test of humble, importunate, pre-
vailing prayer? Another audience may
not be granted me save perhaps after I
have sought it with strong crying and
tears. Surely no serious student of -
Theism will leave untested this direct
proof of persistent prayer—a trans-
action taking place in the very inner-
most shrine of the temple of my soul.

Most of us have found the shrine dis-
ordered, dark, befouled. The promise
is that God will send His Holy Spirit to
enlighten, restore, quicken my fallen
soul. It is true that our spiritual vision
ig impaired. It is true that the natural
man cannot know the things of God, be-
cause they are spiritually discerned, but
God is more willing to give His Spirit to -
them that ask Him than earthly parents
are to give good gifts to their children.
Shall I decline this second proof, so es-
sential, so convincing, so attainable?
“Well, then,” our friend inquires, “is
there anything further I can do except
maintain this receptive attitude toward
God?” Yes. Set your affections on God.
“He that loveth not knoweth not God.”
Commit your will to His will—the only
way to gain real liberty, by the way—
“he that doeth His will shall know of
the - doctrine.” These are searching
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tests, but what you get is worth in-
finitely more than the price you pay.
Now I can imagine an atheist object-
ing, “What you say is all very well from
a subjective standpoint, but what have
you objective for the man on the street
who is concrete in his thinking? Men
are not satisfied with an unseen, in-
- visible, unheard, inaudible, untouched,
intangible God. Their ery has been, ‘Oh,
if only He would show Himself, speak
to us, come to us!"” Now that is pre-
cisely what He has done. Two thousand
yvears ago, in the centre of the then
known world, at the focal point of his-
tory, God appeared, manifesting Him-
self in the very thing that men know

best—the human body and spirit. The
way to see God is to look at Him—in
Christ. Nothing is so convincing as
direct vision. Qurs is a privilege of a
heavenly order, to be able to study the
thoughts, words and deeds of God ex-
hibited in a Being like unto ourselves.

“But that is a miracle!” you say.
Truly, the incarnation was a supreme
miracle. Shall we not in our study of
the supernatural welcome every evi-

- dence of the supernatural? Or shall we

join the Jews of Jesus’ time in demand-
ing a miracle and, when He showed
them many,—conspicuously the miracle
of the resurrection—retort, “Impossible,
we never heard, saw, experienced any-

thing of the sort. We deny angels,
spirit and resurrection.” This surely is
not the constructive attitude of a seri-
ous scientist. The scientific road to
assured knowledge leads upward over
three ascending levels,—“I have be-
lteved:” 1 will accept the statements
about God’s existence and nature pro-
visionally, hypothetically; “I know:”
having placed my soul in this new en-
vironment, I find all "its demands—
supremely the demand for new life—
just as fully satisfied as are the demands
of my body in its present physical en-
vironment of air, light, food and sound;
“T am persuaded:” “I know whom I
have believed and am persuaded.”

Notes on Biblical Exposition

By J. Gresham Machen, D.D., Litt. D.,

Professor of New Testament in Westminster Theological Seminary.

“THE APOSTOLIC DECREE"

XV.

“But from those who were reputed to
be something—of whatever sort they
were, it makes no difference to me; God
does mot accept the countenance of a
man; for to me those who were of re-
pute added nothing, but, on the con-
trary, when they saw that I had been
entrusted with the gospel of the un-
circumcision just as Peter with that of
the circumcision (for He who had
worked for Peter unto the apostleship
of the circumcision had worked also for
me unto the Gentiles), and when they
recognized the grace that had been given
me, James and Cephas and John, those
who were reputed to be pillars, gave to
me and Barnabas the right hand of
- fellowship, that we should go unto the
Gentiles, and they unto the circumci-
ston—only, that we should remember
the poor, which very thing also I was
zealous to do” (QGal. 2:6-10, in a literal
translation).

No Addition to Paul's Gospel
EST month we treated the begin-

ning of this momentous sentence in
which Paul tells of the result of the
Jerusalem conference, and we showed
what the structure of the sentence is.

Paul began the sentence as though it
were to be in the form, “From those
who were reputed to be something I
received nothing;” but then, after the
intervention of several very weighty
parenthetical clauses, he concludes it in
the - form, “To me those who were of
repute added nothing.”

We must-now consider this latter ut-
terance, which, in the course of modern
criticism, has been one of the most dis-
cussed utterances in the whole of the
New Testament.

The meaning of the word which we
have translated “added” is fixed by the
preceding context. Paul says in verse
2; “I laid before them the gospel which
1 am preaching among the Gentiles.”
The word translated “added” here in
verse 6 is in the Greek exactly the same
word as the word translated “laid be-
fore” in verse 2, except that here 'in
verse 6 it has prefixed to it a preposition
meaning “in addition.” What Paul is
saying, then, is this: “I laid my gospel
before them; and they laid nothing be-
fore me in addition. They had nothing
to add to my gospel, but recognized it
as true and complete and as having
been given to me by God.”

Thus what Paul is denying in verse
6 is that the pillars of the Jerusalem
church made any additions to his gos-
pel; and that is all that he is denying.
A clear recognition of that fact would
have saved a vast amount of error in
the modern study of the New Testa-
ment. o

‘Acts and Galatians

Failing to recognize that fact, or fail-
ing to understand its implications, many
modern critics of the New Testament
have found in Paul’s words, “They
added nothing to me,” in Gal. 2:6,
a contradiction between the Pauline
Epistles and the Book of Acts.

The Book of Acts, these critics insist,
in the account which it gives of this
meeting between Paul and the Jeru-
salem Church, says that the Jerusalem
leaders did “add” something very im-
portant—namely, “the Apostolic De-
cree” of Acts 15:20, 23-29; 21:25. The
Book of Acts, according to these eritics,
says that the Jerusalem Church, while
not requiring the Gentile converts to be
circumecised and to keep the whole of
the. ceremonial law, did require them to
keep a part of the ceremonial law; it
did require them not only to refrain
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from the sin of fornication, but also to
refrain from ‘“things offered to idols
and from blood and from things
strangled” _ (Acts 15:29). Thus, ac-
cording to the Book of Acts, say these
critics, a compromise was effected at the
Jerusalem conference; circumecision was
not required— in that Paul’s position
was endorsed—but, on the other hand,
Paul’s teaching was modified to the ex-
tent that certain portions, at least, of
the ceremonial law were imposed upon
the Gentile converts. Could there be,
these critics ask, any clearer example of
an addition to Paul’s teaching? Paul
said, “Believe in Christ and you do not
need to keep the ceremonial law;” the
Jerusalem Church said, ‘“Believe in
Christ and, while you do not need to
keep all of the ceremonial law, you do
need to keep certain particularly neces-
sary parts of it.”

A Critical Lever

In Galatians, say these critics, any
such compromise is entirely excluded;
in Galatians, Paul says of the Jerusalem
leaders, “They added nothing to me.”
In Acts, on the other hand, say these
critics, Paul is represented as submitting
tamely to a compromise, which certainly
does involve a modification of, or addi-
tion to, his gospel. Thus Acts is found
by these critics to be in conflict with
Galatians. But if so, Acts must be
wrong; since scholars of all shades of
opinion recognize Galatians as being a
genuine epistle written by an eyewit-
ness and therefore true. But if Acts is
wrong at this point, where it can be
tested by comparison with a recognized
authority, then—so the argument runs
—it is presumably wrong elsewhere as
well, and the whole account which it
gives of the apostolic Church is dis-
credited. But the Third Gospel evidently
was written by the same author as the
author of Acts; therefore, if Acts is dis-
credited, so is the Third Gospel; and
since the Third Gospel gives essentially
the same account of the life of Christ
as do the First. and Second Gospels,
their account also is discredited; and
thus the entire New Testament account
of the events at the basis of the Chris-
tian Church is shown to be unhistorical.

Such is the reasoning when it is re-
duced to its simplest terms. Of course,
many other considerations are adduced
against the New Testament books; but
such is the importance of these words,
“They added nothing,” in the whole dis-
cussion ‘that it may be said with a
rather high degree of truth that it was
at this point that modern negative
criticism of the New Testament applied
its lever to throw the entire edifice of
historic Christianity to the ground.

But is the lever rightly applied? Is
the Book of Acts really in contradiction
with the Epistle to the Galatians at this
point? '

There are three ways in which that
question may be answered in the nega-
tive—three ways in which Acts and
Galatians may be shown to be in har-
mony with respect to the Apostolic
Decree.

Galatians Before the Council?

In the first place, it may be held that
the Epistle to the Galatians was written
before the Apostolic Council, according
to the hypothesis which was discussed
in the November, 1931, number of
CarisTianiTy Topay, and that the
meeting with the Jerusalem leaders

which Paul deseribes in Gal. 2:1-10 was -

entirely different from, and earlier than,
the “Apostolic-Council” meeting of Acts
15:1-29. Obviously if the Epistle to
the Galatians was written before the
Apostolic Council, Paul could not in
Galatians mention a decree which the
Council afterwards passed; and the
silence of Galatians about the Decree
would show only that when Galatians
was written the Decree had not yet
been passed; it would not show that the
Decree was not afterwards passed, and
passed exactly in the way which the
Book of Acts describes.

Something is to be said for this way
out of the difficulty; it is followed by
certain noteworthy modern scholars, and
it may possibly be correct. If it were
the only way to avoid admitting a con-
tradiction between Acts and Galatians,
then we should be thoroughly justified,
in accordance with scientific historical
method, in adopting it, because there is
a great weight of independent evidence

to show that Acts was written by a
companion of Paul who could not have
been mistaken about so central a matter
as the Apostolic Council. To treat that
weight of independent evidence as
though it did not exist, just because, on
the basis of one of several possible ways
of interpreting Gal. 2:1-10, Aects is in
contradiction with Paul is not merely
contrary to the Christian Faith, but is
contrary to the sound scientific methods
of study which are constantly employed
in other fields of historical research.

The Text of the Decree

The second possible way of showing
Gal. 2:6 to be in harmony with Acts
15:29 is to adopt the reading of the so-
called “Western text” at Acts 15:20, 29;
21:25. The text or wording of the Book
of Acts can be shown to have been
handed down in the Church at an early
time—say, in the second century—in
two different forms. One was the form,
called by modern scholars the “Neutral
text,” which has been preserved for us
in our two earliest and best New Testa-
ment manuscripts, the Codex Vaticanus
and the Codex Sinaiticus, together with
a number of other less important docu-
ments. The other was the form, called
by modern scholars the “Western text,”
which has been preserved for us espe-
cially in one Greek manuseript, the
Codex Bezae, and, with varying degrees
of clearness, in certain remnants of the
“0Old Latin” translation of the Book of
Acts and in certain quotations from the
Book of Aects in early Christian writers.

Now the Western text at Acts 15: 20,
29; 21:25 omits the word meaning “what
is strangled” or (as it appears in 15:29)
“things strangled.” If the Western text
is right in this omission; then what the
Gentile converts were told to refrain
from, according to the Book of Acts, was
“things offered to idols [or “pollutions
of idols,” as it is in Acts 15:20], blood
and fornication.” If this short text, with-
out “what is strangled” is correct, what
is the meaning of the Decree? The answer
to that question depends largely upon
the meaning of the word “blood.”
“Blood,” as a thing to be refrained from,
may mean one of two things: (1) it may
mean the shedding of blood, or murder;
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or (2) it may mean the eating of blood,
or disobedience to the Mosaic food-law
which forbids the eating of meat with
the.blood in it. .

This second meaning seems to be fixed
for the word “blood” if the word mean-
ing “what is strangled” is included in
the Decree as it is included by the
Neutral text; or, at least, if “what is
strangled” is included in the text, then,
whatever be the meaning of “blood,”
the Decree does contain a direction
about foods, since a prohibition of
“what is strangled” can only mean a
prohibition of the eating of what is
strangled.

If, however, the word ftranslated
“what is strangled” be omitted, then
“blood” may mean the shedding of
blood or murder, and the three things
prohibited in the Decree may be simply
the three deadly sins; idolatry (“things
offered to idols” or ‘‘pollutions of
idols”), murder (“blood”) and fornica-
tion. But if the ceremonial element was
thus absent from the Decree, the Decree
did not constitute any addition to Paul’s
gospel, since Paul of course had told
his converts as clearly as anyone else
had done that they must refrain from
these three deadly sins. Indeed, the
negative part of the Decree, like the
positive part, would be a way of rebuk-
ing the Judaizers and of agreeing with
Paul. “You have been told by the
Judaizers,” the Jerusalem Church would
be saying to the Gentile converts, “that
you must be circumcised and must keep
the ceremonial law; but, as a matter of
fact, all the things that you need to
refrain from are sins like idolatry,
murder and fornication.” According to
this view, the prohibition of idolatry,
murder and fornication would be only
a particularly foreible way of saying
that the abstinence from other things
which was insisted upon by the Juda-
izers was not required.

But the Western text of the Book of
Acts, upon which this solution of the
problem is based, is usually incorrect,
and in all probability it is incorrect
here. A few noteworthy modern scholars
have, indeed, adopted the Western text
of the Decree, and the decision with re:
gard to it is not perfectly easy; but on the

whole the solution which it provides for
the problem of Acts and Galatians is to
be regarded as inferior to either of the
other two.

The Best Solution

On the whole, the best solution is the
one which we must now consider—
namely, the one which admits that Gal.
2:1-10 and Acts 15:1-29 refer to the
same visit of Paul to Jerusalem and
that the Neutral text of the Decree is
correct, but insists that the Decree,
rightly interpreted, did not constitute
an addition to Paul’s gospel and so did
not need to be mentioned by Paul at
Gal. 2:6.

What was the real meaning of the
Apostolic Decree according to the Book
of Acts? Was it a part of the gospel, or
was it something entirely different; were
its prohibitions something to be added
to faith in Christ. as among the condi-
tions of salvation, or was their purpose
of entirely different kind?

The answer to this question, and the
key to the whole problem, is probably
to be found in Acts 15:21, In that verse,
James the brother of the Lord, immedi-
ately after advocating the Decree with
its four prohibitions, goes on to say:
“For Moses from ancient generations
has in the several cities those who pro-
claim him, being read in the synagogues
every Sabbath.” -

Various interpretations, indeed, have
been proposed for this much discussed
verse. But surely the most natural in-
terpretation is that which makes James
here give a reason for the four prohibi-
tions in the Decree by pointing to the
fact that there are many Jews in the
cities to which the Decree is to be sent.
“There are many Jews in those cities,”
says James; “they hear the law of
Moses read in the synagogues every
Sabbath; from the reading of the law
they come to abhor especially certain
things in Gentile life; and in order to
win them the Gentile disciples of Jesus
ought to refrain from those things.”

So interpreted, the observance of the
four prohibitions in the Decree was to
be regarded not as necessary to salva-
tion but only as a means of. avoiding
offence in certain mixed communities

where there were many Jews. Not being
necessaly to salvation, it was not an
addition to Paul’s gospel; and not being
an addition to Paul’s gospel, it is not
excluded by Paul’s words in Gal. 2:6.
“I laid my gospel before them,” says
Paul, “and they made no addition to it.”
These words of Paul remain true even
if the Apostolic Decree was issued by
the Jerusalem Church.

Was there a Compromise?

But could Paul ever have agreed to
such'a measure, even if it was intended
in the way that we have just indicated?
Could he have agreed to such a method
of avoiding offence to the Jews?

About one hundred years ago, the
scholars of the so-called “Tiibingen
school” were ready with their answer.
“Of course Paul could never have done
any such thing,” they said. “Paul was no
compromiser or time-server; he would
have insisted on full Gentile freedom
without any concessions to Jewish nar-
rowness; and when the Book of Acts
represents him as agreeing to such con-
cessions the Book of Acts clearly is
wrong.”

