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The Resolution About the ~~Gathering of Power" 
Are We Grasping for Power? 

The December issue of the Bible Pres
byterian Observer features on its front 
page a resolution deploring "the recent 
series of actions indicating a gathering 
of power on the part of a .certain gr01lp." 
It then lists seven specifications to show 
this alleged "gathering of power.". Do 
the specifications actually prove w)1at is 
alleged or do they fall short of proving 
it? Let us examine them briefly: 

"1. The removal of Dr. Robert G. 
Ray~rn 'from the presi¢ency of High
land College." 

How does thi-s specification join with 
the s~ following ones? Does it join 
at all? It is actually without any definitf" 
relation to them. As a matter of fact no 
individual whatsoever who is prominently 
connected with any two of the other 
six specification.; can reasonably be said 
to have had an active part in the removal 
of Dr. Rayburn from the presidency of 
Highland College. 

"2. The attack on the Secretary of 
the Committee on National Missions and 
the attack on the Committee itself made 
at the 1955 ' Synod." 

Personally, I must confess that I find 
it difficult to see how the fact that some
one raises questions at a Synod meeting 
about the . advisability of continuing a 
certain man as head of a Synod-con
trolled agency is evidence of a "gather
ing of power." We are frequently told 
that the only "democratic" way is to 
have all agencies controlled by Synod 
because then every questicn about them 
can be properly handled. It is rather 
strange when people who advance that 
sort vf argument against indepenpenf 
agendes. should become indignant at the 
raising of questions in Synod about the 
actions of a Synod-controlled agency. If 
Synod is really to control agencies, one 
would think that people would be en· 

The next issue will carry the answer to 
tile question of where and how this 
trouble began, with extensive quotations 
and excerpts from the files of Highland 
College and others. The proof of the 
"underground" will be presented and 
how it worked. The infiltration and in
trigue reached even into Dr. McIntire's 
own office. 

couraged to raise questions about tI1em 
there, in order that these questions might 
be objectively and dispassionately exam
ined, and thoroughly di-scussed. One 
would think that such questions would at 
least be referred to a special committ~ 
for careful and thorough investigation. 
The evening meeting at which these 
questions were raised was the only ses
sion of the 18th Synod -at which I was not 
present in person. 1- was told, however, 
by various men who were there that the 
questions that were raised about the Na
tional Missions Committee were swept 

WHY I NCREASE OF 
SYNOD-CONTROLLED BOARDS AND 

AGENCIES IS UNDESIRABLE 

1. Such a development was one 
of the things that led to its becom
ing necessary for us to separate 
from the Presbyterian Church in 
the U.S.A. 

2. This development is a definite 
step in the direction of prelacy, 
which is the type of church govern
ment to which Presbyterians .have 
been most strongly' and constantly 
opposed. 

3. This developmellt is contrary 
t~ original Presbyterianism, being 
practically unknown before 1790, 
and without any real warrant in the 
Westminster Confession or Form 
of Government, or in the original 
Form of Government of the Pres-

~yterian Church in the U.S.A. 

4. The Bible nowhere commands 
such agencies, nor does it give evi
dence of the existence of similar 
procedures in apostolic times. 

5. Synod-controlled agencies by 
their very nature tend to ineffi
ciency. 

6. This existence of Synou-col1-
trolled boards and agencies makes 
it difficult for the Synod to carry 
on the work which properly belongs 
to it. I 

7. Synod-controlled boards and 
agencies inevitably lead to the de
velopment of harmful ecclesiastical 
machines. 

aside without any detailed examination, 
and that a vote of confidence in the Sec
retary of the Committee was given by 
acclamation. 

• 
My personal knowledge is insufficient 

to make a full determination as to the 
rights and wrongs of the particular 
questions about the actions of the Com
mittee on National Missions, or its Sec
retary, which were raised at Synod. 
It does impress me, however, that the 
way they were treated strongly rein
forces my cl)ntenti<ln, that a system of 
"Synod-controlled agencies" is quite sure 
eyentualJy to become an agency-controlled 
SYnod. It wouk! take at least a week 
for any Synod fairly ro examine the 
questions that might legitimately be 
raised about any agency. Now that Synod 
has four such agencies, instead of one, 
as during most of our history, any such 
fair examination of questions about them 
at Synod would be dearly impossible. 
Either the agencies move on without any • 
control at all, or Synod controls them 
through ·becoming an agency-controlled 
Synod. Yet it is truly amazing, isn't 
it, that the mere fact that questions were 
raised at Synod about one of its agen
cies should be listed . as an evidence of 
"a g·athering of power." . 

"3. The form.ation of the Indepen
dent Board for Presbytenan Home Mis
sions. with the methods tellding to un
dermine the work of faithful pastors and 
bring division in many local churches." 

How is it a sign of a "gathering 
of power" when a group of Bible Pres
byterians decides to form an agency for 
the spread of the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
and for .t~r. winning of new supporters 
to Bible Pru,byterian principles? 

Some have even gone so far as to call 
the Indeper..dent Board for Presbyterian 
Home Missions a "spite" board. If I 
had the slightest rf"..aSon to believe that 
any such charge were true, I would have 
had nothing to do with the forming of 

(Continued on page 2) 

The articles on pages 1 to 6 were written 
by Dr. Allan A. MacRae, president of 
the Faculty of Faith Theological Sem
inary, and those on pages 11 to 24 are by 
Dr. Car) McIntire. 
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The Resolution • • • 
( Continued from page 1) . , 

this Board, nor would I have accepted 
its presidency. I believe that it is our 
duty to u.se every possible legitimate 
means to spread the Gospel, to lead people 
out of apostate c:h~rches, and to fonn 
truly Biblical churches of Christ. r 
thoroughly disbelieve in . arty sort of 
monopoly. I pray daily f?r God'~ bless
ing on every agency that IS workmg for 
the accomplishment of these purposes. 

Some people may think one type of 
organization is more effective; some' may 
prefer another. Why should not each 
support the one which he thinks most 
likely to be e~ective, and pray fo~ all? 
Let's quit talking about a non-eXistent 
"gathering . of power," and spend our 
time advancing the Lord's work through 
such agencies as each of us may choo.se. 
If someone is to dictate to us which 
agencies we must support, that is nothing 
but monopoly. The very fact that the 
Independent Bvard for Presbyterian 
Home Missions should have been sub
jected to such attacks as have been ~a~e 
against it is proof that a monopohstlc 
thought-pattern was becoming estab
lished. 

I find the second part of the speci
fication rather confusing. As president 
of the Independent Boand for Presby
illlan Home Missions I am thoroughly 
familiar with all the methods it has used. 
I know of nothing it has done which 
could properly be described by the terms 
used in this resolution. If I had ANY 
reason to suspect that such methods. were 
being employed, I woukl have qUit the 
Board long ago. 

A certain amount of division inevit
ably .occurs, when 'two agencies compete 
for ·support. Yet each church and each 
;ndividual has a right to hear the facts 
and to decide for himself how he wants 
to apportion his ~ntr:ibutions. The al
ternative is totalltanan control, and 
eventually this always means stagnation. 
Let's not try to stop disagreement an~ 
competition, but let's keep the competI
tion friendly. 

"4. The displacemet~t of the Rev. Lin
wood G. Gebb and the Rev. Hayes T. 
Henry from the Board of !'aith Theolog
ical Seminary, and the~r replacement 
with three men all of whom are nwmbers 
of the new IndepemJent Board for Pres
byterian Home Missions." 

Why does a board hold an election? 
Is it required automatically to re-elect 
all of its members? Or is it mote proper 
that its members examine those who are 
up for re-election, to determine whether 
they should be re-elcct!'ii? When a man 
has been on a board for many years, the 
board may oerhaD" be excused f.:>r con-
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tinuing him without feeling it neces~ 
to reinvestigate his fitness each time. 
W.hen however, a man has served only 
one te~m as a member of a self -perpetu
ating board, the other members wouLd 
be remiss in their duty if they did not 
:onsider carefully whether it was best to 
re-elect him. 

In this case, the two men mentioned 
had been members of ·the Seminary board 
I>nly one term. DUring this , term the 
Board had met six times; one of the 
members had attended only on~ of these 

. six meeting5, the other had attended none 
at all. In addition, the man who at
tended no meetings of the Board had re
cently published a statement in a letter 
broadcast throughout the Church 1D 

which he said, ''1 have no. confidence in 
independent boards." Under the· cir
cumstances it would be rather strange if 
members of ·the Board should vote to 
re-elect the two men. Failure to do 
so is in no >sense an evidence of a "gath
ering of power." 

"5. The displacement of Dr. Flournoy 
Shepperson, Sr., and Dr. Robert G. 
Rayburn on the Independent Beard for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions, and the 
election to the board of nine perSOns, 
all nomi1Ulted by adherents of this par
tiwla~ !l,roup in the Bible Presbyterian 
Church. ' 

Again we ask the question, Are mem
bers of a board simply rubber 'Stamps 
who are eJq>ected automatically to re
elect each other? Is it not rather the 
duty of a member of a board to con
sider each person up for election and to 
determine for himself whether the elec
tion or re-election of that person is for 
the best interests of the particular board? 
In this case, one of the men who was 
not J'e-elected had issued a 'statement in 
which it was repeatedly asserted that 
independ~t agenci~s are not Presbyte~ 
rian, but Congregational. How can a man 
hold such a view and still expect to be 
re-elected to an independent board for 
Presbyterian foreign missions. The other 
man had sent a statement throughout 
the denomination as a sample for adop
tion by va.rious churches in which it was 
maintained that failure :to stand by every 
particular viewpoint that might be sup
ported by a majority of those present at 
a Synod meeting, would be evidence that 
a man was unfaithful to his ordination 
vows. If this were true, the Indepen
dent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions should have been dissolved as 
soon as it was formed I Full details of 
these positions are contained in the ex
cellent statement prepared by the three 
leading officers of the Independent Board 
for Presbyterian Foreign Missivns and 
reprinted elsewhere in this issue of The 
Free Press. 

"n T~ dismi.wu I)f Dr. J Oliver Bus-
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well, Jr., from the presidency of Shel
ton College." 

Hvw does this show a "gathering ot 
power~' ? Shelton College is an inter
denominational institution. Its bylaws 
require \ that no more than five of .the 
members of its Board be fr.om anyone 
denomination. Aside from Dr. Buswell, 
only four of its members are Bible Pres
byterians . . The members of the Board 
declare before God that Bible P,resbyte
rian problems had nothing to do with 
the dismissal of Dr. Buswell. 

It might well be asked, what is the 
function 'Of the Board of Trustees of a 
college? Are they supposed. simply to 
meet and approve whatever the presi
dent requests? Or, are they superior to 
him? Is it not their function to survey 
his activities and to decide how long they 
feel his continuance in office to be for 
the best interests of the college? 

A man may be God's man for the di
rection af' a college at one time. Five 
years laJter, chang~ in ·his attitude or in 
the situation of the college may make it 
evident that his continuance is no longer 
for the best interests of the college. If 
trustees -are to perform their normal and 
proper functions, it is their duty to face 
this que9tion squarely and to make thei·r 
decision upon it. When the Board of 
Trustees of an interdenominational col-. 
lege unanimously decides that it is time 
for a !Change in its presidency, it is ridic
ulous to consider this as evidence of a 
"gathering of power" on the part of a 
small group of Bible Presbyterians: 

The Bible Presbyterian Observer for 
December, 1955, contains more than ten 
columns by Dr. Buswell answering the 
Resolution of the TruoStees tenninating 
his employment. Much of what he says 
relates to details of the business manage
ment of the college. No one could make 
a proper judgment as to the rights and 
wrongs of this discussion without spend
ing many hours investigating the mat
ter personally at first hand, and also 
cross-examining witnesses, It is' the func
tion of the Trustees to make these inves
tigations and to decide regarding them. 
They have spent many hours prayer
fully doing this, and have unanimously 
tea~hed a 'COnclusion. The Board contains 
consecrated Christian leaders from va
rious denominaJtions. When they reach 
a unanimous decision on such a matter, 
it is ridiculous to describe their action . 
as a "gathering of power." 

Those who desire to make all agen
cies in the Bible Presbyterian Church 
Synod-<:ontrolled hold that in a .ma.tter 
like this Synod itself should decide. Is 
it ever likely that Synod would take 
the days and weeks necessary to investi
gate all the details of such a matter, so 

(Continued on hnnp 4\ 
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Who Is Raising Dissension in 
The Bible Presbyterian Church 1 

The' three issues of the Bible Presby
terian Observer which have appeared to 
date all contain as ~ reason for their pub
lication the statement >that some brethren 
"now regularly publish ·articles attack-

_ iug the activities of this Synod," adding 
that "the activities of these men will 
disrupt the' pea'Ce and unity of our 
church." Let us examine the facts of 
the ma,tter. 

Those who desire the Bible Presby
terian Synod to Teturn to the attitude 
which it followed during the first 16 
years of its existence have thus far 
published three issues of The free Press 
(June 30, 1955, July 28, 1955, and Au
gust 25, 1955), Those who seem to be 
endeavoring to bring everything under 
rigid control of Synod have published 
and widely circulated throughout the 
Chllrch fwo. special issues of The Bible 
Press (July 22 and September 9, 1955), 
a pamphlet entitled "The Ideological Di
vision Within Our Church," by Messrs. 
Rayburn, B~eI, and Lyon~, and t.hree 
issues of the Bsble Presbyterian Observer 
(October, -November, and December, 
1955 with an issue already announced 
for january, · 1~56). ThUs, one side bas 
drcu1ated six enensive publications and 
the other only three. Who is it who is 
disturbing the peace.. and unity of OUT 
'Church by regularly publisliing inflamma
tory material? 
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WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF THE 
ATTACKS UPON AGENCIES AND MEN 
WHOM GOD HAS GREAT1.Y USED? 

A woman in the East who last sum
mer entertained a visitor from the West, 
recently received a letter, in the courSe 
of which this lay member of one of our 
churches said: 

'When Dr. Mcintire spoke here [San 
Francisco] in October, he awakened the 
people to suoh a degree that there has 
been aArumbling; in the:- mulberry bushes' 
since. It was indeed a maSterpiece, and 
was doing good to an appreciable extent; 
then 10 and behold on the heels 'of that 
awakening comes a scathing pamphlet 
from a MacNair in St. Louis. Members 
of all B.P. congregations, regardless of 
their status as a Christian, received one 
and it was some of these babes in Christ 
that left the fold and returned to wallow 
in the rrure of modernism again . ... 

"When the Miller family from New 
Zealand visited our church, he said we 
had no idea of the extent and good will 
of Dr. Mcintire's work internationally 
even." 

Thus the result of these widely pub
lished attacks becomes apparent. Christ's 
little ones are suffering. People are being 
driven back info the apostasy instead of 
being led out of it. The effects of great 
addresses, mightily used of God for the 
advance of His cause, are being offset 
and injured. 

"CHRISTIAN LIFE" GIVEN FALSE INFORMATION 

ABOUT FIRST "FREf PRESS" 

Someone gave the magazine, Chris
tian Ufe, false information about the 
first i~ue of The Free Press. ,That maga
zine stated on p. 46 of its October, 1955, 
issue: 

"Mcintire countered by creating a 
',Committee' for True Presbyterianism.' 
It promptly published Issue No. 1 of a 
new paper, The Free Pres-s. In it were 
six articles by Dr. Allan MacRae, head 
of Faith TheolQgical Seminary, attack
ing church..-controlled boards and agen
cies as wrong, unscriptural and uncon
stitutional." 

was clearly stated, and. reads as follows: 
"The Bihle nowhere commands such 
agencies) 'nor does it give evidence of . 
the existence of similar procedures in 
apostolic times." 

I never. said thall: Synod-controlled 
agencies are wrong. I said that they are 
unwise. Faots and ·Iogic pointing c1ear
iy to this conclusion were oeveloped at 
length in the various articles inclqded in 

, The Frei! Press. They were sunnnarized 
in a box on page 9, which is reproduced 
on page 1 of ·this i~ue. 

"Lift not up your horn on high : 

speak not with a stiff neck. For pro-

motion cO'l'/wth neither from the east, nor 

fro.m the west, nor fr()ffl, the south. But 

Anyone who Will take the trouble to 
read the first issue of The Free Press 
(which may be obtained from the Com
mittee on True Presbyterianism), will , 
find that I never said that Synod-coQ
troIled agencies are unconstitutional. I 
never mentioned this part.icular· question. 
Our constitution clearly PERMITS 
them. It!: does not REQUIRE them. 

God is the judge: he putteth down one, 
I never said that Synod-controlled 

agencies are rtUlscriptural. What . I said and setteth up another" (Psa. 75 :5-7). 
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But Did Not the First Issue of 
"The Free Press" Start It AII1 

It is true that the first Free Press 
was published bef(lre any of the other 
literature mentioned above. We would 
like to urge people, however, to reread 
the first Free Press and rompare it with 
anyone of the special issues of The Bible 
Press or of the Bible Presbyterian Ob
servers whichl have appeared. These lat
ter ronsta.ntIy deal with personalities. 
They incessantly imply that honored 
leaders (If our Church are grasping for 
power. They quote with approval 
wholesale 'denunciation of the agency for 
the spread of the Gospel of which I am 
president, the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Home Missions. 

W'hat a rontrast there is between such 
publications and the first issue of The 
Free Press! It was a sober, quiet, al
most academic examination of a matter 

,of principle <;lealing from a viewpoint 
of careful reasoning with the question 
whether it is wise :to proceed with the 
type of organization which has charac
terized our Synod during most of its 
history, or to veer sharply away in the 
direction of an entirely different type 
of organization. It attacked no pel'Son
ali ties whastsoever. It did not criticize 
the activities of any individual or group 
'of individuals. It did not accuse any in
dividuals of "grasping fOT power." It 
pointed rather to ' certain developments 
which ·have rome in other churches, 
which are sure tQ follow any sharp in
crease in tne number of Synod-controlled 
agencies of our own Church. h neither 
said nor in}.plied that these results had 
already appeared. 

, 
Jt w(luld be difficult to imagine my 

surprise and dismay when this attempt 
to discuss a matter of principle on a 
basis of evidence and logic was answered 
by the issuance of a series of pUblications 
blasting me and my friends, and accus
ing us of "grasping f(lr power." The 
first special issue 'Of The Bible Press 
(July 22, 1955) accused me of rrususing 
terms, being naive, indulging in "un
conscionable distortion of fact"; the sec
ond special issue of The Bible Press de
clared that The Free Press was "free 
from responsibility to the ChuTch," "free 
from facts," free ,"from 'balance," etc. 
"The Ideological Division Within Our 
Church" declared that independent agen
cies are not Presbyterian but Congre
gational. Thus such a program has 
gone on. Brethren, is this honoring to 
the Lord? If I could believe that the 
first Free Press contained anything which 
could reasonably be thought of as war
ranting such result's, I would be filled 

( C ontimled on page 5 ) 
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The Resoluti6n • • • 
(Continued from page 2) 

as 'k> reach a fair and objective decision 
on the basis of facts properly ascertained ? 
An answer to tiris question may perhaps 
be gathered from the fact that when 
Dr. McIntire, at the 18th General Synod, 
rai-sed Q few questions about the fittiess 
of the Secretary of the Committee on 
National Missions, his questions were 
pushed aside by acclamation. No time 
was taken tq investigate them; they were 
not even so much as referred to a com
mittee. Instead, the second item of this 
Resolution describes his {'ais-ing of these 
questions in Synod as an action indicat
ing a "gathering of power." 

