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Ecclesiastical Executions 
Many things have happened in the last 

two years in the struggle within the Bible 
Presbyterian Church, but nothin~ has hap
pened that compares to the actIOn of the 
Columbus Synod and the presbyteries obey
ing that action relatve to ministers who at
tended the Collingswood Synod. The Co
lumbus Synod instructed the presbyteries 
to erase from the roll of the presbyteries 
any ministers who attended the Collings
wood Synod. This was done under a 
para~raph in the Book of Discipline which 
prOVides that if a minister joins "another 
body, the presbytery S'hall erase his name 
from its roll." 1ihi9 action constitutes per
ha~ the most arbitrary, high-handed action 
~hat has thus far been taKen. 

tery alone, tfiat con9titutes his membership in against the Independent Board and Dr. · 
the Bible Presbyterian Church. Holdcroft, against Faith Theologcal Sem

inar-y and Dr. Allan Ae MacRae, again~t 
When, therefore, the Columbus Synod Shelton College and Dr. Jack Murray, an.d 

ruled arbitrarily that attendance upon the leaders of the independent agencies were defi
Collingswood Synod meant that th.; minis- nitely a part of the move of Synod to thr~w 
ters who were members of presbyteries in these men out of the Church without a trial. 
good and regular standing had joined without a hearing, without considering any 
another body, that Synod in Co~umbus griev- of the protections of the constitution. This 
ously erred. There Wa9 a dispute and a is eccle~astical execution. It is the same 
differe.nce of opinion concerning a . synodt . thing as taking a man and executin~ him 
or which synod a. man or church deSired to without giving him a hearing or a trial, or 
attend, but that did not mean that they had protecting his rights under the law. ( 
joined another denomination, for their 
membership in the Bible Presbyterian 11his action of the P.hiladelphia Presby
Church consisted of membership in a presby- tery transcends any other action that has 
tery, not membership in a particular synod! been taken by leaders of 'the Columbus 

. . Synod. There is no protection under th~ con-
In "the Bible Presbyterian Church, a min- The Philadelphia Presbytery gave per- stituti-oo for men whom top leaders desm! to_ 

ister is a member of a presbytery. Entrance haps t~e clear~st ,example of this ar.bi.trary remove. 'I1hey create.d an "excuse" and pro
into the Bible Presbyterian Church for a and Willful acaon on the part of mmlsters 'ceeded to execute their brethren. 
minister is by and through a presbytery. A who were in sympathy with the Columbus 
minister does not join the Bible Presbyterian Synod. Dr. J. Gordon Holdcroft, president 
Church by attending a synod or joining a of the Independent Board for Presbyterian 
synod me·etling. He can,not. The constitu. Foreign Missions, Dr. Allan A. MacRae, 
tion forbid3 it. He joins the church only president of Faith Theological Semi
by action of a presbytery. A synod meetS' nary, the Rev. Arthur G. Slaght, chairman 
for a few oays, adjourns, and that synod is of the American Council's Radio and Re
over. The same is true in regard to local cording Commission, and ~ numbe.r of other 
churches. ChurcheS' enter the Bible Pres- men, members of. the Phlla~elphla Pr~sby
byterian denomination by means of a ' tery, attended a~d enrolled m the Collmgs
presbytery. The constitution says, "En- wood Synod which was ~eld November 23-
trance into this fellowship is by means of the 27, 1 ?56. The Synod adjourned and ceased 
presbytery" ( Form of Government, Cha pter to eXist. 
3, Paragraph 1,). For elders, therefore, of Ne1Tertheless, the Presbytery of PhiIa· 
a local church to attend a particular synod delphia, under the leadership of the Rev. 
meeting, does not mean in itself that they Kenneth Horner, Dr. R Laird Harris, the 
have left the Bible! Presbyterian Church and Rev. Tom Cross, and others, moved to 
joined "another body." erase the names from the roll of the Pres1ly-

In fact, a minister or the elder or elders tery of Dr. Allan A. MacRae~ Dr. J. Gordon 
of a church do not have to attend a synod Holdcroft, and other brethren, if they did 

not repudiate their attendance in the Col
at all to be in good standing in the denomi- lingswood Synod within two months. These 
nation. There are some ministers and some b th ld t 'bl h b re ren cou no POSSI y ave een a 
churches in the Bible Presbyterian Church member of another body, for their memh!;r
that have never been present or represented ~h ip was only in the Presbytery of 'Phila
at a single synod. Some have attended only delphia. In fact , at the time that the motion 
one or two, three, or five,. in the entire eilth- itself was made to put these men out of the 
teen years. All know this. The constitutIOn church, Dr. Allan A. MacRae was present, 
does not even require the attendance at a as was Mr. Arthur Slaght, and others. These 
synod. Furthermore, a synod is made up of men denied that they were members of 
only those who attend it. If a man does not another body. 1ihey were members only 
go to a synod meeting, he is not a member of of the very presbytery that was putting them 
that synod, but he is still a member of the de- out and removing their names from the 
nominational body. Attendance or non- roU in violation of the constitutional pro
attendance, m,embership in or non·member- visions which protect their rights. 
ship in a synod does not affect a mal\'s 
or a church's membership in the denomina- The constitution of the Bible Presbyte-
tional body .. This is the constitution. rian Church is clear in its teaching that the 

If, therefore, within the denomination 
and under the constitution a dispute develops ' 
over synod and two synods meet, it does 
not and did not mean that by attendance at 
one or the other men or churches had 
joined "another denominational body." It 
IS a minister's membership and a church's 
membership in a presbytery, and a presby-

Bible Presbyterian Church is a voluntary 
association. Men are free to leave it. But 
they cannot be put out without the provisions 
of the Book of Discipline being followed. 
The constitution is supposed to protect every 
member and church. 

The antagonisms which have developed 
among the leaders of the Columbus Synod 

When th-e Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. declared that Dr. Machen's Inde
pendent Board for ' Presbyterian Foreign 
Mission~ was illegal" they did 'not remove 
Dr. Machen's name from the roU of the 
presbytery. Instead; he was put on trial, as
the constitution requires. After he was con
victed of sin, his name was removed. If a!i 
offense has been oommitted,' a maq must 
be given an opportunity to defend himS'Clf. 
And if it was an offense to attend · the Col
lingswood meeting, 'as the leaders of the Co
lumbus Synod have maintained, then those 
who attended the Collingswood Synod 
should have been given a trial, a hearing, 
and an opportunity to defend themselves. 
As it is, they were told, "Repudiate the 
synod which you attended or in two months 
your name shall 'be erased." The two montlhs' 
periDd is now past.;lnd the men's names hav~ . 
been erased-put out of the church without 
a hearintt, without a defense, mth6ut an 
OppOrtuDlty to protect themselves and !!heir 
good names under the constitution of the 
church. 

It is interesting also to observe that th.e 
Columbus Synod, in its instructions to the 
presbyteries, specified' only the ministers who 
attended the Collingswood Synod. It did 
not specify the elders who represented 
churches who attended the Collingswood 
Synod. Yet a church's relatiollship to the 
presbytery is the same as that of a minister. 
Both are members and enter the denomina
tion through the presbytery. Minister!' were 
thus in an extra-constitutional way removed 
fr-o~ the presbytery's roll, and these in
cluded some of the founders of the church, 
former moderators in the church, and men 
whose . spirituality and integrity cannot be 
questioned. 