But the general trend, at least, of sub-
sequent scholarship is somewhat away
from such a conclusion as that. The
plain fact is that there are in the Paul-
ine Epistles themselves, the very
authorities to which the Tiibingen
scholars appealed, elements which show
that on occasion Paul was perfectly
ready to advocate exactly the kind of
concession to Jewish feeling that is ad-
vocated in the Apostolic Decree. In I
Cor. 9:20, for example, Paul says that
he became to the Jews as a Jew, in
order that he might gain Jews, and that
he became to those who were under the
law as under the law (though not being
himself under the law), in order that he
might gain those who were under the
law. It would be difficult to imagine a
more complete agreement than that pas-
sage contains with the purpose of the
Apostolic Decree as it is explained in
James’ words in Acts 15:21.

The truth is that where no principle
was involved, where it was only his own
convenience that was at stake, Paul, the
heroic and uncompromising defender of
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Christian liberty, was the most conces-
sive of men. One thing is clear—he
would never have agreed to the Apostol-
ie Decree if it had been, as it is often
represented as being, a “compromise.”
Paul was no compromiser either at Jeru-
salem or anywhere else. If the prohibi-
tions of the Apostolic Decree had been
intended as being necessary to salvation,
they would have been an addition to
Paul’s gospel, and Paul would never
have agreed to them in the world. But
if they were merely an effort to win the
Jews in mixed communities to the Lord

Jesus Christ by avoiding unnecessary -

offence under certain special circum-
stances, then they were quite in accord
with Paul’s practice, and Paul could
well have accepted them in the sense in
which they were meant.

* The Limited Address

It should be observed that this De-
cree, according to Acts 15:23, was not
addressed to Gentile converts every-
where, ‘but only to those in “Antioch
and Syria and' Cilicia.” It is true, that
Paul did, according to Acts 16:4, give
the Decree over to converts in certain
cities not in Syria or Cilicia but in the
southern part of the Roman province of
Galatia; and it is true that in Acts 21:25
James, in his reference to the Decree,
does not mention the geographical
limitations of the address. But these
observations cannot obscure the signifi-
cance of the fact that the Decree was
formally addressed by the Jerusalem
Church only to the converts in Antioch-
and Syria and Cilicia. It was not a
piece of formal legfslation for all Gen-

tile converts everywhere—if it had been,
Paul might well have been less ready to
accept it—but it was a direction given,
in view of certain special conditions, to
certain mixed communities in Antioch
and Syria and Cilicia, where, presum-
ably, there were many Jews and where
the congregations were probably in a
relation to the Jerusalem Church much
closer than that which prevailed in dis-
tinctly Pauline churches.

The outstanding. fact, however, about
the Apostolic Decree which shows it to
be in harmony with Galatians is not the
limitation of its address but the fact
that it was not an addition to Paul’s
gospel; it was not an addition to what
he had said about the way of salvation.
Paul had said: “Believe on the Lord

(Concluded on Page 19)
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Why | Am a Fundamentalist

A Sermon by
" The Rev. J. A. Schofield, Jr.

Minister, First Presbyterian Church, Gouverneur, N. Y,

“Another gospel which is not another.”
( Galatia'(bs 1:6-7)

‘N TE have all heard a great deal about
Fundamentalism and .its opposite,
Modernism. We have heard preachers who
have strongly aligned themselves on one
side or the other. We have all heard how
the conflict between the two has threRtened
to disrupt every Protestant Church, and
still threatens to do so. And consequently,
I need make no apology at all for the posi-
tion that I assume nor for my frank discus-
sion of it. In his letter to the Galatians,
Paul was telling them how surprised he was
that they had left the purity of the Gospel
of Jesus Christ that he had preached unto
them and had been called unto ‘“another
gospel which is not another.”
say, Paul was telling them that the thing
they were adopting, which called itself
another gospel was really mnot another
gospel, for it was no gospel at all. And his
remarks about the false gospel of his day
may well be applied to the Modernism of
this day, which while calling itself ‘another
gospel is no gospel at all.

So, I am a Fundamentalist. But what is
a Fundanrentalist? There are several defini-
tions. Originally a Fundamentalist was
one who belonged to an organization that
adopted that name. Today the word has a
much wider application. It refers to all
those who adhere strictly to the funda-

That is to’

mentals of the Christian faith, to the great
central doctrines and historical facts of
Christianity. A Fundamentalist, then, is
one who accepts certain great truths, doec-
trines that the Bible teaches and that every
Christian Church, Protestant, Roman Catho-
lic and Greek Catholic, has always included
in its official teaching. A Modernist, on the
other hand, is one, not necessarily modern
at all, who denies one or several or all of
the great foundation doctrines of Christian-
ity; such as the Virgin Birth of Jesus, His
true Divinity, His resurrection, His oneness
with the Father, the Trinity, the sinfulness
of man, salvation through the vicarious
death of Christ, regeneration through the
presence of the Holg Spirit, the forgiveness
of sins, the resurrection of the body and
the life everlasting.

Why, then, am I a Fundamentalist? Be-
fore I list my reasons for being what I am,
I desire to say that I am not judging the
eternal destiny of Modernists, in saying
what I am about to say. Only God is their
judge. 1 cannot say that this one or that
one has not true faith in his heart. I can
say, however, that what they teach is not
Christianity. What they believe is a matier
between them and their God. What they
teach is open to all to see and consider and
know, And so-if I say bluntly that such a
person or some other is not teaching Chris-

' tianity in his pulpit, I do .not care to be

understood as saying that down deep in his -
heart he may not have a saving relationship-
to Christ. '

With this word of caution, we are ready
to begin to list our reasons. I am a Funda-
mentalist, in the first place, because I be-
lieve that the Bible is the very Word of
God, the only infallible rule of faith and -
practice. That is to say, I believe that it
was given to man by God. I believe that
God saw to it that it was perfect and com-
eplete. I believe that, when rightly under-
stood, it will be found to be infallible, with-
out error, the only Divinely given rule of
faith and practice. I believe the Bible to be
God’s Word. 1 accept it and try to follow it.

Modernism, on the other hand, does not
so view the Bible. It does not accept it as
authoritative. It does not accept it as com-
ing from God with His divine sanction on
every part of it. Modernism not only dis-
honors the Bible but page by page, chapter
by chapter, book by book,.it destroys it.
The most famous radio preacher in
America, Dr. S. Parkes Cadman, does that
every time he speaks over the air. Now a
passage from Genesis, now a passage from
Thessalonians, now a part of Daniel and
now a part of John is discarded with s
glibness that is nothing short of astounding.
A mutilated and bleeding Bible is the result,
Modernists accepting and believing and fol-
lowing only those parts of:it that appeal to
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their purely human reason. Listen to an-
other Mogle:fnist, one of their professors,
speak of Paul: “Paul appeals to a state of
mind that has forever passed away—at least
among. civilized. peoples,. though his theol-
ogy may still be helpful to African savages
..... ” Hear what another Modérnist
theological professor has to say about the
Book, “The Bible is not now, and has not
been in the past, an authority in any sense
of the word.”

In the second place, I am a Fundamental-
ist because Fundamentalism honors Christ.
It sees Him as the Eternal Son of God, one
with the Father in power and gléry before
the world was. It teaches, as. the Bible
plainly sets forth, that Christ freely and
voluntarily left His place at God’s right
hand in heaven and came to the earth to
redeem the world from its sin. It teaches
that Christ is God in the flesh, that He was
born of a Virgin, that His teaching was the
very teaching of God, that He performed
miracles, that He healed the sick and raised
the dead, that He was crucified for us, being
our substitute on the cross, that after béing
dead and buried, He arose again from.the
dead. Fundamentalism, or true Christian-
ity, honors Christ ag the Son of God and as
the Saviour of the world. :

Modernism, on the other hand, at least in
any of its consistent forms (although we
should say that there are many types of
Modernists and many of them are not con-
sistent and do not earry out their own
teachings to their logical conclusion), dis-
honors Christ. It claims not to do so, but
essentially that is just what it does. For
often it teaches that He was not born of a
Virgin, that the beautiful accounts of His
conception and birth in the Bible are merely
camouflage for a wicked mother and for a
shameful birth. Often it denies His miracles.

- Often it denies His bodily resurrection.
Often it denies His divine knowledge. Often
it denies His God-consciousness. Often it
denies His deity. Modernism always re-
duces Christ’s Person and His honor and
His divinity in one or several of these ways.
Hear, for example, what a professor at the
Uuiversity of Chicago says of Him: “Jesus
was the child of his time, a merely human
Christ, who does no more and no less than
interpret to us the eternal revelation of
God in human nature.”

~ In the third place, I am a Fundamentalist
because Fundamentalism sees man for what
he is. And this is the true Christian at-
titude. Man .was created for fellowship
with God, for human perfection. But he
fell and sin came into his being. From that
time forth, he was a fallen creature, a crea-
ture of sin who needed a Saviour. Man is
essentially, then, a sinner and God and God
alone must save him from the power, the
guilt and the consequences of his sin. Sin
is a great and awful universal fact. Sin is
what keeps the savages of Africa down and
that just as-well keeps cultured Americans

. darkness,

from knowing and loving God, Ttue Chris-
tianity recognizes man's sin and his dread-
ful need. '

Modernism, on the other hand, ignores or
makes light of sin. It sees nothing in it
which man himself cannot overcome, It
does not see man as a sinner but it glorifies
him as a saint. Indeed, carried away with
the so-called goodness of man, a goodness
which is entirely imaginary, Modernism
sets man up upon a pedestal and worships
him. One of its preachers is even able to
substitute for the glorious article in the
creed: “I believe in God” the hollow words,
“I believe in man.”

I am a Fundamentalist in the fourth place
because doctrine produces life. What a man

believes will ‘determine what that man -

does, Some one has put it bluntly thus:
“Teach a boy that when he dies he will die
like a dog, and that boy will soon begin to
live like a dog.” The more sublime your
beliefs, then, the more sublime will be your
deeds. The Form of Government of the
Presbyterian church starts out with the
statement that “truth is in order to good-
ness.” Truth produces good deeds. What
a ‘man believes will always determine what
that man does. Believe the truth and your
life will show the works of light. Believe
a lie and your life will show the works of
Truth produces good deeds. Put
it negatively and we see that loose doctrine
leads always and inevitably to loose morals.
That is a startling statement but a true one.
Loose thinking always leads, sooner or later,
in the person doing the loose thinking or in
‘his children, to loose morals, to questionable
ethics. Modernists are always talking about
ethics. They are always talking about right
and wrong. But in them we see this prin-

- ciple strongly illustrated, that loose doctrine

leads to careless and questionable ethies.

Let me illustrate what I mean, when I say
that the ethics, the every day honesty of the
Modernists is to be questioned. Many of
their methods are highly unethical. For
example, many men who have given up old
fashioned Christianity still use the terms of
Christianity. But they give to these terms
entirely new meanings; meanings which
they attach to them but which they know
perfectly well the average layman in the
pew does not attach to them. They use the
terms, but they have given up the things
that the terms stand for, and dare not
abandon the terms lest the average Christian
suspect them of the infidelity of which they
are guilty. This is hgrdly ethical, is it?

Take another example. Harry Emerson
Fosdick occupied the pulpit of the First
Presbyterian Church in New York for some
years, teaching deliberately what he knew
the Presbyterian Church did not stand for,
and all the while being a guest in a Presby-
terian pulpit; a guest trying to destroy the
very foundations of the church that har-
bored him, Take another example. In the,
largest Modernist Theological School in

America, constantly teaching is given in the
classroom which the professors plainly state
is not safe to be given in the pulpit. It is
not safe because it is not Christian and they
know that the church will not permit it.
But they teach it in the classroom. Take
another example. Many a minister of our
day has gone over body and soul to Uni-
tarianism but remains in some evangelical
denomination to “hold down his job.” He
stays in a denomination which he despises
and whose standards he discredits and
whose teachings he tries to destroy in order
that secretly he may win that denomination
to a system of teaching that it has always
thoroughly disapproved of. Thus it is that
a proininent Unitarian of this country says
of these men: “A good many Unitarians
are doing more good where they are than
they can do anywhere else, They are un-.
doubtedly capturing strongholds that we
could never carry by direct attack. They
are the modernists of Protestants who are
working within the fold. . . . We want more
of them- and we want them where they are.”

In the fifth place, I am a Fundamentalist
because Fundamentalism produces fruit.
The old fashioned religion of our fathers
built hospitals, erected schools, built
churches in rural places and established mis-
sions in every country of the world. The
mission enterprise as it extends out over
the world is an enterprise that was built
up by the old faith and is sustained by the
old faith., The old belief produces fruit.
Lack of belief produces none, except deteri-
oration and despair. Skepticism soon goes
to pieces. Doubt soon disintegrates. And
instead of going out and establishing mis-
sions, it cannot even keep itself alive. Inso-’
far as Modernism is a denial of truth, just
so far it is bound to decay and go to pieces.
It cannot make converts to its cause. It
canng§ even keep itself alive,

In the sixth place, I am a Fundamentalist
because laxity of doctrine produces chaos,
sooner or later; chaos intellectually, morally,
spiritually. It may not produce it in the
man who starts upon the road of doubt; but
if it does not come in him it will in his
children or in his children’s children. By
the third generation, skepticism is sure to
produce despair.

I am a Fundamentalist, in the seventh
place, because Modernism rejects almost in
toto, the supernatural. Christianity is a
supernatural religion.. It is based on God,
upon His supernatural revelation of Him-
self, upon His supernatural coming to the
earth, upon God’s dying for man, upon His
supernatural rising from the tomb. Every
where Christianity is a supernatural reli-
gion. On a wholesale scale, Modernism re-
jects the supernatural, denies God’s hand
in the affairs of men. Thus another pro-
fessor in Chicago says: “The New Testament
story of supernatural birth, miracle, resur-
rection is an antiquated affair, a relic that
is worthless to cultivated classes. ... His-
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torical science must repudiate the entire
supernaturalist position. . . . The hypothesis
of God has become superfluous in every
science, even that of religion itself.”
Finally, my eighth reason for being a
Fundamentalist, is because Fundamentalism
and Modernism are entirely different reli-
gions. And if Fundamentalism is Chris-
tian, then Modernism in its consistent form
cannot be Christian at all. Harold Paul
Sloan, the great Methodist, says this about
Dr. Fosdick, the great Modernist -(these are
Sloan’s. words and not mine): “It ought to
be perfectly evident even to a dull under-
standing that Professor Fosdick has com-
pletely separated from Christianity., He has
no more in common with historic Chris-
tianity than Buddhism or Mohammedanism
has. He is a refined gentleman who accepts
the ethics of Jesus with more or less ful-
ness; but he is not in any sense a Christian
thinker. The cleavage between Professor
Fosdick and Christian thought is a great
deal wider than that between Christianity

and Judaism.” Thig is strong language and
I merely guote it to illustrate what I mean
when I say that Fundamentalism and Mod-
ernism are totally different religions.. Dr.
Machen, the world’s greaiest anthority on
the New Testament, says that they are not
only different religions, but belong to totally
different types of religions. True Chris-
tianity is a redemptive religion. Modernism
is a religion of human merit. .

I am a Fundaimentalist because I believe
the Bible is the Word of God, because Fun-
damentalism honors Christ, because Funda-
mentalism sees man for what he is, because
doctrine produces life, because Fundamen-
talism produces fruit, because laxity of
doctrine produces chaos at least by the third
generation, because Modernism rejects the
supernatural, because Fundamentalism and
Modernism are entirely different religions
and if Fundamentalism is true Christianity,
then certainly Modernism is not. It is not
another gospel. It is no gospel at all.

The vVirgi‘n_ Birth and Saving Faith:

A Question and an Answer

Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY:

I am very sorry that in your August num-
ber you have made the concession to the
modernists that one who denies the Virgin
Birth may still be o Christian. I do not
understand how the Scriptures and our Con-
fession have given you any occasion to war-
rant such an interpretation. I have no doubt
but that all leading Calvinistic theologians
here and on the Continent would unhesi-
tatingly inform you that the divinity of
Jesus and His virgin birth would stand or
fall together; also that the doctrine of the
atonement stands or falls with these. This
is not only Calvinistic theology Dut-also
Roman Catholic. I have also studied in a
-Roman Catholic wuniversity and there is
scarcely anything of which this Church is
30 sure as the virgin birth of Jesus.....