"7. Thi fact that faculty members of 
Shelton College have been ord,ered to 
refrain from expressing criticisms of the 
Board in the Buswell matter.'" 

How does this alleged action show a 
"gathering of power"? It seems rather 
strange for an administrative agency to 
be criticized for expecting its employees 
to refrain from agitating against it. After 
the N ew York Central Railroad made a 
change in its presidency, no member of 
its administrative staff would 'have cotl
&idered himself at liberty k> agitate among 
the employees and among the customers 
of the railroad against 'this decision of its 
directors. Some of the -railroad officials 
chose to resign rather than k> work for 
the new president. This was their right. -
It surely ·would ncrt have ,been considered 
to be their rifht to remain in its employ 
while at the same time agitating against 
decisions which its governing board had 
already made. The same is true of all 
administrative organizations of any type 
wha~ever: 

Consistency is rare. Here is a mag
azine which Bfomotes a resolution criti
cizing an admmistrative agency for ex
pecting its employees to refrairi f.rom 
agitating against it while still remaining 
in its employ. Yet the same magazine 
prints with approval, aJS a pattern for 
widespread adoption, a resolution which 
declares that every Bible Presbyterian 
minister and elder is duty-bound to lltand 
by and support every particular view
point espoused by a majority of any 
Synod. In any administrative agency, 
the members are expected loyally to sup
port the controlling center of aUil:hority. 
A Synod is an organization of quite a 
different type. No Synod has any power 
to bind a succeeding Synod or to issue 
commands binding upon its members, 
except, of course, for such members as 
are directly employed by it, or are work
ing in agencies under its control. 

A simple illustration might be help
ful. A member of the Congress of the 
United States has a right to agitate for 
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JAMES E. BENNET AND SECRETARY OF DEFENS~, CHARLES E. WILSON
BOTH SUBJECTED TO S~E SORT OF MISREPRESENTATION 

Most Americans will remember ' the 
clever political method that was Il'Sed to 
attack Secretary of Defense Wilson, 
wbilCh even led some Republican& to 
think that he would have to be dropped 
,from . the Cabinet. In connection with 
some remarks about local unemployment, 
Wilson expressed his wish that workers 
in areas of la:bor surplus might look for 
employment in areas of -labor shortage, 
saying that he . had always admired a 
hupting dog that would go ' out and 
scratch for its food. more than a lap dog 
that would simply sit in the corner and 
'hoWl. Immediately c~!1tain clever and 
not over-scrupulous pol1ticians headlined 
his remarks with the statement that he 
had called workers dogs, and the head
line led many people, who did not read 
far en~ug;h to see how false tJ\e allega
tion was,. to gain an utterly false view 
of Wilson's attitude. 

It might ' not be' expected that such 
an uriscrupulous trick would be repeated 
in a religious controversy, so we shall 
take the charita:ble attitude of assuming 
that someone ' simply made a mistake. 

change in any decision that the Congress , 
made, short of doing something that will 
injure the security of the United States 
itself. But an officer in the Department 
of Defense has no right k> agitate agQinst 
the action of Congress in approving the 
appointment of a new Secretary of De
fense, unless he first severs his con
nection with ' the Department. 

CONCLUSION: No one of the seven 
specificalt:ions in fue Resolution really 
proves a "gathering of power." Nor 
do they all prove it together. . Therefore 
it remains unproven. 

The matters listed remain so diverse 
from one another that they cannot rea
sonably be said to constitute a "pattern" 
of any sort. It is unfortunate that so 
many fine people, desirous of serving 
the Lord, should have been led by in
sistent· propaganda, or by unreasoning 
emotional appeals, to subscribe their 
names to -such a resolution. Let us 
pray that God will open their eyes to the 
illogical nature of the Resolution they 
have signed, and thaJt He will lead them 
now to tum aside from tfiis attempt 
to raise dissension and disagreement 
within our Church. May He cause them 
instead k> rally their support around all 
agencies that are serving the ' cause of 
Christ, and to seek in every possible way 
to promote the work of the American 
Council ~d of the International Coun
cil of Christian Churches· in their great 
stand agaanst the terrible apostasy of our 
day. 

(I wish that we might all take this at
titude more frequently. I am sure that 
in our Bible Presbyterian circles honest 
mistakes are far more frequent than in
tentional misrepresentation.) · It is an in
tereeting, though Sad fact, that last sum
mer and fall it was widely stated that 
Mr. JamesE. Bennet had compared the 
younger B.P. ministers to "the fleas .on 
the taH of the dog." This allegart:ion was 
even repeated in Christian Life (issue of 
October, 1955)~ though/stated in such a 
way as to imply that it was Dr. McIntire 
who had made the all~ed comparison. 
1\11 who love truth should feel indebted 
to the B.ible Presbyterian Observer of 
October, 1955, for printing 'in full the 
letter by Mr. Bennet on which tlie aHega
tion was based. When we S1f! what Mr. 
Bennet a.cbually said, it becOmes _ obvious 
that he made no derogatory statement 
about "all the younger men," but only 
about ce!1tain frustrated individuals, ~uch 
as may be found anywhere-in fact any 
of us may easily assume these charac
teristics if we neglect to keep looking k> , 
Ohri.st. Mr. Bennet did not say that 
these men were fleas, or .dogs. With 
more, though insufficient Teason, he 
might be alleged · to have called them 
toads and ' to have called their clrurches 
"puddles" ! I He simply used a popular 
fable or provel'b, much as Secretary of 
Defense Wilson ihad done, and WQS si.tn~ 
,ilarly, even if unintentionally, misrepre
sented. What Mr. Bennet actua:lly said 
(as printed in the Bible Presbyterian 
Observer, October, 1955, p. 6, col. 2) 
reads as follow~; 

"These pastors in th}S second group 
aTe big, toads in small puddles. What 
they should · do is to try to make the 
puddle bigger and forget themselves, 
forget church politics-but it is easier 
to be super-critical of the bigger and 
more successful men, who work ten hours 
a day, in order to accomplish the purposes 
which the Lord has set out for them. 
It is always dangerous for the tail to 
.try to wag the dog-and the s.ituation is 
worse when I\lhe flea on the hair of the 
tail of the dog tries to assume a position 
of importance." 

If a per.son will lay aside his prejudice 
and read the above paragraph objective
ly, he will see that it really conta4ns good, 
sensible advice. If we would all work 
"to make the puddle bigger," in~ead of 
trying to make ourselves bigger, we 
would be amazed at the way God would 
bles:/. .He wants us to forget our own 
dignity and importance, and, instead, t6 
stretch out our cords, extend our witnes6, 
and reach more people with His GoSpel. 
If more of us would adopt the attitude 
that Mr. Bennet recommended, most of 
our troubles would disappear. 
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Synod· controlled Boards···the Channel Through Which 
Modernism Usually Gains ItS Entrance 

In the third issue of The Free Press 
I poiIllted out that agencies begun a's 
Synod-controlled boards usually develop 
into Synod-controlling boards. It was 
the boards of the church that led the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. into 
modernism. It.js a well-known fact that 
the boards and the educational insti
tutions of the Southern Presbyterian 
Church are today, and have been for a 
long time, much more liberal than the 
Church as a whole. It is not the Church 
that is ruining the boards, but the boards 
that are leading the Church into apostasy. 

Interesting light on this situation is 
contained in an editorial written by Dr. 
William Childs Robinson, professor of 
Church History in Columbia Theologi
cal Seminary. This editorial appeared 
in the July 27, 1955, issue of The South
ern Presbyterian' lottrnd. Dr. Robin
son writes as follows; 

ALL SYNODS AND COUNCILS 

~/ma.y err" ... "have erred" 
"Not to be made the rule of faith or 

practice." 

Yes, that is what our Westminster 
Confession has to say about our gov
erning courts. We ought to have them. 
They ought Ito- decide matters of faith 
and. conscience, lay down rules for the 
worship and government of the church. 
But these decrees are to be received "if 
consonant with the Word of God." These 
courts are not to intermeddle wrth civil 
affairs but to handle ecclesiastical con
cerns. Moreover, they are not to make 
their own decisions the rule of faith or 
of practice, but are ro be a help in 
maintaining the Word of God as the rule 
of faith and practire. The Roman Cath
olic Church made its canon law to be 
equal to and in practice superior to the 
Word of God; but Luther hurled that 
canon law into the flames at Eyster Gate, 
Dec. 10, 1520. The true Protestant 
position is that the Church is not to 
place her word on a par with the Word 
of her L-ord; she is His servant not His 
confidential ;lftviser; she is beneath Him, 

But O"d ot. . . 
(Continued from page 3) 

with penitence and shame for ever hav
ing written it. 

FooTNOTE: Extra copies of the first Issue 
of The Free Prus are still available wblle 
the supply lasts from the Secretary-Treas
urer of the Committee for TTue Presbyte
rianism. 

not equal with Him. He is the only 
King and the sole Lawgiver in Zion. 
Accordingly ~t is neither Presbyterian nor 
Protestant to insist that a min(sJer pledge 
himself to everything the church courts 
may send down for the support of his 
congregation, nor to ask him, as a con
dition of entrance into a presbytery, to 
pledge his support to every individual 
or cause a presbytery may approve. We 
respectfully request our esteemed breth
ren who are pushing such pledges and 
asking such questions for admission to 
their respective presbyteries to re-read 
the Westminster Confession, "Of Synods 
and Councils," and to re-read the chapter 
in the Book of Churoh Order, "Of 
Christ the King and Head of the Church." 

"Remove from me reproach and con
tempt; for I have kept thy testimonies. 
Princes also did sit and speak against 
me: btlt thy servant did meditate in thy 
statutes" (Psa. 119 :22, 23). 
11IlumIIlIIUlUllImIllIIllIllIIllUIliHlIIIIUlWIUt,IUlhlllI1l1lIlH ,llIlIrU! n II! lUI T1!UllmIWmmllll1l11I1I11fl'1111111l1 

On the last day of the 18th' General 
Synod of the Bible Presbyterian Church, 
meeting in St. Lollis, Mo., there was 
fonned, independent of the Synod, a 
Committee for True Presbyterianism, by 
a number of brethren who were eriollsly 
concerned by the event· of the Synod and 
the change which had taken place in the 
Bible Presbyterian Church. 

These men included the following: 
California-R. V. Dickerson, L. G. Gor
don, J. E. Janbaz, C. L. Kennedy, J. W. 
Ludlow, C. M. ,Worley; Kentucky-F. 
B. Toms; Maryland-A .• G. Slaght: 
Michigan-C. W. Brogan; Missouri-E. 
E. Ganz, R. I. Hatch; New J ersey
P. du B. Arcularius, R. E. Baker, C. A. 
Bancrott, B. J. Bashaw, R. L. Boertzel, 
J. F. Misicka, A. W. Oldham, E. A. 
Peters, C. E. Richter, R. S. Wigfield; 
New Mexico--W. M. Irving, Jr.; North 
Dakota-E. E. Matteson; Ohio-A. F. 
Faucette; Pennsylvania-W. H. Clinton, 
J. G. Holdcroft, A. A. MacRae, J. M. 
Norris; Tennessee-J. U. S. Toms; 
WashingtQn-A. B. Hunter. 

The purpose of this Committee is to 
bring information to the members of the 
Bible Presbyterian Church. 

A subcommittee was appointed com
posed of Allan A. MacRae, Carl Mc
Intire, Atbert W. Oldham, Adam B. 
Hunter. and Arthur G. Slaght. 

This publication is issued in pursu
ance of plans to bring infonnation to the 
church. 
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STATEMENT OF "BIBLE 

PRESBYTERIAN OBSERVER" IN REGARD 

TO SUPPORT OF SYNOD ACTIONS: 

COMMENT BY DR. GRE~ =-lAM MACHEN 

The November, 1955, issue of·, the Bi
ble Presbyterian Observer quotes with ap
proval a so-called "Greenville Resolu
tion" (reproduced in full in this issue 
on page 8) in the Statement by Messrs. 
Holdcroft, Bennet, and Lane). This res
olution declares that "obligations taken 
by every minister and elder at their 
ordination . . . cOmmit them in solemn 
obligation . . . if they are to remain 
true Bible Presb)lterians," to "support 
and abide by the actions of the 18th 
General Synod," including ' "( 1) a 
church-controlled paper, (2) formation 
of a church-controlled college, and (3) 
endorsement of the present National 
Mi'ssions Committee with its secretary, 
the Rev. Thomas Cross, as the official 
home missions agency of the Synod." 

It "W"Ould be interesting to know what 
the late Dr. J. Gresham Machen would 
have said about such a resolution as 
this. Our curiosity On thi ~int, as it 
happens, can be easily satisfied. Dr. 
Machen, writing on page 2 of The Pres
byterian Guardian for May 4, 1936, said 
with regard to a similar statement : 

liThe Mandate, by making the support 
of whatever program, of. boards and 
agem:ies is' set up by shijtitJg majority 
votes in the General Assembly , a con
dition of ordination and of membership 
in the church. is placing t}Je word of 
man above the Word of God and is de
throning Jesus Christ." 

"And I saw a new heaven and a new 
earth: for the first heaven and the 
first earth were pas ed away; and there 
was no more sea. And I John saw 
the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming 
down from God out of heaven, prepared 
as a bride adorned for her husband. And 
I heard a great voice out of heaven say
ing, Behold, the tabernacle of God is 
with men, and be will dwell with them, 
and they shall be Iris people, and God him
self shall be with them, and be their God. 
And God shall wipe away all tears from 
their eyes; and there shall be no more 
death, neither sorrow, nor crying, neither 
shall there be any more pain: for the 
fOTimer things are passed away. And he 
that sat upon the throne said, Behold. I 
make all things new. And he said unto 
me, W ritt:: for these words are true and 
faithful. And he said unto me, It is 
done. I am Alpha and Omega, the be
ginning and the end. I will give unto 
him that is athirst of the fOlmtain of 
the water of life freely" (Rev. 21 :1-6). 



I 'age h 

On pages 4 and 5 of the December 
issue of the Bible Presbyterian Observer 
the membership of serveral agencies is 
listed under the above heading. Certain 
names including my own are placed in 
bold face type, in onder to show how a 
little group is graspi~ power. 

O n examining all the names listed as 
showing the membership of "Agencies 
Before the Change," we see that about 
85 different names are thus listed. Of 
these, 14 occur in two different lists 
and three in three lists. Thirteen of 
those occurring in two different lists 
are in ordinary type, and only one name 
-my own-is printed in bold face. Dr. 
J. Oliver Buswell, Jr., occurs in three 
lists, but his name is in ordinary type, 
while mine, which occurs in two lists, 
is in bold face. Evidently whoever ar
ranged the article considered it to be 
undesirable for me to be on the Inde
penoent Board for Presbyterian F oreign 
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"Agencies Before the Change" . 
:\li5sions as well as on the Board of the 
institution of which I am president, but 
perfectly all right for the 13 others to 
be on two boards and for Dr. Buswell's 
name to appear on three. Is this sound 
reasoning ? 

Dr. Holdcroft's name occurs on three 
different lists in this spread, to show 
how a little group is seeking power. 
Anyone who knows this oonsecrated 
man of God knows how absurd ·it is to 
levy such a charge against him. 

The name of Mr. James E. Bennet 
appears on four of ·these lists. . There are 
perhaps a score of other Christian agen
cies to which Mr. Bennet has given un
stimingly of his time and effort. His 
sound legal advice has meant much to all 
of them. Many have honored him with 
·the title of vice-president. So far as 
I know, this is the fi rst time that any
one has ever rewarded his interest in 
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advancing Christian causes by levying 
against him the absurd charge that he is 
seeking power. 

The other two nanles that are printed 
in bold face are those of Dr. Carl Mc
Intire and the Rev. John W . Murray. 
God has blessed these two consecrated 
servants o f His with unusual energy and 
abil~ty. Both of them have accomplished 
much for the cause of Christ. Any 
Christian agencies that can persuade 
either of them to take time from his busy 
life to help in its work is fOI1tunate in
deed. The fact that so many agencies 
desire t heir help is a tribute to their 
ability and consecration. 

I have been privileged. to know both 
of these men of God very well. I can 
say from personal knowledge that the' 
greatest desire of each of t hem is the 
progress of the Gospel of Christ, and 
that nothing is fUflther. from their minds 
than a "gathering of power." 
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Statement of Officers of the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 

Statement by the president, vice-presi
dent, and recording secretary of the In
dependent Board for Presbyterian For
eign Missions, 246 W. Walnut Lane, 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

November 11, 1955 

Beloved in the Lord : 

The Independent Board for Presby
terian Foreign Missions maintains a dis
tinctive and unique position in the Chris
tian world because of the controversy 
which brought it into existence and the 
ecclesiastical fire through which its mem
bers went when they were placed 'On trial 
by the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
At the annual \TIeeting of the Board, 
November 8, 1955, certain actions were 
taken by the Board relative to its historic 
stand. Because of these, we give a word 
of testimony. 

When .jt came time to elect members 
to the Board (the term of approximately 
one-third of the members expires ea~h 
fall), Dr. J. Gordon Holdcroft made a 
statement. He called attention to two doc
uments which had come into existence in 
recent months, in which he said there 
were serious questions raised concern
ing the posi·tion of the Board itself by 
men on the Board. He asked that this 
whole matter be considered before the 
L'Ord. A lengthy discussion followed. 

The first document was one entitled, 
"The Ideological Division Within Our 
Church," and Dr. Robert G. Rayburn, 
who was in the class whose terms expired, 
was one of three men who compiled this 
document. 

The second document was a letter in 
the Bible Presbytemn Observer for No
vember, 1955, involving ,the Rev. Flour
noy Shepperson, whose term also expired. 

The Hon. James E. Bennet, vice-presi
dent o.f the Board, took the two docu
ments, read from them to. the Board, 
and said that, had the position qlain
tained in these documents been the posi-

. tion of the brethren at the time they were 
elected to the Board, the Board would 
not have elected them. 

As a result, the Board declined to re
elect these two men to. its membership. 

This was not an arbitrary or capricious 
decision. It was based upon considera
tions which reach down into the very 
principles upon which the Board was 
founded. We want to explain this de
cision to our fri'ends, and, though we 
deeply regret its necessity, we believe the 
testimony of the Board's action ought 

to strengthen in the minds of the Lord's 
people their confidence in the Board in 
its witness to our Presbyterian and Prot
estant faith. 

I. 

Dr. Rayburn was present when Mr. 
Bennet read from the document. He 
admitted, when questioned, that he had 
written some of it and agreed to all of 
it. 