In the New Jersey Presbytery, the same 
thing happened, but only in a little different 

(Continued on parle 5) 
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A PLEA FOR COMMON HONESTY 
The Scriptures exhort us to "provide 

things honest in the sight of all men" 
(Rom. 1 2 : 1 7) . Peter emphasized that we 
are to have "your conversation honest among 
the Gentiles" (1 Peter 2 :12). Paul em
phasized, "Whatsoever things are honest" 
(Phil. 4:8) . Ard again he emphasized, "I 
pray to God that you do no evil ... that 
ye should do that which is honem" (2 Cor. 
13 :7). 

The fundamental question of honesty 
now presents itself in the most direct manner 
in regard to what has happened in the Bible 
Presbyter:ln Church. We therefore make 
an earnest, genuine appeal to the men of 
the Columbus Synod or the St. Louis group 
that they face this question of honesty befor~ 
God in what they have done to the Bible 
Presbyteri an Church. 

It is not honest for men to come into a 
chu'rch that is committed to 'certain great, 
ftfndamental principles, and introduce into 
that church another concept of things and to 
seek to change it over into something dif
ferent. Those who want a church different 
from that which the Bible Presbyterian 
Church was organized under its constitution 
to be, should establish such a church and 
build it, and not attempt to change over the 
Bible Presbyterian Church. 

Evidence that this is what has happened 
can be seen both within and without the 
church. 

I. 
The Rev. Kenneth Horner, Wilmington, 

Del. , moderator of the judicial commission, 
in May, 1956, prepared a statement in which 
he discussed the different concepts of church 
government which were mruggling within 
the Bible Presbyterian Church, and he said, 
"These developments have so aggravated 
this whole church government controversy 
that it now seems> to the writer practically 
unthinkable that a reconciliation can be estab
lished between the two sides of the contro
versy and peace restored to the Bihl'! PrltS'
byterian Church." 

The document, "The Ideological Divi
sion Within Our Church," prepared by 
Robert G. Rayburn, Claude Bunzel, and 
Walter E. Lyons, said that "equally sincere 
men hold different concepts," that "the pres
ent division within our Church is ideological 
in nature, and therefore beyond reconcilia
tion." 

These brethren were specific, "Our pres
ent ideological division became apparent 
only after men began to recognize the hybrid 
structure of the Bible Presbyterian Church." 
And then they indicated that taey meant by 
this "hybrid structure" "a hybrid mixture 
of Congregationalism and Presbyterianism." 
They further emphasized that they were a 
part of a group "who want a truly Presby
terian church, and not a loose 'association.' " 
These men were very specific in speaking 
about their opponents> in the church because 
they called them "Congregational-mindc;d 
men." \ 

The stater, clerk of the General Synod, 

the Rev. Robert Hastings, wrote to Dr. 
Robert G. Rayburn, June 1, 1953, "When 
we visited the seminary [Faith 1 a few weeks 
ago with the Committee on Visitation and 
Accreditation, it came out in the discussion 
that my' view of what we want to build is 
quite different from that of Mr. McIntire." 

In recent days it has been rep'eatedly said 
that there were two churches under one roof 
in the Bible Presbyterian Church. 

Numerous actions taken by the 19th 
General Synod and the "Columbus Synod," 
have only implemented the position of these 
gentlemen to change the :hurch, and, in their 
terminology, to make it "truly Presbyte

. rian." 

The Bible Presbyterian Church, as its 
position is set forth in its constitution, pros
pered and grew under the particular concept 
which was written into that constitution. 
Churches were built, members joined, ses
sions carried on their responsibilities under ' 
this concept for 18 years. The basic ques
tion is, Why was there marted a second; 
church within the Bible Presbyterian Church 
and when did it start ? We have just quoted 
evidence to the effect that there are those 
who felt that the church was of a hybrid 
nature. But those who were seeking faith
fully to build the church did not think that 
it was hybrid. They thought it gave free
dom and liberty to the local 'church, re
stricted the powers of the General Synod, 
and protected them from any encroachments 
of tyranny . Now a change has come on 
the part of some. 

In such circummances, what is the honest 
thing for men to d~fight and struggle to 
take over a church and change it; or simply 
to recognize that they are the ones who have 
changed and leave the church to those who 
have invested 'so much in it, building upon the 
principles written into the conmitution? 

This raises a corollary and a good ques
tion . If the Columbus group represents that 
element which has changed the Synod, then 
what honest right do they have to keep 
the name, Bible Presbyterian? 

These men fought for a tighter, more 
powerful Synod, with power to order 
churches to add names to their rolls and to 
take them off, power to direct presbyteries 
to meet, power to initiate judicial and ad
ministrative discipline against brethren who 
question some of its actions, power to assert 
that its administrative decisions, in adminis
trative cases, are as binding as the judgment 
of the Supreme Court of the United States; 
power t{) forbid presbyteries ana sessions 
from the exercise of a constitutional liberty 
in associating themselves 'with an indepen
dent agency-the Bible Presbyterian Church 
Association; power to instruct presbyteries 
to erase the names of ministers from their 
roll if they have attended a Synod which 
the Columbus group considered illegal. Here 
are powers gathered, usurped, just, simply 
grabbed, and in these powers a church is 
being bound I Men are sacrificing liberty 
which Christ gave them. The rights of con
science' which men have before Christ are 
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being viola ted in the name of calling upon 
men to be "subject to their brethren." 

Men who had a part in changing and 
introducing this element into the Bible Pres
byterian Church face a basic question o( 
hone9ty before Christ. Is it honest to 
change a church in this way and-to try to 
claim that it is still the same church? ' 

II. 
From outside the Bible Presbyterian 

Church, at the hands of leaders of the Or
~odox Presbyterian Church, has come the 
most confirming testimony to the change 
which the gentlemen from St. Louis and 
the Columbus Sy,nod have instigated . 

. Dr. Ned Stonehouse of Westminster The-
. ological Seminary, a: leader in the Orthoqox 
Presbyterian Chl,lrch, attended the Columbus 
Synod and reported at length, in The Pres
byterian Guardian, December 15, 1956. 
He . declares, "Far-reaching developments 
are taking place among· the Bible Presby: 
terians," and he' adds, "It may well be that 
a new era is at hand." 

Appraising the situation, he says, "As 
time went on there ~ppears to have been 
an increasing number of persons who ca.me 
to feel that the Bible Pre'sbyterian Synod 

. was, to say the least, a denomination which 
assigned so little authority and responsibility 
for the life and work of the church to the 
Syiwd itself that unless certain reforms 
could be inmituted it could hardly with pro
priety claim the name Presbyterian." 

It would be difficult to find a statement 
which confirms the position of !ke Col.umbus 
Synod more dearly tha.n this. Tliis also is ex
actly what the Collin~wood Synod said. was 
taking place. The dTlve for a "true Presby
terian Church," the pressing need for "cer
tain reforms," all were to the end thaP the 
denomination should be ch(ln~ed, and that 
a Synod which men thought Had ~uch little 
authority should be given greater power over 
the life of the churche.s and the ministers. 

Stonehouse observe's, "There have been 
certain tensions within this movement re
sulting from th~ fact that it has be-en Presby
terian in name and tradition, and no doubt 
in certain provisisns .of its form of govern
ment, and yet that there ·has been a strong 
accent upon independency." 

Here it is, the so-called hybrid church, 
combination of Presbyterian.ism and inde
pendency -or Congregationalism. Dr. Stone
house sees the situation as these other gen
tlemen have appraised it and have been seek
ing to change it. But, is it honem to change 
a church which is organized according to a 
certa}n pattern, position, and principle? 