How can you maintain Scripturally the .

divinity of -Jesus and deny the Virgin Birth
and at the same time maintain that a person
holding such a view may be a COhristian?
What kind of a Saviour must such a person
have and by what sacrifice has such a man
been redeemed? If this be true we can no
longer maintain our Presbyterian doctrine
of sin which cannot in anywise be atoned
for except by the immaculate spotiess Lamb
of God “who became like unto us in all parts
except sin.” What construction must then

be given the distinct Word of God: “she was .

found with child of the Holy Ghost . . . for
that which is conceived in her is of the

Holy Ghost.” A few words of ezplanaiion
will be appreciated. )

Very sincerely yours,

HE letter printed above is one of a num-

ber we have received relative to what
we said in our August issue concerning the
question whether one who denies the virgin
birth of Jesus can be a Christian.

It seems to us that those who have taken
exception to what we said on that occasion
have overlooked the fact that we were dis-
cussing, not what kind of person it is nec-
essary for Christ to be and what kind of a
death Christ must have died in order that
He may be our Saviour from the guilt and
power of sin, but rather what measure of
knowledge of the facts about Christ is nec-
essary in order that a man may be a Chris-
tian—more particularly whether one may
possibly exercise a saving faith in Christ
who denies or at least refuses to.afirm that
He was virgin-born. We do not think it is
possible successfully to defend belief in
Christ as a supernatural person while deny-
ing His virgin birth. What is more; we do
not beligve that it ean be successfully main-
tained that Christ on the Cross offered up
Himself as a sacrifice to satisfy divine jus-
tice and to reconcile us to God while deny-
ing either the divinity of His person or the
supernaturalness of His birth. But while
it does not seem to us possible for any one

to assume a saving attitude toward Christ
who denies His deity, or the atoning char-
acter of His death, we are not disposed to
go so far as to affirm that none of those
who lack faith in His virgin birth are real
Christians. It is one thing to maintain that
the Virgin Birth is an essential doctrine of
the Word of God and of the standards of the
Presbyterian Churech; it is quite a different
thing to maintain that belief in the Virgin
Birth is an essential condition of salvation.
We afirm the former but not the latter.
We think indeed that only a few of those
who deny the virgin birth of our Lord
possess a saving faith in Christ but we do
not think there is any warrant either in
Scriptu{e or the Confession of Faith to
justify the assertion that no one who denies
the Virgin Birth can possibly be among the
saved.

Our correspondent is of the opinion that
“all leading Calvinistic theologians” hold
that belief in the virgin birth, the deity and
the atoning death of Jesus stand or fall to-
gether. We agree that such is the case but
that is not to say that they -all hold that
belief in His virgin birth must exist in all
those who are real Christians, It will gen-
erally be agreed that the late Dr. B. B.
Warfield was a- leading Calvinistic theolo-
gian, It seems fitting, therefore, that we -
cite it this connection the paragraph with
which he concludes his discussion of the
question, “Is the doctrine of the supernatural
birth of Jesus essential to Christianity?”—
a paragraph that admirably as well as some-
what adequately expresses the thought we-
had in mind when we expressed the nction-
that belief in the virgin birth is not abso-
lutely necessary to salvation. It reads thus:

“If, then, it cannot be denied that the
supernatural birth of Jesus enters consti-
tutively into the substance of that system

- which is taught in the New Testament as

Christianity—that it is the expression of its
supernaturalism, the safeguard of its doc-
trine of incarnation, the condition of its
doctrine of redemption—are we to go on
and say thdt no one can be saved who does
not hold this faith whole and entire? The
question is thoroughly impertinent. We are
discussing, not the terms of salvation, but
the essential content of the Christian sys-
tem; not what we must do to be saved, but

. what it behooved Jesus Christ to be and do

that He might save us. Say that faith is
the instrument by which salvation is laid
hold upon; the instrument by whieh the pre-
requisites of the salvation laid hold on by
faith are investigated is the intellect. As
it is certain that the only Jesus, faith in
whom can save, is the Jesus who was con-
ceived by the Holy Ghost, and born of the
virgin Mary, according to the Scriptures, it
is equally certain that the act of faith by
which He is savingly apprehended involves
these presupi‘)ositions, were its implicates
soundly developed. But our logical capacity
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can scarcely be made the condition of our
salvation. .The Scriptures 4o not encourage
us to believe that only the wise are called.
They even graciously assure us that blas-

-phemy--itself—against -the Son-may be for-

given. It would surely be unfortunate if
weakness of intellect were more fatal than
wickedness of heart. On the whole, we may
congratulate ourselves that it were more
imperative that Jesus, by whom our salva-
tion has been wrought, should know what it
behooved Himself to be and to do that He
might save us, than it is that we should
fully understand it. But, on the other hand,
it will scarcely do to represent ignorance or
error as advantageous to salvation. It cer-
tainly is worth while to put our trust in
Jesus as intelligently as it may be given us
to do so. And it certainly will over and

over be again verified in experience that he '

who casts himself upon Jesus as his divine
Redeemer, will find the fact of the virgin
birth of this Saviour not only consonant
with faith and an aid to it, but a postulate
of it without which he would be puzzled and
distressed” (Ohristology and Oriticism, D.
457). )

It does not seem to us that to admit that
one who denies the Virgin Birth may be a
Christian is a concession to the modernists
provided it be insisted on that they onmnly
are Christians who worship Christ as Lord
and rest upon Him alone for salvation. We
fully share eur correspondent’s contention
that the Bible teaches the virgin birth of
Christ and hence that no one who denies the
Virgin Birth can believe in the full truth-
But while we hold it
important that Christians believe in the full
truthfulness of the Bible we would not go so
far as to say—as we pointed out in October
issue—that only those are Christians who
believe the Bible to be fully trustworthy.
Some of those who have denied the Virgin
Birth have held—on what seem to us utterly
insufficient evidence—that those passages in
Matthew and Luke that assert the virgin
birth are interpolations and so no part of
the original Scriptures. Such might con-
ceivably maintain that they believed in the
full truthfulness of .all genuine Scripture
(provided they could also explain away
other relevant passages) despite their denial
of the Virgin Birth. But even if deniers
of the Virgin Birth maintained that it is

not taught in the Bible despite what we

look upon as plain and unambiguous state-
ments to that effect, it would become us to,
hesitate about pronouncing them non-Chris-
tians before enquiring as to whether they
worshipped Christ as Lord and trusted Him
and Him alone for salvation. It will hardly
do to take.the position that a person is not
a Christian merely because he rejects what
we regard as the plain teachings of Scrip-
tures. In. that case, for instance, the pre-
millennarians would have to maintain that
a-millennarians and post-millennarians are
not Christians and wvice wversa; also Cal-
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vinists would have to deny that Arminians
are Christian and wvice verse. The man in
the Gospels who said, “Lord I believe; help,
thou, mine unbelief” was saved. Let us
not -forget- that today as well as in former
days there are many whose faith is small

and -largely unintelligent. The essential
thing is not that we have a strong faith
but that wa have faith at all. Christ is able
to save and Christ does save all those who
put their trust in Him even though their
faith be weak and more or less unintelligent.

Current Views and Voices

The Missionary Call
Editorial in The English Churchman

URING the next few months many men

and women who have heard the call to
go forth and proclaim the glad tidings of
Christ’s Salvation to the uttermost part of
the earth will be preparing to leave home
and kindred to enter on the great work en-
trusted to them., Valedictory meetings will
be held in the early autumn to bid God-
speed to the outgoing missionaries, and these
meetings will not only be held in London
but in many provincial centres. It is well
that this should be so, in order that personal
contact and interest may be established be-
tween those who go forth and those who stay
at home. Such personal touch is of the
utmost importance, for it -means the more
effective and intelligent exercise of mission-
ary intercessions. Those who have heard
and seen God’s messengers can pray for
them with greatly increased appreciation of
their work and its needs. We hope there-
fora that the valedictory. meetings may be
very largely attended, and that those who
cannot attend them may not the less earn-
estly take up the burden of prayer for the
great work of world evangelisation. -For
there can be no more important subject for

prayer if we remember the active and de-

termined efforts of the Hvil One to hinder
or destroy the carrying out of God’s purpose
in the world. His attempts to keep back
those who have heard the missionary call
are in some cases successful, but if he fail
in this respect Satan will seek to thwart and
hinder them in their work and to tempt
them not to declare the whole counsel of God.
This design on his part can only be defeated
by a faithful adherence to the Word of God.
“I have given unto them the words which
Thou gavest Me” was our Lord’s description
of His ministry. Nothing short of this must
mark the ministry of those who seek to
follow in His footsteps. They do not go at
their own charges, neither must they go with
their own message or with the mesage of
a too often unfaithful Church. Unless their
own hearts have received the Seed into good
ground, and they have learned its unique
value and power, it were better tHat they
should stay at home, An unsecriptural Gos-
pel is no Gospel at all. It was because of
this solemn fact and its tremendous implica-
tions that so many of God’s earnest people
felt it their bounden duty to ask for definite

safeguards in the case of candidates for work

" under the Church Missionary Society, and

when,  after long and painful discussion,
these safeguards were refused, they felt that
fresh* channels must be opened up which
should convey to the heathen a message
which was marked by confidence in the in-
spired Word and which could unhesitatingly
pass on every utterance of the Incarnate
Word as true. The need for watchfulness
and fidelity is no less to-day. The down-
grade tendency is not likely to be lessened
as the days .go by. Rather will it be in-
creased. When the Son of Man cometh shall
He find faith on the earth? All the signs of
the time suggest a negative answer, and the
Word itself warns us that in the latter days
false teachers shall arise,

All lovers of the old paths of .strict fidelity
to the Word written should, therefore, pray
and continue steadfastly in prayer, that men
and women who respond to the missionary
call may be kept very faithful to the faith
once-for-all delivered.

Prayer is needed also that missionary
work may be kept on true Scriptural lines.
The Lord Jesus has laid -these down . very
clearly in His direction that those who go
forth in His Name should preach the glad
tidings and should heal the sick. Medical
Missions have therefore a very complete
justification from the lips of Him Who Him-
self bare our sicknesses and Whose daily
works -of healing proved His own deep con-
cern for the woes of humanity. The records
of missionary work prove how great has been
the blessing vouchsafed to the medical side
of the missionary calling. We thank God
that so many skilled doctors and nurses have
given themselve to work in -heathen lands.
They have supplied an emphatic and valu-

. able answer to the unbelieving adjuration

to leave the heathen alone because their own
religions are more suitable to their needs!
Medical Missions should be multiplied and
well equipped., But they must never be
allowed to take precedence of the adminis-
tration of medicine to the soul. They deal
with the life that now is, but the preaching
of the Gospel deals with both the present
and the future. A missionary doctor reminds
us of this when in a recent letter he
writes:—“The medical work goes ahead and
is most interesting, and we have almost
every type of case. I think the new wards
will be quite filled when the winter comes.
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Yes! How glad they are to partake of what
we will do for them, but how rarely does one
really see anxi'ety to come to a knowledge
of the Truth. We can do medical work at
home_under more comfortable and interest-
ing conditions, but we are here to win souls,
and if they are not being won then our work
is a failure.”

There is not the same direct warrant for
educational missionary work, and there is
real danger lest it should fall short of the
supreme purpose of the missionary call. It
is possible to make the heathen “wise and
prudent” in intellectual development and at
the same time to rob them of the babe-
simplicity which receives God’s revelation of
the things Divine. We should therefore pray
very earnestly that every true missionary
engaged in educational work should be daily
taught by the Holy Spirit and enabled to
teach, as the highest learning, the need and
the way of salvation.

The Ethics of Lying
Is It Ever Right to Tell a Lie?

T. MoLEr NEATBY, M.D,, in
The O’hm’;tian (London)

NDER the title “When Truth is Wrong

and Lying Right,” there appeared in
one of our morning papers a short notice of
an address given by the headmaster of a
well-known school at a recent Conference of
Modern Churchmen held at Oxford. In this
address—so it was stated—the claim was
made that there were occasions when it
might be right to tell a lie. Another speaker
at the same Conference was reported to have
said that a lie would be justified in the case
of a mother who is asked by the would-be
murderers of her children where they are.

The first speaker, we are told, said that
“the moral teaching of the Bible had to jus-
tify itself at the bar of our otherwise estab-
lished ethical convictions rather than the
other way round.,” The second speaker con-
sidered apparently that the moral teaching
of the Bible had to justify itself at the bar
of expediency.

Neither of these two positions, as defended
at a Confereénce of Modern Churchmen, can
cause much surprise. When the Bible has
been dethroned from its place ag the authori-
tdative Word of God, not only does its science
‘become “dated” and its history unreliable,
but its religious and moral teaching is
jeopardized by being brought to a human
bar—the bar of “our otherwise established
ethical convictions.”

But what really is surprising is that there
are evangelical and Bible-loving Christians
who can be found to maintain that God’s
most solemn moral law may upon occasion
be broken without guilt. It is easy, of
course, to imagine hard cases, but, prover-
bially, “hard cases make bad law.” No one
would find it in his heart to pass any severe

condemnation upon a mother who, in a
frenzy of fear for her children, told a lie in
order to save them. One would say in meek-
ness, “I pray that I may never be so tried.”

But that is an entirely different thing
from saying that such a lie is justified. To
say this is to say that the duty of truth-
telling depends upop its issues. And its
issues may be of every kind and degree. To
say this is, in fact, to take the first step upon
a long, long road—a road whose only logical
end is that “lake that burneth with fire and
brimstone” in which ‘“all ligrs shall have
their part.”

*® * # ® .

If an exception may be made to the obliga-
tion of truth-telling in the case of the
mother who sees her child in peril of its life,
may it not also be made in the case of any-
body who thinks a lie will save another’s
life? And many there are who would answer
“yes,” and would say that in the sacred
cause of saving human life any lie was- jus-
tifiable. It is but another step for a man to
ask whether, if he finds his own life threat-
ened by a murderer, he may not justifiably
save it by means of a lie.

The end is not there. If the lie that will
save life is justifiable, what about the lie
that will, in the judgment of him who utters
it, preserve somebody—or, to go a step fur-
thér, preserve himself—from some grievous
bodily suffering short of death? Or from
some grievous mental suffering? (For we

cannot think of mental suffering as of less .

consequence than physical.) And then obvi-
ously the questions must arise: ‘“How griev-
ous must that physical or mental suffering
be in order to justify a lie?” And “at what
precise stage are we to decide that we really
must tell the truth and chance the results?”

We have, in short, only to follow up the
guestion along logical lines, to see plainly
that we are really, however little we may at
first have imagined it, endorsing the base
-contention of Jesuitism that “the end justi-
fies the means.”

The duties of truth-telling and of personal
chastity—both lightly regarded in heathen-
ism, ancient and modern—are, next to the
reverent acknowledgment of the one true
God, the most t'undamentgl and characteris-
tic in God’s full revelation.

The Mosaic law does not seem to have
definitely and unequivocally forbidden all
lying (that is not to say that it sanctioned
lying); thus, the Decalogue only forbids
lying to a mneighbour’s hurt (‘““Thou shalt
not bear false witness against thy neigh-
bour”)*, and in the light of this fact should
be estimated those departures from the truth
which .Scripture, with characteristic frank-
ness, records against some of the great saints
of the old dispensation. The lies they told
were not designed for another’s hurt but for

* Liev. 19:11 is perhaps to be interpreted in the
same way.

‘one’s mneighbour,

their own safety. It is a striking fact that,
even when Gehazi stood convicted of “ob-

--taining money under false pretences” (he

did not lie to another’s hurt, for he received
of Naaman only what Naaman had already
shown himself abundantly willing to give),
Elisha did not rebuke him for lying but for
the unseasonableness of his attempt to
enrich himself—*“Is it a time to receive

" momney .. .?” (2 Kings 5:26).

* * * #*

Nevertheless, it is just to remember that
the Old Testament contains, especially in
the Psalms and the Proverbs, a great many
unqualified rebukes of lying. “The mouth
of them that speak lies shall be stopped.”
“He that telleth lies shall not tarry in My
sight.” “A righteous man hateth lying.”
“Lying lips are an abomination to the Lord.”