The document says: "Therefore, we 
will have to point out that the conflict 
is between Synod-controlled agencies and 
independently-controlled agencies. Some
one always has to control everything! 
This applies to 'independent agencies' as 
well as to 'Synod agencies.' With that 
fact in miild, which is Presbyterian-an 
independent agency controlled by inde
pendent men who are responsible to no 
one but themselves. or an agency which 
is subject to 'review and control' by the 
body of which it is a part? And we re
peat: we are not objecting to independent 
agencies as such. But WI! are objecting 
to the atte"~pt to picture indepetldently
C<Jntrolled agencies as Presbyterian, 
rather than as Congregational. (Under
lining ours.) When we berate the Mod
ernists for injecting new meanings into 
'Old terms, let us not fall into the same 
error!" (p. 4.) 

To this we object. The meaning of 
the word "Presbyterian" has not been 
changed. From the very beginning the 
Independent Board has maintained that 
it was a Presbyterian Board and that the 
fact :that it was not under the control 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
did not make it un-Presbyterian. How
ever, the Mandate of 1934, directed 
against the Independent Board, 'main
tained the position that the Board was 
un-Presbyterian I The charge of "Con
gregational," "Congregationalism,'" was 
constantly made against the men of the 
Board when the Board was founded and 
during the time of their ecclesiastical 
trials. 

Again the document (The Ideological 
Division Within Our Church) says: 
"However, we point out that Dr. Mc
Intire himself apparently did not argue 
against the proposition that 'Assembly
controlled boards are Presbyterian' when 
he was 'still in.' It was only after he and 
the others .had lost control of those 
'boards' that they turned from Presbyte
rianism to independency for 'a solution." 
Here then is a reference to the Indepen
dent Board itself on the part of Dr. 
Rayburn. ActualJy, however, Dr. Mc-

I:;ltire, in his ecclesiastical ~rial, insisted 
that members of the Board remained 
Presbyterian, had not turned from - it, 
had not turned to independency or Con
gregationalism, and that it was in order 
to help preserve Presbyterianism itself, 
in its world-wide missionary testimony, 
that the Board had been established. 

The document under discussion, how
ever, still further emphasizes its position 
in regard to the Independent Board when, 
in referring to the founding of the Bible 
Presbyterian Church, it says, "We have 
said (page 1 of this paper) that the 
Bible Presbyterian Church is a 'hybrid 
mixture. of Congregationalism and Pres
byterianism'" (p. 7). 

Surely this is going over to the camp 
of our opponents. There is, however, 
more of this, for on page I we read : 
"However, 1938 may have been the year 
that a hybrid mixture of Congregational
ism and Presbyterianism was effected. 
In fact, our present ideological division 
became apparent only after men began to 
recognize the hybrid structure of the 
Bible Presbyterian Church." 

It should be borne in mind that in 1938 
there were only two independent agencies 
in existence which the Bible Presbyterian 
Church endorsed. First, the Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions; 
second, Faith Theological Seminary. The 
Articles of Association (1937) had men
tioned specifically the support of the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian For
eign Missions. Thus these "Congrega
tional" agencies became a mixture with 
Presbyterianism when the Bible Presby
terian Church was founded! This is a 
reflection upon the Independent Board 
and all the conflict which it had with the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. Now, 
after eighteen years, the Board is con
fronted with a new document raising the 
same question, and of this document one 
of its members was a joint author and 
aided not only in jts writing but in its 
wide dissemination throughout the whole 
church. 

The document refers to "Congrega
tionally minded men." It speaks of Dr. 
McIntire's "Congregationalist point of 
view" (p. 8). If the Independent Board 
is not a Presbyterian Board and if it is 
Congregational, then the U.S.A. Presby
terian Church was right in this particular 
charge which was made against its mem
bers. But, when the Orthodox Presby
terian Church started its own official 
denominational agency, the minority re
port maintained that men themselves 
could be members of the Independent 
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Boaoo, truly Presbyterian, and yet not 
actually connected with any particular 
Synod. 

Mr. Bennet read ·the following from 
~he document: "Let us 'COme to grips with 
reality, gentlemen! It is 0ese self-per
petuating boards of these tndependenty
controlled agencies, · and these one-slate 
nominations for church council offices, 
that have already consolidated the 'vested 
interests' of the Twentieth Century Ref-

. ormation movement" (p. 4). 

Dr. Rayburn said that he believes in 
"both types" of agencies. Whereupon, re
ply was made that to produce a document 
which made the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions a Con
gregationalist agency rather -than a Pres
byterian agency represented a position 
which was not true. To undermine one 
position while professing to believe in both 
was an inconsistency which could not be 
accepted, and which could do and has 
dC\fle the Board much harm, for to urge 
such views is to advocate the dissolution 
of the Independent Board; to admit the 
validity of the argument is to acquiesce in 
its proposed destruction and agree that · 
from the first it had no right to existence 
within the framework of a Presbyterian 
Church and should have been abandoned 
at its very inception as its U.S.A. Pres
byterian foes demanded. 

II. 

In the case of Dr. Flournoy Shepper
son of Greenville, S. c., the situation in
volved similar questions. A letter to 
which he was a party took the position 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
regarding the obligation of men. under 
ordination vows to support actIOns of 
the General Assembly. 

The entire statement as printed with 
underlining added follows: 

"GREENVILLE RESOLUTION 

"Rev. Donald McNair 
2143 N. Ballas Road 
St. Louis 22, Mo. 

"Dear Don: 

"The enclosed resolution was passed 
by the session and by the board of dea
cons and read to the congregation. 

"This may be a pattern that could be 
used by various cht'rches. The people 
of the congregation do not have a chance 
to study aU of these things and read all. 
of these documents and so I believe that 
the official boards should make such a 
statenumt to the cotlgregation which 
elected them. 

"I am reading this document to the 
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congregation tomorrow with some ex
planations of it. 

"With every good wish, I am 

"FSjelr" 

"Yours in His faithfulness, 
"Flournoy Shepperson 

"WHEREAS, there has been much 
confusion concerning the actions of the 
18th General Synod of the Bible Presby
terian Church which me, in St. Louis 
in June, 1955, and many varied and di
vergent opinions, and much misinforma
-tion, therefore it was voted at the meet
ing of the session of this church, Sept. 
5, 1955, that 1' t would stand by tlte actions 
of the Synod as required by the form of 
govermneni of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, and -that a committee consisting 
of three elders, namely: C. N. Wallace, 
Sr., C. D. Couch, and W. J. Patferson, 
J r., to work with the pastor in making 
a statement to the congregation after re
ferring said statement back to the session. 

"This Committee, after studying the 
actions of the 18th General Synod, en
dorses its stand on ( 1) a church-con
trolled paper, (2) formation of a church
controlled college, and (3) endorsement 
of the present Naticcal M~ssions Com
mittee with it:: s·.crd::..ry, the Rev. Thomas 
Cross, a~ (' I:!'f ';~ home missions 
agency o· :'. ;:0' 

"The I t,', L ;~ions about these. 
matters 'l.!,t!'·c?J 1 a obligations taken 
by every min1,Ster al'd I'lder at th.eir or
dination. Every elder and minister took 
vows that commit them in solemn obli
gation to actions and the government of 
the church courts, as given it~: 

" (1) C hap t e r 1 2, BOO K 0 F 
CHURCH ORDER, paragraph 3, sub
paragraph (3): 'Do you approve of 
the government and discipline of the 
Bible PresbYterian Church?' 

"(2) Chapter 13, paragraph 8, sub
paragraph (4): 'Do you promise to 
submit yourself 'in the Lord' to the 
government of this Presbytery, or any 
other Presbytery in the bounds of 
which you may be called?' " 

"It is OHr sober judgment that this 
session and church, if they are to re
main trlU! Bible Presbyterians, can do no 
other th.an support and abide by the ac
tions of the 18th General Synod. 

"As our church is sound in the basic 
doctrines of the Bible, and altogether free 
of modernism, and will continue to be, 
and was founded for 'the Word of God 
and for the ,testimony of Jesus Christ: 
we believe all this dissention over the 
method of operation is relatively second
ary and we should be about the Father's 
business in propagating the faith and the 
salvation of souls." 
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The above letter states the following 
things: (1) "It [the session] would stand 
by the actions of the Synod as 'J'equired 
by the form of government"; (2) "The 
Committee's decisions about these mat
ters were based on obligation~ taken by 
every minister and elder at their ordina
tion. Every elder and minister took vows 
that commit them in solemn obligation to 
actions and the government of the church 
courts .... " (3) "It is our sober judg
ment that this session and church, if 
they are to remal~ true Bible PreEbyte
rians, can do no other than support and 
abide by the actions of the 18th General 
Synod." 

1,t must be said that the position main
tained in the quotations from this letter 
is the position of the Presbyerian Church 
in the U.S.A. agatnst the members of the 
Independent Board when they stood trial. 
Mr. Bennet, who was the attorney in Dr. 
McIntire's trial, pointed out to the Board 
that, had it been known that Dr. Shep
person possessed such views, he would 
never have been placed on the Board. 

In Dr. McIntire's ecclesiastical trial 
by West Jersey Presbytery, one of the 
charges against him W!I$ that he violated 
his ordination vows ; that by refusing to 
accept the actions of the General Assem
bly of 1934, he did not approve of the 
government and discipline of the Presby
terian Church in the U.S.A.! On page 
255 of the record of his case, it is said by 
the prosecutor for the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A.: "Mr. Moderator, 
we oontend that these charges have grown 
out of conditions which were exclusively 
adrp.inistrative in character. The condi- I 

tions lying behind this trial are set 
forth in the 1934 Minutes of the Gen
eral Assembly, pp. 69-116, which we 
shall offer at the proper time as evidence." 

Because Dr. McIntire would not ac
cept the actions of the General Assembly 
of 1934, he was convicted of not ap
proving of the government of the Presby
terian Church in the U.S.A.! Now the 
Session of the Greenville .church main
tains, in print, that "every elder and 
minister took vows that commit them 
in solemn obligation to actions . . . of 
the church courts," and that the Form of 
Governtnl!nt requires that they "stand 
by the actions of the Synod," and that 
they can do no other than support and 
abide by the actions of the 18th General 
Synod if they are to remain true Bible 
Presbyterians' It is the same line the 
or.iginal members of the Board suffered 
trial to repudiate! ' 

In defense of his Presbyterianism in 
his trial, Dr. McIntire pleaded the Form 
of Government and the Confession of 
Faith of the Church, but primarily the 
Bible. In the Form of Government of 
the Bible Presbyterian Church, the '" 
first preliminary principle, Cha)j r • 
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says "that God alone is Lord of the con
science. . . . Therefore we consider the 
rights of private judgment, in all matters 
that respect religion, as universal and un
alienable." In the Confession of Faith, 
Chapter XXXI, "Of Synods and Coun
cils," reads, Section III, "All synods or 
councils since the apostles' times, whether 
general or particular, may err, and many 
have erred; therefore they are not to be 
made the rule of faith or practice, but 
to be used as a help in both." 

. Men may be true Bible Pres byte
nans and refuse to accept the actions of 
the 18th General Synod because they 
believe they were wrong, and they may 
work for their being changed or re
scinded. They do not have to approve 
of them because of their vows. We 
submit, therefore, that the position taken 
by the Greenville session in its letter 
binds men in ways which the Word of 
God and the Constitution of the Church 
have not bound them. Yet, Dr. Shep
per,son offers this resolution as "a pat
tern" to be used by various churches! 
May God forbid I Are we now to accept 
the very thing men suffered to reject? 

The famous U.S.A. Presbyterian 
"Mandate" \ of 1934 reads "The General 
Council would present fdr adoption the 
following action with reference to 'The 
Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions'" (p. 111). Then we 
are told: "Finally, almost one hundred 
years ago, when many years of actual 
~xperience nad dearly demonstrated the 
meffi~cy of such agencies (independent 
agencIes) under a Presbyterian f"rm 
of government, .. the General Assembly 
reach~d the decISIon, the constitutionality 
of wluch has never been questioned that 
all the missionary work of the P;esby
terian Church should be conducted by 
the Boards or Agencies of the General 
Assembly, except for certain interde
nominational work which in its judgment 
the Presbyterian Church could not un
dertake alone, and which the General 
Assembly itself would, therefore, agref' 
to approve in specific deliverances. 

"Upon reaching this decision, the 
General Assembly immediately declared 
that the Presbyterian Church could best 
contribute to the great task of evangeliz
ing the world through Boards created by 
the General Assembly, which are respon
sible to it alone, which are under its ad
vice, review and absolute control, and 
which are required to exercise their 
socnd discretion and judgment in de
cidmg upon and in conducting the busi
ness entrusted to them. 

"From the day when that decision 
was made until the present hour, the 
General Assembly nas endeavored scrup
uloosly and faithfully to discharge the 
great responsibility thus laid upon it, 
:n the unwavering and unvarying com,ic-

THE FREE PRESS 

tion that nothing further is needed to im
part unity and vigor of effort to .the mis
sionary work of the whole Presbyterian 
Church, than the honest adherence to, 
and the loyal support of, those specific 
provisions governing the work ~hich are 
set forth in the Constitution to which all 
yersons consent when they become mem
bers of the Church, and which all offi
cers profess sincerely to receive, adopt 
and approve when they assume:' their 
office. 

"In emphasizing this responsibility of 
all church members and church officers 
under the Constitution, to engage actively 
in the spread of the Gospel through the 
officially designated Boards and Agen
cies of the Church, the General Assem
bly would most emphatically state that 
there is no arbitrary abridgment of 
personal liberty in the requirement of'this 
duty of all who have affiliated themselves 
with the Presbyterian Church" (pp. 
112, 113). 

But we have always maintained that 
it would have been an "arbitrary abridg
ment of personal liberty." 

The fourth and final point of the 1934 
directive said: "That each Presbytery 
be and hereby is instructed to inform the 
ministers and sessions of th!,! particular 
churches under its jurisdiction that it is 
the pri~ry responsibility and privilege of 
all those affiliated with the Presbyterian 
Church in the United States of America 
to sustain to the full measure of their 
ability those Boards and Agencies which 
the General Assembly under its Con
stitutional authority has established and 
approved for the extension of the King
dom of Christ at home and abroad" (p. 
116). 

The liberty whi~h we have in Christ 
did not require any such . commitment 
to the actions of the '146th General As
sembly of the P.resbyterian Church in 
the U.S.A., nor to the actions of the 18th 
General Synod of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, as is recognized and submitted 
to by the Greenville session or as its 
pastor offers as a pattern to be used 
throughout the churches. 

Furthermore, it was the experience of 
the memhers of the Independent Board 
with the "Mandate" and the Boards and 
Agencies of the Presbyterian Church in 
the U.S.A. that led the First General 
Synod of the Bible Presbyterian Church 
to write the following paragraph under 
the section dealing with the powers of 
the General Synod, Chapter 10, Sec
tion 5, "Although the deliverances, reso
lutions, overtures, and other actions of 
the General Synod are to be accorded 
the weight which is proper in view of the 
character of the body, yet whenever such 
deliverances, resolution;;, overtun::, and 
other actions are additional to the specific 
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provisions of the Constitution, they shall 
not be regarded as bindi1lg unless they 
become amendments to the Constitution." 
(Underscoring added.) Thus, the Form 
of Government provides no such basis 
of commitment to the actions of the 18th 
General Synod as presented by the ses
sion of the Greenville church. 

The Independent Board for Presby
terian Foreign Missions and its mem
bers enciured a fiery trial to maintain 
their liberty in Christ. It was when the 
Mandate fell upon the Board and its 
members, with this totalitarian concept 
of the church as binding men's consci
ences to the actions of a General Assem
bly, that the struggle was broadened, 
not only involving opposition to modern
ism, but involving also the Lordship 
of Christ over the heart of the believer. 
This, too, was doctrinal, and not ad
ministrative as was alleged-the liberty 
which we have in Christ and the repudi
ation of the totalitarian concept. 

These matters were presented to the 
Independent Board in its meeting. They 
were thoroughly discussed along the lines 
that we have outlined. But the position 
of this Board historically and in its wit
ness to Christ needs to be maintained. 
To this we believe God's people will 
agree. If, after these years, the concept 
of a Presbyterian Church, as maintained 
and enforced by the Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S.A., which concept we have 
resisted from its first enunciation in the 
Mandate, finds expression in our midst, 
~w can we accept it? 

We believe it will be seen that this 1S 
a real question of conscience before the 
Lord, Tooting deep in the PC1$t and going 
to the very foundation of the Indepen
dent Board. 

When the ballot was taken the de
cision was made by the majority. The 
Rev. Willard Armes, son of the late 
Roland. K. Armes, former Board treas
urer, and the Rev. James Pond of Green
ville, S. c., were elected to the places 
formerly filled by Dr. Shepperson and 
Dr. Rayburn. Also, the membership of 
the Board was in~reased from 27 to 33. 
The charter allows 36. 

III. 

It is our earnest prayer that those who 
love the Board will understand exactly 
what is involved and that they will ap
preciate the Board even more, for it 
has stood once again for its principles. 
We trust also that those who have been 
led to believe that some other concept 
was in accord with the Presbyterian 
testimony of the Independent Board it
self may realize the error into which 
they have fallen, turn from it, and openly 
confess that they were in grievous error 
by telling us that ordination vows bind 
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men and commit them to shifting majori
ties in a Synoe}. 

If the Greenville pastor had secured 
a resolution merely say~ng they approved 
of the action of the 18th General Synod, 
that would have been well lUld good
some approved, some disapproved. But 
to find in ordination vows and in the 
Form of Government of the Bible Pres
byterian Church ordinances binding all 
of us to decisions. of Synods which 
may and do often err is .to do what tM 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. a~
tempted to do with the members of the 
Independent Board. Men at that time 
stood in obedience to Chri~t and in loy
alty to His Word above all earthly 
powers. They paid a price for a true 
freedom in the Lord and that not for 
themselves alone. Who now, who really 
understands that which they won, would 
ask that it be surrendered? 

Many things were said in the 
lengthy discussion in the Board meet
ing concerning consequences. Truly the 
Board is solicitous for its testimony and 
for its missionaries over all the world. 
But the Board, in the written ballot 
which was finally taken, we believe, did 
the right thing. May it be for the 
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glory of Christ. In the closing moments 
of its session the Board passed the fol
lowing resolution: 

"The Independent Board for Presby
terian Foreign Missions has always 
held that there is nothing un-Presby
terian ~ the existence and suppo~t of 
independent agencies. . It repudIates 
any statement that it itself is not 
thoroughly Presbyterian, or that a Pres
byterian minister is in any way c,bh.· 
gated by his ordination vow to give 
his support to particular agencies be
cause they are set up by a particular 
denominational body." 

Beloved, let us commit these things 
to the Lord in prayer . and may we al: 
have grace and strength and the neces
sary courage to stand for these mighty 
principles on which the Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 
has been built-the truthfulness and the 
authority of the Word of God with all 
the liberty which this gives to the sons 
of God. 

Standing on these prin~ples we re
joice in the way God. has wonderfully 
blessed our Board and is using it through
out the whole wOl'ld in behalf of the 
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Gospel and of the Twentieth Century 
Refotmation testimony. Its influence has 
reached far beyond just the ten Missions 
which are now being maintained. It is 
known, and prayed for, and honored by 
many who have never seen an Indepen
dent Board missionary. And God is 
undergirding it financially. We were 
happy to see that; while in the first nine 
months of 1954 the Board had received 
about $154,000, in the same period this 
year its income from living donors has 
increased to over $184,000. These sums 
do not include legacies. They ~re free
will offerings of God's people. As. the 
Board moves on, all of us together, we 
believe God will give us even greater 
tokens of His favor and' goodness, "For 
the eyes of the Lord run to and fro 
throughout .the whole earth, to shew him
self strong in the behalf of them whose 
heart is perfect toward him." 