Dr. Stonehouse observed that at the 
Columbus meeting "only two of the 73 mili
isters taking part ... were involved in the 
separation of 19'37." That is·the time when 
the Orthodox and the -aibIe Presbyterians 
parted. 

. Dr. Stonehbuse is encouraged. He thinks 
the Columbus group is engaged in a "move-

(Continued on page 6) 
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"And There They Preached the Gospel" 
When one reads the Book of Acts and 

sees the esotablishment of the New Testament 
Church one readily understands that the 
emphasis is upon the preaching of the Word. 
"And there they preached the gospel" (ActSl 
14:7). 

The difficulties which have arisen in the 
Bible Presbyterian Church and which have 
led a portion of the church to turn its face 
toward the Orthodox Presbyterian Church 
need to be freshly appraised in the light of 
the phrase, "And there they preached the 
gospel." 

The Presbyterian Guardian, edited by 
Ned B. Stonehouse and Leslie W. Sloat, 
carries a lengthy article, January 15, 1957, 
in which it endeavors to reply to some of 
the objections which Bible Presbyterians his
torically have had to the Orthodox Pres
byterian movement. 

The Guardian recognizes that The Free 
P ss and the Christian BeacoII, in reporting 
that over a period of 19 years, from 1936 
to 1955, the OPC had a net gain of 9 min
isters, were speaking the truth. A church 
which has been able to add an average of 
only one minister to its numerical .strength 
every two years should have some explana
tion for thiS. 

The Guardian does explain that the "net 
gain" fails also to mention the fact that thl' 
church had to replace 15 or so ministers 
who went with the B.P.'s in 1937. But 15 
and 9 makes 24, and that still would mean 
a net gain of only one and a fraction of a 
minister per year for 19 years. The paper 
further thinks that "unfavorable publicity 
coming from Mcintire" hindered their 
growth. But, after the initial break, Mc
Intire in his paper and the Bible Presby
terian Church in general went their way, 
pressing the great issues of the faith once 
delivered unto the saints. Effort was made 
to get the Orthodox Presbyterian Church 
to come into the Intel'national Council of 
Christian Churches and for a while it looked 
as though the brethren would be willing to 
co-operate, but they turned back to their 
"Reformed faith" citadel. Thus the editors 
emphasize that the reason the church did 
not grow was that it sought "to be faithful 
to its historic Reformed and Presbyterian 
heritage. We unfortunately are living in an 
age when concern with doctrinal purity does 
not seem to be generally attractive. That 
in such an age the Church has grown at 
all is encouraging." 

But there never has been an age in the 
history of the world when doctrinal purity 
was generally attractive. The struggle of 
the church with unbelief and the world, the 
flesh, and the Devil has always been a fight 
and it always will be. This is indeed a lame 
excuse for those who claim to stand in the 
succession of a Dr. Machen to be encouraged 
by the fact that the church has shown any 
growth whatever. 

The key to this whole situation is found, 
we believe, in the narrow, rigid, hide-bound 
adherence to what is called the "Reformed 
faith." These brethren preach what they 

say is the "Reformed faith." The Reformed 
faith, and we say it with all due respect, has 
become some kind of fetish and almost an 
idol. 

In contrast to this, the emphasis in the 
Bible Presbyterian circle and which the circle 
generally has been advancing haSl been upon 
the "Bible," "Jesus Christ," "the Gospel of 
salvation," '!the grace of God," "the faith 
once delivered unto the saints." These an 
similar phrases are Scriptural. These are 
the phrases that God's people read when 
they study their Bibles I 

One can search the Scriptures from be
ginning to end and he will not find "Re
formed faith." There is no such termin
ology. What is called the "Reformed faith" 
historically is a system of doctrine presented 
in the Scriptures; but the Scriptures present 
this system of doctrine!' under the terms of 
the Gospel, the grace of God, justification 
by faith, the elect. 

This emphasis and approach make all 
the difference between a church filled with 
Bible-believing people and those who have 
become loyal adherents to the phrase, "Re
formed faith." We are a firm believer in 
the Reformed faith and can use such termin
ology; but we preach the Bible, we preach 
Jesus Chrisot, we preach salvation by grace 
through faith, and we do it in these terms, the 
terms of Scripture. In this preaching, we are 
absolutely loyal to the Reformed faith and 
we present the great system of doctrine set 
forth in the Scriptures, which has been known 
historically as the Reformed faith. There 
is a difference, and a big difference. It makes 
the difference between a cold, dead, soterile 
type of church, and a fresh, living, aggres
sive church, zealous for souls and militant 
in defense of the faith. 

It is a sad, sad state 9f affairs that 
the church which Dr. Machen himself 
started with the warmth of his own zeal 
and conviction has turned aside. When men 
wrap themselves with such fetishes, they en-. 
deavor to convince themselves that those who 
have left them are "not so concerned with 
doctrinal integrity." The men who did not 
stay in the Orthodox Presbyt~rian Church, 
then the Presbyterian Church of America, 
were just as zealous of doctrinal integrity 
as the OPC men were, but they did not want 
to bow' down at the shrine which they had 
erected, the "Reformed faith." They were 
fully loyal to ' the system of doctrine and to 
the Reformed faith, but they wanted it pre
sented and preached to the Christian world 
in the terms of the Bible. Paul, in his mis
sionary preaching, certainly did preach the 
Reformed faith, but he did not call it that. 
\V c read, "There they preached the gospel." 

The Gua,.dian proceeds to go back to the 
day when the Bible Presbyterian leaders 
stood with Dr. Machen and then, after his 
death, the break came. Effort is made by 
The Guardian to place Dr. McIntire in the 
position 'of not being strongly in favor of the 
Reformed faith. I t is reported, "Dr. 
Machen was insistent that the Church should 
reject the '1903 Amendments' to the Con-

fession," and that "McIntire on the other 
hand argued for retaining those Amend
ments, since they would in some way demon
strate continuity with the old U.S.A. 
Church." It is a shame indeed when :nen 
will misrepresent the position of others 
which has been clearly made known. Dr. 
McIntire was in favor of removing the ~903 
Amendments from the testimony of the new 
church. When the Bible Presbyterian Church 
was started, they were not included in the 
constitution by unanimous action. 

The only question at stake at the time 
was that the Independent Board for Pres
byterian Foreign Missions and Westminsoter 
Theological Seminary in their charters had 
said that they were committed to Presbyterian 
doctrine in the form in which it was ex
pressed in the constitution of the Presbyte
rian Church in the U.S.A. as of such and such 
a period. The new church was to be the true 
successor to the U.S.A. Church. Church 
properties were involved in some instances. 
We were of the opinion that the new church 
should take the constitution of the Presby
terian Church in the U.S.A. as it was and 
then proceed to amend it by due constitu
tional procedures. We did not feel that a 
break should be made, S'ince, in all the trials 
of the court, the members of the Independ
ent Board had been professing their absolute 
allegiance to the constitution. Dr. McIn
tire's adherence to the Reformed faith was 
never challenged by Dr. Machen or, so far 
aSl we know, by anyone else. He is a Cal
vinist, but he presents his messages from the 
Scriptures as the Word of God. Now, after 
these years, since leaders of the Orthodox 
Presbyterian Church have entered into the 
controversy in the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, effort is made to misrepresent Dr. 
Mcintire's views. 