Many Old Testament sériptures show that
the peculiar offensiveness of lying resides,
not in any noxious reactions it may have on
other people, but in its denial of the truth.
Lying is hateful because it ousts, denies,

‘sullies the truth. Thus in Psalm 119:29, the

writer says: “Remove from me the way of
lying,” and immediately afterwards he says:
“I have chosen the way of truth.”” Lying is
the flat denial of the truth, that is, of God’s
law—thus, I “hate and abhor Iying: but
Thy law do I love” (Psalm 119:163).

A remarkable passage in Proverbs defi-
nitely distinguishes general untruthfulness
from the particular form denounced in the
ninth commandment—Ilying witness against
and definitely condemns
both -as hateful to God. “These six things
doth the Lord hate: yea, seven are an
abomination unto Him: a proud look, ¢ lying

- tongue, hands that shed innocent blood, a

heart that deviseth wicked imaginations,
feet that be swift in running to ‘mischief,
a false wiiness that speaketh lies, and. he
that soweth discord among brethren” (Prov.
6:16-19). '

In the New Testament we find the holy
nature, as well as the holy reguirements, of
God displayed—*“evidently set forth”—in the
Person of the Divine Son. He proelaimed
Himself the Truth. He did no sin, neither
was- guile (or deceit) found in His mouth.
He was the Express Image of the Person of
the only God, who cannot lie.

His character as Incarnate Truth is set
forth in radiant contrast to that of His (and
our) great ememy. “The devil abode not in
the truth, because there is no truth in him
... He is a liar and the lie’s father.” Be-
tween these two there can be no agreement.
“Ye know that no lie is of the truth,” how-
ever “white” or “justified” men may call it.
So deadly and everlastingly is the hostility,
that “all liars,” in a common lot- with
murderers, whoremongers and idolaters,
“shall have their part in the lake which
burneth with fire and brimstone: which is
the second death.”

* % *® *
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Lying is a sin against God—it is anti-
theistic, But the sin that is against God is

sure, in the long course or in the_short, to be

against man, “In the keeping of God’s com-
mandments-is great reward,” and *“godliness
is profitable unto all things, having promise
of the life that now is as well as of the life
that is to come.,” Whereas truth-telling pre-

serves and consolidates, society, the sin of .

lying is anti-social—socially disintegrative.
The man who tells a lie, however ‘“white,”
is playing an anti-social part.

It is interesting to note the sanction to
which Paul appeals in his exhortation to the
Ephesians to “put away lying” and to “speak
every man truth with his neighbour” (Eph.
4:25). It was not merely because the “new
man” which they were exhorted to put on is
“created according to God in righteousness
and holiness of truth,” but because they
were all members of a common body—“we
are members one of another,” Lying is a de-
structive treachery against the “one body.”

So it is in every society. The lie that is

told—wrung perhaps from reluctant lips—

in some dread emergency of life and death is,
however much we may be disposed to con-
done it, a treachery against society.

Society rests on credit. The successful
lie owes all its success to the fact that most
people tell the truth. But every lie dimin-
ishes credit to some extent, and to that ex-
tent defeats itself. For when everyone has
adopted the view that circumstances may
justify a lie, no ome will believe anyone,
credit will be gone, and the social structure
will be irretrievably undermined. All lying,
therefore, is defintely and demonstrably anti-

social; for in organized society, as in the-

Church of God, “we are members one of
another.”

* * ® *

‘When someone put it to Jowett of Balliol
that there were occasions upon which it was
permissible to lie, he is said to have repliéd:
“Well, -if there are such occasions, I should
like to think of them as little as possible
beforehand and to forget them as soon as
possible after.”

But what, someone may ask, is one to do
in those great and terrible—often sudden—
crises in which it seems that a lie alone can
save the situation? Offer one brief false-
‘hood to the father of lies? Burn a few

., grains of incense on the altar of Diana? - Or

" rather suffer torture, “not accepting deliver-
ance?” What shall we do ? What confessors
and martyrs have done in all ages of the
Church’s history—the will of God, in loyalty
and trust. Loyalty to God’s moral ‘law—
trust that “with the temptation God will
also make a way of escape that we may be
able to bhear it.”

The following noble words aie borrowed
from Dr. R. F. Horton. “You need not go

about asking when it is necessary to tell a
lie. You need not folicw the Jesuit casuistry.
Go into life believing that you can tell the
truth, and determine that you will tell it at
all costs; and those difficulties do not occur,
for by some great power of God you are
lifted over them without staining your soul.”

- Does God Smell a Sweet Savour?

In The Indian Christian, Belgaum, India.

N GENESIS viii:21, we read: “The Lord

smelled a sweet savour.” Aaron was
ordered to burn incense, “a perpetual in-
cense” on the altar, so that it might be a “a
sweet savour unto God.” The. modernist
might say: “Those were the days of the Old
Testament!” ~ But, is there not a sacred
TRUTH in them? Is not our heart an altar
to be consecrated to God? If it be so, should
we not burn “a perpetual incense” upon it?
How can we worship the Holy Being if we
have no sweet odour? In the same verse
God states plainly what is the atmosphere
of our wicked heart, viz: “The imagination
of man’s heart is evil from his youth.,” O ye
young men, and women, so long as there-is
no odour of sweet incense—which is prayer
(cf Rev. v:8)—rising continually from the
altar of your hearts, how can you keep your-
selves unspotted from this world?

Our ‘hearts burn with the fire of enthu-
siasm of different kinds. All of them are not

" good, nor are they pleasing in the sight of

God. God wants only a “sweet odour,” not
every odour of ardent enthusiasm. A man,
zealous for his community, good and unsel-
fish as he may be, may yet fail to yield to
God a sweet savour.

The first kind of odour that should rise
every moment from the depths of our hearts
is that of a broken and a contrite heart, for
“There is noné righteous, no, not one.” Our
heart is deceitful above all things, and des-
perately wicked! How can he be clean that
is born of a woman? Yea, the stars are not
pure in His sight! How often do we “drink
iniquity like water?” “Who can tell how oit
he offerndeth?” Many times have we smiled
over the Pharisee’s prayer; but have we ever
realized the same element pervading our
prayers? If the apostle Paul were to speak
of himself as the greatest of all sinners,
what are we poor creatures? It is our ignor-
ance and spiritual blindness that makes us
dull, and hinders us from understanding our
errors, and our secret sins. Do we allow the
Holy Spirit “to search us, and know our
thoughts” every day? At least every eve-
ning before we retire to bed, we should sit
awhile, and review our life in His presence.
The more sincerely we do it, the more bit-
terly would we have to mourn, and falling
at His feet would cry: “Lord be merciful to
me a sinner.” Such a prayer springing from
a penitent heart rises above and reaches unto
the throne of grace.

“My soul doth magnify the Lord, and my
spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour. For
He hath regarded the lowliness of His hand-
maiden.” This is the sincere expression of
a heart burning with deep gratitude for what
God has done for it. This sprang from the
innermost corner of Mary’s heart; s0 God
was pleased with her sweet song—such an
odour of sweet incense of gratitude should
rise from those whom the Lord hath brought
up out of a horrible pit, and out of-the miry
clay. God daily loadeth us with benefits, but
we, alas, fail to realize it. We cannot breathe
for a single moment without His aid and
still more abundantly is God’s grace bestowed
upon us through our Lord Jesus Christ. For
the ugspeakable gift of His Son, we shall
adore Him eternally; how much more for
the manifold.graces lavished upon us, quite
unworthy though we are. Only when we
realize the greatness of His love and mercy,
shall we be able to feel our tremendous re-
sponsibility towards Him. Prayer from a
thankless heart is an abomination to God.

Sincere penitence, and loving gratitude
should create in us a zeal for God. We
should be moved to tears when we see our
fellow-men still lingering in the: woeful
valley of sin, from whence we°have been
redeemed. As this compassion. is awakened
in our hearts, we shall be numbered among
those that ‘“sigh and that cry for all the
abomination " that be done in the midst
thereof (cf. Hzek. ix:4). . Such sighs, the
mere closing of our eyes in horror, or the
lifting up of our hearts to God at the sight
of sin, above all—our travail in secret for
the conversion of .our comrades-—yea, all
these stand before His glorious throne as a
sweet memorial! In this age of materialism,
When' religion seems to fade in the distance,
do we “sigh and cry” in our hearts? How
often have we to repeat the blessed words
of our Master “Father, forgive them, for they
know not what they do?” Or do we make
Him repeat the same prayer abous us still?
Is our spirit always on the alert to discern
occasions for ‘‘Silent breathing to God?”
Have we ever spent an all-night in prayer?

BEvery time we kneel down before His
throne, He, as it were, smells that which pro-
ceeds from our hearts; may His Holy Spirit
help us to keep a perpetual incense burning
there, so that all our prayers may be ‘a
sweet odour unto God.” ’

This Is Life Etemal
Editorial in th;a Christian Standard

S one hypereritical and supercilious when

he becomes oppressed with the idea that
much of what passes for Christianity these
days lacks the first elements of it because
there is no evidence of any genuine emo-
tional reaction toward God or Jesus Christ?
We gather together great crowds of people,
and we amuse them by leading them in

.
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“peppy” singing, and by entertaining them
with special musical numbers, and there is
no evidence of any deep feeling, any devo-
tion to God. They may sing with volume

and exactness songs expressive of devotion,

but evidence of feeling is lacking. «

The crowd may be very loyal to a church,
a Bible school, a convention, a.missionary
society, an evangelist, a singer, a preacher
or even to a doctrine or institution; but
there is little evidence of loyalty—personal
and deep devotion—to Jesus Himself and the
Father. They are able to argue and prove
certain propositions, and some of them would
die rather than yield on these convictions.
And that is right. But there appears to be

. no personal affection for God, no such affec™

tion as that we have for a mother, a habe,
or a sweetheart. What is there is an abstract
and formal loyalty.

Can it be that, in our zeal to abstain from
the sort of religion that is built upon emo-
tionalism predominantly, and our effort to
guide sinners to those simple terms of gospel

salvation that are usually lost sight of in the

excitement of emotional revivals, we have
produced a race that has n&ver had a genuine

- emotion with respect to Jesus, and with re-

spect to God? 1If that is so, it is a serious
lapse. What shall it profit us to have won
the whole realm of the intellectual assent if
we lose the soul of religion itself?

For, mark you, the first and greatest com-
mandment, is, “Thou shalt love the Lord thy
God.” TUpon this everything else in religion
hangs. That is more than intellectual assent.
It is more -than mere submission to a.plan
of salvation out of a selfish sense of terror.

There is a peculiar fascination in that
story of the eloguence of Walter Scott when
preaching upon the lordship of Jesus Christ,
eloquence that brought from the logical and
stoical Alexander Campbell the involuntary
“Hallelujah” so embarrassing to “the sage of
Bethany.” That is what we need. We need
in our meditations and our serfhons to be
lifted to our feet with an overmastering
emotion of admiration and affection for the
Lord Jesus Christ. We need to feel the lump
in the throat, and a sentiment beyond our
power to express, as we study the charac-
ter, life and service of our Redeemer. There
is an ineffable charm in the words of James
Black when, as he writes of the actions of
Jesus in His temptation, he fairly lifts the
reader out of his seat with the exclamation,
“Man, what a Master!” We need to experi-
ence something comparable to what in-
spired those. tremendous doxologies of Paul,
We need to be able to understand first-hand
the exclamation of Thomas: “My Lord and
my God.” We need to stand amazed with
love.

For, let it be remembered, this business of
salvation is no mere bargain-counter--no
merchandising, clear as the terms of salva-

tion are. It is a vital thing. It means indi-
vidual relationship with God, or it means
absoluteiy nothing. The climax of the Great
Commission is, “Lo, I am with you always.”

Jesus’ statement of His purpose is clear, “I
am come that they might have life and might
have it abundantly.” Is He not talking of
the same thing when He defines *“life
eternal”: “To know God and him whom thou
hast sent”? .Not—mark you—ijust to know
about God and about Jesus; that is the privi-
lege of the lowest devil in hell. To know
God—to love Him—that is the birthright of
the child begotten again from the, dead
through the power of Jesus Christ’s blood;
and we do something less than our duty
when we do not rise to the challenge of this
tremendous privilege, this intimate fellow-
ship with God. In our crass democracy we
value the privilege of knowing a President,
a Senator, a Governor, a judge, any nabob.
We thrill to it, Shall we seize the oppor-
tunity to grow in personal knowledge of
God and of His will through study of His-
ways, reading of His Book, meditation upon
His doings, prayer for His help and experi-
ence of His personal guidance? If we do not,
we have missed the goal, after all. )

These trying times are testing-times for
the church. Those who love God—who are
growing in the knowledge of Him—they will,
because of that love, remain His despite even
their own craven denials. Those who never
loved Him will sell Him for any price.

We can not build life on excitement, jazzy
entertainment, “good times” or even social
service. There is not other foundation than
passionate personal love for God through
Jesus Christ. .

Good Advice

Editorial in The Lutheran

.

T IS not our advice nor is it offered to
I Lutherans or to the Lutheran Church.
It is wisdom which The Living Church, a
journal of the Episcopal group in America,
extended politely and yet pointedly to the
General Conference of that communion st
before its meeting in Denver, Colo. The
editor of The Living Church advises the
Upper House of Bishops and the Lower
House of Deputies jointly and severally, to
confine their deliberations to what is purely
and unmistakably ecclesiastical business.
“Keep clear of advice to Congress, to the
League of Nations, and to the International
Chamber of Commerce” one derives from the
editorial to which we are making reference.
“Do not undertake to regulate forces, organi-
zations and movements over which you have
no control” is the gist of the exhortation.

There is'an old Latin motto which seems
to have been adopted by many ecclesiastical

assemblies as their major principle. One
person’s very free translation is “anything
any human being thinks about or mig'ht DOS-
siply think about, is part of my business.”
Be it economic, political, moral, industrial,
athletic or cultural, it calls for a resolution.
The current “issue” duly lodged in a stand-
ing or a special committee is ponderously
phrased, solemnly reported, sonorously de-
bated, tremulously adopted and decorously
delivered to the journalists for proclamation.
But the crowning triumph is the “Findings”
of the comvention, wherein the statements
passed are assembled and published., Of the
numerous and comprehensive reviews of the
rights pf man, some of the most specific have
originated in ecclesiastical gatherings, Taken
as the expression of the convictions of those
who voted or as an interpretation of the pre-
vailing séntiment of an ecclesiastical body’s
constituency, they can be understood. . But
they cannot be treated as regulations.

The Living Church advises the Episcopal
General Conference to confine its delibera-
tions to matters in which it has authority.
The editor observes very correctly that his
church’s triennial assembly has extensive
legislative powers vested in it, whereby it is
authorized and empowered to pass upon the
business in which the church is engaged.
Of this, there is a great quantity of high
quality and importance. Much of it deals
with the spiritual interests of the church’s
membership. In its own domain the Con-
ference has real authority. It can lay down
laws, determine objectives, set up standards
and execute judgments. It can reward and
it can punish.

Probably there is a mild compliment in the
desire of various secular and social agencies
to enlist the aid of the churches in support
of their objectives. Assuredly a-large amount
of publicity is obtained by securing “declara-
tions” on various questions under agitation.
But when an ecclesiastical body is in cor-
porate assembly; that is, when duly elected
representatives of the church are in session
for the legislative and judicial purposes of '
their organization, they have mneither the
right nor the wisdom to make laws beyond-
the domain of their church, When they in-
dulge in rulings on general industrial, eco-
nomic and political questions, they voice an
opinion. The value of a law is the power
of enforcement back of it. We point with
pride to the mihutes of the United Lutheran
Church. They are delightfully free from
paragraphs of resolutions on matters con-
cerning which the delegates have no juris-
diction. There is ample reason for continued -
watchfulness against intrusions into the
Church’s domain.
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Letters to the Editor

[The letters printed here express the convictions of the writers, and publication in these

columns does not necessarily imply either approval or disapproval on the part of the

Editors. |f correspondents do not wish their names printed, they will please so request,

but all are asked kindly to sign their names as an evidence of good faith. We donot
print letters that come to us anonymously.]

