MINUTES OF THE
THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Westminster Theological Seminary
Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
May 21-28, 1946
TUESDAY, MAY 21st
Tuesday Morning
The Moderator of the Twelfth General Assembly, the Rev. Robert S. Marsden, opened the devotional service preceding the Thirteenth General Assembly
at 11:OO a. m., May 21, 1946, in the Library Auditorium of Westminster Theological Seminary, Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Mr. Marsden
preached a sermon on the subject “Christian Humility,” based on Philippians
2:5-8, “Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: who
humbled
himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross.” Following the sermon the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper was administered by Mr.
Marsden, assisted by the Rev. Robert L. Vining and the Rev. John Verhage, and
by Elders Henry A. Huibregtse, George 0. Cotton, Warren Sleighter and William
Huber.
Tuesday Afternoon
The Thirteenth General Assembly was called to order at 2:OO p. m. and
constituted with prayer by Mr. Marsden.
The roll was called by the Rev. Eugene Bradford, Clerk of the Twelfth General Assenibly.
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THE ROLL OF THE ASSEMBLY
Presbytery of California
Ministers: William Harllee Bordeaux, Th.D., Robert B. Brown, Henry W.
Coray, Robert H. Graham, Bruce F. Hunt, Clifford S. Smith.
Presbytery of the Dakotas
Ministers: Louis Knowles, Walter J. Mage’e, Melvin B. Nonhof, Russell D.
Piper, Delbert E. Schowalter.
Elders: George 0. Cotton, William Huber.
Presbytery of New Jersey
Ministers: H. Wilson Albright, Robert L. Atwell, Bruce A. Coie, Edward
B. Cooper, Alexander K. Davison, S.T.D., Everett C. DeVelde, Leslie
A. Dunn, Donald C. Graham, John F. Gray, Richard W. Gray, Lewis
J. Grotenhuis, Edward Heerema, John C. Hills, Jr., Oscar Holkeboer,
Walter C. Jent, Edward L. Kellogg, James W. Price.
Elders: J. Enoch Faw, Carlisle Gale (alt.), Robert M. Garrison, Leslie
Gibson (alt.), Roy MacGibbon, Matthew McCroddan, I. T. Mullen (alt.),
Samuel G. Parker, Samuel Pitt (alt.), Ted Stratton, Sr.
Presbytery of New York and New England
Ministers: Edmund P. Clowney, John J. DeWaard, Burton L. Goddard,
Th.D., Raymond M. Meiners, John Murray, Arthur 0. Olson, Herman ’r,
Petersen, John C. Rankin, Charles L. Shook, John H. Skilton, Kelly G
Tucker, Robert L. Vining, William Young, Th.D.
Elder: Frank J. Remein.
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Presbytery of Ohio
Ministers: Martin J. Bohn, Gordon H. Clark, Ph.D., Charles H. Ellis, Lawrence B. Gilmore, Th.D., J. Lyle Shaw, Ph.D., D.D.
Presbytery of Philadelphia
Ministers: Samuel J. Allen, Eugene Bradford, John P. Clelland, Glenn R.
Coie, Thomas M. Cooper, Calvin K. Cummings, Franklin S. Dyrness,
Edwards E. Elliott, David Freeman, John P. Galbraith, Floyd E. Hamilton, Herbert Hoeflinger, R. B. Kuiper, Arthur W. Kuschke, Robert s.
Marsden, R. Heber McIlwaine, LeRoy B. Oliver, Henry D. Phillips, Edwin H. Rian, Charles G. Schauffele, Leslie W. Sloat, Ned B. Stonehouse,
Th.D., Robert Strong, S.T.D., Cornelius Van Til, Ph.D., William E. Welmers, Ph.D., Paul Woolley, Edward J. Young, Ph.D.
Elders: H. Percival Allen, Thomas R. Birch (alt.), William A. Campbell,
John E. Curry, Cyrus Ferguson (alt.), Robert H. Gordon, Allen R. Hood,
C. L. Johnson, J. H. McClay, Charles M. Mayson ( a h ) , Charles A. Richardson, Jr. (alt.), H. Evan Runner, Warren Sleighter, Walter Smyth
(alt.), Murray Forst Thompson (alt.), C. Alan Tichenor, Judson E. Wagner, Warren Windle (alt.).
Presbytery of Wisconsin
Ministers: Dean W. Adair, Richard B. Gaffin, George W. Marston, John
Verhage, George J. Willis, Jack Zandstra.
Elders: Glenn A. Andreas, Henry A. Huibregtse.
The minutes of the Twelfth General Assembly were presented in printed
form and, on motion, approved.
The following persons were nominated for the oYIice of Clerk of the Assembly: Messrs. Olson, Schauffele and Bradford.
'
On motion Mr. Olson's request that his name be withdrawn was granted.
The tellers reported the election of Mr. Bradford as Clerk.
The following persons were nominated for the office of Moderator of the
Assembly: Messrs. Kellogg, Galbraith, Price, Coray, Stonehouse and Skilton.
Mr. Kuschke was nominated for the office of Assistant Clerk.
On motion the Clerk was instructed to cast a white ballot for the election
of Mr. Kuschke as Assistant Clerk.
The proposed docket was read by the Clerk. It was moved and carried that
the docket be adopted.
The tellers reported the election of Dr. Stonehouse as Moderator, on the
third ballot. Dr. Stonehouse approached the chair and was welcomed by Mr.
Marsden, and presented with the gavel.
The following overtures were read by the Clerk:
Overture I
The Presbytery of Ohio meeting in Cincinnati, Ohio, on April 24, 1946 respectfully overtures the Thirteenth General Assembly of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church that it ask the President of the United States to recall his special
representative to the Vatican.
Overture I1
Whereas, it is highly essential to the urity, peace, unity, and testimony of
The Orthodox Presbyterian Church that tRe particular churches follow similar
and consistent practices concerning the terms of admission into membership and
concerning the exercise of church discipline,
Now therefore, the Presbytery of Wisconsin at its regular Sprin meeting
held at Waterloo, Iowa on April 9, 1946, respectfully overtures the thirteenth
General Assembly of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church to recommend to all
(4)

the presbyteries that they request their respective churches to adopt the following resolution; and that the Assembly require the presbyteries to report back
to the Fourteenth General Assembly the specific action taken on this matter by
each one of the churches under their jurisdiction:
Whereas, the Session of our Church approves in general the Report on
Secret Societies as submitted to the Ninth General Assembly of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, and agrees with the conclusion of said repoFt .that
“Masonry is a religious institution and as such is definitely anti-Christian,”
and
Whereas, it is therefore impossible to approve the teachings of Masonry
and at the same time believe the doctrine of salvation taught in the Bible
“to be the perfect and only true doctrine of salvation” (The Directory for
the Public Worfihip of God, Chapter V, section 5, question l),
Now therefore, be it resolved that membership in the Masonic fraternity
is a sin, and that we adopt the following procedure as the course of action
which is consonant with the responsibility of the Session for maintaining
the purity, peace, and unity of the Church:

A. As concerns all persons seeking admission into the Church:
1. Every applicant shall be asked whether or not he is a member of
any oathbound secret society.
2. If the applicant is a member of the Masonic Lodge, he shall be informed of the Church’s attitude toward Masonry and the reasons
for this attitude.
3. After being duly informed, applicant will be received into the
Church only on the condition that he renounce his affiliation wlth
Masonry.
4. If applicant is a member of any other oathbound secret society, decision upon his application shall be held in abeyance until the Session shall have taken sufficient time to determine the character of
such society. If it be determined that membership therein is sinful, the above procedure shall be followed.
B. As concerns all members of the Church:
1. The Church shall b? kept informed of the evils of the oathboyd
secret societies perlodically through sermons or other approprmte
means.
2. Any member of the Church who is a member of the Masonic Lodge
shall be informed of the Church’s attitude toward Masonry and the
reasons for this attitude.
3. After being d d y informed, he shall either renounce his affiliation
with Masonry or be subjected to the discipline of the Church.
4.

If any member of the Church is a member
society other than the Masonic Lodge, the
propriate steps to determine the character
be determined that membership therein is
cedure shall be followed.

of a n oathbound secret
Session shall take apof such society. If it
sinful, the above pro-

Overture 111
The Presbytery of Philadelphia respectfully overtures the Thirteenth General Assembly to request the Presbyteries of Wisconsin and Ohio to consider
the possibility of merging to form the Presbytery of Chicago, and report to the
Fourteenth General Assembly.
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The following communications were read by the Clerk:
1014 Sterling Street
Indianapolis 1, Indiana
May 2, 1946
Clerk of the Thirteenth General Assembly
Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Philadelphia, Pa.
Dear Mr. Clerk:
The Presbytery of Ohio herewith tenders its report to the Thirteenth General Assembly on the overture of the Presbytery of California to the Twelfth
Assembly regarding the division of the Presbytery of Philadelphia.
At the stated spring meeting of the Presbytery of Ohio the following action
was taken:
“The motion was made that while the SPresbytery of Ohio would be delighted to receive the members of the Presbytery of Philadelphia who are located west of the Allegheny Mountains, the Presbytery of Ohio judges that the
proposed action would interfere with the important committee work of the men
involved and that hence the overture ought to be rejected. Carried.”
The foregoing is from the minutes of the Presbytery.
Sincerely yours,
MARTIN J. BOHN, Stated Clerk
Presbytery of Ohio
1330 S.E. 37th Avenue,
Portland 15, Oregon
May 15, 1946
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The Rev. Eugene Bradford, Clerk,
Twelfth General Assembly,
The Orthodox Presbyterian Church.
Dear Mr. Bradford:
The Presbytery of California, meeting in Los Angeles April 24 and 25, took
the following actions on the matters referred to it b s the Twelfth General Assembly for gtudy:
On the overture dealing with general assembly representation (Minutes of
the Twelfth General Assembly, p. 4) it voted to concur in the overture and send
it back to the General Assembly.
The reports of the Committee on Local Evangelism on The Evangelistic
Meeting, The Open-air Meeting and Extensive Survey Work were referred to
the sessions of the churches for study.
On the proposed amendments to the Form of Government the Presbytery
voted no action.
Cordially yours,
LAWRENCE R. EYRES, Stated Clerk
Presbytery of California

15 %ParkRow
New York 7, N. Y.
May 15, 1946

I

The Rev. Robert S. Marsden
460 North Union Street
Middletown, Pa.
Dear Bob:
As Moderator of our General Assembly, you would be the most proper person to whom I address this inquiry. Would it be possible for the commissioners
t o our Thirteenth General Assembly to hear the Rev. Francis A. Schaeffer,
Founder and Director of “Children for Christ, Inc.”? At the American Council’s
semi-annual meeting last week in Minneapolis, Mr. Schaeffer gave a splendid
presentation of this work. It is tied in with the local church; it is a well in(6)

tegrated through-the-year program; and it is grandly “separationist” as f a r as
modernism is concerned. Thirty minutes would be all the time essential for
adequate presentation. It is m deep conviction that thorough acquaintance with
this work (which as far as I %now would not be competitive with anything in
our denomination; only helpfully supplemental) would mean incalculably much
to our congregations throughout the entire Assembly. Tho I am on the board
of “Children for Christ, Inc.,” I believe that I speak without prejudice.
It would appear to me an all the more gracious gesture because Mr. Schaeffer is a minister of the Bible Presbyterian Church. Since the General Assembly
of that denomination (their “Synod”, I should say) is meeting in Collingswood,
N. J. from May 23-28, i t would involve no expens’e on Mr. Schaeffer’s part to
accept such a n invitation to address us. I a ologize for the tardiness of the
suggestion. Therefore, if it is utterly impossifle to invite Mr. Schaeffer, would
there be any objection to making “Children for Christ” literature available for
those desiring the same?
Sincerely,
WILLIAM HARLLEE BORDEAUX

Rev. Eugene Bradford
60 West Pomona Street
Philadelphia 44, Pa., U. S.

9 Lapthorne Avenue
Charlottetown, P. E. I., Canada
January 22, 1946
0

Dear Sir:
This letter is written, seeking information-not upon official request, but for
the purpose of personal information.
We are known on P. E. I. a s “The Church of Scotland in P. E. I.” We have
no official connection with any church overseas since 1929. We are self-contained
and self-supporting.
We have the following preaching stations: Milo (a hall), Coleman, Summerside, Cape Traverse, Stanchel, Desable, Birch Hill, Bangor, Murray River,
Belle River, Kinross, Peter’s Rd. Brooklyn (Churches), Argyle Shore and Iris
(halls), Pt. Prim (a school house), Charlottetown (a hired hall).
I, the undersigned, am alone in care of these preaching stations.
Our form of worship is: psalm singing without musical accompaniment,
with services void of all display of talent, expert preaching abilities. The services are conducted usually on this line: psalm singing, 0. T. reading, prayer,
N. T. reading, announcements and offering, psalm singing, prayer, sermon,
prayer, psalm singing, and benediction.
Our doctrine is: the Westminster Confession of Faith.
We are governed by courts of session and Presbytery.
We hold our stand by a provincial act.
The information I seek is: can anything be done to ally us with The Orthodox Presbyterian Church ?
We cannot unite with the Presbyterian Church in Canada or with the United
Church of Canada. To us, they are most unsound in their faith.
If any union is formed, we would not wish any change in our form of worship. We are psalm-singing congregations, and do not wish to change.
If a union could be formed-our linking up-what
would The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church lay down as a basis for such?
The name of our church would be changed. To this we agree, as now we
have no oficial right to our name apart from the provincial act.
Would supply be forwarded to relieve the situation? Would ministers, acceptable, be willing to settle with us? Would your church be agreed to leave
us with our present form of worship, etc.?
I am seeking information before I bring the matter before the congregations.
I am alone, and the work is too great.

.

I received my'Theologica1 training at the Free Church College in Edinburgh,
and have laboured here since August, 1938.
Rev. Victor Bucci, a graduate of your seminary, has laboured among us, for
several summer months in 1941 and 1944.
Would there be any difficulty in our linking up, being under another flag?
Please give me information.
Yours,
(Rev.) J. H. BISHOP

.
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February 6, 1946
The Rev. J. H. Bishop
9 Lapthorne Ave.,
Charlottetown, P. E. I.,
Canada
Dear Mr. Bishop:
Thank you for your letter of January 22nd inquiring as to the possibility
of The Church of Scotland of Prince Edward Island becoming affiliated with
The Orthodox Presbyterian Church. I cannot give a n official answer to your
inquiry, since all such matters must rest on actions of our general assembly.
However, I shall be glad to give such information as will guide you should your
Church decide to take up the matter officially with our general assembly.
The su reme standard of our church is the Bible, the only infallible rule
of faith a n g practice. Our subordinate doctrinal standards are the Westminster
Confession of Faith and the Larger and Shorter Catechisms of the Westminster
Assembly. Under separate cover I am sending you the volume containing our
standards of government, discipline and worship. A study of our Directory for
Worship will assure you that your form of worship would be agreeable to our
standards.
There are two conceivable ways by which your church might become affiliated with The Orthodox Presbyterian Church. Your church might make an
overture to our general assembly requesting us to explore the possibilities of a
union of the two churches.
Since our assembly meets only once a year, this method would require considerable time before a union could be effected. A simpler method would be for
your presbytery to apply to our general assembly for admission to The Orthodox Presbyterian Church as a separate presbytery of that church. However, I
suggest that your first official approach to us be a general one, inquiring as to
how an affiliation might be effected.
I cannot assure you that a supply would be dispatched to aid you. Your
churches would be at liberty to call any minister in our Church. However, if
the churches could not adequately support another minister, the only way you
could secure a Supply would be for our Committee on Home Missions and Church
Extension to aid in his support. Whether the committee would be willing to do
that would depend upon its judgment as to the merits of the fields in question.
I suggest that you communicate with the Rev. Robert S. Marsden, General Secretary of the committee. He will be able to give you much more information
on the question of supplies.
I think that most of your questions will be answered in the volume I am
sending you, but if I can be of any further aid, I shall be glad to help.
I feel quite sure that your being under another flag would present no major
difficulties to stand in the way of your uniting with us. Minor matters such as
accrediting ministers to perform marriages in the Dominion could likely be
worked out satisfactorily. But I am sure that there would be no major obstructions in the way of union.
You have a great burden of work resting upon you. I trust that rich divine blessing may rest upon you in your labors, and that the great Head and
King of the Church may dispatch one of His messengers to your aid.
Fraternally yours,
EUGENE BRADFORD,
Clerk of Assembly

'

9 Lapthorne Ave.,
Charlottetown,
P. E. I., Canada
February 19, 1946

Rev. Eugene Bradford,
60 W. Pomona St.,
Philadelphia 44, Pa.

Dear Sir:
e
I have received your letter and the copy of the Standards you forwarded.
Thanks for the same.
I have read the’standards, and find them quite agreeable to our stand, except for statement on page 2 in section 3, - “of the visible church, which is his
body. . . . ” We understand that the invisible church is His body, and the visible
church contains a part of His body, the other portion being in heaven. We find
in the visible church, the tares and the wheat. Perhaps we are astray on this
point. However it is not something to sever fellowship.
Would i t be possible for you to bring before the attention of the General
Assembly what I have written you, so that I may have something definite to
bring before the people here? Could the Assembly on what I have written
make suggestions as to affiliation and the manner of procedure? What would
be required’ of me, to be received into the Church?
Perhaps I should give the additional information.
As to worship: we stand for prayer a s well as for singing.
As to Communion : we use the” long table-Scottish
style-breaking
the
bread individually, using fermented wine and the common cup. A t each table,
an address is given.
As to ordination of elders: we ordain by the laying’on of hands.
We also give the congregation freedom within limits of expressing feeling
during service. Occasionally we hear weeping and crying out-old-time Scottish .
revival spirit.
By page 37 and article 4, does that mean we would not be required to repeal any act of incorporation? Would that mean-the people vote for affiliation, naming themselves as Orthodox Presbyterians, leaving the property as
now? I fear if there is a repeal, the continuing Presbyterian Church may interfere. However, again, that is a minor fact settled by law.
There is a great field here for Evangelical teaching. Many of the other
denominations have expressed their desire to join with us-but-owing
to shortage of supply and services, they feel themselves not so at liberty.
Trusting a solution will be found to this matter.
I am,
J. H. BISHOP
2

It was moved and carried that a committee on overtures and papers, consisting of five members, be appointed by the Moderator, and that these papers
be handed to that committee.
The report of the Committee on Arrangements was presented by Mr. Marsden, chairman of the committee. The report is as follows:

REPORT ON COMMITTEE ON ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
The Committee on Arrangements respectfully reports:
1. Lodging accommodations have been made for all commissioners who made
reservations.
2. Meals will not be served at the Seminary. There are two restaurants in
Glenside, two in Jenkintown, and several in Chestnut Hill.
3. The Rev. Calvin K. Cummings has been invited to give an historical ad.
dress on Friday at 4:30 p. 16.
(9)
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A popular meeting has been arranged for Thursday evening a t 7:30. The
Rev. Dean W. Adair has consented to preach the sermon,
The Committee recommends that during this meeting an offering be received for the Travel Fund.
Respectfully submitted,
CHARLES H. ELLIS
EUGENE BRADFORD
ROBERT S. MARSDEN, Chairman
It was moved and carried that an offering for the Travel Fund be received
during the popular meeting on Thursday evening.
The report of the Committee on Standing Rules was presented by Mr. Galbraith. The report is as follows:

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON STANDING RULES
TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Brethren :
1. The Committee recommends the adoption of the Standing Rules as presented to the Twelfth General Assembly, and as printed in the Minutes, pp.
32-36, with the following corrections and amendments:
a. The elimination of Rule 10, and the necessary readjustment of the
numbering of the rules up to and including Rule 36.
b. The addition, as Rule 36, of the following: Committees which have
been instructed to circulate their reports among the Sessions of the churches
six weeks prior to the meeting of the General Assembly shall forward their
reports to the Stated Clerk, of the previous Assembly at least two weeks
prior to their circulation date, and he shall have them manifolded and sent
out together.
c. The amendment of Rule 15 by the addition of the following sentences: He shall name a convener of each special committee of the Assembly, whether elected or appointed. Ordinarily the first person appointed,
or the person elected with the highest number of votes, shall be named
convener.
d. The ,pmendment of Rule 21c by the substitution of “fifty” for
“twenty-five.
e. The amendment of Rule 21 by the addition of Section j: To send
out reports of special committees as determined by the Assembly.
f. The amendmtpt of Rule 27 by deleting the last sentence, “The person first named. . . .
g. The amendment of Rule 29 by changing the first two clauses to
read: A t the beginning of each day’s session the minutes of the previous
day’s business shall be read for approval.
h. The correction of Rule 33 by deleting the word, “to”, after the
word, “refer” and the words “on the matter” after the word “report.”
i. The amendme::
of Rule 38 by the insertion of the word “ordinarily”
after, the word “shall.
J.
The correction of Rule 39 by the substitution of the word, “speaking,” for the final word, “excepted.”
k. The amendment of Rule 46 to read: “No member shall withdraw
permanently from the Assembly without giving notice to the Moderator.”
1. The amendment of Rule 48 by the insertion of the following after
the first sentence: The Moderator shall determine when all the ballots
have been collected, and thereupon announce the closing of the poll.
m. The correction of Rule 48 by the deletion of the final three lines.
n. The amendment of Rules 1, 4, 5, 15, 17 (bis), 39, 47, and 48 by
substituting the word, “Assembly”, for the word “judicatory.”
2. We further recommend that the Moderator elecFed by this Assembly
be authorized to purchase a gavel in order that the provlslons of Rule 18 may
be carried out.
L
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3; That the Stated Clerk be instructed to have the Standing Rules printed
in booklet form and distributed to the Ministers and Sessions of the Churches.
Respectfully submitted,

JOHN PATTON GALBRAITH,
EDWARD L. KELLOGG,
NED B. STONEHOUSE, Chairman
On motion the first recommendation of the report was adopted, with the
following amendment: the substitution of the words “one hundred” for the
word “fifty” in rule 21c.
On motion the second recommendation was adopted.
On motion the third recommendation was adopted.
The rules as finally adopted are as follows:

STANDING RULES OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

O F OPENING THE MEETING
1. The moderator shall take the chair precisely at the hour to which the Assembly stands adjourned, and shall immediately call the members to order;
and, on the appearance of a quorum, the meeting shall be opened with
prayer.
2. If a quorum be assembled a t the time appointed, and the moderator of the
preceding Assembly be absent, the last moderator present, being a commissioner, or if there be none, the senior member present, shall be requested t o take his place without delay, until a new election.
3. If a quorum be not assembled a t the hour appointed, any two members
shall be competent to adjourn from time to time, that a n opportunity may
be given for a quorum t o assemble.

OF THE MODERATOR
4.

5.
6.
7.

8.

9.
10.
11.
12.

13.

It shall be the duty of the moderator, at all times, to preserve order, and

to endeavor to conduct all business before the Assembly to a speedy and
proper result.
He is to propose to the Assembly every subject of deliberation that comes
before it.
He may propose what appears to him the most regular and direct way of
bringing any business to issul.
He shall always announce the nzmes of members to whom he gives the
privileges of the floor, prevent members from improperly interrupting each
other, and require them, in speaking, always to address the chair.
He shall prevent a speaker from deviating from the subject, and from
using personal reflections.
He shall silence those who refuse to observe order.
He shall, when the deliberations are ended, put the question and call for
the vote.
In all questions he shall give a clear and concise statement of the question
being voted upon, and the vote being taken, he shall declare how the ques-#
tion is decided.
It shall be the duty of the moderator to keep notes of the several articles
of business which may be assigned for particular days, and to call them up
at the time appointed.
The moderator shall speak to points of order in preference to other members; and shall decide questions of ordfr, subject to a n appeal to the judicatory by any two members. When in doubt on a point of order, tb
moderator may submit the question to the Assembly for decision.
(11)

14. The moderator shall appoint all committees, except in those cases in which
the Assembly shall decide otherwise. He shall name a convener of each
special committee of the Assembly, whether elected or appointed. Ordinarily the first person appointed, or the person elected with the highest
number of votes, shall be named convener.
15. He may call any member to the chair to preside temporarily.
16. When a vote is taken by ballot the moderator shall vote with the other
members. In other cases, if the Assembly be equally divided, he shall
possess the casting vote. If he be not willing to decide, he shall put the
question a second time; and if the Assembly be again equally divided, and
he decline to give his vote, the question shall be lost. The moderator may
also vote to make a tie when the vote is not by ballot.
17. He shall be the custodian of the gavel and shall, upon the election of the
moderator of the succeeding Assembly, present the gavel t o him.

O F THE CLERKS
18. There shall be two clerks, a Stated Clerk and an Assistant Clerk.
19. The duties of the stated clerk during the Assembly shall be:
a. To form a complete roll of the members present, and put the same into
the hands of the moderator.
b. To add to the roll the names of additional members of the Assembly
when they shall indicate to him their presence in the Assembly.
c. To file all papers, with proper endorsements, and deliver them to the
committees to which they are referred by the actions of the Assembly.
d. To keep a record of the docket as progressively amended.
20. The duties of the stated clerk between Assemblies shall be:
a. To prepare a transcript of the minutes of the Assembly, and to transmit it to ‘the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension for
publication.
b. To inform promptly all persons and judicatories of actions of the Assembly which directly affect them.
c. To solicit funds for the operating expenses of the General Assembly, the
Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension to act as fiscal agent
for the Assembly. The c l a k shall be authorized to draw on the Assembly funds for his normal operating expenses in performing the
duties of the clerk, and shall recei.ve an honorarium of one hundred
dollars.
d. To receive overtures, papers, requests, and any other communications intended for the next Assembly, to prepare them for presentation to the
Assembly, and to arrange necessary advance publicity for the overtures.
e. To collect and compile statistical reports from the presbyteries for the
church year ending March 31 and the information required by the Form
of Government, Chapter X, Section 8, and to prepare them for presentation to the Assembly.
f. To advise stated clerks of presbyteries of the .obligation of presbyteries
to present their records to the Assembly for review.
g. To prepare, in consultation with the moderator of the previous Assembly, a proposed docket for the succeeding Assembly, and to arrange
for its distribution to ministers and sessions of the church at least ten
days prior to the meeting of that Assembly.
h. To be jn charge of the current records of the church, which at the expiration of his period of duties shall be deposited in a permanent file to
be kept in a safe and orderly manner and available for inspection at the
office of the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension.
i. To act as stated clerk of the succeeding Assembly until a successor is
elected .
j. To send out reports of special committees as determined by the Assembly.
21. The duties of the assistant clerk shall consist in recording the minutes of
the Assembly.

(12)
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OF THE ORDER OF BUSINESS
22. At the commencement of the General Assembly the minutes of the pre-

vious Assembly shall be presented, and, if necessary, corrected.
23. The election of the Stated Clerk, Moderator, and Assistant Clerk, in that
order.
24. Reading of Communications.
25. Adoption of docket. The docket may be amended, after its adoption, by a
two-thirds vote.
26. Following the adoption of the docket, appropriate committees shall be erected by motion to consider the various communications to the Assembly
which require action, and to report to the Assembly with recommendations
as to their dispositions. The c6mmittees shall be appointed by the moderator unless the Assembly shall decide otherwise.
27. At the first session of the Assembly the moderator shall appoint a committee to examine presbyterial records, composed of three members, at least
one of whom shall be an elder; and a committee to consider the date and
place of the next meeting, composed of two members.
28. At the beginning of each day’s session the minutes of previous day’s business shall b? read for approval, and a t the close of the meeting of the Assembly, the minutes of the Assembly shall‘be approved.

OF RfiPORTS
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

To receive a report or paper means to bring the matter up for consideration
or adoption or both. When a report cur paper has been read on the floor
it is then in that position, and no motion to receive is necessary. A motion
to receive is necessary only if no place has been provided for the matter
on the docket and the Assembly desires to consider it at a certain time.in
the order of business. In this case a motion to receive the report should
precede the reading of the report.
If a report or paper contains only a statement of fact or opinion for the
information of the Assembly, there is no necessity for action upon it. But
if the Assembly desires to endorse the statement and thus make itself assume responsibility for it, the proper motion is to adopt it.
If the report or paper contains a recommendation, there should be a motion
to adopt the recornmenciation. If there is more than one recommendation,
the normal procedure is to consider the recommendations seriatim on motions to adopt them.
It is in some cases advisable, after a report or paper has been received, to
refer the matter to a special committee of the Assembly which is to report at a later time in the Assembly. In that event all consideration of
the matter is pcstponed until the special committee reports.
When recommendations of reports and papers are before the Assembly for
adoption, discussion about the body of the reports or papers should be
brought up under the separate recommendations pertaining to those sections. If those sections do not properly pertain to or bear u p m any one
rccominendation, those parts may be considered after all recommendations
have been voted upon. When no recommendations are contained in the report or paper, discussion about any part of it is in order as soon as the
report or paper has been received.
All reports of committees, and other papers read on the floor of the Assembly, shall be recorded in the minutes as read. If the matters presented in such reports or papers are to become the action of the Assembly,
any difference between the original form of the paper as read on the floor
and the final action of the Assembly shall be recorded as amendments to
the motion to adopt the report or paper.
If a paper is not read on the floor of the Assembly,. it may, on motion, be
recorded in the minutes, provided that it has been presented to the commissioners in writing at least six weeks prior to the Assembly.

36. Committees which have been instructed to circulate their reports among
the sessions and churches six weeks prior to the meeting of the General
Assembly shall forward their reports to the stated clerk of the previous
Assembly-at least two weeks prior to their circulation date, and he shall
have them manifolded and sent out together.

OF DEBATE
37. No member, in the course of debate, shall be allowed to indulge in personal
reflections.
38. If more than one member rise to speak at the same time, the member who
is most distant from the moderator’s chair shall ordinarily speak first. In
the discussion of all matters where the sentiment of the Assembly is divided, it is proper that the floor should be occupied alternately by those
representing the different sides of the question.
39. When more than three members of the Assembly shall be standing a t the
same time, the moderator shall require all to take their seats, the person
only excepted who may be speaking.
40. Every member, when speaking, shall address himself to the moderator, and
shall treat his fellow members, and especially the moderator, with decorum
and respect.
41. No speaker shall be interrupted, unless he be out of order, or for the purpose of correcting mistakes or misrepresentations.

OF DECORUM
42.

43.

44.
45.
46.

Without express permission, no member of the Assembly, while business is
going on, shall engage in private conversation; nor shall members address
one another, nor any person present, but through the moderator.
It is indispensable that members of the Assembly maintain gravity and
dignity while judically convened; that they attend closely in their speeches
to the subject under consideration, and avoid prolix and desultory harangues; and when they deviate from the subject it is the privilege of any
member, and the duty of the moderator, to call them to order.
If any member act, in any respect, in a disorderly manner, it shall be the
privilege of any member, and the duty of the moderator, to call him to
order.
If any member consider himself aggrieved by a decision of the moderator,
it shall be his privilege to appeal to the Assembly, and the question on the
appeal shall be taken without debate.
No member shall withdraw permanently from the Assembly without giving
notice to t.he moderator.

OF VOTING
Members ought not, without weighty reasons, to decline voting, as this
practice might leave the decision of important questions t o a small proportion of the Assembly.
48. When the moderator has commenced taking the vote, no further debate or
remark shall be admitted, unless there has evidently been a mistake, in
which case the mistake shall be rectified, and the moderator shall recommence taking the vote. The moderator shall determine when all the ballots
have been collected, and thereupon announce the closing of the poll. Should
the hour for adjournment or recess arrive during the voting, it shall be
postponed t o finish the vote, unless the majority shall vote to adjourn; in
which case the voting shall, on the reassembling of the Assembly, take precedence of all other business till. it is finished.
49. The yeas and nays on any question shall not be recorded, unless one-third
of the members present request a roll-call vote. If division is called for
47.