It is intereS'ting indeed to see the de
fenders of the Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church n9W accusing Dr. McIntire and those 
standing with him as standing "for some
thing ~ess than strict adherence to the trlltil." 
We have read statements published by The 
Presbyterian Guardian which simply are not 
true, and they belong to the realm of abuse 
and slander. In discussin~ the Independent 
Board for Presbyterian Foreign Missions 
and the action of the Presbyteriall. Church of 
America in forming its own official board it 
is now alleged that the Independent Bo;rd 
"repudiated the lea:dership of Dr. Machen." 
It is said that Machen was "ousted from 
the presidency" of the Board. Machen's 
leadership was not repudiated I His testi
mony and his glorious work for Christ were 
honor-ed by all the members of the Indepen
dent Board. Machen himself, at the time 
of his death, was a member of the Board 
and left a substantial legacy to the Board I 

It is even asserted that the Independent 
Board "had maintained on its membership 
p<;rsons w.ho held the non-Presbyterian pos
ItIOn of Independency in actual practice." 
But these persons were invired to be on the 
Board by Dr. Machen, and because they did 

(Continued 01/ page 4) 
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not belong to a particular pre~byter>: ,,:hich 
the group in Westminster Serrunary mSlsted 
that they should, they were no~e the .l.egg 
Presbyterian at the time I . This pO~ltlOn 
which these men at Westmmster Semmary 
took has led to the view that in order to be 
Presbyterian, a mission board must be not 
independent but under the control of a Gen
eral Assembly. It was this position which 
Machen himself repudiated and fought 
against. 

Dr.. Allan A. MacRae and others clitse 
to the situation and associated with Dr. 
Machen in those days can testify that even ' 
Dr. Machen himself was deeply disturbe.d 
by the trend which he saw in some of his 
colleagues at the Seminary and their constam 
picking at the questi?ns o~ the "Reformed 
faith." Machen believed m the Refo.r~ed 
faith, and in his great battle i~ the C.hnstla'l 
world he constantly spoke of the faith onc~ 
delivered unto the saints.'" As a Reformed 
<;hristian he was in the vanguard of the 
mQ,vement to defend th~ in~rrancy of ~he 
Scriptures and the virgin birth of. Christ. 
In his great fight to preserv~ Pnnceton 
Seminary Dr. Machen stated his case clear
ly. In hi~ pamphlet, December, 1927, "The 
Attack Upon Princeton Semi~arr;-A ~Lea 
for Fair Play," Dr. Machen s~ld, If Prince
ton is lost, there must certainly be a new 
institution that shall not conceal the rea\!) 
great issue of the day, but shall contend 
earnestly for the faith.': He. claimed that 
if Princeton was reorganlzed by tht: General 
Assembly, the new directors "may no.t be 
Modernists themselves," but he emphasized, 
"The inevitable result of their policy will b ~ 
to make Princeton a Modernist institution 
in a very few years." That, of course, has 
now happened. It is a citadel of neo-ortho
doxy. 

Machen castigated the ecclesiastic~' 
machinery which he said was rolling smooth
ly, and said, "The end of Princeton Sem
inary will, in some 'sort, mark the end of 
an epoch in the history of the modern 
Church and the beginning of a new era in 
which new e.vangelical agencies must be 
formed." Machen toQk the lead in forming 
"new evangelical ag~cies," a seminary, in
dependent; the Independent ' Board for 
Presbyterian Foreign Missions. These were 
agencies. They were not under the control 
of a General Assembly. Machen struggled, 
as he says in his pamphlet, "with an eccle
siastical machine," and he just could not see _ 
how it would be possible for two million 
people, members of the Presbyteria~ Church 
in the U.S.A., to get the necessary mforma
tion to save the institution which was sup
posed to be theirs under the control of their 
General Assembly. 

The Presbyterian Guardian _ questions 
whether the Independent Board has gone on 
with the work \ of Machen. The church , 
which in 19 years has had a net gain of 
9 ministers, has virtually abandoned the 
great battle which Machen led. As the issues 
which he raised were pressed and the world 
struggle for t!he faith made, the Independent 
Board has been in the vanguard, joining 
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these issues on mission fields, helping to rally 
God's people in these la~ds into ass.ociations 
and fellowshilJs and regIOnal counCils. The 
battle continues, but not at the hands of the 
Orthodox Presbyterian Church. 

There is a choice passage in Machen's 
defense or plea for Princeton, in which he 
speaks, not in terms of the "Reformed 
faith" but he rejoices in the League of Evan
gelic~1 Students at Princeton. We. r~me":J
ber so well his support and leadership In thiS 
field among evangelical students from the 

arious seminaries. Machen writes, "Th(! 
warm and vital type of Christianity that has 
emanated from Princeton-the type of 
Christianity that. not only proclaim~ t~e 
Gospel when it IS popular to proclaim It, 
but proclaims the Gospel in t~e. fa~e of a 
hostile world, the type of Chrlstlamty that 
resolutely refuses to make. c~mmon cau~e, 
either at home or on the miSSIOn field, With 
the Modernism that is the deadliest enemy 
of the cross of Christ, the type of Chris
tianity that responds with full abandon of 
the heart and life to the Saviour's redeeming 
love that is willing to bear all things for 
Christ's sake, that has a passion for the sal
vation of souls, that holds the Bible to be, 
not partly true and partly false, but all 
true, the blessed, holy Word of God-this 
warm and vital type of Christianity, as it has 
found expression, for example, in the League 
of Ev-angelical Students, is disconcerting to 
the ecclesiastical leaders i and so Princeton 
Seminary, from which it emanates, must be:: 
destroyed." . 

Then Machen writes: "No one who has 
come into close contact, for example, with 
these young men .who have formed the 
League of Evangelical Students ean suppose 
that such consecration can ever be van
quished or discouraged by hostile actions of 
the organized Church. Vital Christianity 
never will be crushed out of the world by 
action of Church legislatures or courts. The 
Gospel of Christ is still enshrined, even in 
these sad, cold days, in the hearts of men." 

It was this conviction and this type of 
terminology-the Gospel, the Gospel of 
Christ-that inspired the students around 
Machen and made the League of Evangel
ical Students a spearhead throughout the 
Christian world. And let us say, at this 
point, that Machen in such leadership was 
truly a Reformed Christian I And those who 
talk about the "Reformed faith" today and 
make it almost a shrine before which the" 
worship, if they would grasp the spirit and 
the compass of that faith and its responsi
bility to lead in the evangelical -struggle of 
the hour, they would be consistent and faith
ful to their convictions and provide what is 
so desperately needed throughout the Chris
tian world in this hour-strong, aggresS!ive, 
militant leadership in behalf of the Chris
tian faith. 

Another slander, and it is a slander per
petrated by The Presbyterian Guardian 
against Christian brethren, is the allegation 
that the Bible Presbyterian Synod repudiated 
"eschatological liberty." 