The Macintosh Case

To the Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY:

Sir: I note that the pro-Macintosh infec-
tion has seemingly spread even to CHgis-
TIANITY Topay. Pardon me, but I rather
shied at seeing such a staunch paper as
yours print that long list of Modernists
among whom some orthodox have strayed.
Allow me tor give my belief that we should
stand squarely with the Majority Opinion
of the Supreme Court. ' i

‘Whoever desires to become a citizen of
the United States must pledge allegiance to
the Constitution on its prima facie showing.
Justice Sutherland therefore said very much
to the point that whosoever would become
a citizen may not “bargain’” about it, i.e., he
may not make private stipulations or reser-
vations as to how he views it and proposes
to conduct himself. If that should be
allowed in Dr. Macintosh’s case, it can be
allowed in every case, and what a situation
that would bring! The content of the allegi-
ance is a general one,- and neither party
ought to import specifications which will
only cause misunderstanding and embarrass-
ment. Therefore the straightforward and
sensible thing to do is to take the Constitu-
tion bona fide.

It iz a principle of our government that
freedom of conscience is guaranteed. The
very first article of our Amendments reads:
“Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishmen.t‘ of religion or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof.” “The chief purpose
for which many of the early settlers came to
America was that they might worship God
according to the dictates of their own con-
science. Hence their descendants put first
among the individual rights to be protected,
the freedom of religion. But this provision
does not authorize anyone toscommit crime
in the name of religion” (MecCleary, Studies
in Civics, p. 228), Likewise, the U. S. does
not permit polygamy though it might be
made the tenet of some religion. Nor does
it permit prior allegiance to the Pope in
matters political, And other instances
might be named.

How to worship God according to the dic-
tates of one’s conscience is a matter for the
person concerned to make out. To his own
Lord each one standeth and falleth. Now a
situation may arise in which some one may
conscientiously differ with the government.
In such a case a person will have to bear

the consequences and perhaps have to suffer
for his convictions., In the matter of par-
ticipating in war and in bearing arms such
is the case. The only remedy is special
action by Congress, which has in certain
cases been given.

The government is run with Yhe knowl-
edge that attack by enemies ig possible and
that defense is always obligatory. It con-
templates war, The government is not theo-
logically inclined, but it is nolens volens
very sound in its conception of human na-

_ture and conducting things accordingly, It

is Seriptural in that direction, and Scrip-
ture does not make war per se sinful. Mod-

ernist rejectors of Scripture, to whatevgr .

extent, think otherwise. Bad as the war-
system is, any other is impracticable, and
will prove an illusion with even greater dis-
astrous result.

As to the kind of wars to be waged, Con-
‘gress is the judge and citizens will have to
abide by this. This does not mean that.Con-
gress is infallible in its judgment, but it
acts as all other people act, namely, accord-
ing to its own light, thereby not laying
claim to infallibility, Therefore it is wrong
to make such an ado about Congress carry-
ing our consciences in its pockets. And it
is a grave mistake to aver that the decision
of the Supreme Court ig tyrannical compul-
sion; the Court simply proceeded on
straightforward general principles.” And if
situations should arise from time to time
which strain the sense of allegiance and
subseryvience to the government, that is a
matter to find its solution when the exigency
arises. And indeed, Congress has been very
tolerant in the matter. However, if whole-
sale refusal to bear arms should eventuate,
it is going to become a question as to the
very existence of our country as a free na-
tidn. :

The Majority Opinion also expresses it-
self most admirably on the matter of the
will of God. “When he [Dr, Macintosh]
speaks of putting allegiance to the will of
God above allegiance to the government then
it is plain that he means to make his own
view of the will of God the decisive test.”
Exactly. The objectors arrogate to them-
selves a monopoly of conscience while they
complain that the Supreme Court overrides
the conscience of the country. The people
complained of as tyrannical have just as
much right to their conscience as the others.
The whole situation therefore resolves itself
into this, that everyone. standeth or falleth

to his own lord” (Rom. 14:4). That is, Ged
is lord of the conscience; before Him we
shall be eventually accepted or rejected.
Hence, conscientious actions as such do not
avail us, but His judgment of them,” We are
safe, thefefore, only when we act according
to His revealed will, and not according to
private views however laudable in our own
sight, And so, if the government decrees
matters contrary to the conviction of some
of its citizens, which convictions may or
may not be absolutely correct, they cannot
help themselves gnd must bear untoward
consequences unless some special way of re-
lief is provided. The government musit
carry on, even to the extent of war. Some-

p body ,yvill have to defend our liberties, and
opponents of the war-system can thank '

those men who shed their blood to make it
possible for them to enjoy our liberties.

The petition to President Hoover and to
Congress carries this extract from the
Minority Opinion of the Supreme Court:
“In the forum of conscience, duty to a moral
power higher than the State has always been
maintained. . . . The essence of religion is
a belief in a relation to God involving duties
superior to those. arising from any human
relation.” It is not clear to me where that
has been maintained, or in what manner.
‘We humbly think that the right construe-
tion of all the facts and circumstances in-
volved, as we have tried to give them
above, dispose of this beautiful though am-
biguous statement. It is likewise a mis-
leading remark on the part of The Christian
Century: “This principle of the subordina-
tion of conscience to congress, says the su-
preme court, is inherent in citizenship un-
der our constitution” [italics their’s]. We
beg leave to submit that this conclusion does
not follow.

Another ‘expression in the Minority Opin-
ion has it: “It is not told us fin the Con-
stitution] that a person cannot become a
citizen because of his views on war.” We
submit that a mnegative inference cannot
carry much weight in such a grave point at
issue.

Finally, Justice Hughes argued that the
question “does not arise except in the actual
event of war.,” Very true; and it should
have been left there, and Dr. Macintosh
should not have prejudged the case, and
simply decide about crossing the stream
when he gets there.

GerriT H. HosPERs, SB.

East Williamson, New York.

To the Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY:

S1r: I thank you for keeping in touch with
me: Yes, I have been receiving CHRIS-
TIANITY ToDAY as a gift from a friend, but
I do not know who the friend is. Some day
I may get to know when I will certainly
show my appreciation.

Allow me to say I surely appreciate your
valuable and timely paper. Thank God for
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you folks, the stand you have taken, and
for your journal. As one who in 1925 in
Canada refused to leave the Presbyterian
Church and enter the United Church merger
and - identify -myself- -with -“Modernism” - for
that is really what it meant to cross over,
I am heartily in sympathy with you and
your stand for the integrity of the Sacred
Scriptures, and your loyalty to the Person
of Christ and to the Whole Council of God.

I trust and pray you will receive the sup-
port you deserve, and long may you be
spared to carry on the good work.

I am enclosing my year’s subscription and
I will endeavor to interest others.

Thanking yeu, I remain yours in the
Master’s Service,
DuncaN MUuUNRo.

West Oshawa, Canada.

“The Heretical Auburn
Affirmation"

Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY.

Sir: I.-want you to know as a member of
the Presbyterian Church that I most em-
phatically commend the bold and resolute
stand taken regarding the Auburn Affirma-
tion as we read about it in the newspapers.

Don’t think for a minute that right living‘

and right thinking people sanction the de-
liberate act of perjury committed by these
men when they took their ordination vows.
The great mass of laymen in the Church at
large are sick and disgusted with the present
condition and for me I can never see how
these men by their refusal to honor God can
call on Him fo bless their work.

~ Regardless of the cost hold fast to those
eternal truths which God alone can bless and
honor. I am thinking of that great verse,
1 Sam, 2:30, For them that honor me, I will
honor.

Thanking you I beg to remain,
Very truly yours,

WarReN H. ALLEN.
Collingswood, N. J.

Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY.

Sir: I have read the newspaper accounts
of the sermon -“The Heretical Auburn Affir-
mation” of last Sunday, and have just fin-
ished reading it in full, in CHRISTIANITY
Topay.

I glory in our zeal, and pray the Almighty
God to move more of our ministers to sound
the battle cry Keep up the fight.

-But remember, the fight is- just begun. It
will be fought -out on the floor of the Gen-
eral Assembly, and the only way to win there
is" to have a majority of our representatives
who are true to our historic faith. The only

way to elect a majority is to carry the fight
into every Presbytery and down into every
local church. Tkis takes organization and
still more organization. I cannot believe
that the majority of our membership have
become ‘“Modernists”; the real trouble in my
estimation, is that they are not interested,
many have never even heard of the Auburn
Affirmation, much less understanding it. If
each local Pastor will come out as you have
done, the fight will be won.

With best wishes for success, I am

Sincerely yours,

ASHTON GARDNER,
Attorney and Counsellor at Law.

Hollidaysburg, Pa.

Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY.

Sir: Permit me to express my very sincere
appreciation of your stand against Modern-
ism in the Presbyterian Church in Philadel-
phia,

If you can create an opposition to Mod-
ernism among the laity, so that they would
demand the resignation of these traitors, you
would have accomplished a wonderful thing.
My experience is, however, these men don’t
resign. This is the Laodicean Age. The
procedure seems to be that Fundamentalists
have to retire.

I am an Anglican, tired of Anglo-Roman
Eecclesiasticism, Modernism and Worldliness
in the Church. What can we do? “He is

Cdming.” “Even so,.come Lord Jesus.”
Sincerely in Him,
ANGLICAN RECTOR.
Canada.

Bditor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY.

Sir: Hurrah for Rev. H. McAllister Grif-
fiths! He talked “right out in meeting” on
Sunday in Philadelphia. More power to him,
Now if . .. and a few others of their caliber
and doctrinal position will move up to the
firing line we shall see the beginning of the
end of Modernism in the next General As-
sembly. The time is ripe. The Modernists
have been conducting a “gum-shoe” cam-
paign for quite a while. Let the faithful
and valiant hosts drive them out into the

open. That will finish them.,

~Mr. Griffiths has fired the shot that was
“heard around the world.” The Modernists
have been depending upon a retreat of the
defenders of the historic Christian faith.
’I"hey‘-have expected the great body of loyal
Presbyterians to surrender the church which
Christ purchased with His own bprecious
blood so that they might comvert it into a
temple in which the Divine Sen of God is
dethroned-and a false god, a mythical deity

born of an erratic human mind is enthroned
in His place. Such insolence ought to be re-
buked with all the fire and indignation of an
aroused} and faithful body of believers who
are loyal to their Christ and resent dis-
loyalty to Him in any form. “Gates of hell
shall never ’gainst that Church prevail.”

O. A. ERDMAN.
Denver, Colorado.

Editor of CHRISTIANITY TODAY.

Sir: Allow me to express my gratitude to
you for your sermon on ‘“The Heretical
Auburn Affirmation’” as it appeared in the
February CHrisTIaNITY TopAY. Such infor-
mation, printed and sent broadcast to the
people, will do more, we are persuaded, to
stay the progress of Modernism than any
other thing man can do.

Most sincerely,

‘W. LEE JOoHNSTON,
Lansing, Mich.

Ministerial Changes

Presbyterian Church, U. S. A.

Calls Accepted

E. Bacon, Seville, O to Pierpont, O.;
Lauren B. Brubaker, D. Ensley, Ala. to Me-
morial Church, St. Augustme, Fla.;
C. C Carnahan, as Stated Supply, Fredonia,

Kan

W. E. tDsl(Tsagt Beaver City, Neb. to Bridge-
por

P. H Ellictt, Slippery Rock Church, Ellwood
City, Pa. to Millvale, Pa.;

John R. Fra.ser, D.D.,, Mt. Pleasant, Ia. to
Wapello, Ia.;

Wuham M. Gardner, D.D.,, First Church, Joplm,
Mo. to Cote Brilliant éhurch St. Loui s, Mo. ;

Joseph W. Gray, to Winfield, Ia.

H. G. Mathls, D.D., Iola, Kans. to Great Bend

Damel V Polmg, DD,
Church, E. Orange .

E. T. Roney, Cleveland 0. to Sev1lle 0.;

W. J. Willis, Superior, "Neb. to Nevada., Mo

Juhan C Whltsett Malin, Ore. to Brownsvﬂle,

to Flrst Congregational

Ferdinand Zissler, Monroe, S. D. to Steamboat
Rock, Ia.

Installations
Slmelt\)In J‘ewkes Ilaa.ke Side Church, Rochester,
Harold Mchllan Dauphm Pa., Feb. 29;

Samuel B, Prytherch ‘Welch Church Granville,
N Feb. 28.

Resignations
Lewis A. Galbraith, Bryn Mawr Park Church,
Yonkers, X.
GeorﬁebC. Fourth Church, Lincoln,
eb.;
E. A. Xrapp, First Church, Homestead, Pa.
Changed Address
T. J. Hedges, 363 Glenn Ave., Fresno, Calif.

Deaths

Robert P. Gibson, Pinebluff, N. C.;
James M, Wilson, D.D., Oma.ha, Neb Feb. 19.

Presbyterian Church, U. S.

Calls
E. D. Witherspoon, Winchester, Va, to Blacks-

burg, Va
Calls Accepted

J. ¥. Eddins, Clmton, La. to be Stated Supply,
Picayune; Miss.;

Kersten,
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R. A. Young, D.D., First Church, 'froy, Ala. to
I(\JIenctra.l Steele Creek Church, Charlotte,

Installations
R. G. Newsome, Opelousas, La.

Changed Address
J. BE. Xnight, Oak Hill, W, Va.

'Presbyterian Church in Canada

Calls

Lach(.l)an Beaton, Riverfield, P. Q. to Havelock,

nt. ;

James H, Moore, Bethel and Bryanston, Ont. to
Wallacetown and West Lorne, Ont.;

R. Bertram Nelles, Port Hope, Ont. to St.
Peter’s, Madoe, Ont.;

Wllllf’lnlE IYoung, Manotick, Ont. to Belfast,

Calls Accepted )

J. Fred Goforth, M.A., Knox College, Toronto,
and Szepingkai, Manchuria, to Knox, Wal-
laceburg, Ont.;

W. Gordon MacLean, Alexandria, Scotland to
First Church, Winnipeg, Man.;

John R. Waldie, Knox College, Toronto, and
Acton, Ont. to Burns Church, Mosa, Ont.

Resignations
A. A. Acton, St. Andrew’s, Hamilton, Bermuda ;
George Atkinson, St. Paul's, Guelph, Ont.;
Geo. J. MacKay, Avonton and Avonbank, Ont.;
Wm. Patterson, West Point Grey Church Van®
couver, B, C.;
Jas. N? Ralston, §t. James Church, Winnipeg,

Thomas Wllson, New West-

Gordon Church,
minster, [oX

Inductions

M. REdgar Burch, Forbes Church,
Prairie, Alta., Jan. 11,
‘W. N, Fergusson, F. R. S., as Stated Supply,
Kintyre and Bothwell Ont.,
%‘ tMcCree, M.A., Glebe Chulch Toronto,
n
J. McMullen, Holstein and Fairbairn, Ont.;
Arthur S. Ollver, New Glasgow and Rodney,

nt., Jan. 7;

Frederick Ohver, Great Village and Portaupi-
que, N. S, Jan. §;

Oxford and Pugwash, N. 9,

Grande

leha,m .Ooms,

1;
G. Purnell Thornton, ete., Ont., Dec. 16;
T. DeCourcy Rayner, St. ‘Andrew’ s, Tachine,

P. Q.;
Frederick Smith, B.D., of Scotland, Falrmount‘
Taylor Church Montreal, P. Q., Dec
RoybI. Stlevg'art st. Andrew’s, Westvﬂle N. 8.,
ec. 1st.

Deaths

Daniel MacVicar, Thorburn, N. 8., Dec. 14;
‘William Mitchell, Guelph, Ont.,, Jan. 8;
Thomas Smith, Red Deer, Alta., Dec. 1.

Reformed Church, U. S.

Calls Accepted

H. E. Harsh, Ellerton and Mt, Carmel Churches,
Dayton, O. to Culver, Ind.

Resignations
A. W. Barley, Brush-Creek Church, Manor, Pa.;

Fra.nlg CS Bromer, First Church, Charlotte,
‘Ha.rxg' é'.' Welker, First Church, Burlington,

Deaths

D. F. Boomershine, Maquoketa, Ia.;
J. . Braun, Columbus, Neb.

Reformed Church in America
Calls

Richard Ouderluis, to Milwaukee, Wis.