.

on any vote, it shall be by a rising vote without a count. If on such a
rising vote the moderator is unable to decide, or a quorum rise to second a
call for “tellers”, then the vote shall be taken by rising, and the count made
by tellers, who shall pass through the aisles and report to the moderator the
nuniber voting on each side.

50. In all elections a majority of the ballots cast shall be requisite.
51. In elections when the number of nominees exceeds the number of persons to
be elected, if after the first balloting the required number of persons is not
elected, the name of the person or persons receiving the lowest number of
votes shall be dropped from the list of nominees on each succeeding ballot,
provided that the resultant number of remaining nominees be never less
than one more than the number of persons to be elected. If the moderator
deem it wise in view of a long list of nominees for a particular office, and
there is no objection from the floor, he may declare that a larger number be
dropped on the first ballot.
OF STANDING COMMITTEES
52. There shall be three standing committees, namely, the Committee on Home
Missions and Church Extension, the Committee on Foreign Missions, and
llie Committee on Christian Education. Each committee shall consist of fifteen members divided into three classes, each class, to be composed of three
ministers and two ruling elders chosen by ballot at the annual meeting of
the General Assembly, f o r a term of three years.
QUALIFICATIONS
53. All cases that may arise which are not provided for in the foregoing Rules
shall be governed by Robert’s Rules, of Order,
I

54. These rules may be suspended by a two-thirds vote of the Assembly upon
motion duly made; they may be amended by a majority vote of the Assembly, the amendment having been proposed at the preceding Assembly.
The Moderator announced the appointment of the following committees:
On Overtures and Papers: Ministers: Price, Kuiper, R. Graham and Gaffin;
Elder Huber.
On Presbyterial Records: Ministers: Brown, Ellis; Elder Campbell.
On the Date and Place of the 14th General Assembly: Ministers: Adair
and R. Gray.
The report of the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension was
read by Mr. Rian, president of the committee; the financial statement, including
a report on examination by Main and Company, Certified Public Accountants,
was read by Dr. Strong, treasurer of the committee. The report is as follows:

.

REPORT OF THE
COMMITTEE ON HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION

of
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
to
THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Meeting at
Westminster. Theological Seminary, Philadelphia,
May 21, 1946

During the year ending March 31, 1946, the Committee on Home Missions
and Church Extension granted aid to the following persons:
Rev. H. Wilson Albright
Rev. Robert H. Graham
Rev. Samuel J. Allen
Rev. John C. Hills
Mr. Herbert S. Bird
Rev. Bruce F. Hunt
Rev. Martin J. Bohn
Mr. Donald K. Kauffman
Rev. Calvin A. Busch
Rev. Carlo Laazaro
Mr. Ralph E. Clough
Rev. Walter J. Magee
Rev. George W. Marston
Rev. Edmund P. Clowney
Rev. Bruce A. Coie
Rev. Raymond M. Meiners
Rev. Edward B. Cooper
Rev. Herman T. Petersen
Rev. Henry W. Coray
Rev. Russell D. Piper
Rev. Calvin K. Cummings
Rev. Delbert E. Schowalter
Rev. John Davies
Rev. J. Lyle Shaw, D.D., Ph.D.
Rev. Edwards E. E1liot.t
Rev. Leslie W. Sloat
Rev. Lawrence R. Eyres
Rev. Robert L. Vining
Rev. David Freeman
Rev. Reginald Voorhees
Rev. Richard B. Gaffin
Rev. Jack Zancistra
Rev. Lawrence B. Gilmore, Th.D.
Of these the Rev. Messrs. Cummings, Lazzaro, Piper, Schowalter, Sloat, Vining
and Zandstra, and Messrs. Bird, Clough and Kauffman were added to the roll
during the year, and the Rev. Messrs. Albright, Clowney, Gilmore, and Lazzaro,
and Messrs. Bird, Clough and Kauffman were removed from the roll during the
year.
Again the Committee j s pleased to report that all the aid-receiving. fields
are moving toward self-support in accordance with the salary scale.

SALARY SCALE
The salary scale has again been amended in the interest of liberalizing it.
The scale now is in force as follows:
1. Ministers receiving aid from t.he Committee are divided into three categories
denominated “A”, “B” and “C.”
2, Class “A” consists of ministers who are laboring as missionaries in fields
which are not expected to achieve self-support a t present.
3. Class “B” consists of ministers who are laboring on special tasks.
4. Class “C” consists of ministers who are laboring as missionaries in fields
that are moving toward self-support in accordance with the salary scale.
5. The following schedule of payment.s is placed in effect as of April 1, 1946.
In calculating the maximum percentage of the church’s share the Committee will normally pay the amount the church pays its minister plus what
the church contributes to the Missions Committees, the year of the church’s

life, and the year of ministerial seryice of the pastor shall be taken into
account.
6. The following schedule is effective for city pastors:
Per Cent of Church’s Share
Total Maximum Income
Year of
Committee Normally Will Pay Allowed Aid-Receiving Pastors
Church’s Life
$150 after 1st year’s service
156 after 2nd year’s service
161 after 3rd year’s service
167 after 4th year’s service
4
172 after 5th year’s service
5
178 after 6th year’s service
6
183 after 7th year’s service
7
189 after 8th year’s service
8
195 after 9th year’s service
9
200 after 10th year’s service
i0
205 after 11th year’s service
210 after 12th year’s service
215 after 13th year’s service
220 after 14th year’s service
225 after 15th year’s service
7. The following s,chedule of payment is effective for rural pastors:
Year of
Per Cent of Church’s Share
Total Maximum Income
Church’s Life
Committee Normally Will Pay Allowed Aid-Receiving Pastors
$130 after 1st year’s service
1
200
2
134 after 2nd year’s service
160
3
138 after 3rd year’s service
125
4
142 after 4th year’s service
100
5
146 after 5th year’s service
80
150 after 6th year’s service
G
154 after 7th year’s service
64
7
158 after 8th year’s service
50
8
40
162 after 9th year’s service
9
32
166 after 10th year’s service
10
170 after 11th year’s service
25
11
174 after 12th year’s service
20
12
16
178 after 13th year’s service
13
13
182 after 14th year’s service
14
10
185 after 15th year’s service
15
8. Unmarried pastors are eligible to receive two-thirds the total amount a
mairied pastor would receive under the same conditions.
9. Aid-receiving pastors in city churches may receive $10 a month additional
from the Committee for each dependent (children, parents, sisters and
brothers, and anyone to whom the pastor stands in loco parentis.) Aid receiving pastors in rural churches may receive $8 a month for each such
dependent. In no case will the Committee pay the additional allowance in
excess of $50 a month.
10. A man who serves more than one field is allowed $10 a month additional
fo r each additional field in which the Committee has authorized work.
11. The Committee reminds the churches that. the above schedules contain the
maximum support which the Committee mll grant and urges the churches
to continue to press toward the goal of self-support more rapidly than the
schedules demand in order that funds may be freed for expansion.
,12. The general secretary is instructed to deal with the presbyteries, the ministers, and the churches involved, in order that this schedule may be effected.
13. The Committee reserves the n g h t to make exceptions t o the foregoing
schedules, but each exception must be treated separately.
1
2
3

200
150
112
84
63
47
35
26
20
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JEWISH WORK
By action of the Committee at its meeting on April 22, 1946, it was determined to inform the General Assembly that the Committee contemplates discontinuing the Jewish work now being carried on by the Rev. David Freeman,
effective July 31, 1946.
GENERAL ASSEMBLY FUNDS
General Assembly funds have been paid by the Committee as follows, a s
of May 10, 1946:
To Clerk of Assembly
- - $ 25.00
Mimeographing
- - - 90.26
Printing Minutes
538.00
Postage, Supplies, etc.
- - 50.86
Committee on Standing Rules
- - - 2.00
Committee on Song in Worship
- - 100.00
Committee on Complaint
- - - 341.84 $1,147.96
This results in a deficit in the fund of $247.73. Temporarily $197.39 of the
deficit has been met by payment from the funds of the Committee on the Constitution. The Committee requests the Assembly to inform it how such a deficit
caii normally be cared for.

-

-

- -

-

-

- - - - -

CONTRIBUTIONS
The Committee is glad to report that contributions from the churches have
again been in excess of those of previous years. The gain in contributions from
this source was twelve per cent. Eighty-five churches and church organizations
contributed to the work of this Committee.
The Committee has been greatly blessed in receiving very sizable contributions from individuals, and it is dependent upon such individual contributions
for a large part of its budget from year to year. The Committee would remind
the Church that only as a larger proportion of its funds for the operation of
the committee come from the congregations can the Committee’s work be placed
upon a really sound financial basis.
EXTENSION ACTIVITIES
in
During the year, work has been started at four new locations-three
the Chicago area and one at Warren Point, New Jersey. In each of these places
regular services have been held over a period of from six to eight months and
satisfactory progress appears to have been made. At Warren Point a house
has been purchased and remodeled for services and living quarters of the missionary. The Committee contemplates giving financial assistance toward the
erection of a house by the Rev. George W. Marston, in Evergreen Park, Illinois.
It also contemplates purchasing a house which has been remodeled to care for
services and the living quarters of a missionary in South La Grange, Illinois.
An active attempt is being made to secure an additional missionary for the South
La Grange area. All these items have been included in the budget for the fiscal
year 1946-47.
PUBLICITY
The Committee in conjunction with the other standing committees has been
publishing The Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger for six months. It has found
this publicity paper to be of very great assistance in keeping before the Church
the work of the Committee.
The Committee has not-placed upon its budget any funds to be paid to any
other publication for publicity.
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TENTH ANNIVERSARY
Plans for the Tenth Anniversary celebration which have been placed in
charge of this Committee ar,: progressing satisfactorily. A large brochure is
being published and will be available at about $1.00 a copy in time for the Tenth
Anniversary. The Presbyterian Guardian will devote one of its issues t o the
Tenth Anniversary, and a special anniversary celebration will be conducted in
connection with the Thirte'enth General Assembly. Plans are on foot for the
republication of several volumes of the works of the Rev. J. Gresham Machen.
A public meeting will be held a t the New Century Club in Philadelphia on the
evening of June 12, 1946.
BUDGET OF THE COMMITTEE
The following budget has been adopted for the current fiscaI year:
Office and Administrative Expense
$ 4,460.00
Promotion Expense
Traveling - General Secretary
- - - - $ 600.00
Messenger Expense
- - 700.00
Itineration of Missionaries
- - - - 200.00
Miscellaneom
- 240.00 1,740.00

-

- -

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

3,580.00

$ 5,700.00

11,500.00
19,300.00 36,500.00
Investments
Warren Point House and Lot
Chicago - House, South La Grange
Loan
- House, Evergreen
- - Park

-

-

-

TOTAL

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

- - - - - -

-

Sundries
Commutation Expense
Tenth Anniversary, net
Miscellaneous
-

-

-

-

-

$ 1,400.00

3,600.00

-

2,000.00

4,000.00 10,900.00

-

- - - -- -$
- - - - - - - - - -

240.00
500.00
442.00

-'

-

1,182.00
$58,362.00

ELECTIONS TO THE COMMITTEE
The terms o f ' the following members of the Committee expire with this
assembly: Ministers: Robert L. Atwell, R. B. Kuiper and Edwin H. Rim;
Elders: Lloyd H. Taylor and Bernardus H. Vos.
Dr. Enno Wolthuis desires to resign from the Committee, and the Committee recommends that his resignation be accepted and a member to serve
in his place in the class of 1948 be elected.

April 18, 1946
The Committee on Home Missions
and Church Extension of the
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Inc.,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Sirs :'
In accordance with your authorization, we have examined the cash accountr
of the Treasurer of

THE COMMITTEE ON HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION
O F THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
for the year ended March 31, 1946 and submit a statement of Cash Receipts and
Disbursements for the year then ended,
Recorded receipts were rwonciled to deposits as reported on statements
rendered by the bank. All cash disbursement entries were supported by warrants and properly executed and cancelled checks. Such tests were made as
were necessary to satisfy us as to the propriety of disbursements and as to the
proper designation of the recorded receipts. The balance in the bank at March
31, 1946 was confirmed by direct correspondence with the depository. Petty
Cash was verified by actual count.
At the end of the period under review the following loans were receivable
from various churches:
Original
Amount

0 r t h o d o x Presbyterian
Church of F r a n k l i n
Square, N. Y.
$1,500.00
Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Westfield, N. J. - - 2,000.00
First 0 r t h o d o x Presbyterian Church of Denver,
Col. - 3,000.00
First 0 r t h o do x Presbyterian Church of San
Francisco, Cal.
- - 3,000.00
Grace 0 r t h o d o x Presbyterian Church of Los
Angeles, Cal. - - 5,500.00
First 0 r t h o d o x Presbyterian C h u r c h , New
Haven, Conn. - - - 3,000.00
Covenant Church of Berke- - - - 4,000.00
ley, Cal.
Total

-

-

-

% of
Interest

Due
Date

900.00

3%

4-21-48

1,000.00

4%

7-21-48

2,100.00

4%

9-19-49

2,400.00

4%

12-18-49

5,500.00

4%

10- 1-60

3,000.00

4%

4- 1-54

4,000.00

4%

Reduced
Amount
$

-

$18,900.00

Papers relative to the above receivables were examined by us, with one exception, and appear to be in order. The exception is the loan to the Covenant
Church of Berkeley, California, which has been authorized in the minutes of
February 21, 1946.' The transfer of funds was made in February, 1946. The
signed note has not yet been received.
The Committee is guarantor of a $6,000.00 installment note secured by a
$14,000.00 first mortgage on the lots and buildings of the Knox Orthodox Presbyterian Church in Silver Spring, Maryland. A copy of this note was examined
by us.
It was noted in the minutes of December 10, 1945, that the Committee has
authorized the guarantee of loans made to the Covenant Church of Pittsburgh,
such loans are not to exceed $4,000.00 in total, As of March 31, 1946 the Committee has guaranteed the follounng loans under the authonzation noted above:
Amount
Mrs. Lucy E. Hunter
$ 600.00
Miss Emma Hood
500.00
Claus 3. Bushous.
l,000.00
Westminster Semlnary
500.00

-

---

- - - - - - -

-- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - (20)

Christian University Association

-

-

-

- -

-

500.00

Copies of these notes were not available for examination.
As of April 1, 1945 the Committee held 500 shares of Rath Packing Company
common stock and 25 shares of United Carbon Company common stock. During
the period under the review 1200 additional shares of Rath Packing Company
common stock were received as a contribution and 900 shares of Rath Packing
Company common stock and 25 shares of United Carbon Company common stock
were sold. Certificates evidencing ownership of 800 shares of Rath Packing
Company common stock as of March 31, 1946 were examined by usc The reported income from these investments was checked.
During the period under review the Committee purchased a house in Saddle
River Toynship, New Jersey, a t a cost of $8,667.05. Of this amount $1,667.05
was paid in cash and the balance secured by a n 18-year mortgage, in the original
principal amount of $7,000.00, with interest a t 5%. The mortgage is held by
United Savings & Loan Association of Paterson, New Jersey. The unpaid balance of the mortgage at March 31, 1946 amounts to $6,878.41. The Committee
has also made payments on land to be purchased in Fairlawn, New Jersey, in
the amount of $275.07. The purchase price is $1,000.00 and title will pass to
the Committee on full payment. Papers relative to the above assets have been
examined and appear in order.
We also examined a fidelity bond covering the treasurer and other employes
who handle funds of the Committee.
Proper entries reflecting the transactions of the fiscal period have been prepared and have been entered on the books of record.
We express our appreciation for the courtesy extended our representative
during the course of examination.
Respectfully submitted,
(Signed) MAIN and COMPANY
Certified Public Accountants

STATEMENT OF CASH RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 1946
THE COMMITTEE ON HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION
OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
Balance, April 1, 1945
- $ 1,438.79
General Fund
- - - - - - - General Assembly
- - - - 352.50
181.15
Committee on Constitution
.

-

-

-

$ 1,972.44

Receipts
Contributions:
General Fund
For support of Designated Missionaries
For Jewish Work
For Loans to Churches
- - -

-

-

-

'

---

.

- - $21,823.65
- 1,253.09
227.97
-

9,000.00

$32,304.71

Other Contributions :
General Assembly Expenses
879.56
For Committee on Constitution of General Assembly 16.50

896.06

-

-

-

- - -- -- -- --- --

Total Contributions .
Proceeds from Sale of Investments
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$33,200.77
30,496.90

.

Amounts Collected on Loans Granted:
Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Westfield,
N. J.
- $
Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Denver, Colorado
Orthodox Presbyterian Church of San Francisco, Cal.
Interest on Receivables
- Dividends from Stock Owned
Refunds of Amounts Expended for the Committee
on Foreign Missions
- - Leas: Amounts Expended
- -

- 400.00
900.00
600.00

- -- -- - - - - - - - 711.40
711.40
Received a s Intermediary
- - - - $ 1,274.61
Less: Disbursed as Intermediary
- - - 1,274.61

1,900.00
334.00
632.50

8

-0-

-0-

Received as Loan from Committee on Foreign Missions $ 2,800.00
Less: Repayment of Loan. from Committee on
2,800.00
Foreign Missions

-

Total Receipts

-

-

-

-

-

Total Available Cash
Disbursements
Missionaries’ Salaries and Aid
Paid from General Fund
Paid from Designated Contributions

-

-

-

-

-

n
- - - - $66,564.17
- $68,536.61

- -- -- - $31,017.37
1,253.09

Missionaries’ Travel and Moving Expense
- - - - (IPaid from General Fund)
Loans from General Fund:
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Los Angeles, Cal. $5,500.00
Orthodox Presbyterian Church, New Haven, Corn. 3,000.00
Loans from Designated Fund, Covenant Church, Berkeley, California
Jewish Work
Salaries
- - - - $2,160.00
Other Expense
167.48

- - - - - - - - - - - -

$32,270.46
1,420.67
8,500.00
4,000.00

$2,327.48

-

- -- -- --

Paid from General Fund
Paid from Designated Contributions

$2,099.51
227.97

2,327.48

- - -- - -- - -- - $2,099.92
1,171.32
200.04
-- -- -- -- -- 287.68
140.06
69.25
- -- - -- - -- - -- - 50.00
35.00
25.00
- - - - -- -- -- 296.42

4,374.69

Office and Administrative Expenses
(Paid from General E’und)
Salary - General Secretary
Salary - Clerical Help
Rent
- - - - Telephone and Telegraph
Postage and Supplies Committee Meeting Expense
Audit
- - - Fidelity Bond
Corporation Expense
Miscellaneous
-

-

Promotion Expense
(Paid from General Fund)
Traveling - General Secretary

-.
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-

-

-

$ 592.90

Contribution to Presbyterian Guardian
Extension - Rent .
Camera Supplies and Expense
Mimeographing and Printing
Tracts
.
Postage and Office Supplies
Automobile Expense
- “Messenger” Expense

-

480.00
342.50
46.54
7.75
66.78
21.30
350.00
325.30

2,233.07

Church Extension Expense
House at Warren Point, and Chicago Area Expense $2,903.79
Prepayments on Ground Purchased in Fairlawn,
New Jersey
- - - - 275.07
Cash Paid a t Settlement for House in Saddle
River Township, N. J.
- - $1,667.05
121.59 1,788.64
Payments to Reduce Mortgage Payable

4,967.60

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-- -- - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -

-

-

-

-

-

General Assembly Expense
Printing and General Expense
Committee on Constitution Expense
Total Disbursements

-

Balance, March 31, 1946

-

-

-

-

I

-

-

-

-

Accounted for as follows:
General Fund
- - Designated for Loans to Churches
General Assembly
Committee on Constitution of General Assembly

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

- - -

-

968.28
.26

-

$61,062.31

-

$ 7,474.30

$2,013.13
5,000.00
263.78
197.39
$7,474.30

Represented by:
Cash in Bank
Petty Cash

-

-

-

-

- - - -- -- -- --

- $7,449.30
25.00
$7,474.30

ASSETS OF COMMITTEE
Cash.on Hand and in Bank
- - - - - - $ 7,474.30
Stock Owned - 800 Shares Rath Packing Co. Common
- f 25,600.00
Notes Receivable :
Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Franklin Square,
New York
- $ 900.00
Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Westfield,
New Jersey
- 1,000.00
First Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Denver, Colorado 2,100.00
First Orthodox Presbyterian Church of San Francisco,
California
- - - - 2,400.00
Grace Orthodox Presbyterian Church of Los Angeles,
California
- - - 5,500.00
First Orthodox Presbyterian Church of New Haven,
Connecticut
- - - - 3,000.00
Covenant Church of Berkeley, California
4,000.00 18,900.00

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

-

-

~

Other Assets
House in Saddle River Township, New Jersey
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~

- * $8,667,05

Payments on Purchase Price of Lots in Fairlawn,
.
New Jersey

-

-

-

-

-

- -

-

275.07

8,942.12
$60,916.42

NOTES:
f Stock is valued at market price 3-31-46.
* Subject to an 18-year mortgage of $7,000.00 with interest at 5.%.
paid balance of mortgage principal at 3-31-46 - $6,878.41.
Subject t o accompanying comment.

Un-

The Assembly recessed at 5:15 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. Jent.
Tuesday Evening
The Assembly reconvened at 7:30 p. m., and was led in prayer by the
Moderator.
It was moved and carried that recess be made the order of the day for
1O:OO p. m., Tuesday evening.
It was moved and carried that this General Assembly direct the Committee
on Home Missions and Church Extension not to discontinue Jewish mission work
after July 31, 1946.
It was moved and carried to adopt the recommendation of the Committee
on Home Missions and Church Extension that the resignation of Dr. Enno Wolthuis from the Class of 1948 of the Committee be accepted.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly proceed to the nomination and
election of members of the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension.
The following persons were nominated : Ministers: Rian, Atwell, Allen, Kuiper,
Oliver, Magee, Freeman and Adair; Elders: Faw, Bernardus Vos, Allen, F. Remein, Calvin Duff 'and Richardson.
The report of the Committee on Foreign Missions was presented by the
president of the committee, Mr. Clelland; the financial statement, including a report on examination by Main and Company, Certified Public Accountants, was
read by Mr. Thompson, treasurer of the committee. The report is a s follows:

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN MISSIONS
of
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
to
THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Meeting at Westminster Theological Seminary
May 21, 1946
The Committee on Foreign Missions reports to the Thirteenth General Assembly f o r the period from April 23, 1945, to April 29, 1946, except concerning
finances for which the report is for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1946.

MISSIONARY ROLL OF THE COMMITTEE
The missionary roll remains the same as that reported to the Twelfth General Assembly, with the following additions:
.
The Rev. and Mrs. Floyd E. Hamilton were appointed to labor in Korea
or Manchuria. The Committee considers itself fortunate in securing these veteran missionaries who labored effectively under the Presbyterian Board of Foreign Missions and then under the Independent Board for Presbyterian Foreign
(24)

Missions. Application for a passport for Mr. Hamilton to return to Korea is
pending.

MISSIONARIES ON LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Leaves of absence without salary continue for the Rev. Malcolm C. Frehn,
the Rev. and Mrs. Richard B. Gaffin, the Rev. and Mrs. Bruce F. Hunt, and the
Rev. R. Heber McIlwaine. Mr. Gaffin is the pastor of the Grace Church of Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Mr. Hunt is a home missionary in Southern California;
MY.Frehn remains in the United States Army Intelligence service and is currently stationed in Tokyo. Mr. Frehn is in excellent position to observe the religious and missionary situation in Japan and reports regularly to the Committee. Passports have been applied for by the Rev. and -Mrs. Bruce F. Hunt to
go to Korea and there seems to be some hope that Mr. Hunt will secure a passport within the next few months. Mr. McIlwaine was released from the chaplaincy and is supply pastor at Aurora, Nebraska.
The Rev. and Mrs. Henry W. Coray do not contemplate returning to the
Orient and their names have been removed from the roll of missionaries.

MISSIONARIES ON THE FIELD

.

Since the Twelfth General Assembly the number of missionaries on the field
has been increased by five, t o seven. The Rev. Egbert W. Andrews is working
in China; the Rev. and Mrs. Clarence W. Duff are working in Ghinda, Eritrea;
the Rev. and Mrs. Francis E. Mahaffy are working in Assab, Eritrea; and the
Rev. and Mrs. Charles E. Stanton are working in Irafali, Eritrea.
Mr. Andrews began service with the Committee on April 1, 1946, after
having been released from government service. He was released in China and
thus traveled to the field without any expense to the Committee. Word has not
yet come from him regarding the precise field that he contemplates occupying,
but he is using these months to make careful selection of a field. He will make
detailed recommendations to the Committee, and the Committee contemplates
sending the Rev. and Mrs. Richard B. Gaffin to the field if Mr. Andrews can
find a place where they can work jointly.
During the summer of 1945, Mrs. Clarence W. Duff, Donald and Dorothy
Duff; Mrs. Charles E. Stanton, Fern Emma, Audrey Ella and Lois Marie Stanton; and the Rev. and Mrs. Francis E. Mahaffy sailed for Eritrea, making the
journey under war-time conditions, but at reasonable cost. Tney joined Mr.
Duff and Mr. Stanton and they have since settled down to work in Eritrea. They
are rapidly learning the language. The Duffs are now working primarily with
the Tigre-speaking people, the Stantons with the Saho-speaking people, and the
Mahaffys with the Dankali-speaking people. No permission has yet been
granted to work among the Tigrinya-speaking Copts. The Committee and the
missionaries are conscious of the fact that our resources are spread thin throughout a large part of Eritrea but we are trusting that reinforcements may be
sent and, in the meantime, the missionaries are occuping three fields that are
most needy, intending, as they become sufficiently conversant with the language,
to hold forth the Word of Life to the nominally Mohammedan inhabitants of
the land.
The missionary house in Irafali has been completed, and it is occupied by
the Stantons. The Duffs are now occupying a government-owned house in
Ghinda, and authorization has been given to purchase a property in that city
if it seems wise. The Mahaffys are occupying a rented house in Assab. They
all are studying the appropriate language under native teachers and have begun to use it in daily intercourse and in personal work. Mr. Duff has attained
sufficient Auency to warrant its use in public meetings which he holds regularly
in a rented building facing the market square in Ghinda.
(25)

PUBLICITY
During the year a very attractive poster was prepared by the Committee,
and copies were distributed throughout the church. The Committee has cooperated with the Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension and with
the Committee on Christian Education in the publication of “The Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger.” This eight-page promotion monthly has proved most
valuable in keeping before the church, and the donors, the work of the Committees, and its publication has proved to be much worthwhile.
The Committee does not contemplate granting direct subsidy to any other
publication during the current fiscal year.
FINANCES
Again the Committee is pleased to record that its needs have adequately
been met. There was no necessity for a special drive for funds during the past
fiscal year, yet contributions came in in excellent amount. Since there is good
hope that the remaining missionaries on leave of absence will be able t o return
to their fields during this year, the Committee would remind the church that it
will require a rather sizable increase in gifts if it is to meet its obligations.
CANDIDATES
The Committee has been greatly disappointed that no more recruits for
missionary service have presented themselves. During the year no appointments have been made from’among new recruits although the Committee is conducting correspondence looking to the appointment of at least one young lady
missionary. During this year the Committee will actively seek recruits and it.
would urge upon the pastors the forceful presentation of the need for missionaries of ths gospel. It would urge upon students for the ministry that they
give earnest thought t o the foreign missions field as the place for their life
labors in the gospel.
BUDGET OF THE COMMITTEE
The following budget has been adopted for the current fiscal year:
Office and Administrative Expenses
$ 2,395.00

-

-

-

-

Missionary Expense
Salaries, Missionaries
Children Allowances
Missionary Expense on Field
Missionbry Traveling to Field

-

-

-

-

Promotion Expense
- Traveling, General Secretary
Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger
Itineration of Missionaries and Candidates
Miscellaneous
- - -

-

-

-

- - - - - - - - - - - -

Sundries
Commutation Expense
Committee Meeting Expense
Corporation Expense
- Audit and Fidelity Bonds
Miscellaneous
- -

- -- -- - -

-

-

-

-

300.00
350.00

-

200.00
120.00

970.00

$8,500.00
2,000.00
2,000.00
2,000.00 14,500.00

-- - - - - - - - - -$ 120.00
90.00
27.00
- - - - 240.00
85.00
- - - - 662.00
$18,427.00
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ELECTIONS TO T H E COMMITTEE

The terms of office of the Rev. Messrs. Franklin S. Dyrness, Edward L.
Kellogg and Paul Woolley, and of Ruiing Elders Leslie Gibson and Walter P.
Smyth expire with this Assembly.
The Committee on Foreign Missions of
The Orthodox Presbyteran Church, Inc.
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
Sirs :

April 23, 1946
,

In accordance with your authorization, we have examined the cash accounts of the Treasurer of
’

T H E COMMITTEE O N FOREIGN MISSIONS
OF T H E ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
for the year ended March 31, 1946, and submit a Statement of Cash Receipts and
Disbursements for the year then ended.
Recorded receipts were reconciled in total to deposits reported on statements rendered by the bank. Recorded disbursements were found to be supported by warrants and properly executed and cancelled checks. Such tests
were made a s were deemed necessary to satisfy us as to the general propriety
of the disbursements and as to the correct designation of recorded receipts. The
balahce in the bank at March 31, 1946 was confirmed by direct correspondence
with the depository.
Stock certificates evidencing ownership of fifty shares of Rath Packing
Company common stock and fifteen shares of United Carbon Company common stock were examined by us, and the reported income therefrom was
substantiated.
During the period under review, the Committee purchased U. S. Treasury
2 % ’ ~Bonds 1967-62, in the amount of $5,000.00 plus accrued interest of $5.78.
These Bonds have been examined by us. The authorization for the purchase
was noted in the minutes of June 7, 1945.
The Committee also authorized in the minutes of January 25, 1946, the
transfer of funds not to exceed $4,250.00 to be used for the purchase of buildings in Ghinda, Eritrea. In February 1946, the sum of $4,000.00 was transferred
to the account of Rev. Clarence W. Duff, Treasurer, Amerwan Evangelical Mission of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, Barclays’ Bank, Massawa, Eritrea.
The receipt of these funds was acknowledged by the Rev. Duff in a letter dated
March 13, 1946, which was examined by US. As of March 31, 1946, the Committee had not been informed of any disposition of these funds.
We also examined a fidelity bond covering the Treasurer and other employees who handle funds of the Committee.
We express our appreciation for the courtesy extended to our representative
during the course of the examination.
Respectfully submitted,
(Signed) MAIN and COMPANY
Certified Public Accountants

-

STATEMENT OF CASH RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS
FOR THE YEAR ENDING MARCH 31, 1946
THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN MISSIONS
OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
SCHEDULE A
Balance April 1, 1945
General Fund
- - - - $ 8,485.08
Missionaries’ Traveling Expense
5,889.13
Intermediary
- - - - 35.00 $14,409.21

-

Receipts
General Fund :
Contributions
Bividends

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

- - --

-

-

Other Funds :
Missionaries’ Traveling Expense
Support of Designated Missionaries
- Missionaries’ Equipment
Expansion of Missionary Work
Missionaries’ Car Fund
Intermediary
- - -- -

-$12,119.21
115.00 $12,234.21
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$

- - -

0

-

-

-

-

Total Receipts

-

-

Total Cash Available

-

-

-

-

(Paid from General Fund)

-

-

p

-

Disbursements
For Assets Acquired :
Purchase of U. S. Treasury Bonds 2%’~1967-62
Accrued Interest on U. S. Treasury Bonds (To
be collected later throu h coupons)
Designated Fund to Purctase Property in
Ghinda, Eritrea
- - - - -

As Loans:

316.85
1,688.80
135.00
250.00
422.74
15.60 $ 2,828.99

-

Disbursed as Loan to Committee on
Home Missions
- $ 2,800.00
Less: Repaid by Committee on Home
- - 2,800.00
Missions

$5,000.00
5.78

4,000.00
$9,005.78

-

-

Missionary Expense :
Salaries
Less: Refunds -

-

Traveling Expenses
Less: Refund
-

--

$6,805.00
- 8.37 $ 6,796.63

--

Medical Expenses
Child Allowance
Equipment and Supplies

$4408.13
9.00

4,199.13

17.40
- - - - - -- - - 1,782.66
338.02
$13,133.73

-

- -

$-7,110.80

--

4,199.13
136.00 i

Paid from General Fund
Paid from Contnbutions:
Missionaries’ Travel Expenses
Missionaries’ Equipment Fund
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$16,063.20

-

-

-0-

-

$29,472.41

-

Missionaries’ Support

-

1,688.80

-

Total Missionary Expense
Office and Administrative Expense :
Salary - General Secretary
Salary - Clerical Help
Rent
- - Telephone and Telegraph
Postage, Stationery and Supplies
Audit
Fidelity Bond
Incorporation Expense
- Committee Meeting Expense
Miscellaneous - Commutation Expense, Bank Charges, Etc.