The millennial question and difference 
was not the big struggle with Machen. These 
questions were raised primarily after Ma-
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chen's death by those associated with him. 
But there was a clear, unquestioned attack 
upon the premillenarians and it was openly 
said that the new church would not tolerate 
prem[llennialism but that it would be an 
amillennial church. There are defects and 
errors in the Scofield Bible, but to blast the 
Scofield Bible in the manner in which it was 
done before the Christians who delighted in 
the Second Coming of Christ did untold 

' harm among the sheep and the lambs. We 
have always believed that this was done to 
keep out of the n~w c~urch those who ?e
lieved in the premtllenmal return of Chnst. 
But a man who accepts the Reformed system 
of doctrine may, in all consistency, believe 
also in the premillennial retuJll of Christ. 
But a dispensationalism which. vioktes. the 
unity of the covenant of grace IS an antl-Re
form~d heresy. The attack upon premillen
nialism was fanned into a major issue and 
brought tragedy. Many turned hack and 
fell by the wayside. The first General Synod 
of the Bible Presbyterian Church, when it 
was established, made a declaration in behalf 
of eschatological liberty. The resolution in 
full reads: 

"WHEREAS, thjs General Synod has 
adopted changes in the Confession of Faith 
and the Larger Catechism which bring our 
doctrinal standards into harmony with the 
premillennial view. of that blessed hope, the 
second coming of our Lord i and 

"WHEREAS, although we hold this view 
to be taught in God's Word, we yet recog
nize that there are sincere Christians who 
hold to other views of the events which 
shall accompany our Lord's return but who 
nevertheless are one with us in receiving 
the system of doctrine taught in the Bible 
and stated in our doctrinal standards; 

"Therefore be it resolved, that this Gen
eral Synod declareS! that subscription to our 
doctrinal standards upon the part of all 
office-bearers shall be understood as lea ving 
them and our churches and memberS! free to 
hold any eschatological view which includes 
the visible and personal return of our Lord 
to earth, and which is not otherwise incon
sistent with the system of doctrine of the 
Bible and the Confession of Faith and Cate
chisms of this Church." 

The third matter had to do with Chris
tian liberty and the use of intoxicating bev
erages. At this point The Guardian, Janu
ary 15, 1957, said, "The Church in 1937 
refused to take a position which would in 
effect have impugned the integrity of her 
Lord Jesus Christ, but instead reaffirmed 
the stand which is set forth in Scripture 
and the historic Presbyterian Confessions." 
It was allegcd that to advise people, young 
people, to abstain from intoxicating bev
erages, as the Presbyterian Church of Amer
ica refused to do, impugned the integrity 
of our Lord and made Christ a sinner be
cause it was said He used intoxicating bever
ages. 

For years on end the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A. had counselled its mem_ 
bers and its young people to abstain totally 
from the use of intoxicating beverages. This 
advice and counsel was in the tradition of 

(Continued on page 5) 
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"And There ... 
(Continued from page 4) 

the Presbyterian Church in the United 
States. It was believed to be expedient and 
proper to !pve such advice. But the group 
that was In control of the Presbyterian 
Church of America at that time insisted that 
the historic Presbyterian confessions and the 
Scriptures ruled otherwise. 

The resolution setting forth the position 
of the Bible Presbyterian Church on this 
matter and adopted by the Second General 
Synod reads as follows: . 

"We, the members of this Assembly, in 
the interests of making clear our position on 
-this particular- matter, namely the question 
of a Christian's relation to the use of in
toxicating beverages, and with no slightest 
intention of setting ourselves up in judgment 
on the conscience of any man where the 
Word of God has not bound him, do desire 
to declare that we deem it wise to pursue 
the -'Course of total abstinence j and further
more, we lament the widespread tendency of 
the Amefican people toward intemperance, 
and we are unalterably opposed to the mod
ern saloon and the liquor traffic in general, 
which, as now c;lrried on, is associated with 
and leads to sinful abuses, and is subversive 

. of the general welfare of society." 

These issue9-Christian liberty, premil. 
lennialism, the Independent Board for Pres
byterian Foreign Mission,......were raised in 
the conflict, not by tho9C who later becarpe 
Bible Presbyterians, but by those who were 
seeking to direct and mold the life of the 
new church from Westminster Theological 
Seminary. The quelltions and issues were 
first raised there and made an issue in the 
church. 

It has been our opinion for many years 
that these questions were raised to provoke 
division, because there were those who felt 
that within the new movement there were men 
who were "not Reformed" and they were 
not wanted in the new church, even though 
they had been leaders in the fight to preserve 
a true Presbyterian testimony in the United 
States. These issues were used to provoke 
and to prod men to leave, so that the new 
church would be in the hands of a ,group who 
would be, according to their understandio~, 
loyal to the "Reformed faith." This IS 
exactly what they obtained when the story 
was over, 'and in 19 years they have had a 
net gain of 9 ministers. 

In our modern life, with its present 
tempo, the testimony of the Lord's people 
in the United States has generally been that 
it is the best and wisest policy to abstain 
from any use of alcoholic beverafes. This 
has.been counselled in the realm 0 Christian 
expediency and it has been a blessing to the 
church. . 

" Furthermore, churches which have been 
strong in their emphasis upon the Second 
Coming of Christ have been among those 
which, in God's providence, . took places or 
leadership in defending the faith. 

It was an exce;dingly unwise and dis
astrous thing for the Westminster group to 
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SEPARATION 
the Rev. Frank E. Allen, D.D., a leader 

in the Reformed Presbyterian Church in 
North America, who attended the Colum
bus Synod, has reported the "split" in the 
Bible Presbyterian Church in the February 
6 issue of Covenanter Witness . Since Dr. 
Allen was present at Columbus his report is 
significant In that he declares that the group 
that ·rqet in Columbus "represents the ele
ment of the Church which was critical of 
the one·man leadership of Dr. McIntire and 
the extreme separatism that characterized 
his policy." 

When leaders connected with the Co. 
lumbus Synod emphasize that they have not 
changed and that they agree with Mr. Mc
Intire in matters of separation, we now have 
this testimony confirming the position of 
Dr. McIntire and others that there has been 
a change in the emphasis and the position 
of separation. 

Dr. McIntire in his pla'ce of responsi. 
bility in editing the Christian Beacon and 
in the International Council of Christian 
Churches. has not changed. His separatist 
stand and his militant attack against the 
apostasy continues as through the years that 
have passed. When "Bible Presbyterian r.as
tors begin to speak of this position as 'ex
treme separatism," it is pretty good evidence 
that they 'have changed. 

The charge, too, that it is Dr. Mdntire 
that they have been attacking and seeking to 
discredIt is also confirmed by Dr. Allen's 
report, though some of their leader~ vigor
ously deny it. 

Dr:. Allen, too, ~thered, the impression 
that the Columbus ~ynod removed the men 
from the church who stood with Dr. Mc
Intire. He writes, "The names of the min
isters who joined this meeting at Collings
wood Were declared erased from the Bible 
Presbyterian Church." 

turn away from the Independent Board, 
which had been the focal point of wch ter· 
rific attack by the General Assembly of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. In the 
break that took place in 1937, the spirit, the 
emphasis, the struggle which Machen him
self led was carried on, as history has shown. 
in the current which the Bible Presbyterian 
leaders followed, while, on the side of the 
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, the battle 
was virtually abandoned. 

Now an element in the Bible Presbyte
rian Church looks to this Orthodox Presby. 
t;erian Church for comfort and fellowship . 

The Bibfe Presbyterians who desire to 
see a true testimony preserved in this coun· 
try must understand the issues that are at 
stake at this point and by their own per· 
sonal testimonies in their positions of in· 
fluence declare themselves and join with 
those who are' seeking to continue, through 
the Collingswood Synod, the historic posi. 
tion of the movement and of the Bible Pres· 
terian Church itself. 
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Ecclesiastical 
(Continued from page 1) 

way, so far as its accomplishment was con
cerned. The New Jersey Presbytery, ag a 
Presbytery, had indicated that it would rec
ognize the Collingswood Synod. The ma
jority of the Presbytery recognized the Col
lingswood Synod. 