Calls Accepted

Alexander Wouters, Kew Gardens, N. Y. to
Dobbs Ferry, N. Y.;
F. Zissler, Monroe, S. D. to Steamboat Rock, Ia.

Death
George S. Bolsterle, Astoria; N. Y., Feb. 11.

United Presbyterian

Cails

Howard M. Brlttam, Ezel, Ky. to First Church,
Kirkwood, Il ;

Thomas H. \ewcomb First Church, Buffalo,

N. Y. to 8t Church, Pittsburgh, Pa.;

John_ Simpson, thtsburgh Pa. to North Park
Church, Buffalo, N. Y.

Calls Accepted
Jose;l)\%l }? Daubert, to First Church, Hoboken,

James R. Speer, to Oakdale, Pa.

Installations
Ww. C. _La.tta, 0Qil City, Pa., Feb. 17.

Changed Address
John N. Wolf, 541-34th St.,, North Bergen, N. J.

Death
Robert W. Evans, Greeley, Colo., Feb. 10.

Christian Reformed

Calls Accepted

H Blystra. Sully, Ia. to Graafschap, Mich.;
M. Van de Kieft, Oakdale Park Church
Grand Rapids, Mich. to Bethel Church,
Paterson, N. J.

News of the Church

Coming Assemblies and Synods

Cumberland Presbyterian Church
Chattanooga, Tenn., May 19
United Presbyterian Church

Beaver, Pa., May 25
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A.
Denver, Colorado,-May 26
Preshyterian Church in the U. S.
Montreat, N. C., May 26
Presbyterian Church in Canada
London, Ontario, June 1
Reformed Church in America
Kingston, N. Y., June 2
Christian Reformed Church
Grand Rapids, Mich., June 8
Reformed Presbyterian Church
Winona Lake, Ind., June 8
Reformed Chnrch.in the U. S.

- Akron, Ohio, June 21

M:t. Barnhouse ‘' Admonished"

S reported in the January number of
CHRISTIANITY TopaYy, the Rev. Donald
Grey Barnhouse, Pastor of the Tenth Presby-
terian Church in Philadelphia, was found
guilty by a judicial commission of the Sy-
nod of Pennsylvania of certain charges re-
ferring to his alleged remarks concerning
other ministers of the Presbytery. The judg-
ment of the commission, regarded by compet-
ent observers as simply an ex parte docu-
ment, abounding in errors, provided that the
censure of admonition should be imposed on
Mr. Barnhouse, not by the commission that
tried him, but by the Moderator of the Pres-
bytery of Philddelphia. Generally regarded
as the crowning illegality in a long succes-
sion of blunders, there were many who felt
that the Presbytery should not permit the
admonition in its presence. At the meeting
on March 7, however, the Moderator of the
Presbytery, the venerable Rev., Wm. P. Ful-
ton, D.D., proceeded to inflict the censure as
directed, first, however, guarding himself
and conserving all legal rights by reading
the following statement:
“Fathers and Brethren:
“The Moderator of the Presbytery of
Philadelphia has been directed by a Special

Judicial Commission of the Synod of Penn-
sylvania, elected to try the ‘Barnhouse Case,’
to pronounce its Judgment of Admonition.
The Moderator of the Preshytery of Philadel-
phia wishes to state that he has no desire
whatsoever to be disobedient to the mandate
of Synod’s Judicial Commission and ex-
presses his entire willingness to comply with
its behest, nevertheless, with certain reserva-
tions or exceptions which he wishes to have
entered upon the records, in reporting the
case to Synod, as dissents or protests; and
with the definite understanding that the
execution of the Judgment of the Judicial

- Commission shall be without prejudice in the

further proceedings of this case in the higher
courts.

“Our Form of Government intimates what
all of us are ready to admit that our courts
are not infallible and that they sometimes
err ‘through the frailties inseparable from
humanity.” Our Book of Discipline, Chap-
ters 9 and 10, provides the way and method
of bearing testimony against errors and
erroneous proceedings, viz: by General Re-
view and Control, advising superior judica-
tories against irregularities, references, com-
plaints, appeals, dissents and protests.

“Chapter 10, Sec. 107, of the Book of Dis-
cipline says—‘When a case has been de-
cided by a Judicial Commission, any mem-
ber of the judicatory to which the decision
is reported may enter his dissent or protest
. .. in the same manner as if the case had
been tried by the judicatory itself.’

“In accordance with these and other pro-
visions of the Book of Discipline, the Mod-
erator files the following exceptions as dis-
sents and protests:

“(1) 1t is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Synod
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in directing the Moderator .of the
Presbytery of Philadelphia to execute its
Judgment of Admonition prior to making its
report to the Synod of Pennsylvania and
securing its approval, ‘that the Judgment of
the Commission be the Judgment of the
Synod.)’
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“(2) It is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Syned
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in directing the Moderator of the
Presbytery .of. Philadelphia to_execute its
verdict of Admonition prior to action of the
General Assemibly on two complaints now
pending before the Assembly against the
action of the Synod of Pennsylvania in re-
ceiving the Barnhouse Case, when the case
was in process of trial before a Judicial
Commission of the Presbytery. The ends of
justice are not usually secured by hasty
action in executing a Judgment prior to its
final settlement in the supreme judicatory.

“(3) It is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Synod
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in recording on page 3 of its official
report that the Judicial Commission of the
Presbytery of Philadelphia did not proceed
to hear and decide the case submitted to it;
or that the Presbytery of Philadelphia, con-
vinced of the inability of its Judicial Com-
mission to try the case, voted to refer the
case to synod. The real facts should be ascer-
tained as they seem to be at variance with
these statements.

“(4) It is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Synod
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in refraining to record on page 5 of
its official report the real reasons, as re-
ported by the Stated Clerk of Presbytery,
why the special committee, urged by Synod
and directed by Presbytery, did not get to-
gether in efforts to close the case and with-
draw it from the Judicial Commission of
Synod. These reasons, it would seem, should
be stated in full in the report, for the infor-
mation of Synod and to complete the record
in the case.

“(8) It is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Synod
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in exacting a promise or pledge of
secrecy from all the witnesses testifying
before it; and, also, in sending its official
report of the case to the secular press of the
city simultaneous with the lodging of the
official report with the parties in the case,
both of which would seem to be without pre-
cedent in judicial procedure in ecclesiastical
courts.

“(8) It is the opinion of the Moderator
that the Judicial Commission of the Synod
of Pennsylvania did not exercise its powers
wisely in prescribing the form of Admoni-
tion and the very words to be used in the
execution of its Judgment, There is no
form prescribed in the Book of Discipline
for Admonition, which is the mildest form of
censure. It would seem to have been better,
in this case, to have omitted the form to be
used, inasmuch as a portion of the pre-
. scribed words does not seem to be applicable
or necessary.”

After the statement had been read, Dr.
Fulton read to Hr. Barnbouse the admeni-
tion in the very form preseribed by the Com-
mission. Then he gave a few fatherly words
of encouragement to Mr. Barnhouse, and
told him that, having now been admonished
he was a “free man.” Prayer was then
offered by Dr. C, A. Herrick, President of
Girard College, and Vice-Moderator of the
Presbytery.

After this, a resolution was offered and
adopted by an overwhelming vote commend-
ing Mr. Barnhouse for his loyalty to the
Word of God, the conspicuous character of
his services, and his zeal for the purity of
the Church. A minority opposed it, and
asked to be recorded as voting “no.” A num-
ber also filed a dissent and protest against
the illegality of inflicting the censure before
the Presbytery.

Just before being admonished, Mr. Barn-
house made the following statement:

“I have appeared before the Presbytery
today to receive the admonition in this case
in the same spirit which animated my re-
fusal to appeal. It must be understood that
my attitude contains no admission of guilt
whatsoever, I have not been asked to re-
tract any statements, and I do not retract
any statements in this case. As far as I can
see today, in the presence of God, I would
repeat any or all statements made by me
under like circumstances.” :

Notes on Biblical Exposition—

Concluded

Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved
quite apart from the works of the law.”
The Jerusalem leaders said: “That is
entirely right; we have nothing to add
to it; salvation is, as Paul has told you,
by faith alone and not by faith and
works.”

This  great result of the Jerusalem
conference was not invalidated at all by
the solution which the Apostolic Decree
found for the problems of certain mixed
communities, where there were many
Jews whom both Paul and the original
apostles desired to see won for Christ.

The foregoing treatment of the Apos-
tolic Decree must be regarded only as a
summary. For a fuller treatment the
reader is referred to the book by the
same writer, The Origin of Paul’s Reli-
gion, where also the entire comparison
between the Book of Acts and the first
two chapters of Galatians is treated in

greater detail than in the present series
of expository studies.

Next month we shall turn to easier
matters, and shall be able to make
much more rapid progress. '

Philadelphia Presbytery Overtures -
Regarding Minority Rights
T its meeting in March 7, the Presbytery
A_ of Philadelphia adopted an overture
offered by the Rev. H. MecAllister Griffiths
asking that minority rights be conserved in
the proposed union with the United Presby-
terian or other churches. After some debate
the overture received what appeared to be a
unanimous vote. It is as follows:

“TO0 THE VENERABLE THE GENERAL
ASSEMBLY OF THE PRESBYTERIAN
CHURCH IN THE U.S.A., REQUIRED TO
MEET IN DENVER, COLORADO, THE
TWENTY-SIXTH DAY OF MAY, 1932,
GREETINGS:

“The Presbytery of Philadelphia, in regu-
lar session this seventh day of March, 1932,
respectfully overtures the General Assembly,
praying that:

“In accordance with well-recognized ref--
ormation and Presbyterian principles, pro-
visions be inserted in the plan of union with
the United Presbyterian Church of North
America, or any other church or churches,
when and if submitted to the presbyteries,
providing for the rights of minorities who
may not be able, in good conscience, to enter
the proposed union; guaranteeing the right
of any congregation, if voting not to enter
the proposed union at a meeting duly called,
to retain its properties, free from any con-
trol by or right of reversion 1o the said
united Church; to the end that the said pro-
posed union, when and if consummated, may
be free from the intense bitterness and strife
occasioned in other countries by the un-
Presbyterian attempted application of coer-
cion and force.”

Presbytery of Cayuga Overtures
Assembly Regarding *Union"

HE Presbytery of Cayuga, on Feb. 16th,
overtured the 144th Assembly concern-
ing the proposed basis of union with the
United Presbyterian Church, as follows:
“The Presbytery of Cayuga, having con-
sidered carefully the basis of union pre-
sented in the ‘Documents Relating to the
Proposed Organic Union of the Presbyterian
Church in the United States of America and
the United Presbyterian Church of North
America,” is impressed by the radical de-
partures from the policy and constitution of

the Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A,
.which will be brought about if the union is

effected on the present form of the proposed
basis. .
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“Among these radical departures are the
following:

“1. Requirement of a theological examina-
tion for admission to church membership.

_“The . proposed . Form. . .of .Government
(chap. XX1IV, 2, 3) requires the session to
examine applicants for membership in cer-
tain theological subjects, and to exact from
them affirmative answers to certain pre-
cisely worded theological questions.

“This is contrary to the declared historic
policy of the Presbyterian Church in the
U. 8. A, The General Assembly of 1911 said:
“The Presbyterian Church in the U, 8. A,
gathered in General Assembly, solemnly de-
clares and reafirms, in loyalty to the Great
Head of the Church universal, that the only
conditions of admission to the Church are, a
profession of faith in Christ and obedience
to Him, followed by baptism in the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost.” The provisions of the pro-
posed Form of Government, if adopted,
would take away what has always been one
of the chief glories of our church, that it
asks of applicants for membership only what
Christ asked, and no more.

“The Presbytery also thinks it very impor-
tant that the declaration of the General As-
sembly of 1911 was adopted with explicit
reference to litigation arising out of the re-
union with the Cumberland Presbyterian
Church. To depart from the policy here de-
clared would be a violation of a solemn
assurance given in connection with a union
with another church,

“2. Changes in method of amendment of
constitution,

“The proposed Form of Government (chap.
LIX, 2) requires a two-thirds vote of the
General Assembly to send an overture to the
presbyteries, instead of a majority' vote, as
provided in our present Form of Govern-
ment,

“It proposes a new method of voting on
overtures. The votes of the presbyteries are
not to be decisive. The votes of the members
of the presbyteries are to be counted, and
the decision is to be by a majority of these
votes, if two-thirds of the presbyteries take
any action.

“It gives to the General Assembly a power
of veto on an overture adopted in the presby-
teries.

“Furthermore, our present Form of Gov-
ernment wisely provides that amendments

-to the doctrinal standards may be made only

by a two-thirds vote of the presbyteries, The
proposed Form of Government would allow
such amendments by majority vote of the
members of two-thirds of the presbyteries.

“3. Changes in the size of presbyteries
and synods. :

“The proposed Form of Government (chap.
XXXI, 1) makes 12 pastors necessary to
form a presbytery. In chap. XXXI, 6, it re-
quires 7 ministers for a quorum of a presby-
tery. In chap. XLVII, 1, it requires 12
presbyteries to form a synod, unless two-

AN ANNOUNCEMENT
by the Rev. John Clover Monsma

May 1 take this means to announce to the
readers of CHRISTIANITY TODAY that a
meeting will be held in Philadelphia, in the
month of April, for the purpose of effecting
the organization of the Reformation Fellow-
ship? i'or information concerning the Fellow-
ship see the February issue of CHRISTIAN-
ITY TODAY. lts general purpose will be
the banding together of our orthodox
“laymen'', men and women, to oppose in
the name of our Lord Jesus Christ the forces
of Modernism and infidelity that are assesting
themselves so boldly at the present time in
the Presbyterian and Reformed Churches.

We are looking forward to a great meeting.
We are constantly in prayer that by the grace
of God this meeting may prove to be of
historical moment; that it may afterwards be
regarded.as a turning point in the history of
American Calvinism.

If there are men or women who would like
to attend this meeting, and who have not yet
written to me, will they kindly write at once?
We expect people from New York City,
Baltimore, and many other places cutside of
Philadelphia; also people from different
Presbyterian denominations. You need not
be a church officer or church worker to be
welcomed at this meeting. Just so you are
definitely convinced that we need a refor-
mation, (or the honor of Christ our Lord, and
in the interests of tens of thousands of
immortal souls.

1f | hear from you, a Preliminary Committee
will send you notice as to the exact date and
place of tne meeting.

Please send your correspondence to my
temporary address: Rev. John  Clover
lf;Aonsma, Hotel Pennsylvania, Philadelphia,

a.

thirds of the General Assembly order other-
wise. :

The earrying out of these provisions would
‘seriously disturb the organization of our
church,

“4 Statements about church government.

“The proposed Form of Government
(chap. VII, 2, 3) makes assertions about
early church organization which are open
to dispute, and criticizes the forms of organi-
zation of churches which are not Presby-
terian. Such statements are not found in
our present Form of Government, which
wisely confines itself to describing our own
organization.

“5. Veto of session on election of elders
and deacons.

“According to the proposed Form of Gov-
ernment (chaps. XIX, 1, XXII, 1) the ses-
sion may forbid the ordination of elders and
deacons elected by the congregation. No
such limitation on the free choice of the
people is allowed by our present Form of
Government.

“8. Constitutional provisions
theological seminaries.

“Our present constitution contains no pro-
visions on this subject. The proposed Form
‘of Government (chap. LVI) makes require-
ments regarding the relation of the General
Assembly to theological seminaries which

regarding

may be found to be in conflict with civil law.
It also requires that every professor in a
theological seminary be a member of a pres-
bytery of the church, which seems to the
Presbytery of Cayuga to savor of sectarian-
ism and to be unnecessary limitation of the
freedom which educational institutions
ought to enjoy.

“7. Mandatory forms of worship.

“The proposed Directory for Worship is
entirely new to the Presbyterian Church in
the U. S. A, Its adoption would involve the
abandonment of our ancient and noble Di-
rectory. Furthermore, the proposed Direc-
tory contains prescribed forms for baptism
and marriage, which is contrary to our
church’s time-honored principle of freedom
in worship.