-

13,133.73

-

$ 1,050.03
593.08
- 99.96
- - - 98.55
- 145.15
- - - - -- -- 35.00
50.00
- 27.00

-

-

7.11

- -

141.61

Total Office and Administrative
Expense (Paid from Genera1 f i n d )
Promotion Expense:
Contribution to P r e s b y t e r i a n
Guardian
- $
Traveling General Secretary
Traveling - Others
Messenger Expense .
Postage, Supplies, Etc.
Printing, Mimeographing and Photos

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

500.00
292.05
24.17
162.66
20.46
197.53

-- - - - - - -

Total Promotion Expense
(Paid from General Fund)
Intermediary
-

-

2,247.49

-

-

-- -- --

-

Total Disbursements

-

-

-

-

Balance March 31, 1946

-

-

-

1,196.87
15.60

- -

-

-

$26,599.47

-

$ 3,872.94

Balance March 31, 1946
Accounted for as follows:
- General Fund
Missionaries’ Traveling Expense
Expansion of Missionary Work
Missionaries’ Car Fund
Intermediary

- - - - $1,158.35
2,006.85
- - - 250.00
-- -- - - - - 422.74
35.00

-

ASSETS O F THE COMMITTEE
Cash
- - - - _ 50 Shares of Rath *Packing Company Common Stock
15 Shares of United Carbon Company Common Stock
U. S. Treasury Bonds 2 % ’ ~1967-62
Designated Fund for Purchase of Buildings in Ghinda, Eritrea

-

-

-

-

Total Assets

-

-

-

-

- -

- - -

,
$ 3,872.94

-- - -- - -- $ 3,872.94
1,600.00
- - - 1,260.00
5,264.05

-

-

4,000.00

$15,996.99

NOTES: Stocks and U. S. Bonds are valued at market price as of March 31,
1946. See Schedule B.

.*
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THE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN MISSIONS
OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
SCHEDULE B
ANALYSIS OF THE RECEIPT AND DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS
Cash Transactions
4-1-45 to 3-31-46
Assets
Disburse- Assets
4-1-45
Receipts
ments
3-31-46
Cash
General Fund
8,485.08
Contributions - Undesignated
12,119.21
Dividends
- 115.00
Missionary Expense
7,110.80
(Schedule A)
Office and Administrative Ex2,247.49
pense (Schedule A) Promotion Expenses
1,196.87
(Schedule A)
Accrued Interest on Treasury
Bonds
5.78
(Schedule A)
U. S. Treasury Bonds 236’s
1967-72
5,000.00
Designated Fund for Purchase
4,000.00
of Buildings in Ghinda, Eritrea

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

8,485.08 12,234.2.1 19,560.94
Missionaries’ Travel Expense
-5,889.13
Contributions
.
Missionaries’ Travel Expense (Schedule A)

5,889.13

.

Support of Designated Missionaries
Contributed and Disbursed -

-

Missionaries’ Equipment
Contributed and Disbursed
--

Expansion of Missionary Work
Contributed
-

-

-0-0-

-

-0-

--

-0-

--

-0-

- - -

-0. -0-

Intermediary
Contributed and
,

I

4,199.13

-316.85 4,199.13
-1,688.80

1,688.80

1,688.80

1,688.80

135.00

.

135.00

2,006.85

-0-

--

-0-

Missionaries’ Car Fund
Contributed

316.85

1,158.35

135.00

135.00

250.00

-0-

’

’

250.00
-0-422.74

4-

250.00

-0-

--

422.74
-0422.74
-- - - - 35.00
Disbursed
- --15.60
15.60
35.00
15.60
15.60
36.00
----

Total Cash (Schedule A)

-

14,409.21 15,063.20 25,599.47
~
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- -.-. 3,872.94

Securities and Other Assets
Rath Packing Company, Common
- - - 1,800.00
Stock, 50 Shares
United Carbon Company - Common
Stock - 15 Shares
- 1,053.75
U. S. Treasury Bonds 2 % ’ ~1967-62 - t Designated Fund for Purchase
Buildings in Ghinda, Eritrea
Total Stock and Other Assets
B

Totals

-

-

-

of

2,853.75

*

200.00

206.25
5,000.00
$ 264.05

1,600.00
1,260.00

$

5,264.05

4,000.00
4,000.00
--9,470.30

--

200.00 12,124.05
P

-

17,262.96 24,533.50 25,799.47 15,996.99

---

NOTES:
* Decrease in market value.
Q Increase in market value.
The tellers reported the election to the class of 1949 of the Committee on
Home Missions and Church Extension of:
Ministers: Atwell and Rian
Elder: F. Remein
At 1O:OO p. m. it was moved and carried to extend the order of the day
sufficiently to permit taking one more ballot.
The tellers reported the election of Elder Vos to the class of 1949 and Elder
Faw to the class of 1948 of the Committee on Home Missions and Church
Extension.
The Assembly recessed at 10:08 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Marston.

WEDNESDAY, MAY 22nd
Wednesday Morning
A devotional service, conducted by the Rev. Bruce F. Hunt, was held at
9:05 a. m.
The Assembly was called to order by the Moderator at 9 2 0 a. m. and opened with prayer by Dr. Gilmore.
The minutes of May 21st were read and approved as corrected.
The tellers reported the election of Mr. Kuiper to the class of 1949 of the
Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension.
It was moved and carried that the Committee on Foreign Missions be instructed to restore the names of the Rev. and Mrs. Henry W. Coray to the roll
of the missionaries of the committee.
The following were nominated to the class of 1949 of the Committee on
Foreign Missions : Ministers : Davison, Price, Kellogg, Woolley, Dyrness, DeWaard and Phillips; Elders: Lenville Hawkes, Walter P. Smyth, Leslie Gibson and Rene Grove.
On motion the request of Mr. Dyrness that his name be withdrawn from
the list of nominees was granted.
The report of the Committee on Christian Education was presented by Mr.
Dunn, president of the committee. The report is as follows:
THE REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN EDUCATION OF THE
ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH FOR TBE YEAR
ENDING MARCH 31, 1946
The Committee on Christian Education has held four meetings during the
year.

0

Christian School Societ.ies
During the.year it can be reported that a t least two more Christian School
Societies have been started in communities in which a n Orthodox Presbyterian
Church is located: one in Vineland, N. J., and one in Oostburg, Wisconsin. It
is to be hoped that schools will be started in each place in the autumn of 1946.
It is also planned to open a school in Bridgeton, N. J. in the autumn. We must
again call attention to the fact that one of the most fundamental works of Christian Education is. the establishment and maintenance of Christian Day Schools
as carried on by the Christian School Societies. We would urge all the Christian
School Societies already established to plan to open a Christian School as soon
as possible. The Christian School at Willow Grove and the one at Middletown,
Pa., are prospering with two teachers in each school, and practically capacity
attendance. The Christian School Society in Willow Grove contemplates the
erection of a modern school building when building controls are lifted and the
present property can be sold.

I

Sunday School Conventions
In September, 1945, a successful Sunday School Convention of many churches
in the Eastern states was held for two days in Willow Grove under the auspices
of the Committee on Christian Education. Inspiring and instructive addresses
on various phases of the work were given by various ministers and Sunday
School workers. Sunday School conventions have been held in Western Pennsylvania and in New Haven, Conn. It was hoped that other local Sunday School
Conventions would be held, but they could not be organized. We plan to hold
another general convention in the fall of 1946, and we hope there will be an
even greater attendance this year.
’ Covenant Children

\

,

We would once more call attention to “The Directory For The Public Worship Of God,” Chapter V, Section I, and urge the pastors of our churches who
are not now doing so to organize classes for the regular doctrinal instruction of
covenant youth. It is not sufficient that they should attend Sunday’School, for
the Sunday Schools should be primarily evangelistic agencies for reaching the
unchurched children of the community, and thus in the nature of the case cannot give all the doctrinal instruction the children of the covenant should receive
from the church. It was hoped that a detailed program of graded catechetical
training could be presented to the Thirteenth General Assembly, but the subcommittee appointed to prepare such a course has been unable to complete the
work. The office of the Committee, however, will be glad to offer suggestions
concerning the organizing of such classes for doctrinal instruction of the children of the covenant.
Sunday School Work
During the year the Two-Year Sunday School Course for Beginners was
completed, and the Manuals for the first year of this course have been revised
and published in mimeographed form. While such revision does not take a s
much time as writing the lessons in the first place, it is nevertheless an arduous
task for all concerned. Much of the time of several members of the Committee
and of the General Secretary has been consumed in the details of such revision.
During part of the year Mrs. Richard Gaffin has assisted in preparing the first
draft of such revision.
The work of preparing the Primary Sunday School Lessons and Junior
Lessons is not completed as yet, but the Committee is planning to begin the
publication of the Primary Sunday School Lessons in the fourth quarter of 1946.
The Committee is not expecting to publish the Junior lessons this year. The
Primary Lessons are being prepared by Miss Harriet Teal of Denver.
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During the year- Mr. R a F o n d Meiners has prepared the student articipation sheets for use in connection with the Sunday School Lessons pubyished by
the Christian Reformed “Key” and Mr. Dunn has continued to prepare the teacher’s helps for the same lessons.
Summer Bible Schools
The Summer Bible School work continues to grow. During the summer of 1945, 57 churches used the Summer Bible School material published by
our Committee as compared with 43 in 1944. The following table will show the
growth in one year:
1944
- - - - 43
- - - - - - 116
- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1643
- - - - - - 100
- - - - - - - - - 1266
69
- - - - - 577
- 285
- - - 3446

-

-

Schools Using Our Material
Beginner-Primary Teacher’s Manual
Beginners’ Work Book
Primary Work Books
Junior Teacher’s Manual
Junior Work Books
Intermediate-Senior Teacher’s Manual Intermediate Work Books
Total Manuals
- Total Work Books
- -

57
140
848
1170
125
1566
63
663
328
4237

With the end of the war and the removal of gas rationing, we expect that
this year will see a great increase in the number of pupils attending our Summer
Bible Schools. The three-year Summer Bible School course prepared by our
Committee will be completed with the 1946 course. The 1946 course is as follows: Beginners-Primary Course, STORIES FROM THE LIFE O F DAVID.
Junior course, GOD’S MISSIONARY BOOK (Acts) ;, Senior-Intermediate Course,
GOD AND THE ARTS. These courses are again prepared by Mrs. Charles
Ellis, ( Senior-Intermediate), Mrs. Richard Gray (Junior), Miss Margaret Duff
( Beginners-Primary ) .

I

~‘

,

1945

\

YOUNG PEOPLE’S LESSONS
The Young People’s Lessons for the past year have been edited and partly
written by the General Secretary. The follcLwing courses have been added to
the list of lessons now available: The Christian Life, The Inspiration of the
Scriptures, The Kingdom Parables, The Holy Spirit and Salvation, Practical Religion. With the close of the war it is to be hoped that many new societies
will be started and that there will be a large increase in attendance at the
meetings.
TRACT PUBLICATION
During the year the following tracts were reprinted: Communicant Church
Membership, and A Tragic Mistake. The formation of the Tract-A-Month Club
enabled us t o publish a new short tract each .month. :ditions of 10,000 each
were published. The fol!owing titles have peen issued: Atomic Bomb’, ‘Peace’,
‘Reconversion’, ‘Strike’, United Nations’, Fear’. These have all been written
by Mr. Hamilton.
‘Teach’ and ‘The Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger’
Several issues of the magazine ‘Teach’ were issued at the beginning of the
year, but this magazine was later combined in ‘The Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger’ published jointly with the Home and Foreign Missions Committees. This
magazine is sent to each family in our church. It attempts to familiarize the
members of our church with the work of the three standing committees.

. . ..

-.. ..... . .
.. .

.

.

Tract-Bulletin
-The Tract-Bulletins have been continued during 'the past year with about
the same number of subscribers. They can be secured with each church's own
imprint for $1.25 per hundred if 2000 are paid for in advance, or $1.50 per 100
if paid for by the month as received. Each church can mimeograph its o w n
notices and order of service on one side while the other side contains a gospel
tract, to reach those outside the church. Each member of the church is expected to distribute the Tract Bulletin t o four people each month, and to keep
up such distribution month after month until they become interested in the local
church. It is to be regretted that more churches do not use these Bulletins.
_._

Tract Distribution

.

Free tracts have been mailed to most .of the ministers, in the Presbyterian
Church in the U. S. and to the ministers of the Christian Reformed Church.
Evangelistic tracts have been sent to some men who distributed them to soldiers
and others.
Finances
Contributions from the churches were greatly increased during the year
because many churches contributed approximately fifteen per cent of the amount
of their total benevolence budgets to the work of the Committee on Christian
Education. The increase in the work of the Committee office during the next
fiscal year, however, due to the contemplated publication of Primary Sunday
School Lessons, will be so great that another full-time stenographer will probably have to be employed, thus greatly increasing the expenses of the work.
The audited report of the Treasurer is found at the end of this report.
The Committee has found it necessary in view of increased overhead costs
to establish a policy of including a larger percentage of this cost in the prices
of its materials. By charging prices more nearly adjusted to our total cost of
production our Committee feels it can carry its increasing schedule of publications without requesting additional aid from the churches beyond the 15%
of the benevolence budgets authorized by the Twelfth General Assembly. The
Committee however, calls attention to its great need of receiving this full proportion of benevolence giving. This goal was not met in the past year, and
while the budget of our committee is not based on our receiving the complete
amount this year, it is based on a large increase in the number of churches
giving this support.
The following Budget is proposed for 1946-1947:
Expenditures
Materials Acct.
Tracts
Summer Bible School
k'oung People's Lessons
Sunday School Lessons
Salaries
Travel :
General Secretary
Committee Members
Rent
Telephone
- Water
Office Supplies and Equipmect
Postage (office)
Corporation Expense
.Audit

-

-

I

I

I

-

- - -- - -

-

--

-

-

--

-

-

--

--

-

-

--

-

--

-

-

--

---

-- - - -

-

-

-

-

-

$1,000.00
800.00

--

- - -- -- - - -

60.00

1,500.00
6,800.00
300.00

150.00
660.00
100.00
16.00
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The following Financial" Report for 1946-1946 h3d . .been prepared,
by Main
.
.
and Company, the Auditors.
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REPORT ON EXAMINATION
THE COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN EDUCATION OF
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC,
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

.

.

,

.

:

MARCH 31, 1946

April 30, 1946
The Committee on Christian Education of
The Orthodox Presbyterian Ckurch, Inc.
Philadelphia,. Pennsylvania.
Sirs :
In accordance with your authorization, we have examined the cash accounts
of the treasurer of
I

THE COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN EDUCATION OF
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
for the year ended March 31, 1946 and submit a statement of Cash Receipts and
Disbursements for the year then ended.
Recorded receipts were reconciled in total to deposits as shown by- statements rendered b3- the bank. We were unable t o trace receipts directly to the
individual recorded deposits because of the manner in which the receipts were
deposited. All cash disbursements entries were supported by properly executed
and cancelled checks. Such tests were made as were necessary to satisfy us
a s to the general propriety of disbursements, and as to the correct designation
of recorded receipts. The balance in the bank at March 31, 1946 was confirmed
by direct correspondence with the depository, Petty cash was checked by actual
..
count.
During the period under examination, the Committee purchased a VariTyper machine at a cost' 6f -$625.00. Under the purchase agreement a down
pzyment of $180.00 in Cash was mad?, the balance of $445.00 to be paid in
monthly installments of $20.00 plus interest charges of 4%, payments to begin
in January, 1947.
We express our appreciation for the courtesies extended to our representative during the course of examination.
Respectfully submitted,
(Signed) MAIN and COMPANY
Certified Public Accountants
I

I

STATEMENT OF CASH RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED MARCH 31,1946
THE COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN EDUCATION OF
THE' ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.
Balance, April. 1, 1945
Cash-in Bank
Cash on Hand
-

Receipts'
. Gifts
,

-

-

e

-

.,

.
2

'

- General Fund

-

2

- Gjft's, Tract Distnbution

-

-*

-

-

-

-

%

-

,

I

-

-

-

--'

-

-

-

-

-

- -

-

$ 694.88

--

25.32 $
.

$5,529.11
73.40

720.20

* -

6,602.51

Other Receipts:
Tracts Sold
Summer Bible School
.Young People’s Lessons
Sunday School Lessons
Catechism Course
Miscellaneous Recei ts:
For Christmas h a y
For Mailing Expenses
For Traveling Expenses
For Supplies
Refunds
-

-- -- - - -- -- - - - -

-

Total

--

-

-

-- -- -- -- - - - - Available Cash
-

-

-

$1,567.68
678.38
--- -1,396.50
91.36
- - 47.17

$ 11,12

14.38
83.39
17.45
26.12

151.46

-

3,932.55
$10,255.26

Disbursements
Materials Accounts:
Tracts
- - Summer Bible School
Young People’s Lessons
Sunday School Lessons
Catechism Course

-

-

-

- - - - - - - $1,881.01
609.38
- 50.14
-- - - - - - 673.38
99.38 $ 3,213.29

-

-

Traveling Expenses :
Committee Meeting
General Secretary

-

-

A

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Office and Administrative Expenses:
Salaries Rent
Telephone and Telegraph
Less: Refunds
-

0

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$ 119.69

-

192.28

-

$4,492.15
442.50

$ 99.45
1.11

-

Water
Office Supplies and Equipment:
$180.00
Down Payment on Vari-Typer
Equipment for Vari-Typer
108.84
Stationery and Mimeographing Material 210.93
Postage and Mailing Expense
- 103.73
Supplies
72.46
9.19
Repairs
AddressograpE Expense
- - 4.76

311.97

98.34
0

---- - -

14.10

-

-

5

‘.

-

-

-

’

689.91

6,737.00

Other Disbursements:
Support of “The Messenger”
Audit
Corporation Expense
Miscellaneous
-

- -- -- - -- - -- - -- - -- $ 162.63
50.00
- 26.00
23.60
261.23
Total Disbursements
- - - - .- - - $ 9,523.49
-

-

Balance, March 31, 1946

-

-

..

-

-

-

- -.

L

.

$ . 731.77

- - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- $-

681.77

$

731.77

Accounted for as follows:
Cash in Bank
Petty Cash
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50.00

The terms of the following Committee members expire at this General
Assembly:
Ministers: Eugene Bradford, Calvin K. Cummings, Burton L. Goddard.
Elders: Gordon H. Clark, LPh.D., H. Evan Runner.
The committee on Christian Education makes the following recommendations :
1. That the Assembly recommend that presbyteries elect committees to encourage the formation of Christian School Societies within their borders.
2. That the Assembly approve the Committee's plan to ask the churches that
do not already do so to support its work to the extent of a t least fifteen per
cent of their benevolence budgets, with a goal of at least three cents per
week per communicant member.
3. That the Assembly recommend that its churches consider providing scholarships to make it possible for their young people to attend the summer Bible
conferences conducted by our ministers.
4. That the Assembly recommend to the churches the frequent reading of the
Ten Commandments in the services of public worship.
5. That the Assembly recommend that churches, church organizations and
church members seek to place the Westminster Theological Journal in
theological, academic and public libraries in their respective communities.
6. That the Assembly recommend that churches and church organizations contribute a s they are able to the support of Westminster Theological Seminary
and that they make an effort to present the witness of the Seminary to preministerial students in kheir respective communities.
7. That the Assembly recommend that churches and church organizations seek
to acquaint the families of the local churches with The F'resbyterian Guardian
as a means of Christian education.
'

Respectfully submitted,
THE COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN EDUCATION
Of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
The tellers reported the election to the class of 1949 of the Committee on
Foreign Missions of:
Ministers : Kellogg and Davison.
Elders: Hawkes and Smyth.
It was moved and carried that the recommendations of the .Committee on
Christian Education be considered , seriatim.
The following amended form of recommendation number one was on motion
adopted: That the Assembly recommend that presbyteries urge the formation
of committees to encourage the formation of Christian school societies within
their borders.
The tellers reported the election of Mr. Woolley to the class of '1949 of the
Committee on Foreim Missions.
It was moved tzat recommendation number two of the Committee on Christian Education be adopted.
The previous question was moved and carried.
The motion to adopt recommendation number two was carried.
The following amended form of recommendation number three of the Committee on Christian Education was adopted: That the Assembly recommend
that the churches consider providing scholarships to make it possible for their
young people to attend the summer Bible conferences conducted in- keeping with
the doctrinal standards of our Church.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly proceed to the nomination and
election to the class of 1949 of the Committee on Christian Education. The following were nominated :
Ministers : Goddard, Gilmore, Bradford, Cummings, Adair, Clark, DeWaard
and Price.

Elders: Gibson, Grove, Runner, James Harkema, H. P. Allen .and Albert
S. O’Bnen.
On motion the request of Dr. Clark that his name be withdrawn fi-om th’e
list of nominees was granted.
Recommendation number four of the Committee on Christian Education was
considered and defeated.
On motion recommendation number five of the Committee on Christian Education was adopted.
- It was moved that recommendation number six of the Committee on Christian Education be adopted.
The tellers reported the election to the class of 1949 of the Committee on
Christian Education of:
Ministers: Cummings, Goddard and Gilmore.
Elders: Gibson and O’Brien.
.
It was moved and carried that a picture of the commissioners be taken immediately after the Assembly Fgcesses.
The motion to adopt recommendation number six of the Committee on Christian Education was carried.
The Assembly recessed at 12:20 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. Rankin.
Wednesday Afternoon
,
The Assembly reconvened at 1 5 3 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Schauff ele.
‘The report of the Committee in re: A Complaint against the Presbytery of
Philadelphia was presented by Mr. Clowney, chairman of the committee. The
report is as follows:
.r

c

I

I

REPORT O F THE COMMITTEE APPOINTED BT THE TWELFTH GENERAL
ASSEMBLY O F THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH TO CONSIDER
THE DOCTRINAL PORTION O F THE COMPLAINT O F CERTAIN MEMBERS
O F THE PRESBYTERY O F PHILADELPHIA.
The task with which this committee was charged by the Twelfth General
Assembly is “to consider the doctrinal portion of the Complaint of certain members of the Presbytery of Philadelphia and report to the Thirteenth General
Assembly.”
The doctrinal portion of this Complaint is set forth in support of the matters complained against numbered two to seven, inclusive ‘ in that document, all
actions of the Presbytery of Philadelphia. They are:
“2. The decision to sustain the examination in theology of Dr. Gordon H.
Clark;
- “3. The decision to waive the requirement of two years of study in a
theological seminary;
“4. The decision t o proceed to license Candidate Gordon H. Clark to preach
the gospel;
“5. The action of licensing Dr. Gordon H. Clark;
“6. The decision to deem the examination for licensure sufficient for ordination; and
“7. The decision to ordain Dr. Gordon H. Clark at a subsequent meeting
of the Presbytery called, for that purpose.”
These actions are complained against o n the ground that .the views of Dr.
Clark brought‘out in his examination for licensure before the Presbytery of
.Philadelphia were in fundamental error with respect to four heads of doctrine
discussed in- tlie Complaint:
’
1. The doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God.
.,
2. The doctrine of the position of the intellect with respect to other
faculties.
3. The doctrihe of the irreconcilability for men of divine sovereignty. and
human responsibility.
4. Th’e doctrine of God’s free offer of salvation to the reprobate.
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Dr. Clark’s alleged errors are said to have their common root in, a rationalistic approach to Christian theology. (Cf. C. 15:2).
The committee understands its task to be (1) that of determining whether
the allegations of the Complaint with respect to Dr. Clark’s views as those
views were presented in the examination on July 7, 1944 are correct, and (2)
that of studying those alleged views which may, in the light of the stenographic
record of the examination, be established, in relation to the doctrines involved;
so as to provide the Thirteenth General Assembly with information necessary
for determining t.he validity of the Complaint.
It is obvious that the stenographic record of the examination of Dr. Clark
by Philadelphia Presbytery lodged with the Twelfth General Assembly is “far
from accurate in detail” as is admitted by the complainantd. The gross inaccuracies of this record have constituted a grave and disturbing difficulty for the
committee. The committee has therefore taken testimony from the questioners
and questioned with a view to ascertaining as f a r as possible what was actually
said in the course of the examination concerned. This has resulted in considerable clarification and correction. In quoting from the transcript in this report, the committee has added in parentheses the corrections which are supported
by reliable and uncontradicted testimony. This is done in order‘that the transcript may be clarified for the commissioners to the-Assembly. The committee
regrets that a t certain points clarification and correction have not been secured,
and reminds the Assembly that the securing of a record that would be completely accurate is now an impossibility. Nevertheless the committee is convinced that the use it has made of the stenographic record is defensible and that
it is sufficiently accurate or has been sufficiently clarified on the basis of reliable testimony to warrant the conclusions a t which the committee has arrived.
For the sake of convenience, The committee in quoting and citing from the
Complaint has used the printed copy which has been made available by the compiainants (which is referred to by the symbol “C” followed by the page and
mlr-mn numbers), and in quoting and citing from the stenographic record of
the examination on July 7, 1944, has psed the mimeographed copy circulated by
the clerk of the Twelfth General Assembly (referred to hereafter as the- Transcript, and by the symbol “T” followed by page and l h e numerals).
The committee voted to include in this report a minority report which is
appended and bears the signature of the minority.

-

I. Incomprehensibility
The Complaint alleges “that the doctrine of the knowledge of God which
was set forth before the Presbytery of Philadelphia by Dr. Clark is very f a r
from being in agreerffent with the high view of Scripture and of the Confession
arid Catechisms . . . (C.5:l). “It is our contention,” declare the-complainants,
“That Dr. Clark’s view of the incomprehensibility of God is definitely at variance with the meaning that this doctrine has had in Christian theology’’ (C.59).
Both the formulation of this doctrine by Dr. Clark and the method by which this
formulation is reached are held to be “out of harmony with orthodox Presbyterianism” (C.6 :3).
The basic fault found with Dr. Clark’s formulation of this doctrine is that
“Dr. Clark denies that there is any qualitative distinction between the contents
of the knowledge of God and the contents of the knowledge possible to man, but
rather in so far as there is any distinction between these two the distinction is
merely quantitative” (C.5 :1). Such a denial, the Complaint declares, impinges
“in a most serious fashion upon the transcendence of the divine knowledge which
is expressed by the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God’’ (C.6:2). This
denial is further seen as undermining the very doctrine of God, denyinq’the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God, and “impinging in a most senous fashion upon the transcendence of the Creator over the creature” (C.15:l).
The Tault of Dr. Clark’s method in formulating this doctrine is said to be
a “rationalistic approach to Christian theology” (C.15:2). It is admitted by the
Complaint that Dr. Clark does take into account certain teachings of Scripture
(39)
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in regard to this doctrine, but his approach is nevertheless judged to be “to a
large extent rationalistic” (C.6:l).
The Complaint appeals to the stenographic record of Dr. Clark’s examination before Presbytery on July 7, 1944 as fully supporting its exposition of his
views (cf. C.5:l).