This meant, therefore, that in the Pres· 
bytery of New Jersey, which , emained in
tact, the directives from the Columbus Syn
od would not be honored. So, the minority 
in the Presbytery met, called themselves "the 
Presbytery of New Jersey," and proceeded 
to authorize a directive to all the members 
of the Presbytery "to ask you to declare your 
actual standing with the Collin~wood Syn
od." The letter, sent by re&iste~d mail 
to every minister in the Presbytery, said, 
"If we do not hear from you within thirty 
days, we will consider that evidence that you 
no longer wish to be a member of the New 
Jersey Presbytery of the Bible Presbyterian 
Synod." Thus, a minority who could not be 
the presbytery, and who did not have the 
records of the presbytery or the moderator
ship or the stated clerk of the presbytery
these offices were occupied by ministers in 
a presbytery whose sympathies were with the 
Collingswood Synod and who attended the 
Collingswood Synod-this minority pro
ceeded simply to rule that, if they did not 
hear from the lI(ajority of the presbytery, 
they would drop their names from the roll, 
which, it is repor~ed, they did. A roll which 
they did not possess, names which they aid 
not have in their records, they proceeded to 
drop from the roll of the presbytery and to 
claim that these men were no longer mem
bers of the Presbytery I This is ecclesiastical 
execution par excellence I . 

~ 'Vhis is anarchy, rebellion, unconstitution
al procedure of the highest order. There 
could be and there certainly has developed 
a difference of opinion as to which synod 
men desire to recognize or to attend. Some 
went to Columibus. Some went to Collings
wood. But a' particular synod is not the de
nomination, and it is possible, within a de
no~nation for such a dispute to develop, 
as It most assuredly has developed. The 
constitution w,ith all parts of the structure 
contained there make the denomination I 

In contrast to all this, men -mho attended 
the Collingswood Synod and who are ac:tive 
in their presbyteries, have not taken any ac
tion of any kind to discriminate, penalize, 
or to throw out of the church their brethren 
even in presbyteries where the maJority rep: 
resents men who are in sympathy with the 
Collingswood Synod. 

. Whe~ the history ?f the present episode 
In the BIble PresbyterIan movement is writ
ten! in the light of Presbyterian 'history, this 
actIOn on the part of the leaders in tht: 
Columbus Synod will be the blackest and the 
darkest of all. It IS ecclesiastical execution 
without warrant, and in violation of the con: 
stitutional protections given to ministers in 
t~e ,Form of Governme~t, the Book of Dis
CIpline, and the ConfeSSIOn of Faith of the 

(Continued on page 8) 
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AN APPEAL TO ALL BIBLE PRESBYTERIANS 
It is a source of real encouragement that 

throughout the local churches of the Bible 
Presbyterian Church God's people are com
ing forward and expressing their determina
tion to preserve and to carry on the work 
of the Church's testimony . . 

People see that the Collingswood Synod 
is carrying on that te!ltimony. It supports 
and endorses the Independent Board. It 
backs and is a member of the American 
Council of Christian Churches and the In
ternational Council of Christian ChurcheS'. 
It is supporting the agencies which God has 
raised up through the years, and it stands 
squarely againS't ecclesiastical control and 
power and the rise of an ecclesiastical ma
chine ~thin the Church. The Collingswood 
Synod has repudiated the 19th General 
Synod because of the actions which it took 
in violation of the constitution of the 
Church. 

There must be a witne!ls in the United 
States of America to the true, historic Pres
byterian witness, a testimony which will give 
the .evangelical e.m~ha~is, warmth of conse
cranon, and Christian zeal which have been 
characteristic of Presbyterians through the 
years. 

The Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. 
is' officially apostate. The United Presbyte
rian Church and the Presbyterian Church in 
the U.S. are living on the inclusivist policy 
program and are in the apostasr a9 repre
sented by the National and W orId Councils 
of Churches. There mu9t be a movement 
to preserve, for ChriS't's sake, this historic 
testimony in the United States. The Ortho
dox Presbyterian Church has turned aside, 
with its em~hasis upon what it calls the Re
formed faith. The Bible Presbyterian . 
Church has been beset with grief and sorrow. 

The appeal now is that God's people be 
not discouraged. Let each in his own place 
hold the fort and stand on the line. Let us 
not be castaways. . 

The St. Louis Synod has turned a9ide to 
a tighter synod, to a synod control of all 
of the agencies I How the members of all 
the churches can run all of these agencies 
in the name of PreS'byterianism is more than 
any reasonable person can guess. Dr. 
Machen emphasized that two million people 
in the Presbyterian ' Church in the U.S.A. 
could not begin to be informed as they 
should have been in order to direct the 
affairs of Princeton Seminary and save it 
from the hands of the modernists. That 
system failed. It did not work. Machen 
led in establishing independent agencies 
which began, as he said, a new epoch. The 
independent agencies which have been estab
lished, thank God, have been delivered and 
S'aved in the present struggle. What would 
have been the estate at the present moment 
if all the agencies and all the institutions 
had been put under the control of one gen
eral synod? Now, with the general synod 
having changed its complexion, everything 
would have been lost. 

ThoS'e who are now seeking to build the 
institutions and the agencies which the St. 
Louis group and the Columbus Synod have 

established will find again some day tha~ 
everything is 109t. It will all go into an ec
clesiastical machine that takes it over. 

The lessons of history are replete with 
warnings on this point. We have seen them; 
we have learned them; and now we appeal 
to God's people to go on in the freedom 
and liberty which we have purchased at such 
a great price. Let us keep and enjoy t·he liber
ty which Christ has given us, and build our 
churches true and S'Ound upon the Word 
of God, and support the Gospel throughout 
the whole world through agencies loyal to 
Him. 

A PLEA 
(C.ontinued trom page 2) 

ment of thought and action," and "it appears 
likely that they will be concerned, as con· 
sistently as possible, to work out the impli. 
cations of their commitment to the Re
formed Faith and Presbyterian church gov
ernment." Here is revolution within the 
Bible Presbyterian Church being led by men 
who are moving in their thought and action. 

Dr. StonehouS'e further emphasizes, 
"This group wishes to be and to be known 
as a distinctively Reformed Church," and 
he thinks that this will "be a distinct 
strengthening of the testimony and life of 
churches worthy of the name geformed." 
It has been one of the allegations of the 
leaders of the Orthodox Church from the 
beginning that the Bible Presbyterian Church 
was not 'worthy of the name "Reformed," 
that it really was not a Presbyterian Church. 
Thus Dr. Stonehouse places himself on the 
side of those who want to change the Bible 
Presbyterian Church and he wishes them to 
be completely successful in their revolution· 
ary movement, so that it will conform more, 
according to his opinion, to the Orthodox 
Presbyterian position and setup. 

Is it honest? Is it honest for men thus 
fundamentally to change a church? We do 
not think that it is. Involved in this is the 
ordination vow of every 'Bible Presbyterian 
minister, for all declared at their ordination 
that they approved of the government and 
discipline of the Bible Presbyterian Church, 
and this government is set forth in the con
stitution, with liberty and freedom fo.r the 
local churches 'and limited authority granted 
to a General Synod. Men approved of this, 
and yet, having sworn that they approved 
of it, they now o),erate to change it funda
mentally and baSIcally through the channels 
of the church. This is one reason why we 
raise the question of honeSty. Is it' honest 
for men to take ordination vows saying they 
approve and then turn and work to change 
the very thing which they said they approved 
of and try to remodel the church into the 
kind of church which Dr. Stonehouse says 
may be "worthy of the name Reformed"? 