Sincerely yours in Christ, 

J. Gordon Holdcroft, 
President 

James E. Bennet, 
Vice-president 

John W. Lane, Jr. 
Recording Secretary 
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The Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 
A Standard, 1936-1956 

Standing in the . forefront of the Twen
tieth Century Reformation, . so far as 
we Presbyterians are concerned, is the 
Independent ~oard for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions. - It has been valiant 
for the faith. God has used it as a glori
ous witness in behalf both of the truth 
of the Scriptures , and of the authority 
of the Scriptures. These issues were 
clarified and tested in ·the fiery crucible 
of the ecclesiastical trials of 1935, which 
ended in the decision of the General As
sembly of the Presbtterian Church in 
the U.S.A. in 1936, corwicting the mem
bers of the Independent Board of sin be
cause of their membership in that 'Board 
aDd their refusal to obey the General 
Assembly. 

In God's gracious providence, this 
Board has felt ·the heart throb of conse
crated T)1en with a missionary vision. It 
has received the devoted support of faith
ful stewards in their missionary giving. 
It has commanded the consecration and 
service of the finest missionaries of our 
day, Its record of achievement is in
deed glorious and its place of leadership 
in the various mission fields of the world 
is excelled by none in our day, 

It must be said that it was this Board 
more than any other one development 
that determined the nature of the separa
tist movement as it developed outside 
the Presbyterian Church, U.S.A., and it 
detennined the nature of the constitution 
and structure of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church itself. 

It is more, therefore, than merely sig
nificant th~t in the present· conflict with
in the BIble Presbyterian Church the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions has again ·become a 
source of conflict. We regret exceeding
ly that this Board has been brO)1ght into 
the present conflict in the Bible Presby
terian Church, but the very fact that it 
has may help to clarify in many people's 
minds the issue which now confronts 
the Bible .Presbyterians. 

I 

THE POSITION OF THE PRESBYTERIAN 
CHURCH IN THE U.S.A. VERSUS THE 
POSITION OF THE INDEPENDENT BOARD 
FOR PRESBYTERIAN FOREIGN MISSIONS 

According to the "Mandate," the 1934 
Ger"eral Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church tin the U.S.A., the Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 
wat. not Presbyterian, while the offici<.l 
boards of the church established by the 
General Assembly were Presbyterian. 
The Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 

carried on its "great task of evangelizing 
the world through boards created by the 
General Assembly, which are responsible 
to It alone, which are under its advice, re
view, and absolute control, and which are 
required to exercise their sound discre
tion and judgment in deciding upon and 
in conduding the business entrusted to 
them" ("The Mandate," Minutes of the 
General Assembly, 1934, p. 112), Dr. 
Machen, according to the Mandate, had 
departed from Presbyterianism when he 
established the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions. 

Dr, Robert G. Rayburn, Claude Bunzel, 
and Walter E. Lyons jointly compiled 
a document entitled, "The Ideological 
Division Within Our Church," which 
was presented as comments upon my 
article in The Free Press, Vol. I, No, 2, 
entitled, "The Formation and Testimony 
of the Bible Presbyterian Church." 

The Rayburn-Bunzel-Lyons document 
specifically refers to the formation of the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions as a turning away from 
Presbyterianism. They claim that, while 
we were still in the Presbyterian 'Church 
in the U.S.A., we did not argue against 
the proposition that "Assembly-controlled 
boards are Presbyterian." "It was only 
after he and the others had lost con
trol of those 'boards' that they turned 
from PresbyterIanism to independency for 
a solution," 

Aside from the fact that Dr. Machen 
and I never did have control of those 
boards, the point here 1S that indepen
dency -became the "solution." Again' we 
read: "When the 'Fundamentalists' lost 
control . . " they set up an independent 
board which they felt they could control 
from then on. History repeats itself (to 
use Dr. McIntire's phrase). Thus when 
Congregational-minded men lost control 
of our National Missions Committee, they 
set up their own 'Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Home Missions.''' Again 
we are specifically asked, "Which is Pres
byterian-an independent agency con
trolled by independent men who are re
sponsible to no one but themselves, or 
an agency which tS subject to 'review 
and control' by the body of which it is 
a part? And we repeat; we are not ob
jecting .to independent agencies as such. 
But we are objecting to the attempt to 
picture independently controlled agencies 
as Presbyterian, rather than as Congre
gational" (p. 4). 

So here we 'have directly the answer 
to the question which I asked in my 
former article, Shall they say in the Bi

.Qle Presbyterian Church that the Inde-

pendent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions was a mistake and that Dr. 
Machen was un-Presbyterian in forming 
it? According to these three men be 
turned from Presbytenianism to indepen
dency. Again I ask, Shall the U.S.A. 
Presbyterian Church be vindicated at Bi
ble Presbyterian hands in its position 
that Assembly-oontrolled boards are Pres
byterian? The paragraph from the 
M":lldate quoted above answer~ the Ray
burn-Bunzel-Lyons question. The Gen
eral Assembly of the Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S.A. maintained that boards es
tab1ished by it, subject to its review and 
control, were Presbyterian. 

Christian Life, in its astounding article, 
"BPC's 'Young Men' Revolt," has said 
concerning Dr. Rayburn and the 'young 
men,' "They said it was high time for. 
some changes in the ACCC and the Bi
ble PresDyterian Church." And here is 
a basic change and endeavor to take the 
Bible Presbyterian Church back to the 
position ' of the Presbyterian Church in 
the U.S.A. in its attack upon the Inde
pendent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions. The members of the Indepen
dent Board and Dr. Mawen maintained 
that the Independent Board was not un
Presbyterian and that a Presbyterian 
coulct.: serve the Lord on it in freedom 
before Christ. For this position, mem
bers of the Independent Board staked 
their ecclesiastical lives. N ow that this 
position is again being attacked within 
the Bible Presbyterian Church, shall not 
those of us who went through the fire 
and saw the issues so clearly warn the 
church and endeavor to deliver the 
churcll? 

II 

CONGREGATIONALISM AND A "HYBRID" 
MIXTURE IN THE BIBLE PRESBYTERIAN 
CHURCH 

The Rayburn-Bunzel-Lyons document 
from beginning to end argues and main
tains the position ' that the independent 
agencies are r ,ngregational and un
Presbyterian. 1f this position were to 
be established in the Bible Presbyterian 
CHurch, it would mean the casting off 
of the independent agencies whlch have 
been developed through the years as a 
result of the position honored in the de
nomination and maintained by the In
dependent Board for Presbyterian For
eign Missions. These men said, "We re
peat: we are not objecting to independent 
agencies as uch. But we are objecting 
to the attempt to picture independently 
controlled agencies as Presbyterian, rather 
than as Congregational" (p. 4) . Again, 



, 

Page 12 

"Not only does Dr. Mcintire ronfound 
Congregationalism and Presbyterianism 
in many places, but here he distorts Pres
byterianism itself" (p. 4). And again, 
"It is these self-perpetuating boards of 
tht'~e independently controlled agencies 
. . . that have already consolidated the 
'vested interests' of the Twentieth Cen
tury Reformation movement." 

But what are these independent agen
cies ·that have been "Congregational" all 
these years and that have committed this 
crime against Presbyterianism? First, 
the Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions; second, Faith Theo
logical Seminary; third, Highland Col
lege: fourth. Harvey Cedars Bible Pres
byterian Conference; fifth, the Delanco 
Home for the Aged. There are inde
pendent agencies which Synod has been 
endorsing through the years. 

But these brethren go further. They 
condemn the ministers of the Bible Pres
byterian Church, their hrethren, for be
ing a part of these "Congregational" 
agencies. They call these men "inde
pendent-minded men within the Church," 
as opposed to being Presbyterian
minded. They declare, "Thus w'hen 
Congregational-minded men lost control 
of our National Missions Committee, 
they set up their own 'Independent Board 
for Presbyterian Home Missions.' " Who 
are these "Congregational-minded men" 
within the Bibk Presbyterian ChUrch who 
are members of the Independent Board 
{.)r Presbyterian Home Missions? They 
inc~uce the president of the Independent 
l.oard for Presbyterian Foreign Mis
Sions, the president of the Faculty of 
Faith Theological Seminary, the director 
of Harvey Cedars Bible Presbyterian 
Conference and others. Are these men 
not Presbyterian? Are they "Congrega
tIonal-minded men"? 

We comt: face to face with this rev
<J1utionary attack upon the position of 
the Bible Presbyterian Church through 
the years and we are actually told: "1938 
[the year of the found~ng of the Bible 
Presbyterian Church] may have been 
the year that a hybrid mixture of Con
gregationalism and Presbyterianism was 
effected. In fact, our present ideological 
division became apparent only after men 
began to recognize the hybrid structure 
of the Bible Presbyterian Church." Did 
not these men, the three of them, and 
those who feel as they do, take an ordina
tion vow to approve of the government 
and the discipline of the Bible Presbyte
rian Church? If they think that the Bi
ele Presbyterian Church is a "hybrid 
structure" combining Congregationalism 
and Presbyterianism, how then as true 
Presbyter,ians 'COuld they possibly have 
approved of it? This is a vital and . 
erious question! 

These men recognize that "the Bible 
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Presbyterian Church as a body wants to 
continue this dual policy"-apparently 
fhis "hybrid structure"-!but it is per
fectly clear that these men do not want 
to continue ,it. Their arguments are 
that the policy should be discontinued. 
If the arguments of this document <..re 
followed, the Bible Presbyterian Church 
will have only Synod-controlled agencies 
and the Independent Board for Presby
terian Foreign Missions wi!! ultimately 
be' discarded with high praise but as be
ing Congregational, atld' it will be made 
"Presbyterian" by its coming under 
Synod's control. This is what some men 
have said-that it should be under Synod. 

This same view is held by others. Dr. 
G. Douglas Young has written, "I feel 
the time has come that I must protest 
against the evils inherent in this congre
gational system of agencies." And he 
added "If you personally were trying to 
build' a congregational denomination, I 
could see no problem with what you are 
doing except the ethical one. When YOll 

carry the name Presbyterian, however, 
and act in the manner in which you are 
doing, I can only say the Lord will have 
to deliver us." Wb0 then has changed? 

II 

THE CONSTITUTION OF THE BIBLE 
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH AND SYNOIr 

CONTROLLED AGENCIES 

In my first article, I discussecf the one 
paragraph in the constitution ,that relates 
to agencies and said, "The Bible Presby
terian Church at its formation did not 
maintain the position ·that true Presb}'ite
rianism called for officially controlled de
nominational boards and agencies." The 
constitution reads, "The General Synod 
may, at its own discretion, set up com
mittes to act as its ageilts in conducting 
benevolent, missionary and erlucational 
enterprises or it may commend to the 
churches for their support such other 
Christian enterprises." I pointed this out 
and it has not been challenged, and it 
is interesting to note that these brethren, 
though they quote a section of what I 
said do not deny it, and no one else has 
com~ forward to challenge it. This sec
tion leaves the matter of whether the 
Synod will have Synod-controlled agen
cies or <independent agencies or both 
purely up to the discretion of the Gen
eral Synod. The Synod, in its discretion, 
could have all independent agencies and 
still be a Presbyterian Church. Or, in 
its discretion, it could have all Synod
controlled agencies and still be a Presby
terian Church. Or, it could have both 
and stiIl be a' Presbyterian Chur~h. This 
sectio:1, as I said, cannot be used to sup
port the view that Presbyteri~ism it;!
volves Synod-controlled agencl~s, or I.n 
fact, anything in regard to .ag~noes! Tlus 
is the position of the constItutIOn. 
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The position of these three men is that, 
uniess . we have Synod-controlled agen
cies, we are not Presbyterian, and Synod
controlled agencies are themselves Pres
byterian. This goes beyond tho.! position 
of the Bible Presbyter.ian constitution. 
And it is such a view that compels these 
men to believe that the recognition of 
independent agencies makes the Bible 
Presbyterian Church a "hybrid" affair. 

In the document (p. 8) the three breth
ren say, "That there has been serious 
dissatisfacti0n over the relation of Syn
od to certain independently controlled 
agencies, which purport to be in fellow
ship with Synod, is not denied." And 
again we are tola, "He r ~1cI ntire I hi111-
self has forced us to drop our former 
(we mean past months) tact and effort 
to be kind." I have known, of course, 
for a long time that the position these 
brethren have here openly taken was the 
position these brethren ; actually main
taine<.l, and I g-ot into this conflict in an 
effort to defend the independent agencies 
£ro~ this charge of being Congregational, 
and to dispute the claim that Synod-con
tr('lled agencies are true Pn.sbyterianism. 

With such plain speaking there ought 
to be no doubt on an}'ibody's part as to 
just what is involved in the heart of the 
pre!lent confl.ict. An effort is 'being made 
to change the Bible Presbyterian Chu~h 
and make it over into a <Efferent type of 
church from that which came out of the 
great confl.ict in the Presbyterian Church 
in the U.S.A. aJild which stood by the 
position of the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions. 

Perhaps the most significant . section of 
the Rayburn-Bunzel-Lyons docwnent is 
their quotation from my article of our 
reference to Chapter 1, paragraph 8, of 
the constitution, "All powers not in this 
Constitution specifically granted to the 
courts of the Church are reserved to the 
congregations respectively, or to the peo
ple." And I added, "Before p'ower can 
be exercised for an official voice of the 
denomination, it should specifiCally be 
granted in the constitution." 

I was the one who suggested that this 
section be taken out of the Constitution 
of the United States and put in the con
stitution of t~e Bible Presbyterian Church 
to make it dear that power belonged to 
the people. Jesus Christ is the Head of 
the Church and His people are to do His 
will ,in the Church. In this present con
troversy, I belong with those who main
tain that power belongs with the people. 
while there are others, including t4ese 
brethren, who maintain that power be
longs with the elders. This addition to 
our constitution made it clear that only 
limited and designated powers were given 
to the higher courts consisting of elders, 
and that all residuary powers belonged 
to the people. It is the people who elect 
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the elders. It is the people who call the 
pastor. It is the people who vote to af
filiate with the Bible Presbyterian Synod. 
It is the people who vote to withdraw 
from the Bible Presbyterian Synod. 
These three brethren, however, write, 
"It will be easy to determine with which 
type of church government the above 
argument is in accord ,by a comparison 
of the statements quoted below from two 
prominent theologians." 

Thus it is a type 01 church government 
that they are thinking about. The first 
quotation is from Charles Hodge, in 
which it is argued in a statement con
cerning Christ's kingdom, "It denies that 
Church pow.er vests ultimately in the 
people .... " The second is from the 
Baptist, A ugustus Strong, who presents 
" proof that the government of the church 
is democratic or congregational." Thus 
effort is made to prove that this section 
of the Bible Presbyterian constitution is 
in accord with Baptist or Congregational 
concepts of church government and not 
the Presbyterian. These brethren are 
takIng issue with one of the most ·funda
mental elements of the Bible Presbyteri
an ·Constitution. Regardless of how they 
may consider it, it is there, it involves 
a type of church government, and they, 
in their ordination vows, approved of 
the government and discipline of the Bi
ble P resLyterian Church. I wonder if 
we are not face to face with the fact that 
a most basic and fundamental attack is 
being made upon the very system of the 
Bible P resbyterian Church itself, an at
tack which has no right to come from 
those wno have taken vows within the 
church but which must be reserved for 
those who are outside of the church. 

O ur three brethren have a concept of 
church power, so far as ,the Synod is con
cerned, which we turned away from at 
the time of the Mandate of the Presby
terian Church in the U .S.A. It is a \:on
cept of church power which the U.S.A. 
Presbyterian Church maintained con
cerning its General Assembly. I ha~ said 
in my fir t article, " At Synod I argued 
that if we are going to have a Synod
cont rolled paper, 'the voice of the denom
ination,' it did not properly come under 
this paragraph and that we needed a 
con~titutional amendment, but Synod 
went ahead on its own authority." Now 
these men comment, "Here we have a 
genuine paradox: Men within the Church 
arbitrarily establish The Free Press, then 
use its pages to agitate the whole Church 
to the effect that the Church must not 
be permitted equal freedom! To what 
other 'authority' is Synod to bow, if not 
to its own ? We doubt very much that 
people in general will be fowayed by such 
ophistry." 