A. Accuracy of the allegations of the complaint
The two main charges quoted above are supported in the Complaint by an
analysis which traces “three stages in Dr. Clark’s development of his views.”
Two possible objections are then answered, instability in Dr. Clark’s thought
on the subject is indicated, and a concluding paragraph repeats the charges.
The accuracy of the allegations of the Complaint in presenting and relating
three stages in Dr. Clark’s view must first be considered.
The Complaint states the first stage in Dr. Clark’s development of his views
as follows:
“1. The fundamental assumption made by Dr. Clark is that truth, whether
in the divine mind or in the human mind, is always propositional.”
The Committee feels that, in all justice, this allegation cannot be regarded
as a completely accurate representation of Dr. Clark’s views as they are expressed in the Transcript. This sentence in the Complaint declares that truth
in the divine mind exists in the form of propositional items. Thus the following paragraph in the Complaint argues that “This view of truth, it will be
noted, conceives of truth as fundamentally quantitative, as consisting of a series
of distinct itFms,” (that is, propositional items). God’s knowledge and man’s
knowledge, continues the Complaint, are both assumed by Dr. Clark to possess
a propositional character. The Complaint is not sure that human knowledge
is basically propositional, that it is capable of reduction to propositional form,
but even if this were the case it argues that we could not infer as Dr. Clark
allegedly does, that God’s knowledge is also basically propositional, that it can
be resolved, (and of course, in the case of God, i s eternally resolved) into an
infinite series of propGsitiona1 items.
It is evident from the record that Dr. Clark ascribes a propositional character to truth in the human mind. He declares, “I would not know what the
word ‘truth’ meant unless as a quality of a proposition. I cannot conceive of
anything that is a truth that is not a proposition.”
But it is by no means evident from the record that Dr. Clark ascribes a
propositional character to God’s knowledge. To be sure, Dr. Clark does indicate
that he is of the opinion that all truth in the mind of God is capable of being
expressed in propositions intelligible to the mind of man (T.2:16-20; 9:5-24;
.19:18-20:6; -26:13-14; 35i7-11; 52:18-53:8). It must be noted that since he can
produce no express Scrlptural warrant for this, he declares that it can be
neither dogmatically affirmed nor deilied; but he holds to it as a matter of
common sense, of the definition of the word “truth” (T.9:5-24; 36:7-21). (That
is to say, apparently, that anything in the mind of God not expressible in propositional form we would not denominate by the word truth, since by that word
we-describe propositions). With this approach it is not surprising that Dr.
Clark refers to the divine knowledge, in conjunction with the doctrine of incomprehensibility, as an infinite series of propositions. It is thus that Dr. Clark
conceives of the divine truth as expressible to us, and it is natural that he
should give it such a cast when discussing our grasp of it. The complainants
also, when contrasting the knowledge of the Creator with that of the creature,
speak of the knowledge God possesses of a proposition (C.5:3), without in the
least implying that God’s knowledge is propositional.
However, it is quite clear from the Transcript that Dr. Clark is unwilling
to speak of God as being “confined in his knowledge to propositions” (T.27:2328:lO). When this question is directly put, Dr. Clark replies that to answer he
would have to define intuition, a task for which he is not at all prepared. Dr.
Clark refuses to say that God’s knowledge has a propositional character apart
from its expression to us. He refuses t o say that God’s knowledge is confined
to finite, propositional items.
0
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The Complaint does not demonstrate that all which may be expressed in
temporal, quantitative, propositional form is itself temporal, quantitative, and
propositional; and lacking such a connection it is improper to speak of Dr. Clark
as holding that God’s knowledge is propositional in the face of his specific refusal to speak of God’s knowledge in itself as a knowledge of propositions.
The second stage of the development of Dr. Clark’s views which the Complaint traces is stated as follows: “man’s knowledge of any propositions, if it
is rcally knowledge, is identical with God’s knowledge of the same propositions” (C.5 2).
This phraseology is rather unfortunate since it involves an ambiguity quite
similar to that found in a statement rejected by Dr. Clark in the course of the
examination (T.319-10). Asked whether “man knows that proposition exactly the same as God knows it,” Dr. Clark replies in the negative and declares
that his position is “a known ’proposition is the same proposition, that is very
different.” Elsewhere he declares that the object known is the same for God
and for man (T.I8:21ff); that we know the object that God knows, the proposition expressing his knowledge (T.28:13-16); that God and man even now have
“items of knowledge exactly identical” (T.33:3-4). A statement in clearer conformity with Dr. Clark’s own expression would be that a true proposition expresses God’s knowledge and as the object of knowledge is the same for God
and for man. A subsequent sentence of this paragraph in the Complaint is
more accurate in this regard: “And since Dr. Clark holds that no limitation
may be placed upon God’s power to reveal propositions one at a time t o men,
there is no single item of knowledge in God’s mind which may not be shared by
the human mind’’ (C.5 :2).
Dr. Clark’s view of incomprehensibility, as the Complaint understands it,
forms the third and final stage outlined. Dr. Clark’s view is stated as follows:
“The divine knowledge consists of an infinite number of propositions, and
since man is a temporal creature, it will not be possible even in -eternity
to reveal this infinite series of propositions to man” (C.5:3-6:l). The Complaint
further notes a s significant that Dr. Clark does not base the doctrine upon the
distinction between God as infinite and man a s finite; nor on the consideration
that, if God were fully to reveal Himself to the creatures, they would have to
be God; but solely upon the judgment that man as a temporal being cannot be
conceived of 2s receiving an infinite number of revelations. Dr. Clark’s view
is again described as quantitative, the number of the propositions, rather than
their content, or the mystery of the mind of God, being that which excludes exhaustive revelation.
This charge is of course the crux of the matter 2nd is directly related to
the main accusation which it supports. But before entering into the considerations which it brings to our attention some observations may be in place as to
the relationship traced in the Complaint among the views attributed to Dr.
Clark.
There is certainly a close and logical development in the three steps outlined in this section of the Complaint. This interrelation is strongly emphasized by the complainants. The first step is called “the fundamental assump$ion made by Dr. Clark”; the second step is introduced as making evident “the
far-reaching significance of Dr. Clark’s starting point, as observed under 1
above”; the third step is chiefly an application to the doctrine in question of the
points alleged in steps one and two. It is cleqrly to be expected therefore, that
any significant misunderstanding of Dr. Clark’s views contained in step 1 would
be present and even amplified a s the argument is developed.
The question therefore arises as t o just how significant, in the argument of
the complainants, is the difference between Dr. Clark’s opinion as presented in
the Transcript, that all truth in the mind of God is expressible in propositions,
and the complainants misunderstanding of Dr. Clark’s opinion as expressed in
the Complaint, that all truth in the mind.of God is propositional in character.
The significance of the misunderstanding appears first in the charge that
Dr. Clark views truth as fundamentally quantitative. This charge is pressed
not only as to human truth, but explicitly a s to divine truth. Were it true
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that Dr. Clark affirmed a propositiond character of divine knowledge it would
appear that he had made a temporal form fundamental to the archetypal knowledge of God, which would indeed be making truth fundamentally quantitative.
The perfect unity of the knowledge of God would be subjected to a manifold.
of propositional units temporal in their character. But it is a different matter
to say that the truth of God is expressible to man in propositional form. That
which may be expressed in quantitative form is not thereby fundamentally quantitative in nature. The sense in which propositional expression is quantitative
will be discussed later.
That significance of this initial misunderstanding again appears a s it colors
the second step of the argument. The statement that “Dr. Clark holds that
man’s knowledge of any proposition, if it is really knowledge, is identical with
God’s knowledge of the same proposition,” is presented as a logical consequence
of the first step. The connection in the argument is made clear by the following statement: “If knowledge is a matter of propositions divorced from the
knowing subject, that is, of self-contained, independent statements, a proposition
would have to have the same meaning for man as for God.” That Dr. Clark
holds that a true proposition has the same meaning for man as for God admits of
no doubt in the light of the evidence. But that Dr. Clark reaches this conclusion
by the development attributed to him here is not at all manifest. If the proposition were the essential form of all thought, divine and human, then it would
follow that it would make no difference what mind grasped it, divine or human,
the meaning would be necessarily and immediately the same in at least the
minimal significance of the proposition. But if the proposition is essentially
the form of human thought (and Dr. Clark declares that it is, refusing to attempt to define the form of God’s thought except so f a r as to distinguish it as
“intuitional” and to describe it as “seeing all things at a glance”) there remains the possibility that this form might alter the substance of the divine
truth as that truth is received. The necessity of an identity of meaning cannot then be based upon a precise identity of structure in divine and human
knowledge after the fashion of the argument of the Complaint. It appears
then, that it is the misunderstanding on the complainants’ part as found in the
first point of their argument which leads them to give the argument the form
that they do. The form it assumes emerges as unintentionally prejudicial to
the view Dr. Clark presents in his examination. The stages outlined in the
Complaint make it appear that it is rather in spite of God that there is a n
identity of meanini; between God and man. It is indicated that the very structure of truth “divorced from the knowing subiect” subordinates God to this arrangement. In the examination Dr. Clark rather clearly indicates that it is
because of God that this identity of meaning exists. He speaks of a proposition
a s the expression of God’s knowleqge (T.28:13-14) and applies John 1:9 to the
knowledge question (T.34 :23), attributing to God’s illumination the powers of
reasoning by which we grasp His revelation. The identity of meaning which
Dr. Clark regards as necessary for the validity of human knowledge. does not
spring automatically from any identity of form, but is guaranteed by God in
His revelation.
This same concept expressed in the first stage outlined in the Complaint
and utilized in the second appears also in the final presentation of Clark’s
views on the subject in the third stage. Here again the divine knowledge is
said to consist of an infinite number of propositions. But for the consideration
of this section it will be necessary to view the whole issue.
B. Evaluation of the charges of the Complaint
In preparation for the evaluation of the charges it seems wise t o present
an outline of Dr. Clark’s view of incomprehensibility a s presented in his examination before Presbytery on July 7, 1944.
His statements may be grouped under three heads: God is incomprehensible
as Sovereign, as Eternal, and as Infinite.
Dr. Clark refers the scriptural hrase “ways past finding out” to the fact
that no “endeavor on our part can scover certain truths about God but these

cfi
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truths can be obtained only by revelatizn and we cannot solve them out on our
own incentive, on our own steam . .
(T.20:9-12). Dr. Clark sees no reason
to limit God’s ability to reveal any particular proposition to man (T.2:23f,
34:l-3, 38:17, 5220-21, 53:l-2) and agrees that the finite mind can know God
as He reveals Himself in finite things and finite ideas (T.14:22-24, 21:ll-12) but
he also agrees that the finite mind cannot know God apart from God’s,revelatlon
of Himself in the finite, where propositions are regarded as finite (T.15:l-16,
amended version).
Despite the wretched condition of the record in some of these citations, it
appears clear that Dr. Clark gives full recognition to the sovereignty of‘ God
in connection with revelation. Although the Complaint rightly declares that the
Confession does not mean merely this by the term incomprehensibility (C.4:2)
and elsewhere excludes it altogether from consideration (C.2:3-3:1), it is a
point that has properly been mentioned in connection with the doctrine. In the
Junior Systematics syllabus of Dr. Cornelius Van Til, (*) for example, there is
the following statement in the chapter on Incomprehensibility, p. 140: “What
do we mean by the incomprehensibility of God? In general, we mean by it
that God is exhaustively comprehensible to Himself, and is therefore known by
iiian only to the extent that He voluntarily reveals Himself.”
If the first element in Dr. Clark’s statements relating to the subject reflects the sovereignty of God, the second reflects God’s eternity. Comparing
God’s knowledge with man’s Dr. Clark declares that while the object is the
same. the knowledge of God subjective, and the knowledge human beings have
is entirely different in kind (T.17:23-18:2). He repeatedly asserts that we shall
never have knowledge in the manner (T.3:6-16) or in the way (T.9:l-4) that
God has. Man’s knowledge is discursive, of a series of propositions. God’s
knowledge is intuitive, sees everything in its infinite relation all at one glance
(T.26:l-9; cf.28:11-15). Man does not know a proposition “exactly the same
that God knows it” though the known proposition is the same, a statement
which Dr. Clark declares to be “very different” in force (T.31:6-10). We will
never possess the “character of God’s knowing’’ (T.53:15-19).
This second element is discounted by the Complaint because “the doctrine
of the mode of the divine knowledge is not a part of the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of his knowled e.” This statement is extreme: whether or
not this element is basic to the foctrine, it can scarcely be dissociated from it.
(Cf. R. J. Breckinridge The Knowledge of God Objectively Considered 1858, p.
275 cf. 285-287; Charnock on the Attributes, Discourse VIII pp. 408-451, N. Y.
1856).
The third element of Dr. Clark’s thought revealed in the examination relates incomprehensibility to the infinity of God as contrasted with the nature
of man a s a temporal creature. It may be noted that Dr. Clark is perfectly
willing to say that God can never fully reveal Himself to man because He is
incomprehensible (T.37:8-11, cf. 37:21-23) but that he considers this as tautologous and seeks to define incomprehensibility more closely. Dr. Clark believes
that God is infinite, not in the Greek sense of the boundless, ’but in the sense
of being self-contained, limited only by Himself. He agrees that God has infinite knowledge of His own being in this sense (T.14.:14-21; 21:4-6,20-24; 22:l;
32:12-14). Dr. Clark is thus careful to guard the being and knowledge of God
against any description which would attribute to Him an abstract, unfinishable,
impersonal infinity. However, when considering the doctrine of incomprehensibility and the relation of human knowledge to the infinite being and knowledge
of God, Dr. Clark speaks of an infinite number of propositions conceived of as
expressing the divine omniscience. This infinite number we cannot possibly
ever know since we are temporal, finite creatures. (T.27:18-21; 37 :16-20,
34:6-7). It is self-contradictory and meaningless to speak of our ever knomng
all the infinite propositions conctrning God (T.34:4-12). It is in this connection
that Dr. Clark objects to speakmg of all the propositions expressive of God’s
(*:) Philadelphia, 1940
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knowledge. There is no all,.no possibility of complete expression in a finite
series of propositions, however great, of the knowledge of God (T.38:19-21).
The knowledge which God has of Himself and all things can be conceived of as
expressed only in an infinite number of propositions, and such a series of course
can never be comprehended by a temporal creature. (Cf. citations above and
T.46:2-5,13). Man will never, can never comprehend God; God cannot fully reveal Himself to His creatures (T.46:13). We cannot know all the propositions
about the love of God .(T.26:13) or the justice of God, (T.52:12-13), though we
may know such propositions as “God is just.” This position of course includes
the statement that man will never possess omniscience, an incommunicable attribute (T.3:3-10; 8:18-9:4), for incomprehensibility as thus outlined is more
than the affirmation of the incommunicability of omniscience since it posits an
infinite omniscience with God Himself as the Infinite Object. With this synthesis of Dr. Clark’s statements in the examination of July 7, 1944, before us,
an analysis of the major charge of the Complaint in this section is in order.
That charge is that Dr. Clark’s formulation of the doctrine of incomprehensibility is in error because it expresses only a quantitative rather than a qualitative difference between the contents of the knowledge of God and the contents
of the knowledge possible to man.
Dr. Clark’s view of truth is characterized a t the outset in the Complaint as
“fundamentally quantitative.” We have seen the reason for this. The Complaint understands Dr. Clark to hold that truth in the divine mind is propositional. These propositional items, an infinite, unfinishable series of them, are
the self-contained, independent”, “distinct items” of knowledge which therefore
“have to have the same meaning fo r man as for ,God.” Such a quantitative
view would indeed be objectionable, but we have seen that this rests on a misunderstanding of Dr. Clark’s position. The infinite series of propositions is
spoken of by Dr. Clark in connection with the expression of God’s truth t o us.
Dr. Clark refuses to say that God’s knowledge has a propositional form.
The objectional features of a “quantitative” approach consist in the introduction of temporal and finite distinctions into the knowledge o f God. But
surely there is a quantitative aspect to truth as we know it, an aspect which
has its ground in differentiation in the divine mind. In the Being of the Triune
God unity and diversity are co-ultimate. In the Divine knowledge which perf ectly comprehends His triune Being, diversity and unity are equally co-ultimate.
We may properly speak of differentiation as well as unity in true knowledge.
Thus in discussing human knowledge itemization cannot be condemned. It is
a valid aspect of knowledge. In the course of Dr. Clark’s examination the questioners are frequently approaching truth from the viewpoint of its unity, regarding every true proposition as including in its final definition all its implications as “gathering within itself” all truth, while Dr. Clark in his answers is
usually thinking of the diversity of truth and stressing the minimal significance
of one proposition in distinction from its implications, an emphasis so necessary
to logic (T.l0:16-12:l; 31:13-18; 45:23-46:4; 50;15-51;19). This leads of course
to misunderstanding, but does not indicate that Dr. Clark’s view of truth is
quantitative in any objectionable sense or that he rejects the unity of truth.
Our knowledge requires differentiation just as it requires unity.
In addition to finding Dr. Clark’s view objectionably quantitative in the
structure of truth, the Complaint goes on to find his view of the infinity of God
and His knowledge a s faulty in the same respect.
The quantitative-qualitative distinction is surely simple enough when dealing with finite quantities and qualities. But where a quantity is thought of .as
infinite, ambiguity often enters in. An infinite quantity may mean an indefinitely great quantity; it may also mean that which cannot properly be reduced to quantitative form. The word infinite itself is of course derived from
a spatial, quantitative concept, and may be construed as a quantity without
limit. The clause “the knowledge of .God is infinite” may be taken in this sense
and viewed as ascribing to God a n infinitely great knowledge embraced within
a spatio-temporal framework. That this is not the historic sense of the clause
goes without saying. The complainants are completely justified in finding in
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the word “infinite” as used in the Confession a qualitative significance (C.4:2).
God’s knowledge is not the greatest possible within spatio-temporal forms; it
transcends spatio-temporal forms. Dr. Clark is spontaneously precise in defining the sense i n which he uses the word infinite as applied to the Being and
knowledge oE God. As we have seen, he declares that God is infinite in the
sense that He is limited by nothing outside Himself. This is, of course, a sovereign, transcendent infinity. Dr. Clark contrasts it with the infinity of the
old Greeks-which was a t best a negative correlative of the spatio-temporal
world (T.14:15-18). The Complaint concedes this element in Dr. Clark’s expression of his views, but only parenthetically as a n inconsistent variant to a
mathematical view of infinity which the complainants feel is Dr. Clark’s characteristic position (C.6:l). Yet in Dr. Clark’s answers, this element made
parenthetical in the Complaint is prominent (cf. T.11:6,17,18; 14:15-18, 20-21;
22:21,22). But the two different descriptions of infinity found in Dr. Clark’s
replies to his questioners are not necessarily contradictory a s the complainants
suppose and as at first sight they might seem to be. For the two descriptions
of infinity have their chief application to two different situations. In speaking
of the infinity of God and His attributes Dr. Clark, as we have seen, uses what
the Complaint calls a “theological” definition of infinity. It is in speaking of
human knowledge of God that Dr. Clark uses the concept of an infinite series
of propositions. This series is infinite in the sense of being unfinishable. There
is no “all” to it (T.38:15-20). To say that God’s truth is expressible in an infinite series of propositions in this sense is to deny that the spatio-temporal
framework can contain the knowledge of God. This is shown by Dr. Clark’s
specific refusal to say that “all the contents of God’s knowledge is, communicable to man” in this connection (cf. citation above). God’s truth, in other
wordp, cannot ultimately be reduccd to quantitative form. It is not that God’s
truth, especially as concerning His own being, is merely an adequate object to
an endless futurity of creature learning: it is rather that the temporal creature
c-:ii?ot comprehend the transcendent Being of God. The creature is temporal,
the Creator is Eternal, and the creature cannot in the endless ages know comprehensively a single attribute of Him who knows Himself and all things exhaustively “at a glance” (cf. (r.26:13; 27:18-21; 37:5-7, 16-20; 33:ll-24; 34:6-7;
46:13; 52:12-13). Thus it is the qualitative difference between the Creator and
the creaturz which lies behind Dr. Clark’s doctrine of incomprehensibilty. The
difference expressed by such a vie.w of the relation of divine and human knowledge surely implies much y o r e than a mere quantativity.
It is quite true, as the Complaint points out, that Dr. Clark does declare
that God’s being Infinite and man finite is not sufficient reason for saying that
man cannot comprehend God (T.46:2-4). It is to be noted, however, that in
the next scntence, unfortunately not fully transcribed, Dr. Clark begins to
speak of our temporality as preventing our knowledge of all the truth about
God. This in itself provides an indication that this answer must be taken in
a speciaIized sense, for surely the adjectives “temporal” and “finite” are customarily used as synonyms in such contexts. When the Complaint contrasts
with Dr. Clark’s refusal to base the doctrine upon this infinite-finite distinction
the statement “It is based solely upon the judgment that man as a temporal
being cannot be conceived of as receiving an infinite number of revelations” one
becomes aware of a difficulty. To be sure, if Dr. Clark’s view conceived of truth
as existing in an infinite manifold, independent of God, this exposition would
be quite satisfactory. This indeed is an interpretation of Dr. Clark suggested
if not adopted in the Complaint (e.g. “If knowledge is a matter. of propositions
divorced from the knowing subject,” etc., C.52). But if Dr. Clark is understood as recognizing the dependence of truth upon God it is apparent that the
source of the “infinite number of revelations” is in God and that it is just the
distinction between the temporal creature and the Eternal Creator which makes
it impossible that our knowledge should ever be comprehensive.
The explanation for Dr. Clark’s statement in T.46:2-4 seems to be rather
in the meaning assigned to the word “comprehend.” Elsewhere Dr. Clark
speaks of “comprehensible” a s synonymous with “intelligible” (T.20:14-20) and
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here he is concerned to assert that God’s infinity does not make Him unknowable to us, even though we think in finite propositions. In another place this
is more evident. When asked the same question earlier (T.21:4-10) he replies
“Not for that reason, a finite man can know Him in finite things.” The mathematical illustration which follows is unfortunate a t this point, but it is not here
an entirely spontaneous suggestion of Dr. Clark’s, it may be noted, but in response to the question “Can (finite man) comprehend anything that is infinite” which seems itself to suggest that there are other things besides God in
a class of infinite objects. Dr. Clark’s answer implies no more than that we may
make meaningful statements about infinite quantities as well as meaningful
statements about an infinite God. It is Dr. Clark himself who takes the initiative in defining the transcendent sense of infinity as applied to God.
Earlier Dr. Clark does volunteer the mathematical illustration in his defense of the point that infinite knowledge is not required to know the proposition
“God is love” (T.l1:23f, 12:l). Here he declares that just as we may speak
meaningfully about an infinite mathematical quantity, so we may speak meaningfully about a subject expressible only in an infinite and unfinishable number
of propositions. (Compare the statements of Hodge in his Systematics, vol. I
p. 359. Hodge is arguing that the Infinite is not unthinkable: “. . . .God is in
fact infinite; nor is that proposition unintelligible. It conveys a perfectly clear
and distinct idea to the mind. When the mind affirms to itself that space is infinite, i.e., that it cannot be limited; it knows what that means just as well a s
when it says that 2 and 2 are 4.”) Again this is not to say that the infinity
of God’s love is an “unfinishable”, but only that our temporal propositional
knowledge of it must be. This same analysis holds good of the passage T.15:
17-23 which is very similar to the two citations discussed. (Dr. Clark’s use of
comprehensible as equivalent to intelligible is admittedly most confusing in this
discussvn of the incomprehensibility of God.)
This committee feels therefore that the Complaint’s description of the
quantitative nature of Dr. Clark’s views does not do full justice to the position
Dr. Clark presents in the examination. There is not sufficient evidence that
his view of truth is “fundamentally quantitative” and the Complaint does not
give sufficient weight to Dr. Clark’s repeated definition of the infinity of God
on *the one hand and misunderstands his use of the ma&ematical infinity concept on the other.
There is a qualitative element in Dr. Clark’s doctrine of incomprehensibility.
God in His nature is such that we as temporal creatures cannot comprehend
Him (T.46:10-13, cf. 52:3,14-16). The qualitative signification which the complainants find in the Confession’s use of the term “infinite” cannot be adjudged
to be absent from Dr. Clark’s usage of the term on the basis of the stenographic
record.
A further difficulty in the Complaint’s major charge in this section emerges
in connection with the specific respect in which the Complaint alleges Dr. Clark’s
views t o be lacking in qualitative differentiation between the knowledge of God
and the knowledge possible to man. The charge is that the contents of the
knowledge of God and the contents of the knowledge possible to man are not
qualitatively different for Dr. Clark. He fails, declares the Complaint, to “distinguish with respect to content between the Creator’s knowledge of any thing
and creaturely knowledge of the same thing” (C.15:2). The doctrine of incomprehensibility is said to be concerned only with the contents of the divine
knowledge (C.6:2).
Since the Cornplaint acknowledges that Dr. Clark does indicate a qualitative difference of mode between divine and human knowledge, it might at first
be supposed that it is a qualitative difference in the #object of knowledge, which
Dr. Clark surely does not posit, that is being demanded by the Complaint. But
it is significant that the word employed by the Complaint is not object but content.. A careful consideration of the Complaint and of the questions addressed
to Dr. Clark by the complainants in the course of his examination suggests that
the Complaint is not concerned to deny the identity for God and for man of the
object of knowledge. (A possible exception might be the question in T.34:17-18
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which might be construed a s challenging man’s right to know that 2 X 2 = 4 ) .
The Complaint speaks of the differing knowledge God and man possess of the
same proposition. It does not suggest that God and man know different propositions. A committee representing the complainants has assured our committee that the Complaint was not intended t o deny that the object of knowledge
is the same for God and f o r man. The complainants then, analyze knowledge
in a t least a threefold way, distinguishing mode, content, and object. In the
course of the examination one of the quest,ioncrs seeks to distinguish between
mode and content (T.17:23-18:23). He speaks of content as synonymous. with
the “type of being that you might ascribe to knowledge apart from acquisition”
and regards it as broader in extent than purely a method of acquiring
denominated “method” rather than “mode”). In response Dr. Clark dec ares
that he knows of two poiiits upon this subject: the method of knowledge and
the object known. Dr. Clark has called the mode “entirely different,’’ the object
he declares to be the same. But the charge of the argument in the Complaint
is that Dr. Clark does not make a qualitative distinction in content. Obviously
this charge can be supported only if it can be demonstrated that Dr. Clark includes under object what the complainants include under content, a category
which Dr. Clark d.oes not employ in this connection. The Complaint makes no
attempt to demonstrate that this is the case. Neither is it by any means evident in the Transcript that Dr. Clark includes under object what the complainants mean by content. In the passages where he ;peaks of identity in the
knowledge of God and man he uses language which appears to fit much more
readily under what the complainants would term object also. He speaks of
“items of knowledge exactly identical” (T.33:3-4). He illustrates the object
known by citing a mathematical truth (T.18:21). In one passage Dr. Clark
seems to be most explicit in his language in this regard. To the question: “Dr.
Clark, you said that two plus two is four. That is a proposition and man knows
that proposition exactly the same as God knows it,” Dr. Clark responds, “No,
I raid the proposition is known, that is, a known proposition is the same proposition, that is very different” (T.31:6-10). This is Dr. Clark’s own commentary iii the examination on his earlier statement that “two times two is four
both for God and for us, that is the expression of God’s knowledge” (T.28:13).
On the other hand, when Dr. Clark declares that “God can reveal any pro- .
position he chooses but that doesn’t make our knowledge such as-God. We may
know the proposition itself and that would be the *proposition revealed to us
but that does not make our knowledge so that we are of the character of God’s
knowing which we will never possess” (T.53:15-19) one can scarcely escape
the impression that Dr. Clark includes much more under mode than do the complainants. It is significant that Dr. Clark thinks of kind of knowledge and
method of knowledge as synonymous (T.18:9).
Of course it cannot be required of a candidate that he subscribes to the
ccrnplainant’s particular threefold scheme of knowledge. It may be noted that
Turretine in speaking of the knowledge of God says (Topic I11 Question 12,
par. 2 ) : “To the understanding of the Intellect of God pertains the disquisition on his knowledge, concerning which two things above others must be attended to, the mode and the object. The mode consists in His knowing all
things perfectly, undividedly, distinctly, and immutably, and is thus distinguished from human and angelic knowledge:
“Perfectly, because He knows all things by Himself or by His essence, not
by forms abstracted from things, as is the case with creatures; both because
these forms are only in time with the things themselves, but the knowledge of
God i!: eternal; and because He can have no cause out of himself.
“Undf videdly, because He knows all things intuitively and noetically, not
discursively and dianoetically by ratiocination and by inferring one thing from
another. . . .
“Distinchly, not that by a diverse conception He collects diverse predicates
of things, but because He most distinctly sees through all things at one glance,
so that nothing. even the most minute can escape Him.
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“ImmutaMy, because with Him there is no shadow of change
He sees
the various turns and changes of things by a n immutable recognition.
“Par. 3 The Object of the Knowledge of God is both God Himself, Who
most perfectly knows Himself in Himself, and all things extrinsic to Him,
whether possible or future, as to their various orders and states; as to quantity,
great and small; as to quality, good and bad; as to predication, universals and
particulars; as to time, past, present and future; as to state, necessary and free
or contingent.”
It will be noted that Turretine includes under mode factors of importance
for the doctrine of incomprehensibility.
It must therefore be granted that it is a distinct possibility that Dr. Clark
may distinguish under mode in his schematization of knowledge those very elements which the Complaint includes under content. In the nature of the case
the major charge of this section of the Complaint cannot be supported from the
Transcript.
Two other charges of this section remain to be dealt with before any conclusion may be considered. The first concerns the alleged instability of Dr.
Clark’s thought in this matter. It is stated that “At the March, 1944 meeting
of Presbytery, Dr. Clark was not even ready to say categorically that the number of propositions in the divine knowledge was infinite.” If this was indeed
the case Presbytery is to be commended in pursuing the point till the much
inore assuring answers of the July examination were secured. Ordinarily when
a candidate shifts his position for the better in the course of an examination
and adheres t o the iinproved statement, he is judged on the basis of this final
position. It will be observed that in the July examination there is no evidence
of vacillation on this point. The Complaint cites another point in which Dr.
Clark manifested uncertainty, in this case during the July examination, with respect to the question a s to whether our knowledge will ever be complete. The
first two answers with respect to the doctrine of incomprehensibility are quoted.
Dr. Clark says that “in all probability’’ there will be no end to the increase of
our knowledge in heaven (T.2:4-7) and that “It seems to me entirely likely,
though the exegesis of it is a little weak, but it seems t o me entirely likely
that there will be certain particular truths that we do not know” (T.2:10-13).
Such statements are admittedly alarming in answer to the very first questions about incomprehensibility. They seem to declare that it is only probable, likely, that God will be incomprehensible for the glorified saints. It is
encouraging however to find Dr. Clark declaring a few lines further down
(T.3:6-7): “I have already stated there will always be propositions that man
will not know.” He has apparently already forgotten that he had only said
this was likely. The source of this inconsistency does appear in the examination. It will be observed that Dr. Clark ,in T.2:10-11 makes reference to the
“exegesis of it” as being “a little weak.” It appears that the transcript has
here omitted some of Dr. Clark’s reply, but later on in the examination a Bible
passage is referred to of which Dr. Clark seems to have been thinking and
which he may have mentioned here. The passage is I Corinthians 13:12, and
‘Dr. Clark cites it in connection with his answer to the question ‘‘Do you think
it is possible f o r man, either in this life or the next life, to have complete
knowledge regsrding God ?” (T.33 :8-10). Dr. Clark declares that this is the
only verse in Scripture which seems to indicate an affirmative answer t o the
question. He is puzzled by the verse but declares that “since it is impossible
to base a doctrine on one verse when the exegecies (exegesis) of the verse itself is now (not) clear even at that, it is impossible to make such an assertion
and it is necessary to say that the Bible indicates that we shall continue forever to learn” (33:20-24). Here his earlier hesitation is clearly renounced and
a t the same time an explanation for it is suggested in his desire to be faithful to this Bible passage.
The remaining charge is that relating to rationalism. Dr. Clark’s argumen: is regarded as being built up from “certain principles derived from reason, rather than being an approach to the doctrine by way of an exegesis of
Scripture.
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In weighing this serious charge certain considerations must be- borne in
mind.
1. As the Complaint admits, Dr. Clark does take at least “certain teachings of Scripture” into account in connection with this doctrine. There is discussion of, or allusion to Scripture rather frequently in the interrogation about
incomprehensibility, sometimes at the suggestion of the questioner, sometimes
spontaneously introduced by Dr. Clark (cf. T.2:4,10,23,24; 3:l; 991-24; 27:6-15;
33~11-24;34:23; 36~12-16; 52~1-4).
2. Two replies discussing individual passages (T.27:6-15 and 33 :11-24)
manifest respect for the authority of Scripture and a conscientious effort to interpret it properly.
3. It has been noted that a desire to leave room for a possible interpretation of I Corinthians 13:12 appears to be the occasion of two indefinite answers at the beginning of the examination.
4. In adhering to his opinion that God can reveal to man any truth He
chooses, Dr. Clark appeals ultimately to the fact that he knows of no Scripture
opposing this view.
5. When confronted with an alternative on which Scripture is silent, Dr.
Clwk admits that neither can be dogmatically affirmed (T.36 :12-16). Although
he may believe that a certain position is logical and obvious he is unwilling to
dogmatize without Scriptural support. This is surely not a rationalistic
approach.
It is true that in such a matter as the definition of the word “truth” Dr.
Clzrk does not appear to have utilized an exegetical and theological approach.
At‘least he does not appear to reckon the Biblical usage, especially in the
writings of John. But while there are faults in this direction the charge of
rationalism is not in the view of the committee adequately supported by the
evidence when the considcrations enumerated above are borne in mind.
C. Conclusion
It has been shown that the major specific charge of the Complaint cannot
be Supported from the stenographic record. Dr. Clark cannot be accused of
failing to distinguish between Divine and human knowledge as to “content”
when he analyzes knowledge into only two parts, mode and object. We have
seen that it is possible, and even likely that Dr. Clark’s distinction of the mode
of knowledge includes much of what the complainants require in their distinction
of content.
This question must be examinsd somewhat more closely. To declare that
the mode-content-object schematization of knowledge cannot be insisted upon
is not to declare that no doctrine conveyed in such a schematization can be insisted upon. The difficulty emerges in determining just what difference the?
Complainants are insisting upon in speaking of content, a term which they do
A conceivable meaning would be as follows: God knows the truth
n ~ define.
t
directly in Himself. The Object of God’s Knowledge and the Content of God’s
Knowledge are identical. But we do not know the truth directly. The content
of our true knowledge is an analogue of the truth rather than the object, the
tzuth itself. What we actually know is thus qualitatively different from what
God knows, though its validity is established in its divinely-appointed likeness
to the object in the mind of God. The qualitative distinction between the
content of the knowledge of God and the content of the knowledge of man in
this sense requires a distinction in kind between the content of human knowledge
and the truth of God.
If this were the meaning of the Complaint in demanding a qualitative distinction, our committee is of the opinion that it reqyires the Presbytery of Philadelphia to exact a more specialized theory of knowledge than our standards
demand.
Another conceivable interpretation of the distinction the complainants ask
might be a s follows: It is not a sufficient distinction between divine and human knowledge to say that God knows more than we ever shall, and that we
have to learn in order to know while He does not. It is necessary to assert a
ciifference also between divine and human knowledge in what we have come
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t o know of His truth. Our knowldge, even where it is true, is imperfect as
compared to the perfection of His knowledge. The unity as well as the diversity of divine knowledge must be recognized. While there is a real diversity
in the truth of God which underlies the revelation of particular truths, such
as those concerning distinct attributes of God, yet this diversity is not such as
to nullify the unity of God’s knowledge; it remains true that in His knowledge
of one truth God knows all truth. In this respect our knowledge differs qualitatively from God’s.
With such a view our committee has the greatest sympathy. It expresses
an element in the doctrine of incomprehensibility which ought not to be omitted.
(*) It has found classic theological expression in the ststement that our
knowledge is apprehensive, not comprehensive. Our committee also is of the
opinion that there are occasions in the examination where Dr. Clark is emphasizing the diversity of truth which might give cause for concern that he
was neglecting the transcendent comprehensiveness of the knowledge of God.
However, Dr. Clark does insist that God’s knowledge of a proposition includes all the implications of that proposition in one eternal intuition, and that
we do not know all these implications, indeed can never know them. For Dr.
Clark, God’s knowledge of any truth is not divorced from His knowledge of
all truth, while man’s knowledge is divorced and therefore of course imperfect.
Our committee is of the opinion that a discerning Presbytery, hearing answers
t o this effect, and bearing in mind Dr. Clark’s repeated and careful definition
of God’s infinity, together wi’ch his statements as to the incomplete character
of human knowledge as temporal, and his emphasis on the distinction in mode
would be justified in feeling assured that the essential distinctions between the
knowledge of God and the knowledge of man were present in his thinking. We
have seen that it is through a t least a partial misunderstanding of Dr. Clark’s
views as expressed in the examination that the Complaint comes to lodge its
serious charges.
It appears to this committee most unfortunate that the discussion of incoinprehcnsibility in the July 7 examination and in the Complaint was put in
the form of a comparison of man’s knowledge with God’s Knowledge rather
than in the more proper forni of the relation of man’s knowledge to God’s
being and attributes. Older theologians usually discussed incomprehensibility in
connection with the infinity of God, or the spirituality of God. The more restricted discussion tends to obscure the natural affirmation of the Christian
heart with respect to the transcendent glory and mystery of the being, relations, perfections and counsel of God that one should expect in any discussion
of this doctrine, and to emphasize the technical matters of epistemology which,
though important in themselves, and no doubt closely connected with this doctrine, often lead into areas of debate of a highly speculative nature.