The change in the Bible Presbyterian 
Church has not been on the part of the Col
lingswood Synod. Here is the group that 
has resisted these so-called "reforms" which 
would destroy the church and its liberty. 
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ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIANS 
AID CONFUSION 

Leaders in the Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church are continuing their active partici
pation in the affairs of the Bible Presbyte
rian Church. 

1"he majority of the congregation of the 
Bible Presbyterian Church of East Orange, 
N. J., has left and gone to the Orthodox 
Presbyterian Church nearby. This develop_ 
ment was a pa'rt of the picture at the time 
the Rev. Daniel Fannon left East Orange 
and took the Columbus Church. 

Dr.--N'ed B. Stonehouse of Westminster 
Theological Seminary was the speaker at a 
meeting of "Reformed" pastors which has 
been started in New Jersey among men 
of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church and 

. men who recognize the Columbus Synod. 
The meeting, it was announced, would deal 
with the question of Christian liberty, one 
of the differences between the two' groups 
which caused the separation. 

The Rev. Ca'rl J. Reitsma, pa9tor of 
the Immanuel Orthodox Presbyterian 
Church, West Collingswood, N. }., featured 
the Rev. LaVerne Donal<~on, whom he 
called "I$derator of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church," at his annual missionary confer
ence. On the front page of the Collings
wood weekly newspaper, he repol\ted the 
Donaldson meeting with the title, "Mod
erator of the Bible Presbyteri.an Church." 

This is, of course, contrary to the con
stitution of the Bible Presbyferian Church. 
for the man who is elected moderator is 
moderator not of the denomination or the 
church · but only of a particular synod. It is 
proper to speak of a man as moderator of 
a particular synod. Reitsma's reporting in 
the Collingswood paper contributed further 
to confusion. Donaldson was elected mod
erator of the ~up that met in Columbus 
and called the ' Columbus Synod." But Mr. 
Reitsma is fully aware tfmt there \\'88 a 
Collingswood Synod, held in Collingswood. 

The next General ' Asget1lbly of the Or
thodox Presbyterian Church i. schecluled to 
meet in Mr. Reitsma's church. 

Dr. Stonehouse has also published a 
lengthy article in' Th.e Presbl.terian Guartl
ian, "A Reply to McIBtir~' in which he 
makes some serious misstatements of fact 
about the )\CCC and ICCC, and has made 
statements which misrepresent the position 
historically of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church. 

Here is the g-roup which continues the same 
identical pOSition which the church has had 
and honored and been blessed under for 18 
years. Here is the group th~t is standing by 
the Independent Board for Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions and its glorious testimony, 
9tanding by the American and International 
Councils of Christian Churches, and rejoic
ing in the way in which God has used them, 
delivered them, and, we believe, will further 
use them for_the adv!lncement of the Gospel 
and the defense of the Faith. 

(Continued on page 7) 
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Reason for Independent Board's Stand 
It is now: reported that there is more 

than $4,000 in the hands of Mr. John E. 
Krauss, treasurer of the Foreign Missions 
Committee of the Columbus Synod. Most 
of these monies formerly were given to the 
Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions. 

Involved in the diversion of funds from 
the Independent Board to the Columbus 
Synod-controlled Board is represented the 
change which has taken place in some of the 
Bible Presbyterian pastors. This is expressed 
in the Bulletin News Supplemetlt, February 
17, 1957. The editor, the Rev. Max Belz, 
writes: 

"Our denomination is learning a lesson 
the hard way. We are coming awake to the 
fact that independency i9, in the final analy
sis, hostile to Presbyterian law and order. 
This is not to say that independent wbrks 
cannot be used of God i they certainly can. 
But we will eventually have to face the fact, 
one way or another, that our King of Kings 
has given us officers, laws .and censures; that 
he rules us visibly through the visible church. 

"The' future of any 'Independent Board' 
in our church will probably be as shaky as the 
future of the motorist who declares himself 
independent of the highway patrolman. It 
is most difficult to enjoy the benefits of 
church law and order and at the same time 
be independent of the church." 

'Dhis represents a radical change from the 
historic position of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church. Those who have accepted this new 
concept have turned their backs upon the 
historic position of the Independent Board 
and the great fight which Dr. J. Gresham 
Machen made against the Presbyterian 
Church in the U.S.A. It, too, maintained 
that the Independent Board was "hostile to 
Presbyterian law and order." Such an agency 
was illegal, it was maintained. The General 
Assembly, in the famous Mandate, also em
phasized that Christ rules us visibly through 
the visible church, an excellent expression of 
Roman Catholic doctrine. 

But, Christ rules us as the Head of the 
church through His Word and by His Spirit I 
And the Wtstm,inster Confe!1Sion of Faith, 
to wI,hich we subscribe, says, "Synods and 
councils may err, and many have erred; 
therefore they are not to be made the rule 
of faith and practice," bllt simply to be used 
as a "help in both." 

One thing is sure, the Independent Board 
did not put itself under "the highway pa
trolman" (Columbus Synod). But the new 
concept of the tighter synod and the greater 
power which has been usurped by that synod 
over the churches has resulted in the diver
sion of fgnds from the Independent Board. 

All of this is unfair, unjust. The Board 
has not changed. Its position, program, ac
tivities are the same l 

The executive committee declined to re
ceive the funds from the official Synod's 
Committee and behind this decision was a 
basic constitutional question and one that 
involved the charter of the Board. 

It is this point that Bible Presbyterians 
need to understand. The Independent Board 
is free of ecclesiastical control I I ts charter 
makes it so. It suffered at the hands of the 
dictates of the Genera-l A!1Sembly of the 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S,A. in 19~4 . . 
As an Independent Board for Presbytenan 
Foreign Missions, it has sought to'mtrit the 
confidence and support of Bible.believing 
Christians in many circles for its truly Bibli
cal mi!1Sionary work. This confidence has 
been merited and has been strengthened 
through the years. 

. Historically, the Bible Presbyterian 
Church has been blessed by the Independent 
Board and the Board's position entered into 
the very fabric of the church's constitution 
and witness to the faith. The constitution, 
fonn of government, of the Bible. Presbyte
rian Church, says: 

"The General Synod may, at its own dis
cretion, set up committees to act a9 its agents 
.in conducting benevol.ent, missionary and 
educational enterprises, or it may commend 
to the churches, for their support, other such 
Christian -enterprise9." 

There are two sectiol\s to this, one deal
ing with synod-controlled agencies, the other 
with independent agencies. The two sections 
are separated by an "or." 

It was under the second section that the 
church all these years has "commended to 
the churches, for their support" the Inde
pendent Board. The Columbus Synod has 
now withdrawn that commendation, The 
Collingswood Synod continues to commend, 
the Independent Board. 

Thus, when dealing with the question of 
foreign mi!1Sions, the Columbus Synod no 
longer commended an independent agency, it 
fell back on the first section of this consti
tutional provision and it established a per
manent Foreign Missions C 1mmittee. The 
only power in the constituti,),, -for the Synod 
to establish such a committee is in this one 
paragraph. The Committee which is there
by established, according to ~he conStitution, 
becomes the synod's own committee "in con
ducting . , . missionary" work, Some have 
said that the Columbus Synod did not set up 
a committee to funcl!ion but that it was only 
a transmission agent for funds from the 
churches to the Independent Board itself. 