The church does not hay equal free
dom wi th the indi Yi dl1aJ. S ) ,od ha" only 
de::. ig nated and limited, specific power . 
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The constitution says so. It is the peo
ple who are free. They can publish as 
many papers as they wish , to give out 
the Gospel and to present their view. If 
the church is going to have an official 
organ, a voice of the " 'hole' church, then 
rower for such an organ must be granted 
by the people through our constitution. 
The men who may differ with The Free 
Press are perfectly at liberty to start a 
Bibl.e Press or to issue a mineographed 
document, as these three men have done. 
But Synod must bow to the authority of 
the constitution and recognize t!lat its 
powers are limited. It is this church 
power, implied powers, developing pow
ers, which we feared-and p roperly so. 
Now we are confronted with an effort 
to give some of this power hack to the 
Synod without amending the constitution. 

v 
REFERENCES TO TilE I NDEPENDE:-;TLY 

C ONTROLLED AGEN CIES 

Running through the document of 
Rayburn-Bunzel-Lyo'1s, is the contention 
that independently controlled agencies a re 
wrong. And, in fact, the whole question 
is resolved on who controls what. It was 
evea said that, when "Congregational
minded men lost control of our National 
Missions Committee," they started 
another independent board. This whole 
line of thought is utterly foreign to the 
spirit and p ractice of both the Synod 
and the 'independent agencies through the 
years of the Bible Preshyterian Church. 
The independent agenci s of which it 
has been my privilege to be a member, 
have sat down, di cussed their problems, 
faced difficulties, prayed about them, and 
then have come to a decision-usually, a 
unanimous decision-as to what is the 
best thing to do. The business has been 
conducted in an atmosphere of mutual 
trust. No one has been a pope or dicta
tor. The Bibie Presbyterian Church has 
operated in an atmosphere of mutual 
trust and <:onfidence. There have been 
prayer meetings; there has been faith; 
committees have been elected; and men 
have gone home to do their work and to 
s_upport both agencies with real assu r
ance. This 1S the way it was unti l just 
recently, I myself have not been on the 
N ational Missions Committee for a num
ber of years so I could not be accused of 
controlling it. Many of the men on the 
new Independent Board hav.e been on the 
National Missions Committee. So far 
a I know there has not been a question 
in people's minds as to just who was con
t lJ'lg that National Mis ions Commit
tef' unti l this Rayburn party developed 
within the church, and the secretary of 
the Natiullal Missions Committee joined 
that part) and hi ' activity was in behalf 
of a SYIH J-controlled type of denomina
tion " ith .-erious reflection on indepen
dent agencies ! \Ve have said so many 
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times that it is the Holy Spirit who leads 
us and directs the affairs of the church. 
And there has been no occasion or need 
for caucusing, either w;th an opposing 
party or to gain contre . of sbme agency 
or advantage in the Synod. All of this 
is new and it has made a change in the 
Synod. And so we hear that those who 
have been connected with the independent 
agencies are the "unofficial machine" and 
they have "been waxing more autocratic 
with each passing year." Please, pray 
tell, what- evidence is there to support 
such an assertion ? It is unsupported as
sertions o f this kind, running through the 
present conflict, which are doing so much 
harm. Thus we are told, "Dr. McIntire 
may as well realize that the time is 
past when all of us are going to accept 
in blind fai th his o\\'n appraisals and in
terpretations. " 

T never knew that that was bei'ng 
done and certainly we have never asked 
it or demanded it. Why do men even 
thi.nk that they accepted in blind faith? 
They assert , "We are part of the majority 
who want a truly Presbyterian church." 
So they explain, "The church is reverting 
back to its heritage of 'historic' Presby
terianism which men like W arfield and 
the Hodges gave time and strength to 
build long decades ago." T hey are thus 
changing the Bible Presbyterian Church 
to something which is different ! Is it 
right, or honorable for men to come in 
and "revert" the church to something 
different from the way it was founded ? 
Let it be clear that it is one thing to 
argue, as D r. Allan A. MacRae and I 
have maintained, that it is wiser and 
better in the discretion of the church to 
work through independent agencies, in 
view of our experience in the history of 
the church, than to maintain, as Dr. Ray
hurn and his asspciates are doing, that 
Synod-controlled agencies are Presbyte
rian and the others are Congregational. 
Our position is in the realm of discretion ! 
Their position is in the realm of a rigid 
Presbyterianism versus Congregational
i5m. It is our resistance to this posi
tion which they have introduced into the 
church which leads them to accuse us of 
being the di~tl!-rbers of the peace, when, 
as a matter of fact, those who maintain 
that true Presbyterianism has to mclude 
Synod-controlled agencies are the dis
turbers of the peace in the Bible Pres
byterian Church, for it is not in the con
stitution of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, while the appeal to the matter 
of discretion is clearly within the con
stitution, 

I am indeed sorry that these brethren 
feel that our position has led them to lay 
aside their tact and their kindness, but 
let me a sure them that what I have here 
written is in the kinde t spirit and ~an-

(Colll i llllCd (III l~(/!IC 1-1-) 
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t(The Ideology of Domination" 
A number of Bible Presbyterians 

signed a statement called "Resolution." 
Dr. J . Oliver Buswell, Jr.'s name heads 
the liS'!: of signers and seven points are 
given which represent "recent series of 
actions indicating a gathering of 
power," and then follows the statement: 
"The above actions certainly seem to 
be part of a consistent pattern leading 
to control by a small group. We do not 
object to independent agencies as such, 
but we must point out that the above 
repressive actions were taken by individ
uals or by boards controlled by these in
divicluals who form a- small interlocking 
group wi,thin the executive committees 
of these boards." 

I regret exceedingly that these beloved 
brethren have put their nameS to such 
a document. In the same paper the mem
bers of the boards of Faith Theological 
Seminary, the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions, Shelton 
~ollege, Highland College, and the exec
utive committee of the American Coun
cil of ChriS'!:ian Churches are listed with 
the names of Carl McIntire, J. Gordon 
Holdcroft, James E. Bennet, John W. 
Murray, and AIlClJll A. MacRae in bold 
face type. The article is headed "Agen
oes Before the Change." These five 
Bible Presbyterians are thus singled 
out by the editor of the Bible Presbyte
rian Observer, one of the signers of 
"Resolution." 

An effort is here made, therefore, to 
put blame upon certain individuals in the 
Bible Presbyterian Church, and the 
seven points constitute an association of 
events WiUl individuals to reflect against 
them. This is what is properly call~ 
"guilt by association" or "conviction by 
implication." May we examine briefly the 
seven points and see that there is no 
basis in fact for even a supposedly con
sisi:ent pattern. 

The Independent. • • 
(CO~lti1111ed from page 13) 

nero By the grace of God, we shall never 
cease to be kind one to another, for the 
Scriptures enjoin us, "Be ye kind one to 
another, tenderhearted, forgiving one 
another, even as God for Christ's sake 
hath forgiven you." 

The Independent Board for Presbyte
rian Foreign Missions is again a stand
ard after 20 years of freedom from ec
clesiastical tyranny and domination. It 
represents the kind of brue Presbyterian
ism which the founders of the Bible Pres
byterian Church believed in in 1938 when 
the Constitution was adopted-it was not 
hybrid! 

"1. The removal of Dr. Robert G. 
Rayburn from the presidency of High
land College." Dr. Rayburn resignoo 
as president of Highland College on 
March 1, 1955 after he had fired a stu
dent from the college. Dr. Rayburn's 
resignation was accepted. Rayburn's 
resignation was voluntary. Only two 
members of the above five-Bennet and 
McIntire-are on the Highland Board .. 
Neither are on its executive commiUee. 
N either were present. And I can say 
that neither had anything to do with the 
decision of the Board to accept Rayburn's 
resignation. So whatever may be said 
about the Highland College situation, 
that cannot be offered as evidence of 
"a consistent pattern taken by individ
uals or ,by boards controlled by these 
individuals." 

I, for one, deeply regretted what hap
pened, went out to Pasadena, and got 
both sides together, secured an agree
ment wi<th the restoration of fellowship 
ClJIld confidence. Dr. Rayburn himself 
was most gracious in his appreciation 
of it and wrote others in the church that 
the Lord had worked and answered 
prayer. 

Our beloved brethren, therefore, who 
have signed this sta<tement and <tried to 
use this particular incident to support 
a case involving J. Gordon Hokkroft, 
Allan A. MacRae, and Jack Murray are 
entirely beside thei·r point. As to Ben
net and McIn<ti·re, <they were not involved, 
for they did not participate in the deci
sion and gave no instructions or 
words concerning such a deci$ion. They 
did not know that Rayburn was going 
to offer Ibis resigna<tion. They certain
ly knew of no plan to fire Dr. Rayburn. 
Jack Murray, by the way, it should be 
pointed: out, formerly was a -member of 
the Board of Highland College. He was 
no<t re-elected 'On the recommendation 
of Dr. Rayburn, but Mr. Murray was 
never infomJed 'Of this aotion of the 
Board. No charge has been made, how
ever, that <thi:; failure to re-elect Jack 
Murray was a part of any patten. It 
has happened bef'Ore with other brethren. 

Paragraph 7, the last point, reads, "The 
fact that faculty members of Shelton 
College have been ordered to refrain 
from expressing criticisms of the board 
in the Buswell matter." This is not 
true. The aotion of the Board, Novem
ber 15, the day Dr. Buswell was removed 
by unanimous action, reads, " It was 
voted that no literature which the Board 
consider~ detrimental to the operation of 
the College may be distributed in any 
manner on the property .of the Col
lege. No literature dealing with the op
eration of the CoIJege or with any of its 
Trustees, Officers, Faculty, or Staff may 

be distributed on the College property 
without written permission from the Pres
id~nt." This is a proper action fOT any 
institution desiring t'O preserve itself and 
the unity of its student bOdy. It was unan
imously paJsed by the Board. Just h'Ow, 
therefore, this fits into a "cons1stent pat
tern" of_ "control" is difficult to see. It 
is not what is alleged. 

The sixth point, closely related, refers 
to "'the dismissal 'Of Dr. J. Oliver' Bus
well, Jr., from the presidency of Shel
ton College." Here again the four Bi
ble Presbyterians, aside from Dr. Bus
well, constitute a minority of the B'Oard. 
Other denominations in the American 
Council are represented hy members on 
the Board and have the controlling votes 
in the Board. It has been repealtedly 
pomted out that Dr. Buswell's dismissal 
was on the basis of lack 'Of administra
tive co-<operation and loss of c'Onfidence 
on the part of the Board in his ability to 
leari 1 he College. His effort to introduce 
the difficllities in the Bi·ble Presbyterian 
Church into the situation was 'YOnstantly 
resisted and repudiated by the 'Board it
self. Here is an attempt to blame the 
Board for the very thing <that the Board 
itself was doing its. bes<t to keep out of 
the administrative affairs and life of the 
institu<tion. The problem which the 
Board had with Dr. Buswell existed be
fore the difficulties arose within the Bi
ble Presbyterian Church. Actually, it 
was the Bible Presbyterian members of 
the Board _ that' were the restraining in
fluences in the Board and it was Dr. 
Holdcro£t and Carl McIntire in particu
lar who pled with the Board not to 
dismiss Dr. Buswell at an earlier meet
ing. Now in this resolution these men 
are being singled out by Dr. Buswell, one 
of the signers, in a.n entirely unjustified 
manner so .far as <the facts are concerned. 

This deals with three of the seven 
points which are supposed <to indicate "a 
gathering of power." So far as the Shel
ton Board 1S concerned, the Bible Pres
byterians on it have no more power than 
they ever had, and in every agency the 
majority of that agency maintains the 
power or testimony of the Board. It 
should be said that in past years, as the 
different independent agencies have 
worked, that, with rare exceptions, there 
has been such a gracious spi rit 'Of broth
erly co-operation and love that after 
there has been a full discussion of any 
issue or question inv'Olved, there has al
ways been unanimity of opinion, and 
there was unanimity of opinion in the 
final aotion in the removal of Dr. Bus
well. It had to be done in order to save 
the college from disaster and to pre
serve it as a separatist school. 

The second point deals with "The At-
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tack on the Secretary of the Committee 
on National Missions and the attack on 
~he Committee itself made at the J 955 
Synod." 

It was Carl McIntire who raised on 
the floor of Synod questions concern
ing the conduct of the secretary of Na
tional Missions. There was no attacK 
made on the Committee i,tself by Dr. Mc
Intire and he did not ask that the Com
mittee be dissolved or anything of the 
kind. He did present a motion, a proper 
one made at the 'proper tjme and in the 
proper place, at the close of the report 
of the -general secretary and while the 
questions of N ationaI Missions ' were be
fore the Synod in its plenary session. If 
honest, sincere questions and evidence 
cannot be presented at such a point in 
the affairs of the Synod without being 
called "an attack" and without being 
interpreted as a pattern fur "a gathe~
ing of power on the part of a certam 
group," -then something serious bas hap
pened w the Bible Presbyterian Church. 
A Co~mittee and secretary which are 
Tesponsible to the General Synod are 
most certainly subject ·to question and 
refonn, if necessary, at the hands of the 
Synod. 

The third item refers to "The fonna
tion of the Independent Board for Pres
byterian Home Missions, ... " The plans 
for such a committee were made before 
the 18th General Synod. Men had 
even accepted places on this committee 
before the Synod itself met. There is 
a wide field of activity and interest open 
to' this Board which the National Mis
sions Gommittee cannot engage in. If 
there are those in the church, as is the 
case with a considerable number of pe0-
ple, including the Co1ling~/wood Church, 
who have come ttl the point where they 
cannot support the general secretary and 
the methods which he has pursued
with interference in the internal affalirs 
of local churches and interference in the 
internal affairs of certain presbyteries, 
and with carrying on propaganda against 
the ' independent agencies and in be
half of Synod-controlh:d agencies - it 
is, their privilege and liberty under !he 
(:onstitution , of the church to declme 
to give or support the ~ynod's age~y 
and to support and contnbute to an 10-

dependent board or any other agency that 
they feel -led of the Lord to support. 

It is this inviolable right, guaranteed 
in the constitution of the church, and most 
of all given to us as free servants of 
Jesus Christ, which is at stake. There is 
not tbe slighest possibility of maintaining 
at this point that there is an evidence of 
"a gathering of power." There is un
questionably evidence t~at th~re are those 
in the church who desIre to support an 
independent Board for home missions. 
This is their privilege and it should be 
duly respa.'ted. Conflict has developed 
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within the church, not over the rights 
of people to support an independent 
agency, but over the way in which the 
National Missions Committee has been 
represented by its secretary, ·the Rev. 
Thomas G. Cross. 

When men .take events and pile them , 
together and say they show a pattern, 
there must ,be some substance and facts 
underneath such an association 00 justify 
such a conclusion. 

This leaves only two points, four and 
five, and in both of these cases .there is a 
most vital and basic question which does 
concern the Bible Presbyterian Church 
and everyone who delights in the move
ment which is represented by the agencies 
of the Independent Board for Presbyte
rian Foreign Missions, Faith Theological 
Seminary, and the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, which have been a part of the 
same testimony from the day of the 
establishment · of each. 

Point 4 speaks of "The displacement 
of the Reverend Linwood G. Gebb and 
the Reverend Hayes T. Henry from the 
Board of Faith Tneological Seminary. 
... " There ,was due and just cause for 
this. 

Hayes Henry is a younger leader in 
the Bible Presbyterian Church. He was 
elected to the Boand of the Seminary. 
He never attended a single meeting of 
the Board during his tCfnn. On Septem
ber 9, 1955, The Bible Press published 
a letter which was circulated generally 
throughout the Bible Presbyterian 
Church signed by Hayes Henry in which 
there appears the following statement: 
"Th:is is not a controversy over the 
Twentieth Century Refonnation. It is 
over independency and the control 
of Synod's agendes. If there can yet 
be any question as to where I stand, 
we will clarify that by saying I am a Bi- . 
ble Presbyterian and loyal to my church 
because I believe her and her boards to 
be loyal to Christ and His cause. I have 
no confidence in independent boards
least of all one such as the new home 
board which springs out of spite and 
schism. We see' reason, restraint, jus
tice, and responsibility in a board con
trolled by Synod. This is true Presby
terianism in being subject to our breth
ren in the Lord, and under this subjection 
we are most willing to labor." 

When a man is serving on an inde
pendent board which has in its charter 
that it shall never be subject to the dic
tates of any ecclesiastical body and 
then writes to make clear his position 
.as, "I have no confidence in independent 
boards," should he be re-elected to a 
most vital and crucial independent board 
dealing with theological education? An
swer that question, please! 

What confidence would men have in 
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Faith Theological Seminary, an inde
pendent agency, if it elected to its Board 

' a man who was in open public conflict 
with the position of independency and 
said that he had no confidence in inde
pent boards? Surely there was ample 
justification for the majority of the Board 
of Falith Theological Seminary to elect 
someone else in the place which became 
vacant by the expiration of the term ~f 
Hayes Henry. Could such an action pos
sibly be interpreted as "a gathering of 
power," dominatiog., and the ideology of 
domination? No! It was the sober re
sponsibility of Christian men seeking to 
maintain the integrity of the charter 
of Faith Theological Seminary to see 
tbat men directed the Seminary who did 
believe and had confidence in indepen
dent boards. How then, does this prove 
that there is a partterl1 "indicating a 
gathering of .power o.n the part. of ~ cer
tain group represen~lOg the. ~?nonty of 
our Bible Presbytenan Synod ? 

In the matter of Linwood G. Gebb, 
the case is somewhat similar. Gehb at
tended only one m6eting of the Seminary 
Board. .It is essential that th~ Board 
have members who will attend its meet
ings and actively participate in the di
rection of the institution and share in the 
responsilibities of board: membership. 
In August, 1955, Mr. Gebb circularized 
the church with a mimeographed letter 
addressed to Dr. MacRae, in which he 
took definite issue with the position of 
Faith Theological Seminary. In a let
ter dated October 7, 1955, Mr. Gebb ad
dressed Dr. McIntire as follows: "Carl, 

. every member of Synod is at liberty to 
express his displeasure at any aotion 
Synod takes, but if we .are going. to be 
a church with peace, punty and umty we 
will have to abide by the majority aotion 
of Synod. If the day should arise when 
I am no longer willing to abide by the 
decisions of Synod, even if only 51 per 
cent carry, I am at liberty to withdraw 
and wiJI·be in a ~urry to do so." 

This, of course, is in direct conflict 
with the true Presbyterian position. One 
is not bound to abide hy the decision of 
the majority if he feels in conscience that 
he cannot do SOl <ind he does not have 
to leave. It is in direct conflict with 
the provisions of the Fonn of Govern
ment of the Bible Presbyterian Church. 
Chapter 10, Section 5, of the Form of 
Government declares, "Whenever such 
deliverances, resolutions, overtures, and 
other actions are additional to the spec
ific provisions of the Constitution, they 
shall not br regarded as binding unless 
they become amendments to the Consti
tution." 

Unfortunately, two men involved in 
.the conflict within the Synod had for 
some reason known to themselves taken 
positions which were in conflict with the 
00sition the Seminary maintains under 
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its charter and under the Westminster 
Confession of Faith and Catecisms to 
which it is committed. 

Instead of being condemned as a 
small . interlocking group of five men 
running things, the Board of the Sem
inary should be congratulated for tak
ing such a clear, -forthright stand in 
the light of the conlusion that has come 
in the Bible Presbyterian conflict rela
tive to these basic, fundamental princi
ples. 

The answer which has been given 
when these things have been pointecj out 
is that these men did not mean that, they 
really did not mean what they said. It 
should be observed that if these men 
do not mean what they say, when they 
speak upon such vital matters that con
cern liberty, Christian life, and testi
mony, or if they do not know exactly 
how to express what they do mean, there 
can be a real question as to whether they 
stJould .be serving on a board of a theo
logical seminary which 'is dealing with 
the grave responsibility of ma-intaining 
in these crucial days a faithful, uncom
promising testimony. Why then, have 
these five men been singled out? Is it 
necessary in order to strengthen the case 
against these men to put all these seven 
things together in one basket? When 
each one is considered separately and on 
its merits it certainly does not support 
a consistent pattern of the "ide()logy of 
domination." 

Carl McIntire is on all of these agen
cies-Faith S em ina l' y, Ind~pendent 
Board, Shelton College, Highland Col
lege, American Council. In fact, he is 
the only one of the five that is on all of 
these agencies, and :he was privileged in 
the gracious providence of God, to help . 
to start them all. Has that now become 
an offense and is that a crime against 
the cause of Christ and the Bible Pres
byterian Church? His position and at
titude in these agencies is the Same ,today 
as it has been through all these years. 
He has co-{)perAted graciously with his 
brethren. He has tried to secure all the 
support possible for these agencies that 
they might grow and prosp~r and be 
used for the glory of God. Is there any
thing wrong in that? Furthermore, it 
can' be said that Mr. McIntire is of the 
opinion that his name-because in . the 
providence of God it has become known 
throughout the land for the distinctive 
testimony of the Twentieth Century Ref
ormation-shoulc;l be used to help in 
every possible way the movement at 
large. He gave his name to the Shel
ton College Board and from the veT) be
ginning stood loyally and solidly along
side of Dr. Buswell and sought to help 
him and to hold up his hands in every 
way. It was only when he came to see 
that Dr. Buswell had changed, that Bus-
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well had lost confidence in the Board 
and said so to the Board's face, that 
it was apparent that it was impossible 
to go on, and anybody would recognize 
that to have been the case. 

The last point (point 5) has to do. 
with "The displacement of Dr. Flournoy 
Shepperson, Sr., and Dr. Robert G. 
Rayburn on the Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions .... " 

Of all the agencies, God used the In
dependent Board' for Presbyterian For
eign Missions as the bellwether. Its 
members endured eccles-iastical trial. The 
Board stood for great and glorious Ref
ormation truths-the truth of ,the Bible, 
the authority of the Bible, and that God 
alone is Lord of ·the conscience and hath 
left it free from the doctrines and com-
mandments of men. . 