11. Position of the Intellect
In the second main part of the Complaint, the Complainants take up the
related problems of the primacy of the intellect in man, and the presence of
emotions in God.
1. Primacy of intellect.
Respecting the question of the primacy of the intellect, it is alleged that
Dr. Clark has wrongly subordinated the will and affections of man to the
intellect.
(*) Charles Hodge, in his brief definition of incomprehensibility, quoted
in the Complaint, includes this distinction: “Our knowledge of God is partial
and inadequate. There is infinitely more in God than we have any idea of; and
that we do know, we know imperfectly.” The same elements appear in Berkhof’s definition of the incomprehensibility of God (in Reformed Dogmatics, vol.
1, p. 17). He declares that we cannot have a “knowledge of God that is exhaustive and perfect in every way.’’
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It is to be observed that neither the Complainants nor Dr. Clark refer to
an ontological, but rather to a functional, primacy of the intellect. See Transcript, 13:8,9, where Dr. Clark says:
“I am willing to admit the intellect and volition and emotion are
equally essential to a human being. Now, if that is all you mean, that
is that. But-they have different functions and I hold that intellect
is a (the?) supreme function.”
The Complainants evidently reject any idea of functional primacy, for in
arguing from a quotation in Hodge regarding God’s nature (Systematic Theology, I, 397) they say (C., p. 8, col. 2) : “However, in each case Hodge is
making no reference at all to a difference of functional level but only t o a
iogical order of economic succession.” On the Complainants’ view this would
apply to mail also, since man is made in the image of God (C., p.9, col. 2 and 3).
But it appears to the Committee that the Complaint nowhere explains the distinction between “a difference of functional level” and “a logical order of
economic saccession.” *
In respect to this portion of the Complaint the Committee found itself
hampered by the fact that the treatment of the Divine and the human psychology
is intermingled, and the argumentation a t various places has no apparent definite
connection with the Transcript.
The Committee also believes that the Complaint in this section tends to
confuse the argument by not keeping strictly in view the difference between
thc thrcefold division of man’s faculties which it adopts-intellect,
emotion,
will-and
the twofold division-intellect and will-adopted by Dr. Clark. The
Committee calls attention to the fact that Dr. Clark follows the theological tradition that divides man’s mental powers into intellect and volition, making
emotions aspects of these, and generally assigning emotion to volition; and
therefore, the place Dr. Clark accords to emotion in human psychology is always to be uiiderstood in terms of the formulation he has adopted. One must
take note of what Dr. Clark means by volition before he can judge rightly
what Dr. Clark means by emotion.
The Committee notes that the Complaint does not distinguish between feeling and emotion, although it makes Ieeling or emotion a separate faculty of
man as prominent as intellect or volition. Besides, ‘ the Complaint nowhere gives
a clear and precise definition of feeling or emotion, although its argument is
conducted on the basis of the threefold division of man’s mental powers.
The Committee is not prepared to formulate a system of Biblical or empirical psychology, nor does it feel called upon to endorse any that has been
formulated. It can only undertake to determine whether Dr. Clark’s statements
are in conflict with Scripture and the Confession of Faith. In this regard the
Committee would point out that the subjbct of Biblical psychology is still f a r
from being thoroughly developed. It is well understood, moreover, by students
of God’s Word, that its terms for man’s faculties of soul are not technical but
religious and practical, and hard t o translate into terms of modern psychology.
hi examining the Complaint and the Transcript, therefore, everyone concerned
must make the most earnest effort for precision of terms and accuracy of
statement .
We now take up the allegations made in the Complaint in support of the
charge that Dr. Clark wrongly subordinates the will and emotions of man to
the intellect:
1) Dr. Clark is said to deny any important place to “emotion” in man’s
religious activity.
“By exclusion, however, Dr. Clark denies any important place in man’s
religious activity to anything which is colloquially referred ’ to as an ‘emotion’;
at best, that would also be a means to the end of contemplating God” (C., p.7,
col. 2).
In this allegation the Complaint is apparently saying that Dr. Clark does
not give any important place in man’s religious activity to such things as lorn,
which, in the colloquial sense, is classified as a n emotion.
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It is doubtless true that Dr. Clark regards the intellectual contemplation of God a s man’s highest religious activity, and that if Dr. Clark does not
include in this intellectual contemplation of God the element of loving adoration and worship on the a r t of man, then the argument of the Complaint at
this particular point woul: be warranted.
The Committee, however, believes there is evidence in the Transcript that
Dr. Clark does include love in the intellectual contemplation of God, for intellect
aiid volition, he says, often merge (T.43:10-15). Dr. Clark also says that in
every act of intellect there is volition, and he generally subsumes love under
volition (T.29:7). Furthermore, in another context Dr. Clark says that love is
to be included in intellect (T.45:1,2; cf. 28:23,24-29:l-6).
Besides, when Dr.
Clark is being interrogated on the precise question:
“Would you include in that intellectual apprehension of
God also what the Scripture calls love ?” (T.29:8,9).
he answers:
“I have always regarded love in the theological sense as
a volitional act and not an emotional act” (T.29:11,12).
In the preceding context of the Transcript in reply to the question:
“DO you include in that intellectual apprehension, what
the Scripture refers to as loving God and obeying God?”
(T.28:24--29 :l,Z),
Dr. Clark said that
“. . . the knowing itself is an act of intellectual apprehension because of its volitional aspects” (T.29:5,6).
In the subsequent interrogation, attention was focused upon the faith
predicated of demons in the Epistle of James (T.29:13-30:4). Dr. Clark was
questioned as to the difference between this intellectual apprehension predicable
of demons, and the intellectual contemplation of God in which Dr. Clark held
man’s highest religious activity to consist. It is unfortunate that the conclusion of that part of the questioning as reported in the Transcript is rather obscure. But it does seem sufficiently clear to show that Dr. Clark does not regard the intellectual contemplation of God as being in any way comparable to
the definition of faith which might suffice for the faith which the devils have.
For in answer to the question as to whether his idea “of the highest religious
activity of man is comparable to the standard definition of stating (saving)
faith a s including the confidence in, and leaning upcn Christ” rather than to
that attributable to the demons, Dr. Clark says:
“Well, of course I would agree with that . . . what you say
is perfeptly true” (T.30 :22,24).
2) Dr. Clark is said to reduce the activity of the will to little more than
*an act of paying attention. “This statement of the ‘primacy’ of the intellect
carries with it certain ideas about volition as such. The activity of the Will
which Dr. Clark subordinates to intellection seems to be little more than ‘a
vpluntary act of paying attention,’ which results in an intellectual apprehension” (T.29:3-4) (C., p.7, col. 2).
It is quite correct that Dr. Clark does say:
‘‘. . intellectual apprehension is the result of a voluntary
act of paying attention. You can’t know anything unless by
an act of will, and yet, the knowing itself is an act of intellectual apprehension because of its volitional aspects” (T.29 :
3-6).
However, though intellectual apprehension is the result of a voluntary
act of paying attention, it does not follow that the activity of will is little more
than voluntary acts of paying attention. For Dr. Clark volition means much
more, since it includes such attitudes as love and obedience toward God (T.29:
11,lZ; 32 :2-7).
Because pa g attention is one act of will, it does not follow that it
is the only or the a g o s t exclusive act of will. Further evidence is seen in the
Transcript where Dr. Clark refers t o the Fourth Commandment as a n object
for voluntary obedience (17:3), and again where he mentions the Eighth Com-
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mandment as requiring an act of obedience (32:4). I t is true that obedience
to these Commandments requires paying attention to their words so as to get
their meaning. Such attention is neceszary, but it is by no means all that is
involved. It is followed by the voluntary activity of love and obedience.
3) Dr. -Clark’s doctrine of the intellect is said to be derogatory to man’s
life of obedience to God. “If it may be assumed that outward acts are also
the results of volitional activity, then the volitions that give rise to our @beying God’s commands also s2em to be of a low level, for glorification of God
is said to incluae ‘the ordinary act(s) of obedience on a purely common plane
such as “Thou shalt not steal”’ (T.32:l-4; italics added). In any case, such
volitions are held to be on a much lower level than intellectual contemplation
of God” (C., p.7, col. 2).
It appears to the Committee that in this allegation Dr. Clark has been
seriously misunderstood. The Committee feels that it is unfortunate that the
quotation as given in the Complaint conveys an entirely different impression
from that which is given when read in its context in the Transcript.
In this instance Dr. Clark was enumerating some of the activities
which are comprised in the glorifying of God. This enumeration was headed
by “the ordinary act(s) of obedience on a purely common plain (plane) such
as ‘Thou shalt not steal’.” Dr. Clark was not in the least suggesting that the
acts of obeying God’s commands are of a low level when he referred to the
ordinary acts of obedience on a purely common plane, but was rather indicating
their importance by including them with the worship of God, prayer and the
study of the Scriptures in the glorifying of God (Cf. T.,32:1-6).
4 ) Dr. Clark is said to limit nim’s highest religious activity to knowing
propositions. “In fact, it is perfectly clear, from the statements that man’s
highest religious activity is intellectual and that intellectual means knowing
propositions, that Dr. Clark conceives of man’s religion as pothing greater than
I;-!owing propositions as such” (C., p. 7, col. 3).
Even if it were admitted that for Dr. Clark intellection means simply
knowing propositions, it does not appear to the Committee that for him the
highest religious activity, namely, the intellectual contemplation of God, consists simply in knowing propositions. It should be remembered that God, not
propositions, is the object of intellectual contemplation, as was shown above
under allegation 1.
Further. as it has been pointed out, the Transcript does not appear to
show that Dr. Clark excludes from the scope of the intellectual contemplation
of God other activities such as love, adoration, and worship.
The Committee regards this allegation-that
Dr. Clark limits man’s
religion to knowing propositions-as an unwarranted deduction. It may be
true that Dr. Clark would admit that intellection means knowing propositions,
but it does not by any means follow that the highest religious activity, namely,
the intellectual contemplation of God, consists simply in knowing propositions.
On Dr. Clark’s definition it must be remembered that God is the object, not
simply propositions, even though we all have to admit that the knowledge of
the God whom we contemplate is mediated to us in this life through propositions. We cannot truly contemplate God except as we apprehend Him through
the propositional revelation of Scripture.
5) It is said that Dr. Clark has done injury to the words “emotion” and
“volition” as vitally important powers of man. “It would seem clear without
going any farther that Dr. Clark has done one of two things: either he has
emasculated the words ‘emotion’ and ‘volition’ so that they imply almost none
of the ideas that are assigned to them in colloquial usage, o r he has ruled them
out of the intellect in spite of his statements to the contrary” (C., p. 7, col. 3).
While the Committee can understand how the Complainants might
possibly regard Dr. Clark as having emasculated the word “emotion,” it cannot
understand how they can allege that he has emasculated the word “volition,”
since Dr. Clark’s use of the word volition includes those activities which are
coloquially subsumed under volition.
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The Committee feels, besides, that the Complaint fails to keep in view
Dr. Clark’s definitions of the terms. We have seen that Dr. Clark general1
regards emotion as an active principle in volition. If this is ke t in m i n l
the allegation that he emasculates the term emotion appears unzunded. For
the activity denoted by the term emotion need have no less reality as an element of volition, or of intellect, than if classified by itself.
6) Dr. Clark is said to do injury to the doctrine of regeneration by his
view of the primacy of the intellect. “Dr. Clark does not deny the necessity
or fact of regeneration but he makes no absolute qualitative distinction between
the knowledge of the unregenerate man and the knowledge of the regenerate
man. With the same ease, the same ‘common sense’ the unregenerate and the
regenerate man can understand propositions revealed to man” (T.p.20; 28:13-16;
31 t13-U; 34 ~13-35
:2).
“The result is simply this, that all men have a certain amount of religious activity, some more and some less, some with more falsehood mixed in
and some with less, but all with some; there is not one shred of evidence that
man’s religious activity undergoes any qualitative change through regeneration” (C. p . 10, col. 2).
With regard to this assertion that Dr. Clark’s view of regeneration is
unsatisfactory, especially a s concerning the knowledge possessed by the unregenerate man, the Committee examined the places cited from the Transcript
and found no evidence to support the assertion. The passages cpncerned are:
On page 20 of the Transcript the matter of regeneration 1s not being
discussed.
On page 28:13-16 the answer concerns God’s intuitive knowledge and man’s
discursive knowledge. Here Dr. CJark answers as t o whether God’s intuitive
knowledge is the same as our discursive knowledge:
“Well, I guess not, two times two is four, both for God
and for us; that is the expression of God’s knowledge and if
we don’t know the object that God knows, then we are in absolute ignorance.”
On page 31:13-17, Dr. Clark answers in the same strain:
“I’m not talking about the implications as (of) a proposition. I am talking about that one object, namely; two plus
two equals four. A child in first grade can even know that,
but the child in first grade doesn’t see the implication of i t
which the children in the fourth grade and in high school see.”
On page 34:13-352 the Transcript reads:
“Q. You said awhile ago it seems to me that two times two equals
four, and that i s true for God as was (for) man, is that correct?
“A. That is right.
“Q. Now I’d like to ask you this simple question:
“How do you know i t is true for God?
“A. By the definition of one and the definitions of two, three and
four, and certain operation($) of arithmetic it is so and also by the
strict laws of logic.
“Q. Where do we get those !aws of logic?
“A. Every man that cometh into the world.
“Q. Is it possible that by the effective (noetic effect of) sin, man will
not be able t o deduce (by) the propositions concerning God?
“A. That is often the case.”
The Committee would call attention to the fact that in this questioning the noetic effect of regeneration was not the subject being discussed, and
therefore deems it unreasonable to demand any reference to regeneration at
this point in a discussion of this form. The Committee therefore judges this
cihtion to be invalid, just as were the preceding ones. The allegation against
Dr. Clark therefore on the matter of regeneration is held to be unfounded. It
is t o be noted that in the last question the noetic effect of regeneration begins
t? come to the forefront. The questioner is asking about the noetic effect of
sin. It is noteworthy that in his answer Dr. Clark accedes to the proposition
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that the noetic effect of sin will blind the mind of man to the proper understanding of propositions concerning God. And it would be reasonable to infer
that, if the interrogation had proceeded further, he would, in like manner,
have affirmed the noetic effect of regeneration.
7) Dr. Clark’s view of man’s spiritual faculties is said to give a distorted
view of man’s religious activity, and even to constitute an attack upon the
Scriptural and Reformed doctrine of man’s religious life (C., p. 8, col. 3 to p.
10, col. 2 ) , in these particulars: a) faith; b) repentance; c) sanctification; d)
general religious activity, culminating in obedience to God.
“It is specifically in the sphere of religious activity, then, that the
question of man’s spiritual faculties to each other must be settled. The Christian, regenerated and effectually called by God’s Spirit, is active jn faith, in
repentance, and in sanctification-though, of course, not exclusively nor initially
active. In each of these three activities, the clear statements of the Reformed
Faith are a t variance with Dr. Clark’s views of intellection, as knowledge of
propositions, being man’s highest religious activity” (C. p. 8, col. 3; cf. p. 10,
col. 1 and 2).
In this allegation the Committee feels that the Complaint has again
misunderstood Dr. Clark’s view; namely, when it says that he regards knowing
propositions as man’s highest religious activity. We call attention to the Committee’s dealing with this point under allegations 1 and 4.
Since the Complaint takes this matter of man’s religious activity to be
crucial we go on to examine each point of its assertions in detail:
a ) As to faith. The Complaint holds that Dr. Clark’s view contradicts
the doctrine set forth in the Bible and in the Confession. “As for faith: The
Westminster Confession, Chapt. XIV, Sect. 11, says, But the principal y t s of
saving faith are, accepting, receiving and resting upon Christ alone
This
is in accord with Biblical language which speaks of knowing Christ, receiving
1 in?. and hoping or trusting in him. That ‘accepting’ Christ has to do with
intellectual activity, ‘receiving’ him with emotional activity in relating him to
our personal cases, and ‘resting upon’ him with volitional activity is the universal witness of Reformed theology” (C. p. 8, col. 3). The Committee cannot
regard this artificial distribution of the elements of the Confessional teaching
as the intent of the Confession. Nor do we find such a n artificial distribution
in the quotation from A. A. Hodge, Outlines of Theology, pp. 353-4, in the
Complaint. Moreover, the passage from B. B. Warfield, Studies in Theology, p.
337-41, quoted to support “the equal functions of man’s various faculties in
faith,” though it evinces that Dr. Warfield is very insistent upon the intellectual, emotional, and voluntary elements in faith, cannot in the judgment of
the Committee be pleaded as support for the equal functions of man’s various
facultics in faith. The Committee does not see any necessary contradiction,
moreover, between Dr. Clark’s view of faith and that of the quoted Confessional
statement, provided that Dr. Clark’s definitions be kept in mind, and the misconception set aside that he regards intellection as “the highest act of man, and
that intellection consists in knowing propositions such as ‘Two plus two equals
four’.” (C. p.9. col. 1).
b) As to repentance. The Complaint reads: “As for repentance: The
Shorter Catechism could not be more clear in regard to the three aspects of
man’s soul being active in repentance (Q. 87) : ‘Repentance unto life is a saving
grace, whereby a sinner, out of a true sense of his sin, and apprehension of
the mercy of God in Christ, doth, with grief and hatred of his sin, turn from
it unto God, with full purpose of, and endeavor after, new obedience.’ If a
scnse of sin and apprehension of God’s mercy are not intellectual, if grief and
hatred are not emotional, and if turning with purpose and endeavor is not
volitional, then words do not mean anything, and these are all equally ‘high’
aspects of this particularly religious activity of men. I1 Cor. 7:8-11 includes
precisely the same elements: the knowledge of sin instilled by Paul’s first
epistle, godly sorrow for sin (accompanied by indignation, fear, longing, and
zeal) and an earnest care which manifested itself in clearing themselves and
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avenging the wrong done. A ain, there are three equally important and lofty
functions in repentance: intelfectual, emotional, and volitional” (C. p. 9, col. 2).
Though the Committee recognizes that the elements of intellect,
emotions, and will inhere in these Confessional and Scriptural statements, it
cannot regard this artificial distribution of these elements among thought,
eiilotion, and will as warranted or as required by the Reformed tradition. These
elements as they appear in faith are equally “high” in the sense of being all
necessary, but this does not imply that their functional importance is equal.
The equality is ontological, not necessarily functiowl. It might even appear
that Catechism question 87 on repentance presupposes an intellect dominated
by truth from God, and therefore guiding the whole soul from sin to God. Even
if it be thought the Complainants have a better formulation for the psychology
of repentance, the Committee does not see that they have proved that Dr.
Clark’s scheme is in conflict with Biblical or Confessional statements on this
point.
c ) As to sanctification. In arguing that Dr. Clark’s views contradict the
Bible doctrine of sanctification, the Complainants assert that in this regard he
does injury to the Biblical doctrine of the divine image in man. They say:
“As for sanctification: ‘We are renewed in the whole man after the
image of God’ (Shorter Catechism, Q. 35). Sanctification is, in a sense, continual o r repeated repentance, so f a r as man’s activity in it is concerned. Accordingly, all that has been said about repentance applies here with equal force.
There is an important additional point, however, and that has to do with the
specific words that we are ‘renewed in the whole man after the image of God.’
That very work was begun and, in its essential form, accomplished in regeneration. In regeneration the original moral image of God, consisting of knowledge,
yighteousness, and holiness, was restored to us. Sanctification is a continual
progress toward that image in our outward lives. But if that process includes
intellect, emotion, and will, then surely we would expect to find all three of
those aspects in the image of God in man. The conclusion is justified: we
find precisely that in Biblical language and in Reformed theology. Just as God
had those three faculties, so man, created in God’s image, has them. Man is
intellectually created in God’s image, emotionally created in God’s image, volitionally created in God’s image.
“A recollection of Dr. Clark’s forthright denial of anything that might
be called ‘emotion’ in God, cited above, will thus impress us that he not only
does violence to the Scriptural and Reformed doctrine of man’s religious life,
but a!so to the tremendously important doctrine of God’s creation of man in His
own image. To defend the doctrine of God, t o defend the doctrine of creation,
t o defend the doctrine of man, and to defend the doctrines of salvation, we
must protest against any sympathy toward this idea of the ‘primacy’ of the
intellect” (C. p. 9, col. 2 and 3).
The Committee finds it difficult t o treat the above two paragraphs because of the misconceptions of Dr. Clark’s views manifested, because of statements which go beyond the evidence of the Transcript, and because of doubtful or irrelevant doctrinal statements.
For instance, the Complainants’ definition of sanctification is imperfect
as compared to that of the Catechism, which they quote. Moreover, the emphasis on the threefold division of intellect, emotion, and will as essential to any
proper definition of the divine image in man is modern-psychological rather than
Biblical-confessional. It is moreover a glaring misunderstanding to say that
Dr. Clark denies anything that might be called emotion .in God, if it be only
remembered that he holds that God has active principles in volition comparable
t o what the Complainants mean by emotional elements. Finally, the Complainar.ts’ last sentence above goes too f a r beyond the evidence in the Transcript, for
there is no question of Dr. Clark’s belief in the Bible doctrines of creation, of
man, and of salvation, according to that evidence.
d) As to man’s general religious .activity, culminating in obedience to
God, according to the Complainants’ mew. The Complaint reads: “As for
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man’s religious activity in a more general way, Reformed theology is equally
vigorous in upholding the equal importance of all man’s faculties. The Westminster Shorter Catechism tells us that ‘man’s chief end is to glorify God and
to enjoy Him for ever’; we are to learn how to do this from the Bible alone,
and the Bible teaches ‘what man is to believe concerning God and what duty
God requires of man’ (Qs. 1-3). Obviously duty, which is volitional if anything,
is placed side by side with knowledge, and that duty is ‘obedience to his revealed will’ (&. 39), again a matter of volition. The sum of that obedience is
love (Q. 42), which just might be an emotion; and even if it is not an emotion,
we are to love God with our heart, which is the best Scriptural indication of
emotion” (C. p. 9, col. 3).
The Committee believes that in the light of the immediately following
admission of the Complaint that Calvin “so clearly gives intellect a control
over the will” (although it is immediately added “though not by virtue of that
a primacy over will,’*-an addition difficult to understand), and in the light of
statcinents of Calvin and other Reformed theologians, i t cannot be held that
Reformed theology has upheld the equal importance of all of man’s faculties,
if this be interpreted to assert that Reformed theology has denied a functional,
as well a s an ontological, primacy of the intellect. The Complainants’ quotations from the Catechism do not in any clear way set aside this impression, especialIy since the Catechism emphasizes the Divine truth by which the receiving
intellect, and the acting volition must operate.
Love in the Reformed tradition may be subsumed under volition, in
the sense held by Dr. Clark. Further, it is inaccurate to say that in the Scripture heart is the best indication of emotion, since i t is well known that in
Scripture the term heart may include intellection (Cf. Laidlaw, The Bible Doctrine of Man, p. 122).
On man’s religious activity the Complainants finally say: “It may be
said, indeed, that the whole glorious climax of the covenant relationship which
is so essential a part of the Reformed Faith is, as witnessed by Scripture, our
standards, and Reformed writers, obedience to God. This is still no ‘primacy’
of the will or of any other faculty; it is simply an eminently Reformed statement of the nature of the Christian’s religious activity. It certainly goes f a r
beyond a n exaltation of the apprehension of propositions” (C. p. 10, hol. 2).
Here the Complainants fall. into the error of making obedience, rather
than communion with God arid the worship of Him, the climax of the covenant
relationship. They repeat their assertion that there can be no functional leadership among man’s faculties; and then go on to repeat the misconception of
Dr. Clark’s position by defining i t as “an exaltation of the apprehension of
propositions.”
In view of the considerations adduced above under a ) b) c) and d) the
Committee does not find that the Transcript supports the Complaint’s assertion
that Dr. Clark’s view of man’s spiritual faculties is a distorted representation
of man’s religicus activity, or that it constitutes an attack upon the Scriptural
and Reformed doctrine of man’s religious life.
8 ) Dr. Clark’s view of the primacy of the intellect is said to contradict
the Bible and sound theological tradition. “As for human psychology and man’s
religious activity Dr. Clark’s position again seems to be at serious v a r i a n e
with Biblical, confessional, qnd traditional statements” (C. p. 8, col. 2).
The Committee notes that the. Complaint, though alleging that Dr.
Clark’s position is a t variance with Biblical, confessional, and traditional statements, here quotes no Scriptural or confessional statements to prove its allegation. The Committee then has to deal only with statements of Reformed tradition, that is of theologians.
It is noted also that even though the Complainants recognize that a
two-fold division of man’s mental faculties, into intellect and Will occurs in
traditional theology, a division Dr. Clark prefers, they still. hold that his view
of the primacy of the intellect contradicts sound theological and Reformed
tradition.
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While the Committee itself does not endorse any traditional view of
man’s faculties, nor .necessarily endorse Dr. Clark’s, the question is whether
there is any sujstantial difference between Dr. Clark’s view and that held by
representative Reformed writers such as, for example, Calvin, Bavinck, and
Kuyper.
With regard to the quotations made by the Complaint‘ from Reformed
theologians, the Committee is somewhat hampered by the vagueness of the
method of citing and characterizing these authorities a s regards the matters
a t hand (C. p. 8, col. 2 and 3).
The Complainants recognize that “From the viewpoint of abstract psychology, it is perfectly true that Reformed theologians have not been in complete agreement a s to the number and names ,of the faculties of , t h e human
soul” (C. p. 8, col. 2). They go on to note that Calvin (Inst. I, xv. 6) mentions
only intellect and will, and say that Augustine refers to perception, understanding and will (p. 8). They add: “The more recent .theologians, however, seem
to agree in large measure on the threefold distinction of intellect, emotion, and
will (Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, Vol. 111, p. 35; A. A. Hodge, Outlines of Theology, p. 217; Warfield, Studies in Theology, p. 211; Abraham Kuyper, Dictaten Dogmatiek, Vol. 11, Locus de Homine, pp. 68-88)”. (C. p. 8, col. 3).
The Committee recognizes the appropriateness of the above citations
of the two Hodges and Warfield, though Charles Hodge sometimes uses the
tw-o-fold division (e. g. 11, 99, man “an intelligent voluntary agent”), and A. A.
Hodge describes will in a narrower and in a wider sense (Outlines, p. 282), but
believes the view inaccurate that includes Kuyper (see below).
The next two sentences of the Complaint read: “There would also
seem to be considerable disagreement on the relations between the faculties:
Calvin bluntly says that ‘the intellect rules the will’ (loc. cit.), while Bavinck
(Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, Vol. I, p. 227ff.)seems now and then to think in
terms of a primacy of the will. However, in both of these cases i t soon becomes clear that the reference is nct to functional levels; both Calvin and Bavlnck insist on the total activity of the human being in religion, with no subordination of one faculty to another.” The Committee doubts the accuracy of
this description of the views of Calvin and Bavinck.
The Committee desires to quote at some length to determine the relation of Dr. Clark’s position to Reformed tradition.
In Inst. I, xv 6, Calvin reviews the opinions of philosophers concerning the
soul. Then he goes on to say, I, xv, 7: “Let us, therefore, submit the following division-that the human soul has two faculties which relate to our present
design, the understanding and the will. Now, let it be the office of the understandiiig to discriminate between objects, a s they shall respectively appear deserving of approbation or disapprobation; but of the will, to choose and followwhat the understanding shall have pronounced to be good; to abhor and avoid
what it shall have condemned. Here let us not stay to discuss those subtleties
of Aristotle, that the mind has no motion of itself, but that it is moved by
the choice, which he also calls the appetitive intellect. Without perplexing ourselves with unnecessary questions, it should be sufficient for u s to know that
the understanding is, a s it were, the guide and governor of the soul; that the
will always respects its authority, and waits for its judgment in its desires.
For which reason Aristotle himself truly observed, that avoidance and pursuit
in the appetite, bear a resemblance to affirmation and negation in the mind.
How certain the government of the understanding is in the direction of the Will,
we shall see in another part of this work. Here we only intend to show that
no power can be found in the soul, which may not properly be referred to one
or the other of those two members. But in this manner we comprehend the
sense in the understanding, which some distinguish thus: sense, they say, inclines to pleasure, whereas the understanding follows what is good; that thence
it happens that the appetite of sense becomes concupiscence and lust, and the
affection of the understanding becomes will. But instead of the word ‘appetite’,
Tvhich they prefer, I use the word ‘will,’ which is more common.”
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“8. God has furnished the soul of man, therefore, with a mind capable
of discerning good from evil, and just from unjust; and of discovering, by the
light of reason, what ought to be pursued or avoided; whence the philosophers
called this directing faculty to hegeimonikon, the principal or governing part,
To this he has annexed the will, on which depends the choice. The primitive
condition of man was ennobled with those eminent faculties; he possessed
reason, understanding, prudence, and judgment, not only for the government of
his life on earth, but to enable him to ascend even to God and eternal felicity.
To these was added choice, to direct the appetites, and regulate all the organic
motions; so that the will should be entirely conformed to the government of
reason. In this integrity man was endued with free will, by which, if he had
choaen, he might have obtained eternal life. . . . ”
In this passage, Calvin indicates that the intellect guides the will,
which is to respect the intellect’s authority. In the light of their admission of
this control according to Calvin (C. p. 8, col. 3), the Complainants’ statement
(C. p. 9, col. 3 ) , seems confused: “Calvin, who so clearly gives intellzct a
control over will, though not by virtue of that a primacy over will. . . .
Do
they mean Calvin allows no functional primacy of the inkllect?
Bavinck, in his exposition of the divine image in man, Gerf. Dogm., 11,
18, 19 says: “. . . to this image of God belong the faculties (vermogens) of
man. While the spirit is the principle and the soul the subject of life in man,
the heart is, according to Scripture, the organ for its life. It is, first, the
center of his bodily life, but also next, metaphorically, the ground and source
of all psychical life, of emotions and passions, of desire and will, even of thinking and knowing. Out of the heart are the THOTSEOTH CHAJIM (issues of
life), Prov. 4:23. This life, that has its source in the heart, divides itself into
two streams. On the one hand, one may distinguish that life which comprises
all impressions, ideas, sensations, perceptions, considerations, thoughts, knowledge, wisdom, that finds, especially in its higher form, its organ in the nous
(mind), and embodies itself in the word, in language. And on the other hand,
in the heart have their origin the affections, emotions, passions, inclinations, impulses, desires and determinations of the will, which must be guided by the
nous (mind) and exprzss themselves in act. Likewise in all these psychical
faculties and activities of man there are traces to be seen of the image of God.
Indeed the variety and the wealth of these powers point back to God. In proportion a s a creaturc stands lower, it is likewise less richly organized and thus
also less related to and capable of the highest good, which is God. Indeed the
angels stand in this regard beneath man. Just because man is organized with
such wonderful richness, he can become like and enjoy God as the highest good,
in the noblest ways, as it were from all sides, and in all his virtues and perfections. Augustine even recognized in the heart, intellect and will (memoria,
intellectus, voluntas) an analogy of the trinitarian life of God. E v m as the
Father gives life to the Son and to the Spirit, and the Spirit pyoceeds from the
Father through the Son, thus also with man it is the heart, the deep, hidden life of the soul, that gives existence to intellect and will, and that, more
specifically causes the will to follow the intellect. Rationalism and Pelagianism
separate understanding and will from the heart, and seek in both together the
entire, full being of man; mysticism, disregarding the conscious, volitional
life, retired into the depths of the mind; the Greek church placed both, head and
heart, together unadjusted to each other; but the theology of the West under
the guidance of Augustine avoided all these errors; it saw that the doctrine of
God and that of man stand in the closest connection; in the Trinity, it, therelore, maintained the oneness jn being, the distinction of the three persons, and
the filioque, and accordingly, with respect to psychology it taught that the deep
and hidden Iife of the soul, becomes manifest only through the intellectual and
the volitional faculties, and that, concerning these two, the latter is led and
governed by the former.”
I n this passage Bavinck says: 1) there are two powers, of the soulthe intellectual and volitional; 2 ) the intellectual power has the primacy-if
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leads and governs the will; 3) Western theolo y, since the days of Augustine,
has held this view. Compare his Beginsden dier Psychologie, rev. ed., 1923,
p. 58, where he refers the familiarizing of the division-thought, feeling, willto Tetens (1777) and Kant (1790).
Dr. Abraham Kuyper, in his Dictaten Dogmatiek, Vol. 11, Locus de
Homine, pp. 66-88, cited by the Complainants, treats of the faculties of the
soul. He speaks, however, of the perceptive, the intellectual, and the volitional
faculties. Since the first two go together, the result is equivalent to the tradi tional two-f old distinction-understanding
and will-as the main faculties of
the soul.
On page 75 of this section Dr. Kuyper says: “Does the will stand
under tne imperium of the understanding, or does it operate out of itself.
“There has been a controversy about this problem as long a s men considered the responsibility o f man. The Mystics say: The will operates out of
itself. The pure (zuivere) theologians teach: the will stands under the command of the intellect.”
Further down on the page Kuyper remarks that the scholastics also
hold that the will receives its impulse from the intellect, and adds that Calvin,
Beza, Voetius, Zanchius, Rutherford and others held the same.
We might add the unqualified statement of Charles Hodge, in his description of unfallen man (Systematic Theology, 11, 99): “His reason was subject to God; his will was subject to his reason; his affections and appetites to
his will; the body was the obedient organ of the soul.”
Regarding the primacy of the intellect, therefore, the Committee is
unable t o discover from the Transcript any substantial difference between Dr.
Clark’s view and that given in theological tradition as stated from Calvin,
Hodge, Bavinck, and Kuyper. The Committee therefore cannot endorse the
Complainants’ allegation that Dr. Clark’s view must be considered in error, and
a divergence from representative Reformed tradition.
11. Presence of emotions in God
Respecting the presence of emotions in God, the Complaint points out
that all agree that God has knowledge and will, and adds: “The questions that
must concern us are two: does God have what may properly be called
‘emotions’? and, what is the relation between God’s faculties?” (C. p. 7, col.
3; p. 8; col. 1). The Complainants hold that Dr. Clark has answered both of
these questions wrongly.
The Complainants allege: “Although he (Dr. Clark) objects to a definition of feeling or emotion which would make those words mean anything different from ‘passions,’ he does not make provision for any other faculty in
God’s nature which would be non-intellectual and non-volitional” (C. p. 7, col. 1).
This allegation has a show of truth but can only be substantiated if
Dr. Clark’s two-fold division cannot accommodate those activities or qualities
in God’s nature which are colloquially called emotions. But the Transcript
makes it clear that Dr. Clark avows the presence in God of anger toward the
wicked and love toward His people, attitudes which are defined in the context
as principles active with reference to objects.
The Transcript reads a t 17:l-8:
(Q) “We can call these feelings or emotions in God, and I would define them as analogous to our feelings and emotions and affections in the sense that they are active principles, active with
referencz to objects.
“For example :
“God is angry with the wicked, God loves His people eternally,would you deny that?
“A. That is right, what you say is right.”
It should be borne in mind constantly that Dr. Clark makes volition
broader in scope than do the Complainants; for he includes such attitudes colloquially called emotions, e.g. love and wrath, in volition. Such principles Dr.
Clark emphatically avows, as is apparent from the quotation above.
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The Committee recognizes a possible extenuation for the Complainants, however, in their allegation, due to the state of the Transcript on page
16. There the questioning goes as follows:
“Q. When the Confession of Faith says:
‘“God is without body parts or passion.’
“Does it mean God is lacking in feeling or emotion?
“A. It does.
“Q. 1’11 define feelings and emotions:
“I mean-affection in the sense of principal activity with reference
t o objections (objects). Now, I’ll repeat the question, if you wish.
“A. Go ahead.
“Q. The Confession says:
“‘God is without body parts or passion.’
Does it mean God is lacking in feeling or emotion?
“A. Go ahead“Q: And by feeling or emotion, I mean-in the sense of principal activity (principle of activity) with reference to objects.
“A. I forget which way to answer that-yes or no.
“Q. The Confession of Faith says:
‘“God is without body o;, parts.’
“A. The answer is yes. . . .
(This line is 16:18).
Of this place in the Transcript Dr. Clark says: “If this Transcript is
correct at line 18, I made a blunder. The answer should have been, No. The
question defines emotion (strangely) as ‘a principle of activity’, and I did not
mean to say God lacks a principle of activity” (emendation furnished to the
Committee by Dr. Clark).
The Committee believes, however, that other parts of the Transcript
show that the allegation that Dr. Clark denies to God attitudes that could colloquially be called emotions is unfounded, especially in view of T. 17:l-8, and
t h t the Complaint attaches too much significance to the isolated answer in T.
16:18, and should have had more regard to the opposite effect of T. 17:l-8 in
the context.
Again the Committee points out that it should constantly be kept in
mind that Dr. Clark is following that historic tradition of definition which identifies emotion with passion, possibility, agitation, and disturbance. According to
this God could not have emotions, since Scripture teaches us that He is imniutable!.and we have i t stated in our Confession, 11, 1, that He is without parts
or passions. Therefore Dr. Clark could not ascribe “emotion” to God unless
“emotion” be carefully re-defined to exclude with the utmost clearness anything
not ascribable to God.
The Ccmplainants, on the other hand, prefer the present-day, colloquial
usage, as they call it, according to which they treat the words “emotion” and
“feeling” as “something which arouses the will and thus determines action”, and
immediately ask: “In fine, is there any quality for faculty in God which is
neither intellectual nor volitional, and which underlines or accompanies volitional
activity ” (C. p. 8, col. 1).
The Committee believes that the phrase “something which arouses the
will” suffers from vagueness, since on this definition an idea, a thought, an intLllectua1 consideration, could be a n emotion. Nor is the Committee helped by
the questior, following, except that it indicates the Complainants’ dislike f o r
Dr. Clark’s nomenclature and their preference for their own.
According to Reformed tradition, as we have seen, Dr. Clark has a
right to assign emotions to will. In the case of God these would not be agitations or disturbances, but active principles in volition, such as wrath and
love (T.17:1-8).
It seems also t o constitute a serious misunderstanding for the Complainants to say that Dr. Clark studiously avoided answering (T. p. 16) whether
God has emotions. Dr. Clark evidently did wish to avoid having the word
“emotion” applied to God, since to him it means agitation and passibility, but
he showed no opposition to assigning to God principles of volition such as
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wrath or love (T. 17:l-8). When Dr. Clark’s definition of emotions is observed,
the Complainants themselves allow that God has none (C. p. 8, col. 1; p. 13,
col. 2).
But the Complainants still express dissatisfaction, stating that in the
cage of love: “although love may, perhaps, be volitional, it must involve feeling or emotion-not in the sense of passions, passivity, or change, but feeling
in some sense akin to those which we have, which determine our will and action.
It is necessary to deny external determination in God’s pity, compassion, jealousy, hatred, love, and ‘repentance’; but it is difficult to see how internally determined feelings can be eliminated” (C. p. 8, col. 1).
With regard to this the Committee believes that the statement of H.
L. Dabney, Syllabus and Notes, 1927, p. 153, should be recalled a s an aid in.
clarifying Dr. Clark’s position in regard to the ascription of emotions to God:
“Our Confession says, that God hath neither parts nor passions. That
He has something analogous to what are called in man active principles, is
manifest, for He wills and acts; therefore He must feel. But these active
principles niust not be conceived of as emotions, in the sense of ebbing and
flowing accesszs of feeling. In other words, they lack that agitation and rush,
that change from cold Lo hot, and hot to cold, which constitute the characteristics of passion in us. They are, in God, a n ineffable, fixed, peaceful, unchangeable calm, although the springs of volition. That such principles may be, although incomprehensible to us, we may learn from this fact: That in the
wisest and most sanctified creatures, the active principles have least of passion
and agitaticn, and yet they by no means become inefficacious a s springs of
action-eg.,
moral indignation in the holy and wise parent and ruler. That
the above copception of the calm immutability of God’s active principles is
necessary, appears from the following: The agitations of literal passions are
incompatible with His blessedness. The objects of those feelings are as fully
present to the Divine mind a t one time as another; so that there is nothing to
cause ebb or flow. And that ebb would constitute a change in Him. When,
therefore, the Scriptures speak of God as becoming wroth, a s repenting, a s
indulging His fury against His adversaries, in connection with some articular
event occurring in time, we must understand them anthropopathicalg. What
is meaht is, that the outward manifestations of His active principles were a s
though these feelings then arose.”
It appears to the Committee that Dr. Clark does give a place to active
principles in God, such a s wrath and love, assigning them to volition, and that
the basic difference between Dr. Clark and the Complainants is to such a great
extent one of definition and nomenclature, that the Committee cannot discover
any difference of basic principle a t stake.
The second question raised by the Complaint in reference to its objection to Dr. Clark’s view of the faculties residing in God is: “What is the
relation between God’s faculties” (C. p. 7, col. 3 and 4).
The Complaint in treating this question seems to imply that Dr. Clark
holds to a primacy of the intellect in God, for it says: “Reformed theology
seems to be barren of any references to a primacy of the intellect in God”
(C. p. 8, col. 2).
But the Committee must regard this allegation as irrelevant, and the
question of the relation between God’s faculties irrelevant, too, for Dr. Clark
does not refer to this subject in the Transcript.
The Committee questions the propriety of the dogmatism f o m d in the
Complaint with respect to the Divine psychology.
Finally the Complainants’ view that Dr. Clark’s position on the primacy
of the intellect is “the product of a rationalistic dialectic” must be rejected on
these grounds:
1) Since Dr. Clark holds to God’s absolute creation of all things including
man and his capacities, i t would necessarily follow in Dr. Clark’s view that God
has assigned to each faculty of man its function as it pleases Him;
2 ) Dr. Clark holds to the infallibility of Scripture, and, a s evidenced in