“The Presbytery of Cayuga favors the pro-
posed union with the United Presbyterian
Church. But it cannot think that it is wise
to complicate the decision on the union by
proposing, as conditions of the union, so
many radical constitutional changes. The
Presbytery feels that these proposed changes
ought to be considered on their merits, aside
from the question of the union.

“The Presbytery of Cayuga also thinks
that the presbyteries ought to be consulted
about these changes. The General Assembly
of 1931 asked the opinions of the presbyteries
about the proposed new Book  of Discipline,
which is a part of the basis of the union,
before its formal submission for action. But
the presbyteries have not been asked to ex-
press themselves regarding the far more im-
portant questions presented in the proposed
Form of Government, and have been allowed
little time to acquaint themselves with the
proposed great changes in the constitution
of the church.

“The Presbytery of Cayuga is aware of the
fact that the proposed Form of Government
and Directory for Worship are designated
“provisional,” But if the union is effected
on the basis of these documents they will be
the Form of Government and Directory for
Worship of the united church, with full
authority, and will continue to be such until
amended, It seems to the Presbytery that
the time to consider documents involving
such important changes is before the vote
on them, rather than after it,

“Therefore, the Presbytery of Cayuga, be-
cause of the extensive departures from the
policy and constitution of the Presbyterian
Church in the U. 8. A, which are proposed
in connection with the contemplated union
with the United Presbyterian Church, re-
spectfully overtures the General Assembly
of 1932 to provide that the presbyteries shall
be consulted regarding the proposed basis
of union, and that they shall not be asked
to vote on the question of the union until
they have had opportunity to express their
opinions regarding this basis, for the guid-
ance of the Joint Committee of the two
churches in framing the conditions of
union.” .
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Editorial Comment— Concluded

tant. Yet even the Reformed Jew has a
racial sense which the Modernist lacks, a
sense which gives him a stability not pos-
sessed by the Modernist. The true Protestant,
in such a situation, has no truth to sacrifice
in exchange for good-will, nor has he any-
thing of which to be ashamed. True heirs
of the Reformation are both positive of the
truth of Gon's Word, and tolerant of the
rights of others. It is hard to imagine the
Apostle PAuL at one of these conferences.
He certainly would not have abandoned the
“offense of the cross.” Jews do not cease
to be Jews in these deliberations, nor do
Romanists cease to be Romanists. Both of
them indulge in harmless and genial plati-
tudes. If truth is to be compromised, it is
the “Liberal Protestant” who is called upon
to do it. And he usually appreciates the
honor bestowed upon him sufficiently to be
obliging.

Philadelphia AHirmationists Refuse
To Meet Issue Raised in Sermon

ODERNIST Auburn Affirmationists—
eleven in number—in Philadelphia
Preshytery have apparently agreed to make
no answer to the sermon of the Rev. H. Mc-
Allister Griffiths, preached in the Hollond
Memorial Presbyterian Church in Philadel-
phia on February 21st. The sermon has
attracted wide attention throughout the
United States, and has apparently given new
courage and hope to thousands of loyal Pres-
byterians who are praying and working for
a purification of the church.

In its issue of February 22, the Philadel-
phia Record headed its account of the ser-
mon “Fundamentalists Open Fire on Pres-
byterian Modernists and Demand Eleven
Resign.” It described the sermon as the
beginning of “a war to the finish for control
of the Presbyterian Church,” and gave
lengthy excerpts from it, The Philadelphia
Public Ledger began its account by saying
that “the conflict between liberal and con-
servative ministers of the Presbyterian
Church, which threatened to split the de-
nomination eight years ago, flamed anew
yesterday.” Other Philadelphia papers
printed large portions of the sermon. The
issue raised was also carried by Associated
Press reports.

Reactions to the sermon were immediate.
Dr. J. Gresham Machen isused a statement
which said, in part, “It is altogether timely
in view of the present condition of the Pres-
byterian Church in the U. 8. A. That church
is controlled today very largely by forces
sympathetic with, or complacent toward the
Aunburn Affirmation and the Auburn Affirma-
tion is derogatory to the Christian religion
at its very roots. With this undermining of
Christian doctrine within the church has
gone the undermining of Christian ethics.
In-the recent conduct of a_secret trial by a

commission of the Presbyterian Synod. of
Pennsylvaniz and in ths proposal in a sug-
gested new book of discipline that all church
courts shall be secret, the church stands on
a lower ethical plane than that which pre-
vails in the world at large. A thorough
going moral as well as doctrinal reform is
needed in the conduct of ecclesiastical busi-
ness. The church needs to abandon its pres-
ent policy of secrecy and tyranny, and return
to the openness and freedom of a true Chris-
tian church. Mr, QGrifiths has uttered a
courageous and elogquent plea for Christian
doctrine and Christian ethics. He deserves
the support of all who really love the things
for which the Presbyterian Church stands.”
The eleven Affirmationists, all of whom
had received invitations to be present, at-
tempted to pass the issue off as negligible.
According to the Philadelphia Record Dr.
J. B. C. Mackie, one of those named, dis-
missed the charges as “bunk.” To the Eve-
ning Bulletin he said that the matter was
“laughable.”” In the same paper Dr. Alex.
MacColl, another Affirmationist, is quoted as
saying that the charges were “quite unim-
portant!” Dr. W. R. Rearick, another of
the eleven, said “Mr. Griffiths knows a great
many things about me which are not true.
The leaders of the Church today have their
eyes on constructive work and are too inter-
ested in combating the evils which are
‘rampant to return to a controversy eight
years old.” The reaction of Dr. J. A. Mac-
Callum, another Affrmationist, was thus de-
scribed by the Bulletin. ‘“Dr. MacCallum
called the Auburn Affirmation ‘ancient his-
tory.” ‘It was simply a plea for retention of
the constitutional rights of the Church,” he
said. ‘Its justification has been proved by
the fact that what was asked for has been
retained, and is still the law of the Church,
without any sign of being changed in the
near future.”” The Philadelphia Inquirer of
February 23 said, “The question of alleged
heresies to be found in the Auburn Affirma-
tion has been satisfactorily answered in the
report of the now famous peace commission
appointed by the General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in 1925, liberal Pres-
byterian clergy here maintained yesterday.
. It was Rev. Edward B. Shaw, of the
North Presbyterian Church, who explained
that the allegations made by Mr. Griffiths
actually had been thoroughly aired by the
denomination and added that ‘there should
be room for two schools of thought within
the denomination, but if Mr. Griffiths and
his friends think otherwise, they have our
permission to withdraw.’ ”
On February 23 Mr, Griffiths released the
following statement, which was widely
gquoted in the daily press:

‘“The smoke screen sent out.by the local Pres-
byterian Modernists was exactly what I ex-
pected, but it will not deceive intelligent people
who are interested in facts rather than in indig-
nant adjectives. Of course they don’t want to
discuss the heretical document which they have
signed. The reason is simple. For once, Mod-
ernists. .have actually made their convictions
known instead of hiding them. No doubt they
are sorry about it,=—not - sorry that they have

denied the necessity of great and essential doc-
trines of the Christian faith, but sorry that they
have so incautiously allowed the light to stream
in upon their infidelities, where the public may
see and draw its own conclusions.

“If Dr. MacCallum was correctly quoted as
saying that ‘The Auburn Affirmation, which is
ancient history now, was simply a plea for the
retention of constitutional rights in the Church,’
then Dr, MacCallum stated what was not true.
The Auburn Affirmation did make a plea for
what it regarded as ‘constitutional rights,’ as I
pointed out and recognized with fairness in my
sermon on Sunday. If it had stopped there I
agree that it would have been ancient history
by now. But it did not stop there. It went on,
in the most thorough manner, to make a mod-
ernist doctrinal statement that stands logically
separate and apart from the plea mentioned by
Dr. MacCallum. Anybody who takes the trouble
to read the Affirmation can find out for himself
that this is true, Dr. MacCallum can hardly
be ignorant of what he signed.

‘“No doubt the Modernist Affirmationists would
very much like to forget their offence, and to
ignore any reminder of it. So would any male-
factor. It would be surprising to find law-
breakers, whether civil or ecclesiastical, show-
ing much enthusiasm over being exposed. And
Affirmationists have. violated their vows in a
very flagrant manner. 1 am overwhelmed with
gratitude that they have decided not to prose-
cute me for telling the truth, but I greatly fear
that they have been oblxged to make a virtue
out of necessity. They know that everything
I have said is the truth. They dare not prose-
cute for the simple reason that an open, public
exposition of their views is the very thing they
fear and dread most. Those who ‘bore from
within’ never like the pitiless white light of
publicity. No wonder that many persons who
make no profession of Christianity look with
unconcealed contempt upon the ethics of clergy-
men who tear down the very truths they have,
of their own free will, vowed to maintain.

“Although Affirmationists have tried to dis-
miss this matter by silence, explosive adjectives,
and irrelevant observations, yet one fact emerges
above everything else; they dare not deny that
they have declared the doctrines of an inerrant
Bible, the Virgin Birth of Christ, Christ’s death
ag a satisfaction of Divine Justlce, the bodily
resurrection of Christ, and his miracles, to be
mere ‘theories’, which are not necessary, singly
or altogether, to the church’s faith. And I re-
peat that this is the worst kind of blasphemy
and heresy.

“This fight has just begun. It will not stop
merely because Affirmationists don’t like the
truth brought home to the man on the street.
In telling the truth I have broken no law of the
church, rather, I have upheld it, and I and many
others propose to continue telling the truth
everywhere and anywhere until the church has
been_purified. Then we will enjoy peace—with
the Modernists on the outside, troubling us no
more.

“I see that Mr. Shaw is reported as having
‘explained’ that the issues raised by the Affir-
mation were ‘satisfactorily answered’ by the re-
port of the ‘Special Commission of 1925, ap-
pointed by the General Assembly. Mr. Shaw
surely knows that this Commission was not a
judicial commission, that it could not, therefore
either convict the Affirmationists or give them a
clean bill of health. As a matter of fact it was
composed of men who were dominated by the
‘peace at any price’ idea, and who brought in a
non-controversial vreport in an attempt to
smoothe everything over. 7That effort was not
successful. Nor ought it to be successful, as
long as men value truth above expediency. If
Mr. Shaw_ thinks that the matter has been set-
tled he will discover that nothing is ever settled
until it is settled right. The Auburn Affirma-
tion may be eight years old but I have noticed
that the eleven men in our Presbytery who
signed it are still preaching, and have never
publicly retracted its doctrinal pronouncement.
It is amusmg to see them so suddenly solicitous
for the ‘peace of the Church,” when they have
broken that peace. This conflict is a conflict to
bring true peace back to the Church, by the
elimination of the disturbing factors. It is a
war to end war—in which we expect the support
of all those who love the truth of God.”

On Sunday, February 28, Mr. Grifiiths,
preaching on “Tolerance, False and True,”
declared:

‘“BEveryone ought to be truly tolerant, in the
right meaning of the word. But tolerance does
not mean compromise. It does not mean that
Christians are to admit to the world that after
all the world may be right and the Bible wrong.
Truth is absolute, and there is a sense in which
truth must be intolerant of error. True toler-
ance is the granting to another of the liberty he
asks to follow his conscience, provided that the
pathway he marks out is not dishonest, and pro-
vided also that it does not endanger the public
welfare. The man who is tolerant of dishonesty
partakes of 'it. The public welfare demands
that men shall not be allowed to teach, .for ex-
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ample, that murder is a respectable way of
earning a living, or that the social order should
be overthrown by force.

“The Heretical Auburn Affirmation involves a
course of dishonesty. The men who subscribe to
it have broken solemn vows. Whether they are
conscious of it or not, their gourse is not honor-
able.” How can the Church expect to give moral
leadership to the nation, when it sets an ex-
ample of allowing its ministers to make scraps
of paper of their ordination vows? Xow can
the Church urge business men to respect the
sanctity of contracts, or how can she insist that
public officers shall keep their oath to support
and defend the constitution of the United States
when she herself is setting an example of com-
placently tolerating cynical lawlessness? These
men speak of freedom, as though it would take
away their freedom to insist that they do not
attack the doctrines of the Church they have
vowed to defend. Nobody forced them into the
Presbyterian Church, If they were involuntary
Presbyterians, the case might be different. But
they have come into the Church of their own
free will, and they ought to leave in the same
manner. They have the whole outside world in
which to exercise the freedom they crave. There
are other churches to which they could belong
without breaking vows. Why do they not peace-
ably withdraw from a Church whose doctrines
they cannot believe? Their cry of ‘freedom’
will deceive no one, They can have honest free-
dom any time they want it, and of their own mo-
tion, when they resign their pulpits and leave
the Church.

“Further, the teachings of the ‘Affirmation’
are a_ danger to the existence of the Church.
The Church does not exist for the purpose of
giving employment to ministers, but for the
sake of bringing men to Christ, that they may
be saved through His death to satisfy divine
justice and to reconcile us to God. The Aflirma-
tion denies the necessity of the substitutionary
atonement as explained by the General Assem-
bly of 1923. Its teaching at this central point
is poison, not the truth to which the Church is
pledged. This conflict is a conflict in defense
of souls, and people who are being misled cer-
tainly command my sympathies to a greater
extent than do the men who are deceiving them,
The ‘Affirmation’ is treasonable disloyalty to
Christ,~—a treason that is undermining the wit-
ness and the moral fibre of the Church, which,
if it is successful, will eventually destroy the
Church and all that it stands for, The demand
that we make is a demand for honesty, a de-
mand for the purity of the Church. It is not
intolerant to ask men who have violated their
vows, either to disavow their heresy, or to
withdraw from the Church and to leave us in
peace.

‘“But Modernism is itself intolerant. It is in-
tolerant of the Gospel. It is intolerant.of the
exclusiveness of that Gospel. It is intolerant of
sound doctrine,—the doctrine to which its sign-
ers themselves are pledged. Why else was the
Auburn Affirmation ever issued? Modernism is
intolerant of the true freedom of the Christian
minister. It wants to stop men from doing what
I am doing today: exposing dishonesty in the
Church. They would stop me from preaching
like this if they could, but they know that every
word I say ig true. They want secret courts, so
. that if they do_prosecute those who tell the truth
about the condition of the Church they can do
it out of the light., XEver since the time of the
Star Chamber, the conviction has been strong
among KEnglish speaking people that a secret
court is a crooked court. Why should the
Church be unwilling for the public to know what
is going on? ‘Don’t wash our dirty linen in
public’ they cry. Why should the Church have
any ‘dirty linen’ at all? There is the true
wrong. And if the light were allowed in, fully
and completely, upon Church trials, we would
soon find it unnecessary to have any. Yes,
Modernism is _intolerant—so intolerant that if
any man speaks out boldly about the condition
of the Church, modernist politics is almost sure
to pass the word around to see that the man is
denied all ecclesiastical preferment and influ-
ence. Many a man is being stifled in this way.
But if all would speak out together who really
love the Gospel, and would refuse to be intimi-
dated, they could purify the Church of the in-
tolerance of Modernism in things ecclesiastical.

‘“Modernism_ is spiritual and ecclesiastical
Bolshevism. I do_not say that all Modernists
are dangerous_radicals, or that any ‘Affirma-
tionists’ are. But that there is in this country
a connection between Modernism and political
bolshevism is undeniable. And just as the red
‘wave of bolshevism would destroy the very
fabric of our civilization and country, so does
the red wave of Modernism threaten the exist-
ence of the Christian Church, and all the moral
teachings which flow from Christian doctrine.

“The Chugrch is becoming aroused. From all
over the nation in this past week have come
letters and messages from laypeople and minis-
ters pledging their support to_a movement to
purify the Presbyterian Church. The demand
for such purification is a rising tide and the

heretical Auburn Affirmationists in Philadelphia
and elsewhere will do well to heed it now. As
last Sunday, so again today, in  perfect good
faith, I appeal to them to cease their evasions,
their ignoble silence in the face of these in-
escapable truths I have presented, and to leave
us in peace. Let them do the honest, the fair,
the only square thing, and withdraw from the
Presbyterian Church.”