The two men were not re-elected for 
cause. This has been stated at length 
in the letter by the president, vice-presi
dent, and secretary of the Board. It is 
printed in this issue of The Free Press. 
Here again, the church should rejoice 
in the fact that the Independent Board 
is going to maintain its historic stand 
without equivocation, compromise, or ap
peasement. The documentation in be
half of both of these men show that they 
had changed and that they had embraced 
positions and were circularizing the 
church with these positions, contrary 
to the stand of the Independent Board. 
Rayburn was a party to the document 
on "The Ideological Division Within Our 
Church," calling the Bible Presbyterian 
a ·"hybrid" church with a combination of 
Presbyterianism and Congregationalism. 

The nine-page document says, "When 
we speak of the ideological . division in 
our' church we mean that equally sincere 
men hold concepts, ·ideas, and Dhilosophies 
that cannot be harmonized." . Then Roh
ert G. Rayburn, Claude Bunzel, and Wal
ter E. Lyons, the joint authors, say, 
"This means that the Bible Presbyterian 
Church must decide whether to continue 
its outward organizational form, within 
which this irreconcilable division is cer
tain to be perpetuated, or to go our sep
arate ways ... .' They claim: "We are 
part of the majority who want a truly 
Presbyterian chuT<:h ... " and, "1938 may 
have been the year that a hybrid mixture 
of Congregationalism and Presbyterian
ism was effected. In fact, our present 
ideological clivi 'ion became apparent only 
after men began to recognize the hybrid 
structure of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church." To call the present Bible Pres
byterian Church a "hybrid structure" 
and appeal for a true Presbyterian church 
means without doubt, that these men are 
seeking to change the Bible Presbyterian 
Church historically! 

But what is this Congregationalism? 
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It is the independent agencies which God 
has used and made a part of the whole 
Presbyterian separatist cause. We are 
specifically asked, "Which is Presbyteri
an-an independent agency controlled by 
independent men. who are responsible to 
no one but themselves, or an agency 
which is subject to 'review and control' 
-by the body of which it is a part? And 
we repeat: ' we are not objecting to in
dependent agencies as such. But we are 
objecting to the ~ttempt to picture in
dependently controlled agencies as Pres
byterian, rather than as Congregational. 
When we berate the Modernists for in
jecting new meanings into old terms, let 
us not fall into the same error!" English 
language could not be tlsed in any more 
specific or plainer way. The Rayburn 
who agreed to this ideolo~cal division 
and appeal for separation I among the 
brethren is not the Bob Rayburn who, in 
1952 wrote to the Rev. W. H. F. Moore, 
on the stationary of Highland College, 
as follows: 

"You inquired about Highland College. 
Yes, it is a Bible Presbyterian College, 
but of course we do not have the control 
of any of our institutions or agencies in 
the hands of the church as such. We felt 
this was an evil in the old church and 
have tried to avoid it, so that in the future 
years pressures could not 'be built up to 
force men to support institutions which 
.they did not want to support. But our 
charter makes this a definitely Bible 
Presbyterian institution. Of course, we 
are really in' the beginning stages, but 
hope to be larger before. long. We are 
offering liberal arts courses, but most of 
our young people are training for defi
nite full-time Christian work." 

Dr. Rayburn at that time held the 
position we still hold! 

In the case of Flournoy Shepperson, 
the situation was even more acute as it 
concerned the testimony of the Indepen
dent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions. We quote below in full the 
resolution in its original form. as pre
sented by him and a committee of three 
elders to the Greenville Session for adop
tion. The actual form in which the reso
lution was. -adopted is contained in the 
letter of Dr. Holdcroft, et al. This 
original form shows unmistakab~y the 
position of Dr. Shepperson and It ~as 
precisely the position of the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A. against the mem
bers of the Independent Board for Pres
byterian Foreign Missiohs, when they 
were accused of sin against Christ by 
being members of an un-Presbyteri~, 
schismatic, independent agency, and theIr 
ordination vows had 'been violated be
cause they did not support the action of 
the 1934 General Assembly of the Pres
terian Church in the U.S.A. The posi-

(COllfi,I/H'd 011 page 17) 
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Our Experience With a Synod-controlled Agency 
The freedom which the Scriptures give 

to the individual before Christ and the 
liberty which the chuTches have in their 
financial giving is a precious heritage 
from the Lord. Christian giving is not 
a matter of denominational pr~ssure. The 
Scripture says, "Every man according as 
he purposeth in his ' heart, so let him 
give; not grudgingly, or of necessity: for 
God loveth a cheerful giver" (2 Cor. 
9 :7). Giving must be free! 

The Bible Presbyterian Church has had 
one major Synod-controUed agency, the 
National Missions Committee, and it has 
been only in recent years that difficulty 
has arisen on this .natter of Christian 
giving and pressures have come from the 
denominational secretary and spokesman. 
I write this report not on the basis of 
speculation but on the basis of factual 
evidence, and I do so with the hope of in-

((The Ideology . . . 
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tion of the U.S.A. Presbyterian Church 
against the members of the Independent 
Board is the same as the position taken 
by Dr. Shepperson. 

"VVHEREAS, there has been much con
fusion concerning the actions of the 
18th General Synod of the Bible Presby
terian Church which met in St. Louis 
in June, 1955, and many varied and di
vergent opinions, and much misinforma
tion, therefore it was voted at the meet
ing of the session of this church, Sept. 
5, 1955, lhat it would stand by the ac
tions of the Synod as required by the 
form of government of the Bible Presby
terian Church, and that a Committee 
consisting of three eIders, namely: C. N. 
Wallace, Sr., C. D. Couch, and v\'. J. 
Patterson, J L, to work with the pastor 
in making a statement to the congrega
tion after referring. said statement back 
to the session. 

"This Committee, after studying the 
actions of the 18th General Synod, en
dorses its stand on (1) a church-con
trolled paper, (2) formation of a c lurch
controlled college, and (3 ', endorsement 
of the present National Missions com
mittee with its secretary, the Rev. Thomas 
Cross, as the official home missions 
agency of the S ·nod. 

"The Committee's decisions about 
these matters were based on obligations 
taken by every mimster and elder al 
their ordination. Every elder and minister 
took vows that commit them in solemn 
obligation to actions and the government 

• the c llrch courts, as g v .,. 

forming, particularly, the Lord's people 
tn our denomination so that they may ~ee 
the difficulty which has confronted us 
as we have sought before the Lord to 
handle an increasingly un-Presby'terian 
development. 

The Collingswood Church has been the 
largest supporter of National Missions. 
At one time virtually all the money Na
tional Missions received came from Col
lingswood, and at the time the Collings
wood congregation decided to discontinue 
their support of National Missions ap
proxim'!tely one-fourth of the income 
came from CoIIingswood. Collingswood 
has been a loyal, faithful supporter and 
it has been my privilege as pastor of the 
church to endeavor to persuade our peo
ple to support National Missions and the 
whole movement in its every aspect so 
that there could be a balanced picture of 

" '( 1) Chapter 12, of the Book of 
Church Order, paragraph 3, sub-para
graph (3): "Do you approve of the gov
ernment and discipline of the Bible Pres
byterian Church?" 

., '(2) Chapter 13, paragraph 8, sub
paragraph (4) : "Do you promise to sub
mit yourself 'in the Lord' to the govern
ment of this Presbytery, or any otl1('r 
Presbytery in the bounds of which you 
may be called?" , 

"To violate these promises and obli
gations is a sin against the fellowship of 
the brethren and against Christ. 

"Therefore, we consider the fOrtlla
tion of the so-caIJed Indepeml Ilt Board 
for Home Missions as un-Preshyterian, 
un-Democratic, schismatic, and repre
sents the tyranny of the minori+y against 
the vote of the majority of the Synod. 

"It is our firm ronviction that the Syn
od, after much prayer and sober judg
ment, was led of the Lord to face these 
issues which have threatened for a long 
period of time the peace, hamlony and 
progress of the Bible Presbyterian Church 
movement. 

'.'It is our sober judgment that thi 
session and church, if they are to remain 
true Bible Presbyterians, can do no other 
than support and abide by the actions 
of the 18th General Synod. 

"Moreover, this session views with 
alarm the manifestation of over-lordshIp 
in regard to the work of the Synod by a 
few who would rule or ruin our Bi llIe 
Presbyterian Movement. 

"As our church is sound ill the hask 
doctrines of the Bible, and altogether free 
of modernism, anf' wilI continue lo be, 

all that was being done to build the Bible 
Presbyterian Church and the separatist 
movement. May I report our experience 
since the Collin6'swood Church withdrew 
its SUPFOli from the National Missions 
CommiUel!. 

At the congregational meeting, July 
14, 1955, the congregation voted not to 
support the Synod-controlled agency any 
longer and this information was immedi
ately ~ommunicated to the National Mis
sions Committee. The congregation had 
been sending the National Missions Re
porter to all o· its members as a part 
of its benevolent program and had sup
plied the National Missions Com.mittee 
with addressog1aph pIart:es made m the 
Collil1gSWOOr\ uffice and kept up-to-date. 
The membf' of the congrl:g. lion were 

(C".,filllled on page 18) 

and \\as founded for 'the ,"Vord of God 
and for the testimony of Jesus Chri t: 
we believe all this dissension over the 
method of operation is relatively second
ary and that we should be about the 
Father',> business in propagating the faith 
and salvation of souls." 

H ere, without any question is indis
putable evidence that both the Indepen
dent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions ar.d Faith Theological Seminary 
took action, by the majority, to maintain 
the historic position of these agencies 
regarding their Presbyterian testimony. 

I f is sad indeed this was necessary, 
but hecoming necessary in the light of the 
.,a.:b , God's people shculd thank God that 
the majority of the Board were determ
ined to maintain the integrity of the 
charter of these two agencies. 

There has not been a pattern of gather
ing of power, but there certainly has 
been a change on the part of some of the 
men in tr Rible Presbyterian movement 
in regard ) what true Presbyterianism 
is. The members of the Bible Presbyte
rian Church who believe the Bible and 
rejoice in the history of the movement 
must see. that the present attack upon 
these five members of the various inde
. endent agencies is basically an attack 
upon them and 'other members who stand 
with them on the Faith Seminary and the 
[ndependent Board's uncompromising 
s and in behalf of the Board's testimony. 
r f the Lord's people can ee the~e facts 
mel rellize what happened. they can 1>et
,er juclg-e the attacks which are now heing 
made upon Dr. J. Gordon Holdcroft, 
1)1' .. \ 'an A. :'IfacHae, -i\Ir. Jack \\'. i\lttr
ray, the Hon. James E. Rennel, and Dr. 
( ~rl IcIntire. 
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OUf Experience 
(Colltinlled from page 17) 

informed that if they desired to continue 
11:0 receive the National Missions Reporter 
they could subscribe directly to it. 

Now, in the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, a congregation is supposed to be 
perfectly free to take action for reasons 
which are sufficient unto itself. The con
stitution provides that a church may with
draw from the Synod for reasons suf
ficient unto itself, and, when this is done, 
the denominafl:ion, through its official 
Synod-controlled agencies, ought not to 
harass or seek to disrupt the work of the 
local church. But this has not been our 
experience with the National Missions 
Committee. 

1. 

~hortly !lfter the congregation took its 
actIon and the National Missions Com
mittee was informed of it, the secretary 
of National Missions used the addresso
graph pl9!tes, which had been previously 
given to the Committee for the sending 
of the Nafl:ional Missions Reporter to the 
ColIingswood members, arid addressed 
a. letter to the members of ·t'he congrega
tIOn appealing for their individual per
sonal support of the Committee in view 
of the fact that the church had discon
tinued its support. We question most 
seriously the ethics of using a mailing 
list witb last minute corrections given to 
the Committee to send out the National 
Missions Reporter, for such a purpose. 
The letter also proceeded to argue with 
the congregation concerning its decision 
"Are the reasons for support of the n~ 
Board as valid as the reasons for sup
porting the Independent Board for Pres
byterian Foreign Missions when it was 
formed ?" 

When a local church decides to take 
an action, should the denominational 
agency use the facilities which that church 
provided to ,the agency in its mailing list 
to endeavor to argue about and to dis
rupt that action? We do not believe that 
this is the responsibility of a denomina
tional agency in dealing with a local con
gregation! It is time now that the elders 
and members of our beloved Bible Pres
byterian Church find out how one of its 
churches is treated! 

2. 

On Augus·t 24, 1955, the National 
Missions Committee again used the mail
ing list of the Collingswood Church 
given to it to send the Reporter, which 
had been discontinued, to address a 
six-page, single-spacerl, mimeographed 
typewritten letter \\'I·itten by an elder 
of the congregation who had withdrawn 
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from ,the Session of the church, who 
was agi.tating in the church against the 
decision of the congregation. This let
ter attacked the Ses ion particularly; it 
attacked the pastor of ,the church at 
length; and concluded with an appeal to 
the members of rhe ColIingswood Church 
to break their pledges which they had 
made to I1:he budget of the church and 
support the National Missions Commit
tee directly. 

Is it the task of a Synod-controJled 
agency to make league with a minority 
in a particular congregatiori for the pur
pose of having financial pledges of that 
congregation withdrawn? Shall a Synod
controlled agency make available to par
ticular individuals the use of a mailing 
list which the congregaltion gave to it for 
a definite and specific purpose? We do 
not think it should, but it did. 

rhere was no doubt that this was 
done. When people received the letters 
they found they wel'e addressed with the 
same addressograph stamp that had been 
previously used on their Reporter, and 
they were the plates made on the Col
lingswood graphotype. Furthermore, 
when the Rev. Tom Cross, secretary of 
the Committee in charge of the office in 
Wilmington, was asked directly concern
ing 1he use of those plates to address the 
elder's letter, he admitted that it had 
been done. A local 'church may tell a 
denominatiol)al agency that it no longer 
desires to support it, but our experience 
is {hat even then one is not through with 
that Synod-controlled agency. The agen
cy then joins in efforts to disrupt and 
even cause division in the particular 
church-which has resulted. This has 
indeed been a sad experience and one 
which we never dreamed we would be 
called upon to go through at the hands 
of the Committee 11:0 which we had given 
so much money through the years. 

3. 

~ut this 1s not all! On July 18, 1955, 
the Collingswood Session made a state
ment as to the position of the church in 
these matters. Almost three months 
later, Ootober ll-and we do not know 
just why it took the general secretary 
three months to decide to write the letter 
-he wrote to all the men under the Na
tional Missions Committee declaring that 
there was a statement in the Collingswood 
letter which "constitutes a slur of the 
lowest kind against the character of the 
men under support of the Committee." 
He declared the statement "calls into 
question the moral character of every man 
financially supported in any way by the 
National Missions Committee." He wants 
to know if they are guilty of such a 
charge and promises "to do everything 
in Illy power to correot this misinforma-
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tion to the people of our Bible Presby
ter,ian Church." 

This is indeed a serious charge! But 
Mr. Cross completely misconstrued and 
mi interpreted the paragraph which he 
Cjliotes. The paragraph reads: "Then 
questions were raised concerning the 
National Missions Committee. Those 
who had vested interests financially and 
wera under its support rushed vigorously 
to the defense of the conduct of the Na
tional Missions Committee's secretary. 
Yet men who stood with the secretary 
later explained that they knew the condi
tion revealed was true." Mr. Cross con
cluded that "men" in 1he second sentence 
were ·the sa·me men who were under the 
Na1ional MJssions Committee. The 
paragraph dealt with the general dis
cussion that took place at Synod and it 
did not refer in that instance to any of 
the men' who were under the Committee. 
Mr. Cross, making an erroneous conclu
sion, then proceeds to base a charge upon 
his deductions and impute that to the 
CoUingswood Church! Just how far can 
the denominational secretary go astray? 
But the impaot of his letter to alI the 
men under his Committee is to stir up 
adrutional feelings against the Collings
wood Session. Of all times this is a 
time when we need restraint, faots, and 
peace. 

Mr. Cross's1etter does say, !'I do not 
believe that I can be convicted of inter
fer ring with the work of local churches 
or presbyteries." The above evidence 
-the using of the mailing list, given to 
the Commit;tee .for one purpose, for 
another purpose, assisting in t\1e efforts 
to disrupt the Collingswood Church
certainly in our opinion involves interfer
ence! The office of National Missions, 
when. l1:he Collingswood Church informed 
it ·that ilt 'Vas not going to support it 
any more, should have simply withdrawn 
and let the Collingswood Church do as 
the Lord led. Instead, the Committee 
turned over its facilities to a member who 
desired to continue his attacks upon the 
church in this way. We do not question 
the liberty of this member in doing 
whafl: he did, but we do object to the 
National Missions Committee's aiding 
and abetting him in the task! Does Na
tional Missions make league with a min
ority in a church to attack the majori,ty 
of a local congregation in order to get 
more support for the Committee? 

The material which we have used in 
the discussion thus far is not based 
upon hearsay or conversation, but upon 
actual documentation in each ins,tance. 
If this experience of ours with a Synod
controlJed agency is a pattern, we do not 
want to have any more such Synod-con
trolled agencies! The churches should 
be absolutely free before God to handle 
their own affairs without external op
position or pressure from above in the 
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name of the denomination or a denomina
tional secreta ry. This is the liberty 
which the Bible Pre byterian churc hes 
enjoy, but with ·this pre ent serious 
crisis we have had a test which speaks 
for itself. I f a large church is treated 
thus, how then is a smaller church to be 
treated by the representatives of the de
nomination as a whole, such as the Rev. 
Tom Cross? 

4. 

When the Collingswood congregation 
voted to discontinue its support of the 
N 3Jtiona1 Miss10ns Committee, it directed 
that the funds be sent directly to :the in
dividuals whom the church had been 
supporting, pending adjustments which 
would be made. In other words, the 
church did not cut off all at once all the 
support of the individuals. 

A check was then sent to the Rev. 
Harold Mare of the Denver Church. Mr. 
Mare, as has been reported, endorsed this 
check and sent it back to National Mis
with the ind·ica:tion that the Conunittee 
could do with the ·check as it saw fit, 
return it to Collingswood or keep it. 
National Missions kept the check and 
deposited it in its own treasury. This 
was after the Committee had received 
notification from Collingswood that no 
further funds from the Colling wood 
Church would be directed ItO it. It 
seemed to us that the most ordinary 
ethics required that the National Mis
sions Committee return Ithe check to 
Collingswood, in full recognition of the 
action of the Collingswood congrega
tion in withdrawing support from the 
National Missions Committee. 

5. 

The Collingswood Church increased 
its 1955 contributions to the Committee 
on National Missions over 1954. Though 
there were questions, there was always 
the feeling that it would work out and 
with a common love for the cause and 
the church. things would never go as far 
as they have. Dr. McIntire even ar
ranged in 1955, after the Greenville 
Synod, to have a School of Mission 
dedicated to the National Missions Com
mittee, and he was the fi rst speaker at 
the Harvest Home for National Mis
sions, in which he dealt with the issues 
before the Church. 'Vith these facts, the 
letters which are going to be publ ished 
in the next issue of The Free Press, 
showing how the secretary and the offict' 
in \Vilmington were working against the 
Collingswood Church and against its 
pastor, will be most revealing indeed. 