the Transcript, is willing to submit his views to the teaching of Scripture, and
to the Confession as summarizing Scripture teaching (T. 1:24,25;2:1).
3) Dr. Clark stresses intellect to a great extent a s the recipient of God’s
truth, and its primacy therefore reflects the primacy of Divine revelation (T.12:
3-8).
4) Dr. Clark in the Transcript nowhere exalts the intellect as excogitating
truth, but only a s receiving truth through God’s natural and special revelation.
*5) In regard to God’s nature and faculties, Dr. Clark takes his doctrine
frcm Scripture, and accepts its statements, such as those concerning God’s wrath
and love (T.17:6-8).
The Committee in reviewing the whole second section of the Complaint
holds that tlie Complainants have failed to show that Dr. Clark’s views of the
primacy of the intellect in man, and the presence of emotions in God, contradict Scripture or the Confession; and also have failed to prove against Dr. Clark
the allegation of rationalism.

111. Sovereignty and Responsibility
The Complaint indicates correctly that not much was said in the July
7th examination regarding the relationship between divine soverzignty and human responsibility, and cites a s relevant only two pIaces in the transcript (T.
3:ll-4:7 and T. 47:13-16). In the former of the two references Dr. Clark, upon having tlie statement of the Confession on the subject read to him, said that
he accepted it. In the questioning which followed he admitted that he accepts
certain doctrines which men have not been able to harmonize but insisted that
for God there is no paradox. I n the latter citation Dr. Clark explained that in
his aiticlc dealing with sovereignty and responsibility he did not consider the
two concepts antitheticaI but subordinated the one to the other so that rather
t’-m being contradictory they fit together. The Committee finds in these statemcnts no cause for complaint.
The Complaint, indeed, does not a t this point charge Dr. Clark with
error but rather refers any error to statements made in the earlier examination before Presbytery and to Dr. Clark’s article in the January 15, 1932 issue
of The Evangelical Quarterly.
The Committee therefore had to face the qustion a s to whether it might
be expected to consider what transpired in the first examination. In this regard, i t took note of the second full paragraph, page 15, column 3, of the Complaint, in which the error for which amends are asked is specified a s that set
forth in the July 7th examination. In this summary paragraph no mention is
made of the earlier examination.
The Committee further found that it had no way of knowing with any
exactness what transpired in the first examination. It did indeed make a n effort
to do so, lest any feel that it had shirked its responsibility, but concluded that
there was no way in which it could learn just what portions of the Evangelical
Quarterly article might h a w been read, what questions regarding them were
addressed to Dr. Clark and what answers were given. This being the case, the,
Committee felt that it has no basis for judging the orthodoxy of the views of
Dr. Clark a s set forth in the first examination or for judging Presbytery’s part
in that examination. To do so would be to pass judgment with only partial
and perhaps inaccurate or misleading evidence.
Whether the Committee should study the article cited in the Cornplaint
and report concerning it to the General Asseemly was also a question, but in
the light of the above i t seemed to be unnecessary. Further, if the article in
question were to be considered a relevant document, i t seemed to the Committee
that it should have been filed with the Presbytery and subsequently turned
over to the Clerk of the Assembly. Apparently, neither of these steps was taken.
Finally, the Committee decided that it would be impractical to present to the
Assembly the study of a document which had no official status and to which so
many of the commissioners would have had no access.
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IV. Offer of the Gospel
In dealing with section four of the doctrinal portion of the Complaint
the Committee understands the central charge to be that Dr. Clark does not do
justice to the following Scripture teachings:
1. God makes a sincere offer of the gospel to elect and reprobate alike.
2. God takes no pleasure in the death of the wicked but would have all
who hear the gospel accept i t and be saved.
Specific allegations are made by way of developing and substantiating
the general charges.
The firct such allegation is that Dr. Clark constantly speaks of the
gospel as a command but “only reluctantly” admits that i t is also a n offer and
an invitation. Were it true that the only interrogation on this point was confined to the questions and answers cited in the Complaint, there might be some
ground for maintaining such a position, but as a matter of fact Dr. Clark declared unequivocally that God freely offers salvation to sinners, and that not
reluctantly or after much pressure of questioning, but without hesitation the
very first time the matter was broached in the July 7th examination:
“Q. Does God make a free Public and Sincere offer of salvation to all men?
“A. God makes a perfectly free offer of Salvation through His Ministers,
proclaiming the word of God.” (T.7:8-11).
“A. I was looking at that passage in the Confession a little while ago and
I can agree with the word, that is, word for word right down, what the
Confession s(ays, Chapter 7, Section 3, I think it is. Yes, Chapter 7,
Section 3: Wherein He freely offered unto sinners, life and salvation
by Jesus Christ, requiring of them faith in Him, that they may be
saved and promising to give unto all of those that are Ordained unto
Life, His Holy Spirit, to make them willing and able to believe.” (T.
7 ~18-18
:2).
Later in the examination (T.23:12-14) Dr. Clark is confronted with a direct
question. “Would you say that God, in the Gospel offers Eternal Life to sinners?” His answer is a simple “Yes”. Another question addressed to him
was: “Does God sincerely offer the Gospel’ to the reprobates?” To that, he
responded, “God makes a perfectly free and public offer of the Gospel to all
men. I stand on the wording of the Confession” (T.17:15-17).
In view of these passages and ?specially since a t the outset he clearly
affirmed that the gospel proclamation IS a n “offer,” the Committee does not
find valid the Complainants’ allegation that Dr. Clark “only reluctantly” admits
that the gospel is an offer.
Dr. Clark’s avowal of the perfectly free and public offer of the gospel
to all men and his prolessed word fo r word agreement with the statement of
the Westminster Confession of Faith, Chapter VII, Section 3, are such that the
Committee was forced to conclude that the Complainants’ appeal to this section
(C. 13, col. l), a5 though Dr. Clark were in disagreement with it, was most
unfortunate and misleading.
Nor doe$ the Committee find that Dr. Clark is reluctant to charactercize the gospel proclamation as an “invitation.” To the direct question, “Would
you also say the Gospel is a n invitation,” he again answers, “Yes” (T.23:22,23).
Further, in the questioning which follows (T.24:2-24), Dr. Clark endorses as
correct a t least three statements which speak of the gospel a s a n “invitation”.
Tilere is no indication of reluctance on his part to do so.
It remains to consider the passages which to the complainants indicated a reluctance on the part of Dr. Clark to speak of the gospel as an “offer”.
In T.8:9,10 it might at first Seem a s though Dr. Clark consciously sought to
substitute the word “Command” for the word “offer” used by the questioner.
However, in the light of T.48:20-24, i.t would seem that Dr. Clark was not
conscious of the fact that he had earlier spoken of a “sincere command”. He
would apparently be loath to use the word “sincere” to characterize either a n
offer or a command in connection with the gospel. It must be concluded, therefore, that his focus of attention in T.8:9,10 was on the words “genuine” and
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“sincere” rather than upon “offer” and “command”, and, that the word “sincere” is the stumbling block and not “offer” or “invitation” becomes very clear
from such a passage as T.24:2-4. There is caution manifested on the part of
Dr. Clark in T.23:5f, but hardly “reluctance”. In fact, as pointed out above, he
gives immediate assent to the question as to whether God offers eternal life
to sinners (T.23:12-14; cf. T.7:8-11). Finally, in T.48:20-24, the point at issue
is rather plainly not the word “offer” but the word “sincere.” Dr. Clark is
hesitant about using the latter term but merely betrays a natural preference
for the word “command” by using it instead of the word “offer.” It might
further be said that in T.8:9;10 Dr. Clark speaks of the gospel as a “sincere
command” addressed to all men, hence it can hardly be argued that in T.48:24 .
his hesitancy to use the word “sincere” should be interpreted as weakening his
conception of the universal command. It follows that, in like manner, his hesitancy in using the word “sincere” in reference to the free offer of the gospel
to all should not be intapreted as weakening his conception of the reality and
fulness of the free offer of the gospel to all. By way of conclusion, then, it
may be said that Dr. Clark commonly employs the term “command” when
speaking of the gospel but can hardly be charged with “reluctant” admission
that the gospel is also an offer.
The second allegation is that “Dr. Clark steadfastly refuses to descibe as sincere the offer which God makes to sinners in the gospel.” An examination of the first passage cited in behalf of the allegation reveals that in
T.7:8-15 he is hesitant to speak of the gospel as “sincere.” Moreover, he explains his hesitancy as due to the ambiguity of meaning if the word were employed. Only lines 10-12 of the T.10:10-18 citation are relevant to the gospel
offer. In these Dr. Clark expresses hesitancy about the choice of the word
“sincere” but accepts (line 10, “Oh yes”) the characterization when pressed
rather than “steadfastly refusing” to do so. In T.24:3f, he indicates that he
himself would not want to use the word in describing the gospel offer.
A summary of the testimony of the passages shows that while Dr.
Clark would not himself choose to describe the gospel offer as “sincere,” preferring the use of other adjectives, yet it cannot be said that he “steadfastly
refuses” to do so. On at least one occasion, when pressed, he actually does accept the word “sincere” (T.23:15-17; cf. also T.8:9,10). Finally, it should be
borne in mind that Dr. Clark’s hesitancy to use the word springs from the fact
that he considers it inappropriate as a description of the offer God makes to
each one, and not because he rejects the idea for which it would stand (T.
48 :23;24).
On page 13, column 2, the Complaint admits that Dr. Clark expressed
agreement with the statement of the Synod of Dort but finds him out of harmony with the intent of the statement since he referred to “an unfeigned command” whereas the text reads “unfeignedly called.” But there is no indication
from the follow-up questions that Dr. Clark would have failed to give epdorsement to any portion of the statement if it had been read to him in toto. Surely
Dr. Clark would not have expressed agreement with the statement unless he
were familiar with it. Furthermore, it must be remembered that the transcript
is obviously incorrect in that it misquotes the Canons of Dort by using the
word “unfamed”; in view of this error the Committee could not be entirely sure
that the word “command” was used by Dr. Clark a t this point. The difference
of opinion really centers in the interpretation, not the wording, of the statement. The Complainants find one meaning in the word “acceptable”; Dr. Clark
finds another. For him, it has to do with the preceptive will of God; for them,
it apparently has to do with so-called “emotions” (T.49 :24; cf. also T.49 :18-20).
This being the case it should be pointed out that Dr. Clark’s assigning of the
idea to the preceptive will of God is very much in accord with Reformed theology, as may be simply demonstrated by reference to Turretine. In his Institutio,
Locus 111, Quaestio XV, he indicates that God has a decretive will and a Ere;
ceptive will. The latter he describes as including the concept of “accepta le
or “well pleasing.” The mere fact that Dr. Clark includes that which is au.
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ceptable to God under His preceptive will does not of itself vitiate the force
of the .word “acceptable”, since in Reformed usage the word “preceptive” is
used in this connection in an inclusive sense to denote not merely the preceptive will in the restricted sense but also what is acceptable or well pleasing
to God. It is therefore an unsubstantiated judgment that although I)r. .Clark
affirms loyalty to the teaching of Dort his views are divergent from its intent.
Attention should be called to the fact that the matter of the z o r t
statement touches the entire central charge, since it refers both to the unfeigned call” and to the acceptability before God of all men responding to it.
Elsewhere, Dr. Clark repeatedly expresses agreement with the teaching that it
is “acceptable” t o God that all men who hear the gospel comply with the invitation (T.24 :6-24). Again, Dr. Clark equates “acceptable” and “pleasing” (T.
49:10,11). Hence his doctrine, good and acceptable Reformed doctrine, is that
God does not will all men to be saved (T.48:8-19) but would have all men to be
saved, i.e. would be pleased (it would be “acceptable” to Him) that all men
who hear the gospel turn from their wicked ways and live (cf. T.48:16-18,
“. . . pleasure would mean something different . . . the reference is not to God’s
decree”).
The second aspect of the central charge becomes pointed when Dr.
Clark is directly interrogated regarding the interpretation of the Ezekial passage (T.48:14f). The Transcript is obviously very imperfect a t this place, but
if the passage is taken in conjunction with T.49:2-50:l the inescapable conclusion is that Dr. Clark refers the passage to the preceptive will of God, and this,
as already indicated above, is proper and correct and certainly does not exclude
the idea of God being well pleased that men turn from their sin and live.
As already demonstrated in the argument dealing with Section Two of
the Complaint, documented by references to the Transcript, Dr. Clark is certainly not guilty of the charge made that for him God has no feelings such a s
love, etc. (cf. especially T.17:l-8). There is therefore no validity to the confused paragraph of the Complaint, p. 13, col. 2, which insists “that Dr. Clark
regards God as being without feelings of any kind.”
The Committee is jealous for the safeguarding of the truths of the
other Scripture passages mentioned and commented upon in Section Four of
the Complaint but is unable to find Dr. Clark’s position as set forth in the
Transcript out of harmony with them.
To return to the central charge and the allegations and argument adduced to support it, the Committee would note that despite the attention given
to the word “sincere” the Complaint dces not in the least intimate that Dr.
Clark holds God to be insincere in anything. Rather, the concern of the Complainants is that Dr. Clark should look upon the gospel as a n offer and not as
a command only. There is no sufficient cause for this concern, however, for
Dr. Clark so clearly affirms word for word acceptance of the teaching of the
Confession that God “freely offereth unto sinners life and salvation by Jesus
Christ.” The only other basic question in the central charge is whether it is
the good pleasure of God that all who hear accept the gospel, and for this Dr.
Clark does make provision by agreeing with the use of the word “acceptable”
and by referring the matter to the preceptive will of God in the inclusive sense
as defined above.
The Committee, therefore, judges that a careful analysis of Dr. Clark’s
statements does not justify the central charge.
The Committee further wishes to state that in the initial paragraph of
Section Four in the Complaint the charge of rationalism is so intimately bound
up with the central charge that it need not be treated se arately.
But perhaps some reference should be made to t1e paragraph of the
Complaint in which Dr. Clark is charged with rationalism for being unwilling
to let the gospel offer and the doctrine of reprobation remain unreconciled (C.
13, col. 2, last paragraph). It is certainly true that Dr. Clark professes that
for him there is no paradox at this point, but it remains to be proved that there
are certain so-called paradoxes, this being one, into which the student of Scrip(66)
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ture may not inquire and for which he should not seek to establish a harmonization. We know of no admonition, either in Scripture or in the Westminster
Confession of Faith, which would forbid such a n attempt. It may indeed! be
presumptuous on the part of Dr. Clark to attempt a harmonization when Reformed theologians of note have repeatedly confessed inability to fit together
the two doctrines, and the Complainants may have judged correctly when they
say that he has failed (C. 13, col. 3, line 15), but who shall say that the attempt itself is erroneous?
The Committee would suggest that error, if any, would be detected in
the reasoning followed by Dr. Clark in his attempted harmonization, and apparently that is the thought of the Complainants, for they say that he “detracts” from the gospel o r modifies “it in the interest of reprobation.” By such
statements they apparently have reference to the central charge and supporting
allegations discussed above and which the committee finds unsubstantiated.
However, the Committee has diligently searched the transcript to learn ’whether
any other statement might lend credence to these assertions. In this connection
it encountered great difficulty because of the wretched state of the Transcript,
as at T.48:15-17 and the “please God” references (T.49:12-16). If at these
points and a t T.48:2f. Dr. Clark would rule out the precious teaching of Scripture that God’s benevolence is actively directed toward even the reprobate and
is manifested in the gospel offer to the reprobate, then the Committee would
necessarily conclude that there is definite ground for the Complainants’ charge.
It appears possible to the Committee that Dr. Clark may. mean that the
pleasure of God with which the question in T.49:lZf. (cf. T.48:14-17) is concerned consists simply in the delight or pleasure God takes in the repentance of
the wicked when it occurs, namely, the reaction on God’s part t o repentance
and faith. If Dr. Clark intended to restrict the pleasure"^ of God to the divine reaction to repentance, then an aspect of the divine benevolence which is
a very important element of the doctrine of the full and free offer of salvation has been omitted.
Such passages as Ezekial 18:23 and 33:ll indicate that God not only
delights in the repentance of the actually penitent but also has that benevolence
towards the wicked whereby He is pleased that they should repent. God not
only delights in the penitent but is also moved by the riches of His goodness
and mercy to desire the repentance and salvation of the impenitent and reprobate. To put this negatively, God does not take delight or pleasure in the
death of the wicked. On the contrary, His delight is in mercy. God desires
that the reprobate exercise that repentance which they will never exercise and
desires for them the enjoyment of good they will never enjoy. And not only
so, He desires the exercise of that which they are foreordained not to exercise
and He desires for them the enjoyment of good they are foreordained not to
enjoy.
It is the judgment of the Committee that the Presbytery of Philadelphia should have satisfied itself on this point since it was raised .in the course
of the examination and since the Transcript does not show that Dr. Clark gave
answers that would be sufficient to satisfy Presbytery. Whether the Presbytery
did so satisfy itself, however, is a question difficult to determine, since the
Transcript is lacking in accuracy at the most crucial points and since we are
in ignorance as to the questions asked and answers given in the first examination.
It also appears that a question might be raised regarding the answer
given by Dr. Clark in reference to the so-called paradox that exists in the offer
of salvation to the reprobate.
“The solution to that paradox, is the distinction between the
outward public call and the actual call of the Holy Spirit. The
call of the spirit comes to God(’s) Elect only. I don’t see a
paradox there, it seems perfectly clear to me.” (T.48:2-5).
P
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The Committee cannot regard this solution of the so-called paradox as
an adequate explanation of the problem. The question was:. How can God
make an offer of salvation to those who are foreordained to damnation? It does
not explain the mystery of the co-existence of the full and free offer of salvation and foreordination to damnation to make. the obviously necessary distinction between the outward call and the inward call. For even after full recognition is given to the truth that God effectually calls only the elect the mystery
of God’s will in the offer of salvation to the reprobate stin- remains.
The Committee has no zeal for the word “paradox.” But the Committee believes that great mystery surrounds this matter. Even the reprobate
are the objects of divine benevolence, compassion and lovingkindness, not only
in the gifts of this present life such as rain and sunshine, food and raiment,
but also in the full and free overtures of God’s grace in the gospel. This truth
confronts us with the mystery of the divine will and the believer is overwhelmed
with wonder a t the unfathomable depths’ of the divine good pleasure. It may
not indeed be said that this mystery should “bother” the believer. It may not
Oven be said that it should cause difficulty for the believer or that the apprehension of this mystery must focus itself in the mind of the believer in the form
of an apparent contradiction. But to aver that the distinction between the outward public call and the actual call of the Spirit solves what has been called a
“paradox” is, in the judgment of the Committee, to betray a lack of appreciation
of the problem involved.
Respectfully submitted,
THE COMMITTEE
The following minority report was presented by Mr. Murray:
MINORITY REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ELECTED BY THE
TW-ELFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO CONSIDER THE
DOCTRINAL PORTION O F THE COMPLAINT OF CERTAIN MEMBERS
OF THE PRESBYTERY OF PHILADELPHIA
In submitting this minority report to the Thirteenth General Assembly
I wish to pay very respectful tribute to the other members of the committee
with whom I have felt compelled to differ on some parts of the doctrinal portion
of the Complaint with which both reports are concerned. I wish also to express
my deep admiration for the patient and diligent labour they have expended upon the work assigned to the committee by the Twelfth’ General Assembly and
for the care and discrimination manifest in the report which they have been
constrained to make.
This minority report is not to be understood as intimating any basic
divergence of theological viewpoint nor as implying that I differ with my fellow
commit tee members on several of the arguments, interpretations and conclusions
of the report they have adopted. As will become apparent in the reading of
this report there are many points on which there is agreement between both
reports. This minority report will therefore necessarily coincide with the report of the committee a t some points. The indulgence of the Thirteenth General Assembly is craved for what may appear to be repetition. It is deemed
by the writer of this minority report that some apparent repetition is necessary,
for even though both arguments coincided at certain points yet the conclusion
with reference to the Complaint a s such differed. To give a differing conclusion
without the argument in support of it would have been distinctly misleading and
ineffective. Hence the similarity that may appear at several points.