On Sunday, March 6, beginning a series of
sermons on the Five Doctrinal Points de-
clared non-essential by the “Affirmation,” Mr.
Griffiths challenged the signers of the docu-
ment either to prove the errors they said
existed in the Bible, or to leave the Presby-
terian Church., To this challenge the Mod-

ernists returned only silence.

At the meeting of the Presbytery of Phila-
delphia, on March 7, no complaint regarding
the substance or manner of Mr, Griffiths
accusations was made. This was in spite of
the fact that the Rev. Donald Gray Barn-
house was then publicly “admonished” for
allegedly saying privately only a small part
of what Mr. Griffiths has said publicly and
openly,

1932

O overture on amending the “Marriage

and Divorce” chapter of the Confession
of Faith will be sent down to the presby-
teries, if the 144th General Assembly of the
Presbyterian Church in the U. 'S. A, adopts
the report of Assembly’s special committee
on the subject. This has been decided upon
by the committee, which was appointed by
the Pittsburgh Assembly in 1931 to consider
the advisability of the 1932 Assembly’s sub-
mitting the overture,

No “Marriage Overture’ in

Dr, H. C. Swearingen, the chairman, stated
after the committee’s adjournment that as a
substitute for the proposed action the special
committee had decided to recommend cer-
tain changes in the voluntary forms of wor-
ship which would acknowledge the principles
of the Presbyterian Church U, 8. A. regard-
ing marriage and divorce. The proposed
changes would also instruet ministers on
their proper procedure when requested to
marry divorced persons, and would provide
for instruction of young people, and persons
contemplating matrimony, on the meaning
of Christian marriage,

This announcement has been interpreted
by some as heralding a probable attempt to
change the practice of the church while leav-
ing the Confession untouched. The exact
text of thke report is being awaited with
some interest.

Appeal Concerning Sino-Japanese
Conflict
HE Committee of Reference and Counsel

" ] of the Foreign Missions Conference of
North America, has just addressed an appeal

to American and Canadian churches regard-
ing the Sino-Japanese situation. It is, in
part, as follows:

“The international situation in the Far
East is so tangled that we should be very
slow to judge the merits of it. We may
well remind ourselves in all humility of the
past transgressions of Western nations in
their relations with the Orient and with
each other.

“Any day may bring new perils both in
Japan and in China that we do not now
anticipate, but we should not be stampeded
by incomplete or faulty press dispatches
which often exaggerate actual events. Re-
ports'predicting certain disaster to Christian
forces and their work in either country
should be greatly discounted, for similar pre-
dictions in the past have proved to be un-
fulfilled.

“We can be perfectly assured that how-
ever great may be the political and social
disturbances in the Orient, the Christian
light burns brightly in many Oriental lives
and the darkness will never put it out. We
know from personal acquaintance many'
Christians in each country who have seen
the Lord and are ready to suffer with and
for Him. They are worthy of affection, con-
fidence and co-operation and have much in
their Christian experience which will enrich
the life of the West. Messages received re-
veal their deep distress and they now need
our sympathy and fresh assurance of our
support and the best encouragement that we
can offer.

“This is the opportunity for Christians of
North America to do much to maintain warm
relationships with these Christian brethren
across the seas. Personal letters to our
friends, not discussing the political situa-
tion, but sharing our best Christian experi-
ence, will_ serve to create bonds of fellow-
ship which will hold us all together through
all the stress and strain for common service
for the future. The Kingdom of God tran-
scends geographical and racial boundaries
and must unite all Christians in the house-
hold of faith ...

“Qur conviction is that any lasting and
righteous settlement of difficulties can be
based only on a reasonable and peaceful
‘agreement between the disputing parties.
The appeal to force in the Far East threatens
to destroy all the confidence so hardly won
in the fabric of peace machinery which is
gradually being erected in international re-
lationships. The world is in danger of re-
verting to conditions that prevailed' before
1914 .. .

“We call upon the Christian Church to
enlist its emergies to support and improve
the existing peace machinery so that the
more than fifty nations signatory to the Pact
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of Paris shall be able finally to renounce war
as an instrument of mnational peclicy and
unreservedly agree that the settlement or
solution of all disputes or conflicts of what-
ever nature or -origin shall never be sought
except by pacific means, The recent develop-
ments in the Far East are a demonstration
again of the danger of building up great
armaments, and they challenge, therefore,
the united efforts of all lovers of humanity
to make the present Disarmament Confer-
ence succeed in achieving its purpose.

“In response to cabled messages from
Christian groups in both Japan and China
imploring aid in averting the threat to world
peace, we have cabled the National Christian
Councils in both countries that we are ap-
pealing to all North American Christians to
join with the Christians of all lands in a
strong fellowship of prayer that Christian
principles may be victorious in international
relationships.

“It is vital that the churches of Christ in
North America should give themselves to
prayer for an early settlement of the exist-
ing conflict. . .. We can well lift up in
prayer the masses who are suffering under
this load of armed conflict, and all those
messengers of peace who are seeking to
bring men everywhere into acquaintance
with our Lord.”

New Swedish Primate to Be Ordained

HE appointment of Erling Eidem as Pri-

mate of Sweden to succeed the Jate Arch-
bishop Nathan Soderblom, has been received
with satisfaction by Swedish public opinion
as represented by the press and by leading
laymen and clergymen. He is considered a
learned and pious churchman who will do
honor to his new post, even if he lacks the
many-sided brilliance of his predecessor. He
will be the seventieth Bishop of Upsala and
the sixty-second Archbishop of Sweden. Be-
ing but fifty-one years old, he also will be
the youngest of the present Swedish bishops.

This friendly reception is all the more
remarkable as he ranked third among the
nominees, the others being Knut Westman
and Tor Andrae, both professors at Upsala.
But not only did the government have the
legal right to choose any one of the three as
of equal rank, but the precedent of Nathan
Soderblom, who also was a third nominee in
1914, stood the government in good stead.
Furthermore, Professor Hidem had twice
been nominated for Bishop in other dioceses
and he also outranked the others in age.

Dr. Eidem was born in Gothenburg, or
Sweden’s west coast, where his father was a
businessman. His mother comes of an old
Norwegian family of the Trondhjem district.
‘When but nine years old, he told the re-
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porters when notified of his appointment, he
resolved to be a clergyman. The represen-
tatives of the Free Church as well as those
of the State Church give him credit for a
sincere personal religious devotion.

As scholar his work has been devoted
chiefly to the teachings of St. Paul and a
new volume from his hand is expected
shortly. In theology he is neither ultra
modern nor wholly traditional. Though he
will in all likelihood be ordained as Bishop
this Spring, his term will not begin until
the end of 1932.

Honorary Doctor of Godlessness

ONORARY Doctor of godlessness is
H certainly a novum among academic
degrees. The honour of creating it naturally
goes to Russia. The leader of godless propa-
ganda at the godless university at Moscow,
Jaroslawski,—the university was opened on
November 10—was recently made an hon-
orary doctor in this faculty.

Church Membership in Germany

TURING the last few years, church mem-

bership in Germany and more espe-
cially in Berlin, has shown a remarkable
decline. The reason for this is chiefly the
economic depression and the consequent
poverty. The State claims 20% of the in-
come, and the assessment papers of church
members another 109%. For many this is
impossible. In 1927, 36,700 members of the
3,000,000 belonging to the Protestant church
in Berlin, laid down their membership. In
1928 the number increased to 46,000; in
1929 to 50,500 and in 1930 to 59,300. In the
Roman Catholic church the figures are in
proportion. Of the 400,000 Roman Catholies
in - Berlin, 4,600 resigned membership in
1927, 5,600 in 1928, 6,600 in 1929 and 6,800
in 1930. In Berlin there are about 177,000
Jews, of whom about 560 break their con-
nection with the synagogue every year.
During the last five years, 260,700 Prot-
estants, 30,400 Roman Catholics and 3,410
Jews have left their respective churches,

A Japanese View

HE Japanese minister for education has

addressed a communication to the Chris-
tian missionaries which, with his consent,
has been published in the press. In this
communication the minister declares:
“Hitherto, the policy of our ministry has
been too materialistic and this has led to
the regrettable result of a Qecline in public
and private morality, a revival of com-
munism and even in the last few years of a
pronounced anarchistic spirit. We must
from now onward spiritualize our educa-
tional system. For this purpose, the coop-
eration of religious eduecational institutions
seems to us absolutely necessary and we
consequently make an urgent appeal for
your help.”

National Board Salary Cuts
Recommended

HI annual meeting of the national staff

of the Board of National Missions of the
Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A. was
held in Columbus, Ohio, January 26 to 28.

In the face of conditions, the staff voted
as a recommendation to the board a volun-
tary reduction of salaries affecting all head-
quarters and field executive secretaries, in-
cluding clerical help. The action approved
a 10 per cent reduction of all salaries above
$3,000; 5 per cent reduction of all salaries
above $1,800 to $3,000; 214 per cent reduc-
tion of all salaries above $1,200 to $1,800, to
become effective April 1, 1932, It was recom--
mended that all salaries should be auto-
matically restored at the end of the year
unless otherwise ordered by the board.

The above action does not apply to mis-
sionaries’ salaries on the field, although,
owing to the uncertainty of the financial
outcome of the year, it was voted that units
undertake to appropriate to the fields only

94 per cent of the budget approved by the

staff until after the April meeting of the
board. It is hoped that the tentative mar-
gin of 6 per cent may be made up by the
reduction on salaries of the headquarters -
and field staff or by income during the re-
mainder of the year which is not now very
hopeful. In any case, an effort will be made
to readjust fields and positions so that there
will be the slightest possible reduction of
missionaries’ salaries.

“*Calendar Reform®' Defeated

RIENDS of the Sabbath Cause through-

out the world are rejoicing at the news
that the International Conference at Geneva
has rejected the (so-called) Calendar Reform
Proposals.

These proposals, which bave obtained
support in.a number of countries, are that
the present twelve-months Gregorian -Calen-
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dar shall be abolished and a thirteen-months
Calendar of 28 days each shall be substi-
tuted. This arrangement accounts for 364
days. Since it takes 3651, days for the
earth to revolve around the sun, a day is left
unaccounted for. The Calendar Reformists
propose that this day should be called a
“Blank Day,” and be allowed for in the
last week of the normal year, two such
“Blank Days” being included in the last
two weeks in Leap Years. It is claimed
that this new arrangement would save
money in business, and offer other commer-
cial advantages.

These “Calendar Reform” proposals seem
innocent enough on the surface, but on re-
flection many Christian people have seen
that a vital Scriptural principle is at stake.
If a “Blank Day” were introduced immedi-
ately the cycle of the seven-day week would
be broken. Once a year, and twice in Leap
Years, the week would consist of eight days.
The seven-day week instituted by our
Heavenly Father at the Creation would be
threatened. It would endanger the prinei-
ple upon which the observance of the Lord’s
Day is based. If adopted by the legislators
of the Nations, it would, it is believed by
many, be a blow aimed at the Authority of
Jehovah. It has been declared that the
adoption of the scheme would give an im-
mense impetus to the forces which seek to
abolish the decrees of God in. governing the
affairs of mankind.

The Lord’s Day Observance Society of
Great Britain has taken an active part in
the defeat of these proposals. First, it exerted
influence in Government circles in favour of
the appointment by Parliament of a trusted
British Representative, and Sir .John Bald-
win was appointed. The Society’s Com-
mittee also adopted a Declaration against
the Calendar Reform Proposals, and com-
missioned their Secretary, Mr. H. H, Mar-
tin, to present it in person to the Confer-
ence at Geneva.

The Assembly which was held in the
League of Nations Palace at Geneva was
attended by 110 Delegates, who represented
the following countries:—

Union of South Africa Hungary

Albania India
Argentine Japan
Austria Luxzemburg
Belgium Norway
Great Britain Netherlands
Bulgaria Portugal
China Roumania
Cuba Saar Territory
Egypt Governing
Estonia Commission
United States Siam

of America Sweden
Finland Turkey
France Uruguay
Germany Yugoslavia
Greece

“THE MERETICAL AUBURN AFFIR-
MATION,” the sermon that is awakening
the Presbyterian Church, has been reprinted
by public demand in a form convenient tc
carrr and mail. It is so light that it may be
enclosed in an ordinary envelope with a cne-
page letter and yet cost only two cents to
mail. Pastors and office~bearers are urged
to send for copies for distribution among
their associates and friends, Get a supply
and enclose them in your letters. It is not
printed for profit, and the low prices are only
made possible by the help of those who
want to get the truth in the hands of the
reople. Circulation of this sermon on a
arge scale will be of incalculable benefit to
the Church. All prices are postpaid. They
are

5¢ each
50c per dozen
$3.50 per hundred
$30.00 per thousand

Address: Tract Dept., 501 Witherspoon
Bldg., Philadelphia, Pa.

(We will be glad to receive contributions
from those who wish to have a share in this
work of faith.)

Opposition was offered by Mr. H. H. Mar-
tin on behalf of the Lord’s Day Observance
Society, and other organizations. After a
week of discussion the Assembly decided
that the time was not opportune for Calen-
dar reform, and the Bible-dishonoring pro-
posals were defeated.

Egypt's Ambassador to the
United States

HE recently appointed'émbassador of

Fgypt to the United States, Seostris
Sideroes Pasha, is known in BEgypt as the
head of one of its oldest Roman Catholic
families. The house of the new ambassador
in Cairo contains a complete chapel where
the mass is celebrated every day by a priest,
while many of the same faith are present
at the service. The new ambassador was
received in audience by the Pope before his
departure for America. It is somewhat re-
markable that the by no means Christian
Egypt should have sent so pronounced a
witness of the Roman Catholic faith as its
ambassador to America.

The Prince of Wales' Visit to Lourdes

OMAN Catholic newspapers have made

much of the fact that the Prince of
Wales recently visited the Romanist Shrine
at Lourdes, France. The shrine is based
upon the idea that the Blessed Virgin Mary
descended to earth there in 1858. In the
daily press, even, such statements as these
were made:

“Not since the days of Charles II, it is
believed, has the heir to the British throne
been present at the solemn Roman Catholic
ceremony of Benediction.”

“Then, when the time for the final Bene-
diction came, the Prince knelt in the wet
like everybody else and received the Bless-
ing.” .

Mr. J. A. Kensit, doughty champion of the
Reformation and Secretary of the Protestant
Truth Society, thereupon addressed a letter
to the Prince, saying, in part:

“It has always been the proud boast of our
Royal House that it is firm and true in its
Protestant convictions, as indeed it must be
by the terms of the Bill of Rights and Act
of Settlement, Therefore, a question of
grave .constitutional import arises when the
heir to the throne is involved in a religious
matter of this kind. It is evident by the
comment in the “Daily Herald” (cutting
enclosed) that your presence has been
looked upon as evidence of an advance in
favour of the Roman-Catholic Church. . . .

“I am hoping that you will be able fo say
that your visit to Lourdes was but a matter
of sight-seeing, and had no religious signifi-
cance about which the great mass of British
Protestants need have concern. :

“I remain, with the greatest respect, sir,

“Your royal highness’s most obedient
and dutiful servant,

(Signed) J. A, KensiT.”

The Reply received from the Prince was
most reassuring, and is as follows:

“St. James’s Palace, 8. W.
Dear Sir:

I am desired by the Prince of Wales to
acknowledge the receipt of your letter with
regard to the visit which His Royal High-
ness paid to Lourdes last month.

The Prince motored over one afternoon
from Pau to Lourdes, and you can most cer-
tainly rest assured that His Royal Highness’s
visit, which happened to coincide with one
of the periodical pilgrimages, was but a
matter of sight-seeing and completely devoid
of any teligious significance.

Yours truly,

(Signed) GoprreYy THOMAS,
Private Secretary.”

The Vatican Broadcaster

HE TItalian press reports that the wire-

less transmissions from the Vatican are
gradually being improved and extended.
The aim is to make the station one of the
best in the world. A method is now being
sought which will enable cardinals and
nuncii all over the world, to keep in regular
communication with the Vatican.
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