Word came to us that Mr. Cross was re
ported to have said that there would be a 
split in the Collingswood Church and that 
some 250 members would leave and go to 
Haddonfield to start a congregation. 
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T his was after the congregatIOn had voted 
to support the Independent Bocrrd for 
Presbyterian Home l\Iissions. Stories 
to thi s effect were spread among the 
brethren. It was not surpri sing, there
fore, tha t on one Saturday night an elder 
of the church went to the home of the 
clerk to inform him that he was leaving 
and that on the nex t Lord's Day a group 
would assemble in Haddonfield for the 
purpose of establishing the Covenant 
Bible Presbyterian Church and that the 
Rev. Tom Cross, secretary of ~ational 
Missions, would preach at their service 
and would assist them in the formation 
of the new church. As it turned out, 
it was the group that was supporting 
Mr. Cross and that had been in contact 
with him in one way or another that left 
the Collingswood Church. Approximate
ly 44 llave asked for their letters or 
asked to have their names dropped. 

Here was a tear or a schism and it 
was accompanied by very serious charges 
against the Session- of the church and 
particularly the pastor of the church. 
There are a number of Bible Presbyte
rian Churche in the neighborhood to 
which these individuals could go and, ill 
several instances in the past, member 
have received letters frolll the Coll ing"
ivood Church to these other B. l' . con
gregations. 

Why must the secretary of the 1 ational 
Missions Committee be the one who 
comes on the first two Lord's Days to 
minister to this group and aid them in 
their purpose? Is the price of not sup
porting the National Missions Commit
tee-a Synod-<:ontrolled agency-activity 
on the part of that Synod-<:ontrolled 
agency leading to a schism in a church ? 
Is that what we have come to? And 
does not interference on the part of the 
National Missions' secretary in the in
ternal affairs of Ithe local congregation. 
following its decision to discontinue sup
port, inevitably lead up to that ort of 
conclusion? There certainly is no Scrip
tural basis for a tear or schism in the 
Collingswood Church, and for this great 
church, which has stood and helped the 
movement as it has, of all churches, to 
be subjected to this sort of treatment 
by the ecretary of ational f lissions 
indeed raises some very basic and funda
mental questions for every church in the 
denomination. The Collingswood COI1-

gregation, in order to support the Inde
pendent Boal'd for Presbyterian Foreign 
l\1issions, saw their pastor placed on trial , 
and, before they were throua-h, they lost 
their $250,000 church property. They 
stood for their freedom in Christ and 
for the Lordship of Christ. ow when 
they stand for this same freedom and the 
privilege of supporting an Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Home Missions, 
they suffer at the hands of a denOl~!ina
tional agency actually aiding and abetting 

I 'age 1<) 

a minori ty group " hid! led into a schisll J. 
Have we reached a point where, in ordt>r 
to support ~ati{) na l i\ l i~s i o ll ';. we will split 
cl1l1fches? Has ;\lational i\l i ·sions be
cOllle so desperate that, in order to receive 
fi nancial backing, it must in teriere with 
the internal affa irs of a congregation ~ 

Following Mr. Cross' two Sundays 
in Haddonlield, the moderator of the 18th 
General Synod came down to shepherd 
the group and has since been called as 
its l>astor from month to month. The 
Collingswood Session declined to give 
letters of dismissal to the group going to 
the schi smatic church on the ground that, 
because of their ord ination vows. elders 
could not be a party ·to a schism and com
mend people to a church which was built 
on schism or contribute to the tearing 
down of the ColLingswood witness for 
Christ. 

The' moderator of the Synod, a mem
ber of the Philadelphia Presbytery, came 
irito the New Jersey Presbytery; the 
Haddonfield Church itself was organized 
without any reference to the New Jersey 
Pre bytery within whose hounds it 
exists; and at the meeting of the Presby
tery. January 14, a majority in the Pres
hytery took firm action when Dr. ]. 
Oli ver Buswell, Jr., appeared at the Pres
byltery instead of attending his own Pres
bytery on that day, and declined to seat 
him as a corresponding member. \Vhen 
appl ication was made for the new church 
to be received, it was declined by laying
the matter on the table. 'Vhen former 
members o f the Collingswood Church 
petitioned the Presbytery, a king them to 
order the Collingswood Church to give 
them letters, this, too, was laid upon 
the table. ''''hen an effort was made to 
make one of the former Collingswood 
<;Iders (now an elder in the schismatic 
church) a corresponding member, this. 
too, was declined. 

The Presbytery conducts a Bible In
stitute in the Collingswood Church. When 

1r. McGregor $cott, a member of Pres
tery's Bible Institute Committee. re
signed his eldership and left the Collings
wood Church and became an elder in the 
Covenant Church, he ceased to be a mem
ber of the Preshytery, the denomination, 
and the AlII-·rican and International 
Council · o f Christian Churches. nut at a 
meeting of the Institute COlllmittee, the 
Thursday b fore Preshytery Illet, flIr . 
Scott was present and on a tie vote he 
par ticipated in i suing a call to Dr. J. 
O liver Buswell , Jr. to teach in the In t i
tu te for a full semester heginninL:" the fol
lowing :\Ionday night in the Collingswood 
Church. Presbytery reversed the action 
of the Bible Institute COlllmittee in this 
particular. 

For the moderator of the last General 
Synod and the general secretary of the 

(C oJltil1/(cd 011 page 23) 
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name of the denomination or a denomina
tional secretary. T his is the liberty 
which the Bible Presbyterian <:hurches 
enjoy. but with ·this present serious 
crisis we have had a test which speaks 
for iJself. I f a large church is treated 
thus, how then is a smaller church to be 
treated by the representatives of the de
nomination as a whole, such as the Rev. 
Tom Cross? 

4. 
When the Collingswood congregation 

voted to discontinue its support of the 
NaJtiona,1 Missions Committee, it directed 
that the funds be sent directly to .the in
dividuals whom the church had been 
supporting, pending adjustments which 
would be made. In other words, the 
church did not CUlt off all a't once all the 
support of the individuals. 

A check was then sent to the Rev, 
Harold Mare of the Denver Church , Mr'. 
Mare, ,as has been reported, endorsed this 
check and sent it back to National Mis
with the indication that the Committee 
could do with the ' check as it saw fit, 
return it to Collingswood or keep it. 
National Missions kept the check and 
deposited it in ~ts own treasury. This 
was after the Committee had received 
notification from Collingswood that no 
further funds from t he Collingswood 
Church would be directed to it. It 
seemed to us . that ,th~ ,roost ordinary 
ethics required that the National Mis
sions Committee return ·the check to 
Collingswood, in full recognition of the 
action of the Collingswood congrega
tion in withdrawing support from the 
National Missions Committee. 

5. 

The Collingswood Church increased 
its 1955 contributions to the Committee 
on National Missions over 1954. Though 
there were questions, there was always 
the feeling that it would work out and 
with a common love for the cause and 
the church. things would never go as far 
as ·they have. Dr, McIntire even ar
ranged in 1955, after the Greenville 
Synod, to have a School of Missions 
dedicated to the National Missions Com
mittee, and he was the first speaker at 
the Harvest Home for National Mis
sions, in which he dealt with the issues 
before the Church. With these facts, the 
letters which are going to be published 
in the next issue of The Free Press, 
showing how the secretary and the office' 
in 'Wilmington were working against the 
Collingswood Church and against its 
pastor, will be most revealing indeed. 

Word came to us that Mr. Cross was re
ported to have said that there would be a 
split in the Collingswood Church and that 
some 250 members would leave and go to 
Haddonfield to start a congregation. 
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T his was after the congregation had voted 
to support the Independent Boctrd fo r 
Presbyterian. H ome Missions. Stories 
to this effect were spread among the 
brethren. It was not surprising, there
fore, tha t on one Saturday night an elder 
of the church went to the home of the 
clerk to inform him that he was leaving 
and that on the next Lord's Day a group 
would assemble in Haddonfield for the 
purpose of establishing the Covenant 
Bible Presbyterian Church and that the 
Rev. Tom Cross, secretary of National 
Missions, would preach at their service 
and would assist them in the formation 
of the new <:hurx:h . As it turne'd out, 
it was the group that was supporting 
Mr. Cross and that had been in contact 
with him in one way or another that left 
the Collingswood ,Church. Approximate· 
ly 44 l-lave asked for their letter ' or 
asked to have their names dropped. 

Here was a tear or a schism and it 
was accompanied by very serious cilarges 
against the Session- of the church and 
particularly the pastor of the church. 
There are a number of Bible Presbyte
rian Churches in the neighborhood to 
which these individuals could go and, in 
several instances in the past , members 
have received letters {rum the Collings
Ivood ·Church to these other B. I'. COI1 -

gregations. 

Why must the secretary of the National 
Missions Committee be the one who 
comes on the first two Lord's Days to 
minister to this group and aid them in 
their purpose? Is the price of not sup
porting the National Missions Commit
tee-a Synod-(:ontrolled agency-activity 
on the part of that Synod-(:ontrolled 
agency leading to a schism in a church ? 
Is that what we have come to? And 
does not interference on the part of the 
National Missions' secretary in the in
ternal affairs of /the local congregation, 
follow~ng its decision to discontinue sup
port, inevitably lead up to that sort of 
conclusion? There certainly is no Scrip
tural basis for a tear or schism in the 
Collingswood Church, and for this great 
church, which has stood and helped the 
movement as it has, of all churches, to 
be subjected to this sort of treatment 
by the secretary of National l1issions 
indeed raises some very basic and funda
mental questions for every church in the 
denomination. The Collingswood con
gregation, in order to support the Inde
pendent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions, saw their pastor placed on trial , 
and, 'before they were through, they lost 
their $250,000 church property. They 
stood for their freedom in Christ and 
for the Lordship of Christ. Now when 
they stand for this same ·freedom and the 
privilege of supporting an Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Home Missions, 
they suffer at the hands of a denol1lina
tional agency actually aiding and abetting 
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a millori ty group \Vhi"l led inlo a schism. 
Have we reached a point where, in orc1(>r 
to support National II l i~s i () t1 s. we \\' ill spli l 
c1ulrches? H as National Missions be
come so desperate that, in order to receive 
financial backing, it must in terfere with 
the internal affairs of a congreg-at ion ~ 

Following Mr. Cross's two Sundays 
in Haddonfield, the moderiJItor of the 18th 
General Synod came down to shepherd 
the group and has since been called as 
its lJastor from month to month. The 
Collingswood Session declined to give 
letters of di smissal to the group going to 
the schismatic church on the ground tbat, 
because of their ord ination vows, elders 
co uld not be a party 'to a schism and com
mend people to a church which was built 
on schism or contribute to the tearing 
down of the Coll~ngswood witness for 
Chri$!. 

The- moderator of the Synod, a mem
ber of the Philadelphia Presbytery, came 
irito the New Jersey Presbytery; the 
Haddonfield Church itself was organized 
without any reference to the New Jersey 
Presbytery within whose hounds it 
exists; and at the meeting of the Presby
tery, January 14, a majority in the Pres
bytery took firm action when Dr. J. 
O l,iver Buswell, J r., appeared at the Pres
by/tery inste:td of attending his own Pres
bytery on that day, and declined to seat 
him as a correspondi'ng member. When 
application was made for the new church 
to be received, it was declined by laying 
the matter on the table. 'Vhen former 
members o f the Collingswood Church 
petitioned the Presbytery, asking them to 
order the Collingswood Chur<:h to give 
them letters, this, too, was laid upon 
the table. '''''hen an effort was made to 
make one of the former Collingswood 
~lders (IlOW an elder in the schismatic 
church) a corresponding member, this. 
too, was declined. 

The Presbytery conducts a Bible In
stitute in the CoHingswood Church. When 
Mr. McGregor ~cott, a member of Pres
tery's Bible Institute Committee, re
signed his eldership and left the Collings~ 
wood Church and became an elder in the 
Covenant Church, he ceased to be a mem
ber of the Presbytery, the denomination. 
and the A lIlc·rican and International 
Counci ls of Christian Churches. nut at a 
mee ting' of the Insti tute COlllmittee, the 
Thursday IJefore Preshytery met, 1IIr. 
Scott was present and on a tie vote he 
par ticipated in issuing a call to Dr. J. 
Oliver Buswell, J 1'. , to teach in the I nsti
tu te for a full semester heginning the fo l
lowing :\londay night ill the Col1ings\\'ood 
Church . Presbytery reversed the acti on 
of the Bible I nstitute Committee in this 
particular. 

For the moderator of the last General 
Synod and the general secretary of the 

(Colltin/lcd 011 pagc 23) 
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Orthodox Presbyterian Church and Bible Presbyterian Church Compared 
A study of what has happened to the 

\ )rthodox Presbyterian Church is of sig
T1ilicance in the present controvesy in 
d Bible Presbyterian Church. Lionel 
L. Brown, a Bible Presbyterian minis
te and his c . ngregation in San Fran
c oJ , Calif., have recently left the B.P. 
e I .. 1 for the purpose of joining the 

, , ,'(;OX Presbyterian Church, and it 
COl monly reported that there are sev

I.. 'al others in the B.P. fellowship that 
are con ' idering hi tep. B rown ha~ 
written that he consider the OnllOdo 
Presbyterian Chur<:h more Presbyterian 
than the B.P. 

In 1937, when the break came in the 
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, a snlull 
group of ministcrs and a few elders signed 
thc Articles of Association for the Bible 
Presbyterian ynod. One of the factors 
\,>,hich led ,to this break was the repudi
ation by the Third General Assembly 
of the then Presbyterian Church of 
America of the hldependent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions, and the 
Assembly set up its own 'Synod-con
trolled" £oreign boar·d. 

According to the Minutes of the Sec
ond General Assembly of the Presbyte
rian Church of America, meeting in 
Phila.delphia, November 12-14, 1936, 
there were 106 ministers enrolled in the 
Church. ' 

ccording to the Minutes of the latest 
General Assembly, the 22nd, meeting 
at Westminster Theological Seminary, 
May 25-30, 1955, there were only 115 
ministers enrolled in the Church; or, in 
19 years, there has been a net gain of 9 
ministers in the denomination. Of the 
present ministers, only 35 were among 
(he original 106. 

Concerning the official Committee on 
Foreign Missions, in 1955, we read, page 
15, "The following missionaries were on 
the missionary roll of the committee at 
the end of the fiscal year." There are 
only 17 m:issionaries, including husbands 
anll wives. The Independent Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions has 86 
missionaries and serves 12 fields, and had 
an income last year of $325,289.89. The 
O.P.e. otTIcial board has a budget (1955) 
of $62,630. This Synod-controlled Board 
of Foreign Missions has made very lit
tle progF~ss through the years. 

" 
The statistics of the denomination and 

its growth, as indica!ted by them, is also 
very significant. Accoroing to the 1955 
report, there are only 5,979 communi
cant members in the denomination, an 
increase ~£ 29 over ,1954. According to 
the MirlUtes of 1951, the total communi
cant membership was 5,831. In 1953, it 
was 5,830. In four years, there was 

a net gain of 148 communicant members 
in the Orthodox Presbyterian Church. 
In a breakdown of the churches, there 
is one church with 390 members in Cedar 
Grove, Wis.; the second is Vineland, 
N. ]., with 297; the third, Wilmington, 
Del., with 262; and the fourth, Oost
burg, Wis., with 247. Of 72 churches, 
55 of them have less than 100 members. 

At the time of the break, in 1937, the 
1 d r ' ~f 'tr.n nrthodox Church took 
th 'hur h n 1 th Y had Westminster 
Th Iogi 1 min ry, n iml.ependent in
·titU'tion. 

cordin to the latest available Min
lite. of the General Synod of the Bible 
t'resbyterian Church,. 1954, the total 
communicant membership was 8,428, or 
25 per cent larger than the Orthodox 
Church. There were 198 ministers and 
86 churches. The leaders of Westminster 
Seminary successfully resisted a move in 
the Orthodox Church to put the Sem
inary under <the control of the General 
Assembly. And the Guardian, which 
generally serves the church, is an inde
pendent non-Assembly-controlled jour
nal. The Opthodox Presbyterian Church 
has a Synod-controlled foreign board, 
home board, and Christian education 
board, and no Synod-controlled college, 
seminary, or publication. 

The Bible Presbyterian Church, in its 
18th General Synod, has in one Synod 
gone beyond the Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church in the question of Synod-con
trol. It made provision for a Synod
controlled college, established a Synod
controlled official publication, and eretted 
a powerful Synod-controlled ComjDittee 
on Christian Education. The B.P. 'Synod 
does not yet have a Synod-controlled 
Board of Foreign Missions or a Synod
controlled seminary. 

Dr. Buswell, moderator of the 18th 
General Synod of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, in the Bible Presbyterian Ob
server, December, 1955, has appealed for 
the setting up of agencies, "Where some 
agencies may have fallen completely 
under the ideology of .ctomimttion, others 
must be raised up." And, accord:ing to 
the Bible Presbyterian Observer, the In
-dependent Board for Presbyterian For
eign Missions and Faith Theological 
Seminary have fallen under "the ideology 
of domination." There is talk among a 
number of the ministers in the Bible 
Presbyterian Church for the establish
ment of a Synod-controlled board of for
eian missions and a Synod-controlled 
theological seminary, thus breaking with 
the Independent Boam, its history, and 
turning away from Faith Theological 
Seminary. 

The revolution in the Bible Presbyte
rian Church, which developed in the 18th 
General Synod, has swung the pendulum 
out even farther than it occurred in the 
Orthodox Presb}"terian Church. To es-

. tablish a Presbyterian Church with Syn
od-controlled Home, Foreign, Christian 
Education agencies, official paper, col
lege, and seminary is the pattern exactly 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 

The Orthodox Presbyterian Church has 
given an illustration of how an ingrown 
denomination, with its emphasis upon 
the Church and its "Reformed Faith" 
government, has progressed. The Ortho
d{)x Presbyterian Church al 0 turned 
aside from the great struggle against the 
apostasy, which Dr. Machen was so val
iantly leading. It declined to go along in 
the movement represented by the Ameri
can Council of Christian Churches an-d it 
is not a member of the International 
Council of Christian Churches. 

A movement which is going to chal
lenge the apostasy must be free, militant, 
loyal ,to the faith, and aggressive in j,ts 
evangelistic testimony. Is the Bible Pres
byterian Church going to turn now and 
become like the O.P.e.; in fact, 'even go 
beyond the O.P.e. in this very emphasis 
upon the Church? The glorious em
phasis ()f the Church should be upon 
] eSllS Christ and Him crucified. 