I. The Incomprehensibility of God
It should be noted that in the part of the ‘Complaint that deals with

the incomprehensibility of God the Complaint says : “In expounding Dr. Clark’s
views we appeal to the stenographic record of his examination before the Presbytery” (p. 5, col. 1). The minority, therefore, like the majority, considers
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that the only evidence upon which it is called upon to base a judgment is the
stenographic record.
It is. fhe argument of the Complaint that “Dr. Clark’s view of the incomprehenslblllty of God, as presented to the Presbytery of Philadelphia, is not
a proper one”, “that he is in error” and that his “formulation of this doctrine
and the method by which it is reached are’ out of harmony with orthodox
Presbyterianism” (p. 6, col. 3)
In dealing with the argument of the Complaint-in support of such conclusions, the minority would respectfully remind the Thirteenth General Assembly that the Complaint is a complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia and in its essence is that the Presbytery erred in its decisions to license
and ordain Dr. Clark. In the judgment of this minority, therefore, the central
question with which the Thirteenth General Assembly will be concerned in connection with the Complaint is whether or not the Presbytery of Philadelphia’at
its meeting on July 7, 1944, erred in its decisions to license and ordain Dr.
Clark. When reduced t o its simplest terms this means: was the Presbytery of
Philadelphia warranted in sustaining the theological examination of Dr. Clark
and in proceeding to his licensure and ordination? The evidence upon which
the Thirteenth General Assembly will be called upon to make a decision is the
stenographic record of the examination on July 7, 1944.
The minority feels constrained to point out that the Thirteenth General AssembIy might not have sufficient evidence upon which to conclude that
Dr. Clark is in error, that his view is not a proper one, and that his formulation of this doctrine and the method by which it is reached are out of harmony
with orthodox Presbyterianism and yet be not only justified in finding but required to conclude that the Presbytery of Philadelphia erred in the actions and
decisions referred to above. In other words, the Thirteenth General Assembly
may well bz required to conclude that Dr. Clark did not in the examination concerned express or formulate a doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God. !hat
i.ould warrant the sustaining of the examination and the subsequent d-ocisions
with respect t o licensure and ordination and that the Presbytery was therefore
in error and did not safeguard the purity and peace of the Church in deeming
the examination adequate. It is this view of the nature of a complaint in such
a case that needs to be borne in mind in dealing with this minority report, for
it is with this view of the responsibilty of the committee and of the Thirteenth
General Assembly in mind that this report has been framed.
The Minority respectfully offers its judgment with respect to the
pivotal allegations of the Complaint and also with reference to the main question as to whether or not the Presbytery of Philadelphia was in error in its decisions anent the sustaining of the examination and the licensure and ordination
of Dr. Clark. These are presented consecutively under the headings Allegations
and Conclusions.

Allegations
1. The Complaint alleges: “The fundamental assumption made by
Dr. Clark is that truth, whether in the divine mind or in the human mind, is
always propositional” (p. 5, col. 2). If the Complaint means by this that Dr.
Clark conceives of truth as existing in the divine mind in propositional form,
then the minority believes that the report of the committee has adduced sufficient evidence to show that the allegation is based on misunderstanding of Dr.
Clark’s position as set forth in the stenographic record and has argued the case
sufficiently to demonstrate that the allegation is not supported by the evidence.
On this interpretation of the intent of the allegation the minority would be content to dismiss the allegation as unsupported. The minority does not believe
that Dr. Clark could properly be charged with holding that the mode of God’s
knowledge is propositional.
But, in the judgment of the minority, neither can the Cornplaint be regarded as charging Dr. Clark with any such position. For such would amount
to the charge that for Dr. Clark God “thinks propositionally.” And it is not
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believed that this is the intent of the Complaint. This conclusion is based in
large measure upon what is fully conceded by the Complaint, namely, that the
mode of God’s knowledge is, on Dr. Clark’s position, entirely different from the
mode of human knowledge. And, furthermore, the Complaint speaks of Dr.
Clark’s position as implying that divine knowledge could be resolved into distinct propositions (p. 5, col. 2).
If the Complaint does not mean to charge Dr. Clark with holding that
truth exists in the divine mind in propositional form, it must be admitted, however, that the Complaint has been very distinctly unfortunate in its use of
terms at this point. The impression most liable to be created by the language
of the Complaint is that the complainants charge Dr. Clark with holding that
truth exists in the divine mind in propositional form.
But lest the intent of the Complaint should be misunderstood and lest
justice should not be done to what the Complainants have in mind, this minority
report interprets the meaning of the Complaint to be that truth in the divine
mind consists, for Dr. Clark, in an infinite series of items which can be resolved
into propositions. If the allegation of the Complaint is understood in this
sense, the minority believes the stenographic record will bear out the allegation.
In the quotations and citations from the stenographic record which
follow it must be understood that Dr. Clark’s use of the word “proposition” as
applied to the divine mind is not regarded as implying that the truth exists in
the divine mind in propositional form but rather that Dr. Clark has used the
word “proposition” to denote the truth in the divine mind which is expressed or
is expressible to us in the form of a proposition. It is in this sense, it is believed, Dr. Clark used the word when speaking of truth in the divine mind and
it is in this sense that the use of the word “proposition” is being understood in
the allegation of the Complaint. It is in this sense also the word is to be understood in the argument of this part of the report.
The evidence esteemed to bear out the allegation of the Complaint, thus
understood, is a s follows:
(1) On being asked the question, “Is all truth in the mind of God,
capable of being addressed (expressed) in propositions intelligent to the‘ mind
of man?”, Dr. Clark answers, “I would no (not) know what the word: truth’
meant unless as a quality of a proposition. I cannot conceive of anything that
is of (a) truth that is not a proposition” (2:16ff). It should be noted that this
question concerns “all truth in the mind of God.” It is in such a context that
Dr. Clark replies that truth has no meaning for him except as a quality of a
proposition and that he cannot conceive of anything that is a truth that is not
a proposition.
Again Dr. Clark answers: “I have already stated there will always be
propositions that man will not know and furthermore, if omniscience is supposed
to be not only the proposition that God knows, but his manner of knowing them,
naturally, we shall never have any knowledge in that manner” (3:6-10). There
will always .be, it is said, .propositions that man will not know. They must
therefore be propositions in the divine mind and propositions that Will never
enter the human mind. In this connection the following references in the stenographic record should also be consulted: 290-13; 9:5-24; 20:9-13; 22:14-23;
33 :1-24; 37 t1-9.
(2) Dr. Clark’s answers with respect to the meaning of t i e incomprehensibility of God serve to confirm the allegation. “By the incomprehensibility of God I mean-that
God knows-he knows every propositions (omit the
final s) and that those propositions are infinite in number and that we shall not
exhaust them when he reveals them to US, one at a time” (27:16ff). “The meanof God is that
ing which I give to the word or phraseology-incomprehensibility
in a sense, he sees all propositions and that there are an infinite number of
propositions and the infinite number cannot be indicated and known by us who
are temporal creatures” (37 :16ff).
In relation to the question, namely, truth in the mind of God there are
the following elements in Dr. Clark’s statement of incomprehensibility.
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(a) There is a n infinite number of propositions in the divine mind.
(b) God knows all these propositions.
(c) This infinite number will never be known by us-we shall not exhaust
them when they are revealed one at a time.
It is apparent that the infinite number and the knowledge of this infinite number have reference exclusively to truth in the mind of God for such
predications do not belong to us. It follows therefore that for Dr. Clark all
truth in the mind of God must be conceived of in terms of an infinite number
of propositions.
So the allegation that truth in the mind of God must be conceived of
in terms of propositions, understood in the sense defined above, does appear
to be borne out by the stenographic record.
It should be understood that this conclusion is that deemed warranted
by the evidence contained in the stenographic record. It is not contended that
this is necessarily Dr. Clark’s position. Other factors requiring modification of
this conclusion might appear if the interrogation had been continued. But again
it is necessary to be reminded that it is with the evidence provided by the stenographic record of the examination of July 7, 1944 that this report is concerned.
There is, however, one part of the stenographic record that appears to
contradict this conclusion. These are the statements in 27:23-28:21. It would
appear that the question asked in 27:23-2.8:4 is directly the question with which
we are now dealing, namely, whether truth in the mind of God is confined to
propositions. If so, then Dr. Clark’s answer is that he cannot undertake to
answer this question for he says, “I am not prepared for that question a t all.”
This would seem to be a complete refusal on Dr. Clark’s part to affirm what was
repeatedly affirmed in other places. But this can hardly be the case. For on
other occasions he is unequivocal in affirming that all truth in the mind of God
consists of propositions.
Closey examination of the question asked on 2793-28:4 will show however that the question being asked i s not whether all truth in the mind of Gqd
is capable of being expressed in propositions but rather “God apart from Hls
Creation, let us say, in His knowledge of Himself, is also confined in his knowledge, the (to) propositions which of themselves are necessarily finite.” It
should be distinctly noted that this is a question bearing upon the knowledge of
God. With respect to the knowledge of God Dr. Clark refrains from saying that
God is confined in His knowledge to propositions. His answer is, “You are trying to get me to define intuition, or intuitive knowledge. Now, Mr. Andrews
made a certain description of it which is satisfactory to me in ordinary conversations, but to make a definition, there is no possibility of mistaking such a tremendous job (of mistaking how tremendous a job it is). I am not prepared for
that question at all.”
The judgment of the minority is that this answer of Dr. Clark does n?t
contradict the other position taken by Dr. Clark, namely, that all truth in
the mind of God consists of a n infinite number of propositions. The reason for
this judgment is that when the word knowledge is used the mode of knowledge
or the manlier of knowing is brought into consideration as well as‘ the infinite
number of objects known. Dr. Clark would therefore naturally have understood
tne question to concern a definition of the method of knowing, and to define
God’s method of knowing, namely, intuition, is an entirely different matter
which he quite properly refuses to undertake. But quite consistently with that
refusal he could still maintain on his own definitions and assumptions that all
truth in the mind of God consists of an infinite number of propositions. For the
latter concerns simply the objects known and not the method of knowing.
Hence this part of the stenographic record, though it might at first appear to
contradict the allegation, does not necessarily do so.
Furthermore, this part of the stenographic record confirms the position
taken above that truth, for Dr. Clark, does not exist in the divine mind in propositional form but nevertheless consists of an .infinite number of items which
are expressible in propositions. The form in which truth exists in the divine
mind concerns the mode of God’s knowledge, but the infinite number of proposi-

tions concerns the objects of God’s knowledge. It is with the objects of God’s
knowledge that the allegation of the Complaint is concerned and Dr. Clark’s refusal to define the mode in no way affects the question with which the allegation deals. In Dr. Clark’s language the objects of God’s knowledge consist of
a n infinite number of propositions and God can reveal any one of these propositions to his creatures.
2. The Complaint alleges: “Dr. Clark holds that man’s knowledge of
any proposition, if it is really knowledge, is identical with God’s knowledge of
the same proposition.”
The Complaint i; this allegation cannot include the mode of knowledge
in the word “knowledge. For later on the Complaint acknowledges that Dr.
Clark “freely recognizes a fundamental difference between the mode of God’s
knowledge and that of man’s knowledge. . . . We gladly concede this point and
have reckoned with it in what has been said above” (p. 6, col. 2). It must
therefore be in some other sense that the word knowledge is used.
If the Complaint means by the word “knowledge” the object known,
then the allegation is undoubtedly correct. Dr. Clark makes clear that he knows
of only two points on this subject, the method of knowing and the object known.
The method of knowing as respects God and man, he says, is “entirely different.”
But the object known is the same for man as it is for God (18:16-23). It does
not appear however that the Complaint can mean by “knowledge” the object
known.
The minority comes to this conclusion on the following grounds.
(1) It is surely the proposition, in the esteem of the Complaint as
well as for Dr. Clark, that is the object known and if so the Complaint could
not speak of the knowledge of the proposition and mean by “knowledge” the
proposition itself. There must be a distinction between the knowledge and the
proposition. Otherwise the phrase “the knowledge of the proposition” would
have no meaning.
(2) Nowhere in the Complaint is it argued that the object of knowledge is different in respect of God and man. There is good reason to conclude
that the Complaint was not interested in contending that the object of knowledge is different and therefore not identical.
(3) The subsequent argument in the Complaint could hardly be conducted in the language used if the word “knowledge” were used as synonymous
.with the object known.
It must be concluded therefore that the word “knowledge” is being used
in this allegation not in the sense of the mode of knowledge, as understood by
the Complainants, nor in the sense of the object known, as understood by the
Complainants.
The minority does not find that the Complaint has made explicit the
sense in which the word “knowledge” is used, as distinguished from the mode
of knowledge, on the one hand, and the object known, on the other. This is a
regrettable defect especially since Dr. Clark made very plain that he knew of
only two points on this subject. Notwithstanding this defect it may be concluded that the Complaint means by knowledge the content of knowledge. The
,word “content” appears repeatedly in the Complaint and in the stenographic rec.ord (8:21; 9 : l ; 10:21; 11:l; 18:14; 53;21). The minority feels justified in consense in which the word “knowledge” is used, as distinguished from the mode
and object.
The issue therefore seems to be as follows: The method of knowledge
is entirely different-on this both Dr. Clark and the Complaint agree. The object of knowledge is the same-this Dr. Clark affirms and the Complaint does
not appear to call in question. The content of knowledge is different-on this
the Complaint is insistent and it contends that the doctrine of the incomprehensibility of God is radically impaired if the qualitative difference at this point is
denied or not jealously guarded.
It is precisely’ here that great difficulty emerges. The Complaint alleges
that for Dr. Clark the content of knowledge is identical in the case of God. and
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man. But Dr. Clark does not acknowledge the existence of content as distinct
from mode, on the one hand, and from the object known, on the other. He
knows of only two points-mode and object known. On this analysis it would
seem that the allegation of the Complaint cannot plead support from the transcript because nowhere in the transcript does Dr. Clark deal with the content.
How, it may be asked, can the contention of the Complaint, be maintained when
Dr. Clark says nothing respecting the identicalness or the difference of the content of knowledge ?
It appears to the minority, however, that what the Complaint means
by content, nr. Clark must have in mind and that he must include it either in
the mode of knowledge or in the object known. Furthermore it appears to the
minority that some further distinction than that intended by the Complaint on
its construction of the meaning and scope of the terms mode and object is demafided. Dr. Clark himself speaks of the knowledge of the proposition. He
speaks of God as knowing or seeing everything in its infinite relations at a
glance. There appear to be in this latter statement three elements-(1) knowing
o r seeing, (2) everything, (3) at a glance. “At a glance” surely applies to the
mode of knowledge, “everything” applies to the object known, and there remains
the actual “seeing” or “knowing.” In other words, there is the way in which
God sees, there is what God sees and there is the seeing itself. It appears to
be the third element that the Complaint means by content and it contends that
DI-. Clark .in this matter fails to make allowance for, and in fact denies, the
qualitative difference between the divine knowing or seeing and the human
knowing or seeing within the sphere of those propositions that man actually
knows.
The minority regards it as very important to maintain this difference
in the quality or character of God’s knowing a t every point, not only in connection with those things of which man is totally ignorant but also in connection with those objects of knowledge that are known-by man. This report maintains that when man knows the very truth yet his knowledge of that truth is
never to be equated with God’s knowledge of that same truth and that this difference respects not only the difference in mode of knowing but also the actual
knowing itself. It maintains in Scripture terms that God is perfect in knowledge and that this perfection that must be predicated of the divine knowledge
covers the whole of His knowledge and applies a t every point however infinitesimally small may be the point considered. This perfection can never be predicated of human knowledge however true that knowledge may be and however
identical it may be, as respects object, with that which is known by God. There
is therefore a quality of divine perfection that applies to the divine knowledge
at every point that can never be predicated of human knowledge at any point.
The minority therefore maintains that the Complaint is undoubtedly correct in
insisting upon the qualitative difference between the divine knowing and the
human knowing at every point where God’s knowledge and man’s knowledge
concern the same object. The perfection predicable of God’s knowledge is a
quality or character inhering in it or attaching to it that arises from God’s
transcendent and incommunicable perfection of being and attributes.
While the minority endorses the insistence of the Complaint at this
point and regards its contention as an *important element in the doctrine of
God’s incomprehensibility, the minority cannot conclude that the allegation of
the Complaint that Dr. Clark denies this qualitative difference is supported by
the evidence‘supplied by the stenographic record. The reason why the minority has arrived at this judgment is that it is not apparent that what the Complaint means by the content of knowledge Dr. Clark includes in the object
known. Two things are abundantly clear: (1) the allegation of the Complaint
must be based on what Dr. Clark repeatedly asserted with respect to the object known; (2) if what Dr. Clark says respecting the object known includes
what the Complaint means-by the content of knowledge, then the allegation of
the Complaint is supported by abundant evidence in the transcmpt,
It‘ is, l-iowever, at this point that the minority judges that it is not al

all certain that the Complaint is justified in assuming that what Dr. Clark says
respecting the object known must be regarded as applying to what the Complzint means by the content of knowledge. It appears that it is distinctly possible that what the Complaint means by content Dr. Clark includes under the
mode of knowledge. The minority cannot prove that this is the case. But so
far as the stenographic record is concerned it appears to be distinctly possible.
Furthermore, the other expressions which Dr.’ Clark uses in connection
with the inode of knowledge create the very distinct impression that he has
mure in mind in the use of the word “mode” than the Complainants have in
mind when they use that same word. In 3:9, 10 he speaks of God’s “manner
of knowing” propositions and says “we shall never have any knowledge in that
manner.” In 17 23-18 :2 Dr. Clark understands a question regarding “difference in kind between the knowledge of God, subjective, and the knowledge that
human beings have or possess” as a question that respects the difference of
mode which he says is entirely different. In 18:17ff. he uses the phrases
“method of knowledge-knowing” and “method of knowing” which, in the case
of God, is entirely different. In 27:6-9; 28:5-10 he accepts, for ordinary purposes, the formula “God sees everything in all its infinite relation(s), all at one
glance” as a description of God’s intuitive knowledge. In 53:15-19 he says that
our knowledge 04 a revealed proposition “does not make our knowledge so that
we are of the character of God’s knowing which we will never possess.” Finally
there is the very significant answer in 31:9, 10, where, in answer to a question
whether man knows a proposition exactly the same as God knows it, he says,
“No, I said the proposition is known, that is, a known proposition is the same
proposition, that is very different.”
It seems to the minority, as to the majority of this committee, that
there is evidence in favour of the conclusion that when Dr. Clark used the word
“mode” he understood the word in a much more inclusive sense than is intended by the use of the same word in the Complaint. No theological objection can
be urged against this inclusive use of the word, especially when dealing with
the divine knowledge. And while it is very important that the qualitative distinction between the divine knowledge and human knowledge be mantained
this distinctiveness can be preserved on the twofold division, provided the necessary elements are included under the word “mode.” Since this is so, it is possible that the qualitative difference between the divine knowledge and the human knowledge for which the Complaint contends and which the minority
heartily endorses and regards as a distinction jealously to be maintained may
be adequately and fully preserved on Dr. Clark’s construction simply because
he may include the knowin as well as the mode of knowing in what he calls the
mode or method of knowlefge. If so, then the qualitative difference is preserved
on Dr. Clark’s construction, because, the mode, he says, is entirely different.
On these grounds the minority concludes that this allegation is not
supported by the evidence contained in the stenographic record.
3. The Complaint alleges: “Dr. Clark does not base his doctrine of
incomprehensibility upon the distinction between God as infinite and man as
finite (cf. 45:24f), nor on the consideration that, if God were fully to reveal
himself to his creatures, the creatures would themselves have to be God (cf.
46:16ff.). It is based solely upon the judgment that man as a temporal being
cannot be conceived as receiving a n infinite number of revelations” (p. 6, col. 1).
In connection with this allegation the minority feels constrained to observe that the statement, “if God were fully to,,reveal himself to his creatures,
the creatures would themselves have to be God, is regrettably infelicitous. In
the fact that God’s knowledge is never revelational but essential a n absolute
distinction marks off the divine knowledge. The very fact of revelation draws
the line of distinction so that it is improper to speak even hypothetically and
for the sake of argument of a full divine self-revelation as implying that the
recipients would themselves have to be God. So it is not surprising that when
Dr. Clark was asked (46:16*ff.) whether he would subscribe to the statement,
“‘God cannot fully reveal hmself to his creatures’-because in that case, these
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cerning himself, is that correct?” the answer is, “We are temporal and we (will)
always be temporal and never will have everything revealed by God because
those two things go in conjunction, one with the other” (52:12ff.).
It is in the judgment of the minority rather obvious that Dr. Clark
when interrogated s s to the reason f o r God’s incomprehensibility repeatedly asserted that the reason resided in the fact that we are temporal creatures and
will always be temporal and that therefore we can never exhaust a n infinite
number of propositions. The transcript therefore evinces that this is the position of Dr. Clark as set forth in the stenographic record.
There is, however, one observation that needs to be made. It is in connection with Dr. Clark’s answer on page 46:2ff. The question addressed is,
“would you say just f o r that reason, because God is infinite and man is finite,

Conclusions

l
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The minority respectfully submits to the Thirteenth General Assembly
that in the judgment of the minority the doctrine of incomprehensibility presented by Dr. Clark to the Presbytery of Philadelphia on July 7, 1944, as set
forth in the stenographic record, is not such as would warrant the‘ Presbytery
of Philadelphia in sustaining the theological examination of Dr. Clark and in
proceeding on that basis to his licensure and ordination. It is the judgment of
the minority that the. Presbytery of Philadelphia erred in this particular and
was therefore remiss in failing to guard the purity and peace of the Church.
In arriving at this judgment the minority is not alleging that Dr. Clark is in
error and that he holds a doctrine of incomprehensibility at variance with the
Word of God and our subordinate standards. The question with which the
minority is concerned is the doctrine presented by Dr. Clark to the Presbytery.
The minority is not concerned with the doctrine Dr. Clark now holds or then
held. It is not concerned with the answers that would or could have been given
by Dr. Clark if the examination had been continued or had been conducted along
other lines. It is concerned with the statements made by Dr. Clark as constituting the evidence then available to the Presbytery on the basis of which the
decisions t o proceed to Dr. Clark’s licensure and ordination were taken. And
the minority submits as its judgmert that Dr. Clark’s answers and statements
regarding this point of doctrine were not such as would warrant positive decision and action with reference to licensure and ordination.
Thz grounds upon which the minority bases this judgment are as
follows :
(1) On two occasions, as quoted in this report already, Dr. Clark
stated what he understood the incomprehensibility of God to mean (27:18ff.;
37:16ff.). It is that God knows all the propositions, that they are infinite in
number and that, because we are temporal creatur?s, we shall not exhaust them
when he reveals them to us one at a time. This statement is deemed inadequate
for the following reasons:
( a ) In connection with the incomprehensibility of God it a t best
states it in terms simply of the knowledge that God has. .It should be understood
that the knowledge Gpd has of himself and of all things is a n important element
in his incomprehensibility from whatever aspect that knowledge is viewed. But it
appears quite an inadequate view or statement of incomprehmsibility to regarci
it simply from the aspect of the knowledge of God in relation to our knowledge.
It is thought rather that the incomprehensibility of God should be stated in
terms of the transcendent glory and mystery of the being, relations, perfections
and counsel of God. The knowledge of God is but one aspect of that transcendent mystery. It is deemed to be a fundamental datum of theological thinking
and of true faith that when the concept of incomprehensibility is mentioned the
mind immediately fixes upon the sum total of God’s glory and perfections and,
when we are asked to give a statement with reference to it, it is in terms of
the incomprehensible mystery of God’s being, perfections and counsel that the
statement is made. Especially should this be the case in a theological examinatioii such as is required in our Church for licensure and ordination. What is
missed in the answers given is a satisfactory and unequivocal expression of this
fundamental datum: Since the interrogation was directed SO pointedly to this
matter it should be expected that the candidate would give direct, explicit and
spontaneous expression to this fundamental element of thought and of faith.
The minority deems it an error on the part of the Presbytery of Philadelphia that it failed to elicit from Dr. Clark a statement along these lines before proceeding to licensure and ordination.
(b) The stenographic record shows that Dr. Clark does not claim
to be able to prove from Scnpture that all truth in the mind of God is capable
of being expressed in propositions. Yet in the statement made with reference
to the meaning of incomprehensibility it is this formula that is used. It will
surely be conceded that it is unsatisfactory to state the doctrine of God’s incomprehensibility in terms of a formula that is not itself derived from the
(76)

teaching of Scripture. Even should it be granted that incomprehensibility is to
be stated in terms of God’s knowledge and therefoEe limited to that aspect of
God’s perfection, this manner of stating the incomprehensibility of God’s knowledge would not be satisfactory. For by what warrant may we affirm that the
objects of God’s knowledge consists of an infipite ,number of “items” expressible
in propositions ?
In defense of Dr. Clark’s answers before the Presbytery it might be
said that the interrogetion gave a very unhappy direction to the examination
and to Dr. Clark’s thought as it was focused on the question af incomprehensibility. The minority is willing to grant that this may well have been the case
and that Dr. Clark’s mind may have been directed into channels along which
he could not readily have given a more comprehensive and adequate statement
respecting God’s incomprehensibility. In such a case one cannot but appreciate
the psychological difficulty. But if this was the case it must be remembered
that the Presbytery was ultimately responsible and the Presbytery cannot be relieved of its responsibility to have secured from Dr. Clark an adequate statement on incomprehensibility by laying the blame for the inadequacy of Dr.
Clark’s answers upon the direction given to the interrogation. On this assumption the Presbytery should have insured that the interrogation would have been
given a direction in which it would have been natural for Dr. Clark to give
adequate answers.
(2) The minority cannot regard the Presbytery of Philadelphia as
free from fault in not pressing to a satisfactory clarification and issue the
characteristic tendency of Dr. Clark to construe all truth in .the mind of God
in terms of an infinite number of propositions or, to be more exact, in terms
of an infinite number of “items” expressible in propositions. It appears to the
minority that on Dr. Clark’s construction all the objects of God’s knowledge
are of that character. This report does not contend that it is improper to speak
of the infinite number of God’s thoughts (cf. Ps. 40:5; 139:17, 18). Neither is
it contended that it is necessarily improper to speak of the infinite number of
propositions in the divine mind if we are thinking of the thoughts of God to
usward. But it appears a tremendous assumption without warrant from Scripture and therefore fraught with dangerous speculation impinging upon the doctrine of God to aver that all truth in the mind of God is capable of being expressed in propositions. It may be that Dr. Clark is using the word “truth”
in a very limited sense as meaning simply that within the compass of divine
knowledge which is expressible in propositions intelligible to man and therefore
not descriptive of all that comes within the compass of God’s knowledge. But
if so it will surely be granted that this is an unusual restriction of the meaning of the term, “all truth in the mind of God.’’ It would hardly be expected
in a theological examination. Consequently the Prmbytery of Philadelphia cannot be regarded, in the judgment of the minority, as having brought this question to a satisfactory issue in the examination. In view of the importance of
the questions involved this is deemed to have been mandatory.
(3) On a few occasions Dr. Clark was asked quite pointedly the question as to whether we could know God completely or have an exhaustive and
comprehensive knowledge of his attributes. It seems rather strange that the
amwer was not a direct and unhesitating negative. On being asked, “Can we
know the love of God fully and comprehend it fully?” The answer was, “I
don’t know what you mean-can we experience it, do you mean?’’ Then the
questioner became more explicit and emphatic: “NO, can we have a comprehensive and exhaustive knowledge, intellectual understanding of it-not just a
knowledge that God is love. Can we know the love of God comprehensively
and substantially (exhaustively) ?” The minority would expect that the answsr
to this question would have been an unqualified “No.” So it is perplexing to
find the answer to be, “The only kind of knowledge which I am familiar-is the
knowledge of the propositions, knowledge is the possession of truth, and the
only truth that I know anything about is-a proposition.
“If you are talking about something else, I don’t know just what you
are talking about” (see 22:lOff .)
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Again in answer to the question whether “in this life or the next, God’s
creatures will ever have the same knowledge of God that he has of himself”
the immediate answer is, “I think right now we have items of knowledge exactly identical, two plus two, equals four” (32:24fF.). Again we should have
expected a directly negative answer to the question. But the answer is in
terms of propositions known by both God and man (See also 52:8-11).
It must not be forgotten that Dr. Clark elsewhere emphatically asserts
that we shall never be able to comprehend God. It is not in the least contended
that the stenographic record leaves any doubt regarding this. For in answer
to the question, “Would you say that man would never comprehend God or
would you say that man cannot comprehend God, or, would you say both?” Dr.
Clark answers, “Oh, both-they seem to me to mean the same thing.” And
Dr. Clark says repeatedly that since we are temporal creatures we shall never
be able to exhaust the infinite number of propositions that God knows. Furthermore, his final answer to the question, whether the creatures will ever have the
same knowledge of God that he has of himself, is, “it is necessary to say that the
Bible indicates that we shall continue forever to learn” (33 :23f.) .
It still, however, appears strange that the pointed questions respecting
exhaustive knowledge were not answered with direct negatives. Dr. Clark had
taken the greatest care to make clear that in his judgment (and we think
rightly so) the object of knowledge was the same for God and for man. But
since on the occasions quoted above the questions were directed very pointedly
to the matter of comprehensive and exhaustive knowledge we should expect that
the Presbytery of Philadelphia would have required directly negative answers.
(4) Although it is not at all certain that Dr. Clark did not include
in what he meant by mode or method or manner or character of knowledge
what the Coniplainants are properly so jealous to maintain, namely, the qualitative distinction between the content of the divine knowledge and of the human, even when the object is identical, and though there is some evidence to
show that he does maintain this qualitative distinction yet it appears to this
minority that the Presbytery of Philadelphia erred in not continuing the examination to the point of ascertaining whether this distinctiveness characterizing
the divine knowledge was maintained by Dr. Clark. It should be understood
that the minority is not charging Dr. Clark with the error of not maintaining
this very important distincticn. It simply finds, since this question was repeatedly raised in the course of the examination, that the Presbytery does not
appear to have been alert to insure that the distinctiveness was maintained so
that no ground for dubiety would remain.
(5) Though Dr. Clark in the examination concerned very properly
states in connection with the infinity of God that God is not limited or bounded
by anything outside himself (11 :6,17,18; 14:15-21) and though full account must
be taken of this in any evaluation of Dr. Clark’s position as set forth in the
stenographic record, yet appeal is made to the infinite series in mathematics
(11:28,24; 15:19-23; 21:13-16) as providing us with an example of how we may
easily understand what is infinite. It should be noted that this appeal is made
in contexts that deal with the infinity of God. It appears to the minority that,
when dealing with the infinity of God, a sharp line of distinction should be
drawn between God’s infinity and the infinity of which we speak in connection
with created things. There is nothing absolutl infinite but God. The infinity
of mathematical series is that of non tot quin prura, not so many but that there
can be more. To argue from our understanding of an infinite series in mathematics to our understanding of God’s infinity is to cqnfuse what should be
jealously distinguished and it is t o apply to God’s infimty a category in terms
of which it cannot be understood. The Presbytery of Philadelphia ought surely
to have manifested jealously for the maintenance of this distinction.
(6) In the judgment of this minority there is a n Important distinction
between the incomprehensibility of God, on the one hand, and our complete dependence upon revelation for any knowledge of God, on the other. This distinction appears to be blurred in the examination. In answer to the questlon,
“How then are there any judgments and ways past finding out?”, Dr. Clark

replies, “I ~ o u l dexplain that by saying no endeavor on our part can discover
certain truths about God but these truths can‘ be obtained only by revelations
(omit s) and we cannot solve (search)’ them out on our own incentive, on our
own steam-if
I may use that phrase” (20:7-13). The incomprehensibility of
God applies to those truths in connection with which God has given us the fullest revelation and so our complete dependence upon revelation for all knowledge
is not in the least t o be identified with incomprehensibility. We are dependent
upon revelation but when God reveals truth to us then we know that truth
which- we could never know by our own speculation o r searching. The unsearchable, on this meaning, becomes known by revelation. But the incomprehensibility of God never becomes known in the sense in which the unsearchable becomes known through revelation. In fact the more we expand the circle of
our knowledge through revelation the more we increase the circumference of our
contact with the incomprehensibility of God. The Presbytery of Philadelphia
should have been alert to this distiiiction and should have proceeded from Dr.
Clark’s answer to make sure that the two doctrines were carefully and clearly
maintained in their distinctiveness.
This final point in the judgment respecting failure on the part of the
Presbytery of Philadelphia is closely related to the first. The concept of incomprehensibility developed by Dr. Clark in the examination, as reported in the
record, conveys the notion that the incomprehensibility of God consists in the
fact that there is an infinite number of unrevealed propositions and that this
number will never be exhausted. This can well be coordinated with the notion
of unsearchability expressed in the stenographic record (20:9-13). For it would
mean simply that there is an infinite number of propositions that we cannot discover on our own incentive, But this is not by any means to be identified with
the doctrine of incomprehensibility.