But the constitution itself tells the true 
story I The new permanent committee is 
the agent of the Synod to act in conducting. 
synod's foreign missionary work. If it is not 
this, then the constitution ha9 been violated 
in setting it up. Thus, the Columbus Synod; 
has turned away from the second section of 
the constitution, which gives it the right to 
commend, and has chosen to establish its 
own agent to conduct its foreign missionary 
work. 

Under this condition, and none can deny 
that this is what the constitution says, when 
the Foreign Missoions Committee of the Co
lumbus Synod presented its check to the In
dependent Board with designatj()ns for par-

ticular activities and missionaries, it was act
ing as the synoa's agent in conducting its 
foreign missionary workl 

In all the years, this has never happened 
before . . ' The missionary work is the work of 
the Lord through the Independent Board
alwtays has been. The Board has co-operated 
fully and freely, receivi.ng the mi!1Slonaries 
which have come to it, accepting the contri
butions and commendin~ its ministry to the 
local churches. 

A., new relationship would therefore be, 
injected into the whole missionary activity of' 
the Independent Board if it received funds 
from a committee which was the agent of a 
denomination conducting the denomination's 
missoionary work I "This raised many ques
tions and could lead to much misunderstand
ing and difficulties. On one side, the Synod's 
Board noW' represented and spoke for the 
local church, On the missionary mde, the 
Synod's Board now represented and spoke 
for its missionaries. The inj.ection of the 
Synod'.8 Board in between the churches and 
the Independent Board, and in between the 
misosionary and the Independent Board 
created new 'pro1!lems. . . 

The Board could not, in faithfulness to 
its charter, in which it says t~at it is an in
dependent agency and that it is responsible 
to God and to no ecclesiastical 3,Uthority, get 
itself involved or tangled up in any such de
velopments. 

It properly said, No. And it has 'appealed 
to the churches and the individuals who have 
supported it through the years to continue 
their support on the ground that the Board 
has not changed and that its missionaries, 
its · testim;ony, and it9 historic position are 
still worthy of their commendation and help. 

It has acted on a high principle. Its mis
sionaries have come under its direction after 
approving its charter,and the Lord's people 
are earnestly petitioned to stand by it in this 
hour of need. 

A PLEA 
(Continued from pafle 6) 

We say unhesitatingly that it is not honest 
before God, before the Gentiles, for men 
to come in and try to change a church this 
way. Let them go and establish a church 
according to their own new understanding 
of Presbyterianism, or the principles which 
they embrace. 

It is this that has contributed to such dis
ruption and disturbance of the peace, and it 
is the one factor which has caused such great 
harm, When men differ, as men obviously 
do differ now, they can at least be honest in 
their differences, and the group which has 
championed and is pushin~ the changes 
should face, before God, their duty and not 
attempt to take over churches, presbyteries, 
an.d a synod, that they may be diverted to 
thIS new concept. 
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Funds piverted From Independent Board 
The churches which diverted funds from 

the Indepe~dent Board' for Presbyterian 

Foreign Missions to the official Foreign Mis

CHURCH 

sions Committee of the Coulmbus Synod, to
gether with the sumS', are here given. 

John E. Krauss, treasurer of the Colum

DESIGNATION 

bus Synod's official Foreign Missions Com
mittee, on {anuary 25, 1957, presented this 
list to the ndependent Board . with a check 
Jor $1,085.73. The list follows : 

AMOUNT 

R P. Church, Canon City, Colo. 

B. P. Church, Columbus, Ohio 

Support Rev. and Mrs. H. G. Marshall 

Support Bruce Flol 
" Frank Fiol 

$ 20.00 

52.60 
20.00 
10.00 

First B. P. Church, St. Louis, Mo. 

.. William Le Roy 

Support DonaW",ns 
Korea Hospital Fund 

80.00 
3.00 

W. M. S., First B. P. Church, St. Louis, Mo. Support Mrs. N. A. Cochran 
" .Q.r. S. L. Hosmon 

202.00 
149.00 
'34.00 

Begin~ers Dept. S.S., First B. P.Church, St. 
LoUIS . 

Mrs. A. H. Seitzinger through St. Louis B. 
P. Church 

" Frank Fiol 
, " J ames Gilchrist 

Work in Mrica 

SUp'port Kathleen Young 
~ Peter Young 
" Rhoda Cochran 

Support Mrs. Donaldson 

15.00 
15.00 

2.50 
2.50 
2.50 

25.00 

Miss Ida McCain through St . . Louis B. P. Support Dr. and Mrs. A. B. Dodd 2.00 
Church 

B. P. Church, Watford City, N. Dak. 

Watford City Missionary Society 

Roland K .• Armes Memorial Hospital 23.63 

33.00 " " .. " " 
B. P. Church, Gainesville, Tex. Support Rev. and Mrs. L. DonaldS'On 

Roland K. Armies Memorial Hospital 
125.00 

3.00 

First B. P. Church, Robein, Ill. 

B. P . Church, Alton, Ill. 

Support J., Robert Fiol 

Support Ruth Young 

5.00 

3.00 

Mrs. Winslow Collins, Kirkwood, Mo. 

Faith B. P. Church, Ta'coma, Wash. 

Support Rev. and Mrs. Frank Fiol 

SUp'port Rev. and Mrs. William Le 'koy 
, Andrea LeRoy 

10.00 

70.00 
10.00 
25.00 
43.00 

The executive committee of the Inde
pendent Board for Presbyterian Foreign 
Missions, after full consideration of the 
problems involved, returned t\e check to 
Mr. John E. Krauss and by umnimous ac
tion authori zed the following letter: 

"Acknowledgment is made .of the de
livery to our office of a check of the perma
nent Foreign Missions Committee of which 
you are Treasurer, for $1085.73 , designated 
for twenty-seven items, such as support of 
missionaries and dependents and for projeots 

Ecclesiastical 
(Continued from page 5) 

Church. This is the way Hitler treated the 
Jews. He executed them without trial I 

Ministers and churches who love the 

" Rev. and Mrs. Robert Hamilton 
Miss Edna Barter 

regularly supported by our Board. 

"Heretofore, in accordance with the 
policy of the Board, we have received 'all such 
payments direct from the donors you list, 
and we can see no reason for the change of 
practice indicated by this check from you. 
No donors or missionaries have asked u~ to 
consider so radical a change, and we are 
aware of the misunderstandings, complica
tions, and delays to which such ' a change 
would lead. Our missionaries are depend
ing on the gifts which these donors have 
promised to supply through our Board, and 

Lord and desire to be true servants of Christ 
and true presbyters in the terms of the Scrip
tures certainly cannot trust or have confi
dence in a group of brethren who will throw 
out of a denomination, dropping their names 
from presbyteries, smoere, earnest brethren, 

we are praying that the donors, standing by 
their co~tments, will continue to support 
the work as heretofore. 

"Therefore we return your check, and 
are asking the donors to continue to forward
their contributions to us direct as they have 
in the past." . 

Dr. J. Gordon Holdcroft, president of 
the, Independent Board, was requested to 
write all donors and missionaries, explaining 
the Committee's action and sending them 
copies of the Committee's action.-

and execute them summarily, without trial 
or hearing. 

The Columbus Synod and its leaders who 
used church power til execute brethren have 
a blot on their record that nothing can erase I 
Church Ihistory condemns them. 

Requests for copies of The Free Press and all communications may be adressed to the 
secretary-trea9Urer of the Committee, the Rev. Arthur G. Slaght, 1630 S. Hanover St., 
Baltimore 30, Md. Dr. Carl McIntire is responsible for this iS8Ue. 