"Oh that thou wouldest rend the heavens 
thai thou wouldest come down, that th~ 
mOllntains might Row down at thy pres
ence. . .. For since the beginning of 
the world men have not heard, nor per
ceived by the ear, neither hath the eye 
seen, 0 God, beside thee, what he hath 
prepared for him that waiteth for him. 
Th{)u meetest him that rejoiceth and 
worketh righteousness, th{) e that remem
ber thee in thy ways: behold, thou art 
wroth; for we have sinned: in those is 
continuance, and we shall be saved. But 
we are all as an unclean thing, and all 
our righteousnesses are a filthy rags; 
and we all do fade a a leaf; and our 
iniquities, like the wind, have taken us 
away. And there is none that calleth 
upon thy name, that stirreth up himself 
to take hold of thee: for thou hast hid 
thy face from us, and hast consumed llS, 

,because of our iniquities. But now 0 
Lord, thou art our father; we are the 
clay, and thou our potter; and we all 
are the work of thy hand. 

"Be pot wroth very sore, 0 Lord, 
neither remember iniquity for ever: be
hold, ee, we beseech thee, we are all 
thy people" (Isa. 64:1,4-9). 
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.The struggle in the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, on the part of some, has become 
an anti-McIntire crusade with an ef
fort to drive Dr. McIntire from the 
Church. Dr. McInti·re has received let
ters from Bible Presbyterian ,ministers, 
some of whom have recently come into 
the denomination, telling him that he 
should leave the Church. Others have 
said that the Bible Presbyterian Church 
will not advance as long as he is in it, 
and that he is the big hindrance in the 
Church. He is also accused of not being 
a loyal B~ble Presbyterian. Letters have 
come to the Christian Beacon from Bible 
Presbyterians cancelling their subscrip
tions and saying that they will have 
nothing to do with anything with which 
Dr. McIntire is connected. There are 
many wonderful .Bible Presbyterians who 
do not know or realize how bad condi
tions have become in the attack on Dr. 
McIntire. , 

The first public attacks made on Dr. 
McIntire's charader were made by Dr. 
Robert G. Rayburn when he questioned 
the 'integrity of the members of the exec
utive committee of the American Council 
of Christian Churches in his GreenviIle 
report, charging them with "deliberate 
deception." Dr. Rayburn insisted that 
this was not a persona-l attack and that he 
did not call into question anybody's honor 
or integrity. 

Later, however, he repeated the charge 
against Dr. McIntire in the presence of 
witnesses when; referring to a question 
of American Council statistics, he de
clared, "That is deliberate deception." 
This he repeated. 

Later he insisted again that he was 
making no charges against anyone's in
tegrity. Speaking hefore some of the 
Collingswood people, he insisted that no 
such charge was involved. 

On the Synod floor in St. Louis, how
eyer, he declared that the basic problem 
was one of loss of confidence based on 
integrity. Later, .in the Bible Presby
terian Observer, No.2, he insisted that, 
since no name was mentioned in his 
GreenviUe charge of "deliberate decep
tion," it was not an attack on any in
dividual's honor or integrity. 

Recently Dr. McIntire wrote Dr. 
Rayburn questioning this type of abuse 
and asking for specifications concerning 
the allegation that he was making that 
Dr. McIntire was violating the Ninth 
Commandment. 

Dr. Rayburn wrote on December 28, 
1955, on the official stationery of Cove
nant College, as follows: 

"You challenge me for speaking evil 
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Anti-Mcintire Crusade 
of you. That is really amazing! You 
knew as well as I did that your mime<J'
graphed report to the last Bible Presby
terian Synod contained false witness 
against me as well as aga,inst 'lax Belz 
in violation of the 9th Commandment, 
which false witness was circulated to 
hundreds of people. That is only one 
of a whole list of such offenses. You are 
not the one to get righteously indignant 
over such a statement as mine ! 

"You . want an example of irrespon
sible authority. The Highland College 
situation is quite sufficient. although ' I 
could give you many. You had the 
authority to come out here and tell Ken
nedy and Gordon et al tQ apologize to me, 
which they did immediately, although 
others had appealed to them in every 
way possible to do so and 'had completely 
failed. You proved your authority." 

The "mimeographed report" to Synod 
was Dr. McIntire's American Council 
report, and, according to his knowledge 
and belid, all of the statements which he 
made in it were true. The reference 
concerning "irresponsible authority" in 
going to Highland College is to his ef
fort as a brother with brethren to bring 
peace, and he did secure a signed state
ment by hoth sides on the basis of which 
fellowship was restored at that time. 
This could hardly be "irresponsible au
thority." Rather, it was brotherly con
cern and love. 

The anti-McIntire campaign has been 
used to discredit him .in the broader field 
of his world-wide activity and witness, 
particularly in the International Council 
of .christian Churches. Some opposing 
Dr. McIntire have passed on informa
tion to the enemies of the movement. 

Presbyterian Life, official organ of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., has 
carried a story the import of which is 
to discredit Dr. McIntire. United Evcm
gelical Action, the official organ of the 
National Association of Evangelicals, 
carried an editorial entitled, "An Objed 
Lesson." This, too, attempted to discredit 
Dr. McIntire. Christian Life headed its 
lengthy article, "BP's 'Young Men' Re
volt," and observed that the conflict 
"could send McIntire spinning from his 
pinnacle in the ACCC." Again, it was 
McIntire who was fighting Buswell and 
it was "McIntire's habit of regarding his 
opinions as the opinions of the one million 
persons claimed as members of the 
ACCC." 

The Alliance W eekly, J~nuary 4, 1956, 
organ of the Christian and Missionary 
Alliance, in an article by Carl F. H. 
Henry, professor in Ful1er Theological 
Seminary and leader in the National 
Association of Evangelicals, had the fol-
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lowing to say about the American Coun
cil: 

"The American Council of Churches 
faced inner tensions, with a revolt against 
its titular leader, Dr. Carl McIntire, 
spearheaded by Bible Presbyterians." 

The only conflict within the American 
Council has been by a Bible Presbyte
rian element led by Dr. Robert G. Ray
bum, and the inner tensions of 195:5 have 
been those that have been agitated by the 
Bible Pr.esbyterian group represented by 
Dr. Rayburn. This, however, in the 
way in which it has been handled, has 
now given the enemies of the separatist 
position occasion to rejoice and blas
pheme. 

T.he Presbyterian Guardian, a voice 
within the Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church, features an entire article on the 
opposition to the "McIntire leadership." 

Those who objected-the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A., the National 
Association of Evangelicals, the Ortho
dox Presbyterian Church-to the uncom
promising stand which Dr. McIntire has 
taken through the years in behalf of the 
separatist cause, its related issues, and 
also for the f ree'dom which the Bible 
Presbyterian Church gave to its local 
churches and pastors in the beginning, 
have been ·furnished information and have 
not hesitated to use it in their publica
tions. 

The fact is that the executive commit
tee of the ICCC is standing squarely and 
solidly with Dr. McIntire in his uncom
promising .position. The American 
Council of Christian Churches also is 
standing with him in the position on 
separation which he has maintained 
through the years. 

The activity of Dr. Rayburn and 
others associated with him has served 
to do great harm to the ACCC, the 
ICee, and particularly the testimony of 
the 13ible Presbyterian Church itself. 

These attacks made upon Dr. McIn
tire are being used to discredit hi tn, his 
ministry, the Christian Beacon, the Col
lingswood Church, the ACCC, and the 
ICCC, with which he has been so inti
mately associated. The responsibility for 
handling these attacks in such a way as 

. to reflect upon the whole separatist 
cause is a matter that should be of con
cern to the .christians in the Bible Pres
byterian Church and to the Lord's peo
ple everywhere. 

The truth is that, at the 18th General 
Synod on · a secret ballot, Dr. McIntire 
received the highest number of votes as 

(Continued on page 23) 
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The Board of Directors of Shelton Col
lege, after a number of lengthy meetings 
and alfter exhausting every effort to re
solve the situation which had de;yeloped 
in the college under Dr. J. Oliver Bus
wel1's leadership, unanimously removed 
Dr. Buswel1 from the· presidency. The 
reasons for this were stated in a resolu
tion adopted by the Board. In the De
cember issue of the Bible Presbytericrn 
Observer, Dr. Buswel1 has replied to 
this resolution, making numerou~ serious 
misrepresentations. The Board of Shel
ton College is preparing a lengthy state
ment and explanation for those who may 

. desire it. Also, there are references to 
Dr. Carl McIntire on the part of Dr. 
Buswell that are in serious er.ror. 

Writing of Dr. Elmer Smick, profes
sor of Semi tics in Shelton, Dr. Buswell 
says: "Dr. McIntire asked, 'What right 
h~s Dr. Smick to ·teach 011 the faculty of 
Shelton College?' Dr. Mcintire further 
questioned Dr. Smick's loyalty to the 
.A!CCC and IeCC organizations." Dr. 
Buswell continues: 

"Mr. Bennet knew of members (only 
one or two as it subsequently develops) 
in Dr. Smick's church who are opposing 
him, and, Mr. Bennet said, 'I think Dr. 
Smick's people will take care of him.' 
I referred to the letters about Mr. An
derson and the remarks about Dr. Smick 
as 'cracking down' on free men. Dr. Mc
Intire objected to my phrase, 'cracking 
down.' Rev. Jack Murray said, 'It is 
just the consistent applioeation of a prin-
ciple.' . 

"At the same Shelton board meeting 
Dr. Mcintire moved to adopt the follow
ing statement of policy: 'Since the posi
tion of Shelton College is committed to the 
position and testimony of the American 
Council of Christian Churches, it shall 
be the policy of the Col1ege from this 
date not to employ on the Teaching Staff 
anyone who advocates withdrawal from, 
or in the opinion of the Board is hostile 
to the American Council of Christian 
Churches.' 

"The motion was passed, and I con
fess that I acquiesced, failing to see the 
organizational impli<:a1ions." 

Dr. Buswell gives an entirely erro
neous impression and report. He places 
in quotation marks words which he puts 
in the mouth of Dr. McIntire. What Dr. 
McIntire did say at the meeting on June 
20 was, that if Dr. Smick departed from 
the position of the coUege regarding the 
American Council of Christian Churches, 
then Dr. Smick or anyone else who 
would make such a departure could nat 
properly teach on the faculty at the col
lege. 
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Shelton College 
Every member present agread with the 

statement that Dr. McIntire made, and 
a committee was appointed by Dr. Bus
well, after unanimous action, to contact 
Dr. Smick and ascertain his position. The 
Board has a right to ascertain ·the posi
tion of every member of the faculty 
whom it employs and Dr. Smick's atti
tude in the Synod of the Bible Presbyte
rian Church, in his vote, could not be 
taken as evidence. The Board must deal 
directly and not by hearsay or second
hand information with its teachers if it 
is to be a truly responsible Board. Dr. 
Buswell has repeatedly been told that he 
misrepresented Dr. McIntire and the 
other members of the Board in this mat
ter. This has been told to him in the 
Board meeting itself. But here he has pub
lished far and wide a representation of 
Dr. McIntire which simply is not in ac
cordance with the fact, and the members 
of the Board will testify to this. pr. Bus
well, in making it appear that Jack Mur
ray was saying that it was just a con
sistent application of principle that he 
was objecting to the "cracking down" 
that Buswell refers to, is again serious
ly in error. Mr. Murray, in his remarks, 
was pointing out that, regardless of who 
the teacher was, if a professor was not 
going to take the stand of the school in 
regard to its conunitment to the position 
and testimony of the American Council, 
he ought not to be employed. 

The sobool is entitled to have stand
ards and to maintain those standards, 
and when the school does maintain those 
standards it is not "cracking down" or 
engaging in reprisals but simply maintain
ing , the integrity of its own testimony 
and position. 

The resolution which was passed em
phasizes the position and testimony of 
the American Council of Christian 
Churches. There was no thought on the 
part of anyone that blind allegiance was 
required to everything that the Ameri
can Counoil did in every resolution or 
particular. 

Dr. Buswell indicates that he failed to 
see, at the time, the "organizational im
plications." There are and were no organi
zational impl,jcations. Effort .is here made 
to make it appear that the Board was 
requiring soane sort of blind allegiance 
-allegian~e to men rather than allegiance 
to Jesus Christ. 

This twisting and perverting of the 
Board meeting and what was done, even 
after Dr. Buswel1 himself had been told 
that it was 110t a proper report or evalu
ation, is characteristic of what the Board 
members themselves have had to en
dure at the hands of Dr. Buswell through 
this conflict. Repeatedly he insists that 
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certain things have happened, when they 
did not happen. There has appeared 
to be a certain fixation about Dr. Bus
well on some of these things, and 
pleading with him and the presenting 
of the facts and the testimony of others 
(more t,ban two or three witnesseii) just 
simply does not seem in any way to affect 
his attitude. 

. Shelton College is "an American Coun
cil school." It stands for the principle, 
position, and testimony of the American 
Council of Chrisbian Churches. 

In order to' build a cas~ against the 
Board, it is necessary for Dr. Buswell 
to engage in th,js . sort of representation. 

On the other hand, fhis should be 
contrasted wit:h the action of the Indepen
dent Board for Presbyterian Foreign Mis
sions, where, in the case of declining to re
elect two members to its Board, there was 
lengthy, publicly circulated documenta
tion, which men had seen and all conld 
study and review. In a meeting of the 
Shelton Board, Dr. Buswell threatened, 
if he were removed, to take part in the 
formation of another council of churches. 
And now he states in print that since 
the ideology of domination has come. into 
being in independent agencies something 
must ,be done. "Where some agencies 
may have fallen completely under the 
ideology of domination, others must be 
raised up." Does this mean that, as 
some are now olaiming, -there is to .be 
estabLished a ' Synod-controlled board of 
foreign missions and a Synod-controlled 
theological seminary? As the Indepen
dent Board now exlsts, there has been 
no change of policy of any kind. Dr. 
Buswell and others associated with him 
are still members of the executive com
mittee. When responsible leiders and. 
members of independent agencies have 
done what they thought was right before 
the Lord in order to maintain the insti
tutions in their testimony, shall God's 
people sit idly by while attacks are cen
tered upon them, designed to cripple and 
destroy them in order that official Synod
controlled agencies may be established 
in their places? 

Dr. Buswell refers to a memorandum 
dated July 23 "sent out by Dr. McIntire 
to a list the size of wh,jch he refuses to 
state." I told the Board that approxi
mately fifty copies of this memorandum 
had been made and that it had been sent 
to all the members of the Shelton Col
lege Board. The meeting of July 21 
was so disturbing that before I left for 
Europe I dictated a memorandum. This 
is something which I have done on other 
occasions, in order that we might have 
a record of what took place. It might 
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be well if this whole memorandum were 
read by God's people today. Here are 
two paragraphs: 

"The gap between Dr. Buswell and the 
Eoard seemed to widen as the evening 
meeting proceeded. I moved that the 
actual vote on the motion be postponed 
until a meeting when every member of 
the Board could be notified and urged 
to be present. This was agreed upon for 
September 5, when Dr. Holdcroft and I 
will be back from the ICCC meetings 
in Europe and the Middle East. Men 
on the Board told Dr. Buswell that he 
had been responsible for many of the 
difficulties which the college had gotten 
into. Even during the meeting, whUe 
talking to one real estate man, he had 
made statements about our own financial 
condition which made it difficult to deal 
with that man so far as any offers were 
concerned. Buswell informed the Board 
that he thought that for the last three 
years the college could not go on! He 
was then told that if he had felt that the 
college was going to fail, he should have 
resigned long ago so that someone could 
have been put in his place who believed 
that i t could sucreed and would have 
provided such leadership for the college. 
The following motion was placed on 
the minutes and unanimously approved 
by the Board: 'It was moved that this 
Board intends to maintain the indepen
dent nature of this institut ion. The Board 
regrets and deplores the question which 
has been raised by the committee of the 
Bible Presbyterian Church for a Synod
controlled college, inviting the surrender 
of control of the College and the resig
nation of the present Board of Tr us
tees. The Board of Shelton College 
rejoices in God's goodness to it and 
does not wish to become embroiled in 
any particular denominational struggle. 
We assure our constituency that it can 
depend upon our steadfastness." 

" Dr. Buswell indicated that Dr. Mac
Rae's arguments appearing in The Free 
Press were "silly" and that there was 
not going to be any spli't in the Bible 
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National Missions Committee to co-op
erate in promoting a cause of schism in 
one of the faithful and loyal Bible Pres
byterian congregations, a church which 
has done more than any other in the whole 
denomination to build it and support it, 
indicates just what happens when a Syn
od-controlled agency is rejected by a 
people. Instead of letting the group in 
Haddonfield establish them;;elves, re
.store mutual love and confidence, and 
then come to Presbytery with a desire to 
co-operate with the brethren , the whole 
matter was pressed immediately upon the 
Presbytery, causing considerable di ssen
sion and disturbing the peace of the 
Presbytery. Is it proper for a Presby
terian minister to go without the bound 
of his own Pre I.:.ytery, aid a schismatic 

Presbyterian Church but that io.lcIntire 
might lead off a small splinter. Toward 
the end of the meeting the situation de
teriorated considerably, but all matters 
were postponed, and it was clear that Dr. 
Buswell was at real differences with his 
Board. T he Board members indicated 
that they did not want to be forced to 
take an action of fi ring Dr. Buswell. It is 
trusted that prayer, and the grace of 
God, .and the H oly Spirit will lead, that 
there may be so;ne resolution of thi s 
situation which has been precipitated." 

When a man has lost confidence in rhe 
future of a school and thinks it is going 
to fail, he is not the man to be president, 
and it is then time ror the Board to make 
a change, especially if the Board believes 
that the school can succeed and that it 
ought to succeed. 

When the general Christian public 
finds out these facts, they will appreciate 
the unanimous action of the Board. Bus
well simply had to be removed if the 
college was ' going to be saved and pre
served. 
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group, and then appear before the P res
bytery within whose bounds the schis
matic church exists, and expect to be 
received as a corresponding member 
to pres the cause of the chismatic 
group ? Is that the spirit of brotherly 
love? It was repeatedly said in the Pres
bytery that if the group that has gone 
to Haddonfield would e tablish themselves 
and if reconciliation with the Collings
woud Church could be effected, there 
wonld be no objection to their being re
ceived into the fellowship of the Pres
bytery; but that until such mutual love 
and confidence can be maintained, which 
was the basis of the formation of the Bi
ble Presbyterian Church, this issue could 
not be forced upon the Presbytery. 

The two leader in the Bible Presby
terian Church \Voho have participated in 
this schismatic action have been Tom 
Cross, the sec retary of National Missions, 
ancl J . Oliver Buswell, Jr., the moderator 
of the 18th General Synod. \i\' hat they . 
have expected to gain by this procedure 
is a real question! This does not commend 
Synoc\-controlled agencies to a people 
who want their freedom, especially when 
they have come out of a denomination 
like the Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.:\ ., where they do have Synod-con
trolled agencies with ecclesiastical pow
ers using them for thei r own ~nds. 

This report is not based upon specu
lation "but upon actual experience. 

Anti·Mclntire ... 
(Cantil/lied from page 21) 

a delegate to the ACCC and has been 
made the chairman of the delegation. He 
also was elected a delegate to the ICee 
and has been made chairman of the dele
gation. So far as the votes of the Bible 
Presbyterian Synod are concerned, those 
that have aided in the attempts to dis
credi t him in the movement at large rep
resent a minority. 

Requests for copies of The Free Press and all communications may be addre sed 

to the secretary-treasurer of the Committee, the Rev. Arthur G. Slaght, 

1630 S. Hanover St., Baltimore 30, Md. 
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