111. Divine Sovereignty and Human Responsibility
In dealing with that portion of the Complaint that concerns “the relation of divine sovereignty and human responsibility to each other” it needs
to be pointed out that there is very little that is relevant to this question in
the stenographic record. The Complaint cites only two passages (3:ll-4:7;
47:13-16). The Complaint bases its argument upon the article “Determinism
and Responsibility” by Dr. Clark, published in the issue of The Evangelical
Quarterly for January, 1932, and avers that considerable attention was given to
this question in the first examination and that reference was then made to the
aforesaid article (p. 10, col. 3).
The minority would call attention to a contradiction in the Complaint
in this connection. In the concluding paragraph of the Complaint the complainants request that the Presbytery acknowledge that various views of Dr.
Clark as set forth in the meeting of July 7, 1944, “with which this Complaint
is concerned, are in error and in conflict with the constitutional requirements
for licensure arid ordination” (p. 15, col. 3). But in the part of the Complaint
that deals with divine sovereignty and responsibility the argument of the Complaint is based upon what is alleged to have occurred at another meeting of the
Presbytery.
The minority is in doubt as to the effect of this contradiction. But
since the Twelfth General Assembly directed the committee to consider the doctrinal portion of the Complaint&and since this is part of the doctrinal portion,
the minority regards it as part of its commission t o study this part also.
The minority is proceeding OR the assumption that certain relevant
parts of the article “Determinism and Responsibility” were brought to the attention of the Presbytery of Philadelphia in the first examination and this report deals with the parts of the article with which the Complaint is concerned.
At the outset it may be stated that the minority regards the following
points of doctrine as important and basic to any t r e a e e n t of this question.
1. God is sovereign and in the exercise of his sovereignty foreordains whatsoever comes to pass.
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2. Human responsibility rests upon divine sovereignty.
3. Human responsibility inheres in the fact that man is a free moral agent.
4. God’s foreordination of mans’ free acts does not deprive man of his
free agency and responsibility. Though predetermination arises from the divine decree and though certainty of occurrence is effected in the divine providence, yet the decree is executed in the divine providence in such a way that
freedom and responsibility are not im aired or destroyed. The free agency of
man is the means through which the cfecree is executed in the divine providence
and so free agency operates within the sphere of the foreordained providence
of God.
5. It surpasses human understanding to discern how the foreordination of
God as executed in‘His providence, on the one hand, and the free agency of man,
on the other, operate so that the one does not interfere with or curtail the other.
6 . The believer accepts both truths and rests in the conviction that there
is no contradiction, even though it surpasses his power of analysis to understand
how both perfectly cohere in the all-comprehending providence of God.
Dr. Clark maintains, in the article cited, that Calvinistic determinism is
consistent with responsibility. In this he is without question correct. He also
holds to free agency in the sense that a man is a free moral agent when he acts
in conformity with his nature (op. cit., p. 16). But he also holds that the concept of freedom introduced to guarantee responsibility is useless (p. 22). It
would appear that Dr. Clark includes in this concept of freedom that is useless
as a guarantee of responsibility not only the freedom of contrary choice, which
he rightly rejects but also the concept of free agency, which he properly espouses. For he says: “it is well to note and emphasize that the reason-and
has anyone f w n d any other real basic reason?-for introducing the concept of
freedom, either in its most extreme form of power of contrary choice or in some
more modified form, is to hold man morally responsible” (p. 16). He then proceeds to argue: “Could it be shown that man’s responsibility does not necessarily
depend upon freedom, theology would be freed from an annoying problem.”
These quotations show that when Dr. Clark says that the concept of freedom
introduced to guarantee responsibility is useless he means not only the freedom
of contrary choice but also the freedom of free agency defined above.
The intent of Dr. Clark is therefore to show that responsibility does
not depend upon freedom and it is on the basis of this disjuncture that he
claims to harmonize determinism and responsibility on the basis of Calvinistic
Christianity. The solution, Dr. Clark avers, resides in the fact that a man is
responsible because he may be justly punished by God. “This definitional truth
is the key to the explanation of why a man is responsible for the act God determined him to do” (p. 20). “God is sovereign; whatever He does is just, for
this very reason, because He does it. If He punishes a man, the man is punished justly and hence the man is responsible” (p. 21). Hence, according to
Dr. Clark, the inscrutable mystery so often regarded as associated with divine
sovereignty and human responsibility has been solved.
The minority cannot regard Dr. Clark’s analysis as a solution of the
problem for the following reasons:
(1) The question of free agency is integral to the question discussed, for
responsibility rests upon or inheres in free agency. Only a free moral agent
can be morally responsible.
(2) It is no solution of a problem*to eliminate one of the factors which
enter into the situation.
(3) Dr. Clark has eliminated free agency as not germane to tlie question
because In his esteem responsibility does not depend upon free agency.
Dr. Clark would apparently allow that if responsibility depends upon
free agency then the problem would remain. The minority regards the disjuncture made by Dr. Clark as impossible and therefore regards the problem
as persisting.
Dr. Clark’s statements to the effect that, whatever God does is just
and, if He punishes n man, the man is puiushed justly and 1s therefore responsible, are profoundly true in themselves. But the minority regards the
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Statement that man is responsible becauke free as equally true. and strictly relevant to the question concerned. Implied in the very statement, “God punishes
a man” is the free moral agency of man. The free moral agency is presupposed
in the punishment inflicted.
Dr. Clark’s analysis and alleged solution are deemed therefore to be
fallacious. In the judgment of the minority the fallacy of the analysis and
alleged solutior. is in the category of error of which the Presbytery of Philadelphia should have taken cognizance in the examinations for licensure and ordination. The error consists in Dr. Clark’s failure to base responsibility upon free
moral agency and by false argument claiming to solve the mystery associated
with divine sovereignty and human responsibility.
I t is necessary to point out, however, that the minority cannot endorse
some of the allegations of the Complaint. For example: “The most charitable,
and no doubt the correct, explanation is that Dr. Clark has come under the spell
of rationalhm. I t is difficult indeed to escape the conclusion that by his refusal
to permit the scriptural teaching of divine sovereignty and the scriptural teaching of human responsibility to stand alongside each other and by his claim that
he has fully reconciled them with each other before the bar of human reason Dr.
Clark has fallen into the error of rationalism” (p. 12, col. 1 ) . Dr. Clark has
indeed fallen into the error of eliminating from a situation one factor which is
most pertinent and basic. His logical analysis was at fault and his theological
constructioli of certain elements of truth erroneous. But such errors do not
necessarily betray rationalism. Again the Complaint says that Dr. Clark’s
“rationalism leaves room a t best for only a temporary subjection of human
reason to the divine Word” (idem). This charge can scarcely be regarded as
justifiable. In the article concerned, Dr. Clark was dealing strictly with data
of divine revelation, namely, divine sovereignty, human responsibility, and free
agency. In dealing with these elements his error consisted in failure to bring
them into proper correlation with one another and therefore of doing prejudice
to the truth involved in their proper correlation. But in the judgment of the
minority, this error cannot justly be described as subjecting the divine Word to
human reason. Faulty reasoning is not necessarily described as rationalism
though faulty reasoning may lead to rationalism or may proceed from it. The
error involved has serious consequences for theological development and for
practical application but, in the judgment of the minority, it need not be labeled
as rationalism and as a subjection of the divine Word to human reason.

General Observations
The minority would respectfully draw the attention of the Thirteenth
General Assembly to the fact that the questions with which this report of the
minority is concerned, as wdl as the latter part of the report of the Committee
on the matter of the free offer of salvation to the reprobate, relate to a phase
of Christian thought and teaching that is of grave concern. to our Church,
namely, the place that the transcendent mystery of God’s being, perfections,
counsel and will should occupy both in our thinking and in our theology. It is
basically for the reason that adequate recognition does not appear to have been
given to this truth in the evidence with which this report is concerned that the
minority has felt constrained to submit this report. The minority report, therefore, is’ not concerned simply with phases of truth which stand in no immediate
relation to one another but rather with phases which concern a fundamental
datum of Christian thought and devotion. It is the Jcudgment of the minority
that the Presbytery of Philadelphia did not evince the .requisi.te jealousy in respect of this fundamental datum and that. the adjudication wh1Fh the Thirteenth
General Assembly will be called upon to give anent the Complaint must be based
upon careful consideration of this central question.
Respectfully submitted,

JOHN MURRAY‘

It was moved that while this General Assembly does not find that all the
alle ations and arguments of the “Complaint against Actions of the Presbytery
of #hiladelphia in the Matter of the Licensure and Ordination of Dr. Gordon H.
Clark” are supported by the relevant evidence, nevertheless, i n , respect of the
iiiatter complained against, this Assembly does find that there is ground for
complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia and declares that the Presbytery of Philadelphia at its meeting Qn July 7, 1944, erred in the decision to sustain the examination in theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark, in the decision to proceed to license Candidate Gordon H. Clark to preach the gospel, in the action of
licensing him, in the decision to deem the examination sufficient for ordination,
and in the decision to ordain Dr. Gordon H. Clark at a subsequent meeting of
the Presbytery called for that purpose.
It was moved that the above motion be considered seriatim.
The Assembly recessed a t 5:47 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Holkeboer.
THURSDAY, MAY 23rd
Thiirsday Morning

I

A devotional service, conducted by the Rev. Walter J. Magee, was held at
9:05 a. m.
The Assembly was called to order by the Moderator at 9:29 a. m. and
opened with prayer by Mr. DeWaard.
The minutes of May 22nd were read and approved as corrected.
The Moderator made the following rulings:
(1) .No member of the Assembly who is a member of the Presbytery
of Philadelphia shall be permitted to vote on motions which concern the disposition of the Complaint.

(2) No member of the Assembly who, though no longer a member of
the Presbytery of Philadelphia, was a member of that judicatory within the
period from July 7, 1944 to March 19, 1945, and who participated in the decisions and actions concerning the licensure and ordination of Dr. Clark which
have been complained of, or the actions and decisions concerning the disposition
of the Complaint, shall be permitted to vote on motions which concern the
disposition of the Complaint.
(3) .Motions framing the disposition of the matter are a participation
in the disposition of the matter.
The motion that the question on the floor be considered seriatim was
carried.
It was moved that the first part of the motion, viz., the part ending with
the words “erred in the decision to sustain the examination in theology of Dr.
Gordon H. Clark,” be adopted.
It was moved as a substitute that in view of the consideration of the report of the Committee we dismiss-the Complaint.
The Moderator ruled this motion out of order. On appeal the Moderator
was sustained.
It was moved to amend the motion on the floor to read as follows: While
this General Assembly does not find that the allegation of the “Complaint
against Actions of the Presbytery of Philadelphia in the Matter of the Licensure
and Ordination of Dr. Gordon H. Clark,” that Dr. Clark’s views a s propounded
to the Presbytery were in serious error, is supported by the relevant evidence,
nevertheless, in respect of the matter complained against, this Assembly does find
that there is ground for complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia and
declares that the Presbytery of Philadelphia at its meeting on July 7, 1944, erred
in the decision to sustain the examination in theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark.
The Moderator ruled that Mr. Kuiper’s remarks on the question were
in order. Appeal was made from the ruling. On motion a standing vote was
taken and the ruling of the Moderator was sustained.
(82)

The Assembly recessed at 12:20 p,. m., and was led in prayer’ by Mr.
Bruce Coie.
Thursday Afternoon
The Asdmbly reconvened at 1:55 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. Bohn.
The Moderator requested Mr. Galbraith to take the chair.
It was moved and carried that after the recess at 5:15 p. m. the Assembly
reconvene at 8:35 p. m.
The Assembly recessed a t 5:15 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. Knowles.
Thursday Evening
The Rev. Bruce F. Hunt presided at a popular meeting held at 7:30 p. m.
The sermon was preached by the Rev. Dean W. Adair, whose text was Colossians 3:l.
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The Assembly was reconvened by the Moderator at 8:44 p. m., and was led
in prayer by Mr. Smith.
The Moderator read the following cablegram:
Praying for General Assembly. Greetings to the Church. Regret cannot
attend.
Eritrean Missionaries.
The Moderator also announced that the Rev. Egbert W. Andrews sends his
greetings from China.
It was moved that recess be made the order of the day for 1O:OO p. m.
It was moved as a substitute that the Assembly remain in session until
the matter, in hand is closed.
It was moved and carried to lay the matter of recess on the table.
The Moderator ruled to be in order Mr. Sloat’s reference to “The Answer”
as elucidating the evidence which was before the Presbytery of PhiladeIphia on
$uly 7, 1944.
Appeal was made from the ruling of the Moderator. The ruling was
sustained.
It was moved that the Assembly recess to meet again at 9:00 a. m., Friday morning.
The Moderator ruled that the motion to recess was in order. ,On appeal the
ruling of the Moderator was sustained. The motion was defeated.
The Moderator requested Mr. Kellogg to take the chair.
The previous question was moved.
The Moderator ruled that all members of the Assembly may vote. On appeal the ruling of the Moderator was not sustained. The motion for the previous question was defeated.
On motion the Assembly recessed a t 1252 a. m., May 24th, and was led
in prayer by Mr. Gaffin.

FRIDAY, MAY 24th
Friday Morning
-4 devotional service, conducted by the Rev. Glenn R. Coie, was held at
9:03 a. m.
The Assembly was called to order by the Moderator at 9:29 a. m. and
opened with prayer by Mr. Verhage.
The Moderator requested Mr. Adair to take the chair.
The minutes of the sessions beginning on May 23rd were read and approved
as corrected.
It ivas moved that the order of the day for 4:16 p. m. be omitted. The
Moderator ruled the motion out of order. On appeal the ruling of the Moderator was not sustained. The motion was defeated.
The Assembly recessed at 12:20 p. m. and was led in prayer by Mr. Knowles.
Friday Afternoon
The Assembly was reconvehed by the Moderator a t 1 5 2 p. m., and wag
led in prayer by Mr. Albright. -.
I

~

t

, I t was moved and carried t o amend the amendment on the floor, and the
amendment’was carried, so that the main motion was put into the following
form: With .respect to the “Complaint against Actions of the Presbytery of
Philadelphia In the Matter of the Licensure and Ordination of Dr. Gordon H.
Clark,” this Assembly finds that there is ground for complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia and declaris that ,the Presbytery of Philadelphia, at it3
meetillg on July 7, 1944, erred in the decision to sustain the examination in
theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark.
It was moved and carried as a n amendment to strike out the words “With
respect to the ‘Complaint against Actions of the Presbytery of Philadelphia in
the Matter of the Licensure and Ordination of Dr. Gozdon H. Clark.”’ and to
begin the motion with the words “This Assembly . .
The Moderator requested Mr. Galbraith to take the chair.
The prevlous question was moved. The Moderator ruled that all the members of the Assembly might vote. The ruling was appealed and was not sustained. The previous question was carried.
The first part of the motion on the floor (this Assembly finds that the Presbytery of Philadelphia . . . erred) “in the decision to sustain the examination in
theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark,” was defeated.
The followin requested that their affirmative votes be recorded: Messrs.
Murray, DeWaa.r$, Andreas, William Young, Tucker, Verhage, Rankin, Robert
Graham, Heerema, Hills, Skilton, Nonhof, Magee, Zandstra, and Willis.
It was moved to adopt the second part of the motion.
The previous question was moved.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
At 4:15 p. m., according to the order of the day, a n historical address in
commemoration of the Tenth Anniversary of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
was delivered by the Rev. Calvin K. Cummings on the subject, “A Kingdom of
Truth,” based on John 18:37, “Jesus answered, Thou sayest that I am a king.
To this end was I born, and for this cause came I into the world, that I should
bear witness unto the truth. Every one that is of the truth heareth my voice.”
The Assembly recessed at 5 2 6 p. m., and was led in prayer by the
Moderator.
Friday Evening
The Assembly reconvened at 7:37 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. Olson.
The previous question was defeated.
The second part of the motion on the floor, (This Assembly finds that the
Presbytery of Philadelphia . . erred) “in the $cision to proceed to license Candidate Gordon H. Clark to preach the gospel, was defeated.
The following requested that their affirmative votes be recorded: Messrs.
Nurray, R. Graham, MacGibbon, Kills, Heerema, Zandstra, Rankin, Andreas,
Verhage, Willis, MT.Young, Magee and Nonhof.
It was moved to adopt the third part of the motion.
The third part of the motion on the floor, (This Assembly finds that the
Presbytery of Philadelphia . . . erred) “in the action of licensing him” (i. e.,
Dr. Gordon H. Clark), was defeated.
The following requested that their affirmative votes be recorded: Messrs.
Murray, Zandstra, Hills, MacGibbon, Heerema, Magee and Nonhof.
It was moved to adopt the fourth part of the motion on the floor, (This
. erred) “in the decision
Assembly f i d s that the Presbytery of Philadelpha
to deem the examination sufficient for ordination.”
It was moved to amend the motion by adding to the fourth part, after the
words “sufficient for ordination,” the following: “in that the Presbytery of
Philadelphia failed to observe the plain intent of the provisions of Form of
Government (XIV, 1, and XV, ll), in circumstances which made the propriety
of these provisions apparent.”
The Moderator requested Mr. Galbraith to take the chair.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
The previous question was moved and carried.
The amendment to the motion was carried.
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The previous question was moved and carried.
The motion was carried, i. e., to adopt the fourth part of the motion on
the floor as amended.
It was moved to adopt the fifth and last part of the motion on the floor.
It was moved and carried that the,motion be amended by adding the words
“in t h a t the Presbytery of Philadelphia failed to observe the plain intent of the
pravisions of. the Form of Government (XIV, 1, and XV, ll), in circumstances
which made the propriety of these provisions apparent.”
The amended motion was carried. The motion as carried is as follows:
This Assembly finds that there is ground for complaint against the Presbytery
of Philadelphia and declares that the Presbytery of Philadelphia, at its meeting
on July 7, 1944, erred in the decision to deem the examination sufficient f o r
ordination, and in the decision t o ordain Dr. Gordon H. Clark at a subsequent
meeting of the6,Presbytery called for that purpose, in that the Presbytery of
Philadelphia failed to observe the plain intent of the provisions of the Form of
Government (XIV, 1, and XV, ll), in circumstances whish made the propriety
of these provisions apparent.
On motion the Assembly recessed at 11:31 p. m., and was led in prayer by
Mr. Price.

I

SATURDAY, MAY 25th
Saturday Morning
A devotional service, conducted by the Rev. LeRoy B. Oliver, was held at
9:00 a. m.
The Assembly was called to order by the Moderator at 9:17 a. m., and was
opened with prayer by Dr. William Young.
The minutes of May 24th were read and approved as corrected.
It was moved that recommendation number seven of the Committee on
Christian Education be adopted.
The previous question was moved and carried.
Recommendation number seven was adopted.
It was moved that the Assembly instruct the Committee on Christian Education to desist from the preparation, publication and promulgation of Christy
mas and other dramatizations. The motion was defeated. Messrs. Murray,
Rankin, Bradford, Nonhof, Magee and W. Young requested that their affirmative votes be recorded.
On motion the report of the Committee on Presbyterial Recbrds was presented. The report is as follows:
The Committee on Presbyterial Records has examined the minutes of all
the presbyteries and has found them to be in order. The committee recommends that the Assembly approve the minutes of the presbyteries.
Respectfully submitted,
R. B. BROWN, Chairman
On motion the recommendation of the committee was adopted.

It was moved and carried that- the Assembly express its thanks to the
Rev. Calvin K. Cummings in appreciation of the historical address delivered by

him in commemoration of the forthcoming tenth anniversary of The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church.
The report of the Committee on the Sale of Standards was presented by
Dr. Strong. The report is as follows:

COMMITTEE ON THE SALE O F STANDARDS
Statement of Cash Receipts and Disbursements
May 10, 1945, to May 10, 1946
Balance on Hand, May 10, 1945
Received to May 10, 1946
Expended for Postage

-

-

Balance on Hand, May 10, 1946

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-- --

-

-

-

-*

-

- $184.15
13.50
-

197.65
.26

-

$197.39
R. STRONG

It was moved a n i carried that the Committee on the Sale of Standards be
continued.
On motion Mr. Sloat was given the floor to make a statement.
The Moderator ruled that Mr. Sloat was in order. Appeal was made from
the ruling. The ruling was sustained.
The Committee on the Date and Place of the Fourteenth General Assembly
reported, and recommended that the Fourteenth General Assembly convene on
Tuesday, May 20, 1947 at Cedar Grove, Wisconsin.
On‘motion the following amended form of the recommendation of the committee was ado ted: That the Fourteenth General Assembly convene on Thursday, May 22, &47 a t Cedar Grove, Wisconsin.
It was moved and carried that the order of the day be recess at 12:30 p.
m., and that the Assembly reconvene at 2:OO p. m.
The Assembly recessed a 12:32 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. John
Gray.
Saturday Afternoon
The Assembly reconvened at 2:03 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Elliott.
The report of the Committee on the Work of the Evangelist was considered.
(See Minutes of the Twelfth General Assembly, pp. 71ff).
It was moved that the first recommendation of the committee be adopted.
It was moved a s an amendment to strike out the words “in any respect,”
contained in the proposed Chapter XIX, Section 2.
.
On motion Mr. Thompson, chairman of the committee, was given the privilege of the floor.
The Moderator requested Mr. Galbraith to take the chair.
The motion to adopt the first recommendation of the committee as amended
was adopted so that the following amendments to the Form of Government were
proposed to the presbyteries for approval:
CHAPTER XVIII

OF THE WORK O F THE EVANGELIST
1. While the evidence available may not be sufficient to determine whether
the title “evangelist”, as used in the New Testament, has reference to persons
who exercise an office or function that is intended to be permanent in the New
Testament church or designates rather an office or function peculiar to the
apostolic age like that of apostle and prophet, yet the term evangelist remains
today a proper and useful one in the Christian church. The word evangelist
aptly describes one who is charged with the proclamation of the gospel. And
tIie title evangelist may properly be continued as a convenient designation of the
minister of the Word whose functions are not specifically those of the pastor or
of the teacher. The divine command to declare the glad tidings of salvation to
all men requires that the official ministry of the Word, committed to the visible
,
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church, embrace types of ministry that pastors or teachers cannot ordinarily perform because their specific duties restrict tine sphere of their labors. Those who
officially minister the Word in accordance with Christ’s institution but are neither
pastors nor teachers may most suitably be called evangelists.
2. The evangelist, in common with other ministers, is ordained to preach
the Word, to administer the sacraments, and to perform the other functions that
belong to the sacred office of the minister. Among the distinctive functions
which the evangeiist may properly perform are (a) the ministry of the gospel
in home or foreign mission fields; (b) the ministry of the gospel as stated supply or special preacher in churches to which he does not sustain the pastoral relation; ( c ) the ministry of the gospel as chaplain in institutions or in the
armed forces; (d) the ministry of the gospel in a n administrative capacity; and
(e) the ministry of the gospel through the press.
3. A minister who has been ordained as a pastor or teacher may become
an evangelist if he ceases to perform the function for which he was ordained
and undertakes the work of an evangelist, and a minister ordained as a n evangelist may become a pastor or teacher when called to perform either function.
Whei; a pastor o r teacher becomes an evangelist, or when an evangelist becomes a pastor or teacher, the presbytery of which he is a member shall take
formal cognizance of such change of function.

CHAPTER XIX

e

OF MINISTERS LABORING IN OTHER CHURCHES
An ordained minister of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church consistently
with his ordination vows and without prejudice to his ministerial standing, may
properly under certain circumstances and conditions labor in churches other
than those of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church. And a candidate for ordination who seeks or intends to labor in such churches may under certain circumstances and conditions be properly ordained as an evangelist by a presbytery
of the Church. Such labor may be distinctly missionary in its nature and. purpose in that it may provide the minister with the opportunity of ministering the
gospel to unbelievers and of promoting the cause which The Orthodox Presbyterian Church represents. Such labor may, in certain cases, be pastoral in that,
though not specifically pastoral within the meaning of the Form of Government,
it nevertheless may present The Orthodox ‘Presbyterian Church with the opportunity of providing other churches with pastoral ministrations which otherwise
they might not enjoy.
Mihile it is impossible to delineate all the circumstances and conditions under
which it may be proper for a minister of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church to
engage in such labor, nevertheless certain general principles, based upon the
Standards of the Church, must be adhered to in such cases.
(1) Ministers cannot undertake to labor in other churches if such labor
requires the performance of functions inconsistent with the ordination vows required of ministers and with the other provisions of the Standards of the Church.
They cannot undertake such work if the relationship requires that they preach
anything contrary to the system of truth taught in the Holy Scriptures or requires that they refrain from preaching the whole counsel of God. Such work
cannot be undertaken if the relationship requires them to conduct worship that
is not in accord with the Standards of the Church or that is contrary to these
Standards. Ministers cannot participate in the government of such churches if
such government is contrary to the principles of presbyterian government set
forth in these Standards. And such discipline as the relationship may require
thein to administer must be in accord with the principles of discipline set forth
in these Standards.
(2) Ministers who perform such labor cannot be regarded as under the
jurisdiction of the churches in which they serve. Jurisdiction over them belongs

exclusively to The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, and the churches concerned
should be fully cognizant of this fact.
(3) Though the churches in which such ministers labor are in no respect
under the jurisdiction of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, the presbyteries
and the general assembly of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church shall always
exercise oversight of the work being performed by such ministers and shall take
due care that the work being performed is consistent with the Standards of the
Church.
(4) Ministers may act as pastors of such churches provided none of the
foregoing conditions is violated in the assumption of such a responsibility.
(5) Presbyteries cannot install ministers as pastors of churches other
than those of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church.
(6) If ministers are installed as pastors under other auspices, the installation must not be such a s in any way prejudices the jurisdiction of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church cver them, or such as in any way suggests their
subjection to the jurisdiction of the churches in which they are being installed.
.It must be understood that such installation is possible only in unusual cases
and cannot take place if the installation formula prescribed by the church concerned is of such a character that it implies the subjection of the pastor to thc
government of the church in which he is being installed or to the government of
the denomination to which the church concerned belongs.
(7) The ultimate objective of all such labor cannot be anything less than
the establishment of such churches as churches of presbyterian persuasion, constitution and testimony, provided the churches concerned are not already such.
To make the objective less than this would be inconsistent with the profession
and vows made in ordination.
11. The appropriate renumbering of Chapters XVIII through XXIV inclusive of the Form of Government.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
On motion the second recommendation of the committee, viz., that the committee be discharged, was adopted.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly recess at 4 p. m. this afternoon to reconvene a t 1O:OO a. m., Monday, May 27th.
The following protest was read by Mr. Murray:
We, the undersigned, respectfully protest against the failure of this
General Assembly to find that there was ground for complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia and to declare that the Presbytery of Philadelphia at its
meeting on July 7, 1944, erred in the decision to sustain the examination in
theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark, in the decision to proceed to license Candidate
Gordon H. Clark to preach the gospel, and in the action of licensing him.
The grounds.upon which we protest against this failure of the General Assembly are:
(1) In our judgment satisfactory answers ‘respecting important questions of doctrine had not been given by Dr. Gordon H. Clark to the Presbytery
of Philadelphia in the theological examination required for licensure.
(2,) In our judgment the Presbytery of Philadelphia should have required satisfactory answers to these questions before sustaining the examination and before proceeding to licensure.
(3) In our judgment sufficient evidence had been presented to the
General Assembly that satisfactory answers on these important questions of doctrine had not been given by Dr. Clark to the Presbytery of Philadelphia. This
evidence was presented in the stenographic record of the examination in theology of Dr. Gordon H. Clark on July 7, 1944, in the “Complaint against Actions
of the Presbytery of Philadelphia,” in the report of the Committee elected by
the Twelfth General Assembly to study the. doctrinal portion of the Complaint
of certain members of the Presbytery of Philadelphia, and in the report of the
minority of the aforesaid Committee.
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(4) In our judgment, therefore, the General Assembly ought to have
found that there was ground for complaint a ainst the Presbytery of Philadelphia and ought to have declared that the Presfytery of Philadelphia at its meeting on July 7, 1944, erred in the decisions and actions referred to in this protest.

JOHN MURRAY
JOHN C. HILLS, Jr.
ROBERT H. GRAHAM
EDW. HEEREMA
MURRAY FORST THOMPSON
CORNELIUS VAN TIL .
.
(Alternate commissioner)
JOHN VERHAGE
EDWARD KELLOGG
JOHN C. RANKIN
LESLIE W. SLOAT
JOHN H. SKILTON
DAVID FREEMAN
G. A. ANDREAS
EDWARDS ELLIOTT
LeROY B. OLIVER
CHARLES L. SHOOK
WILLIAM YOUNG
RICHARD B. GAFFIN
GEORGE J. WILLIS
KELLY G. TUCKER
R. HEBER McILW-4INE
KED B. STONEHOUSE
R. B. KUIPER
JOHN P. CLELLAND
PAUL WOOLLEY
HEPRY A. HUIBREGTSE
EDWARD J. YOUNG
ARTHUR W. KUSCHKE, Jr.
HOWARD EVAN RUNNER
EUGENE BRADFORD
WM. E. WELMERS
WM. HARLLEE BORDEAUX
LEWIS J. GROTENHUIS
JOHN P. GALBRAITH
S. WARREN WINDLE
GEORGE W. MARSTON
(Alternate Commissioner)
JACK ZANDSTRA
CYRUS B. FERGUSON
WALTER J. MAGEE
(Alternate Commissioner)
MELVIN B. NONHOF
ROY MacGIBBON
JOHN J. DeWAARD
OSCAR HOLKEBOER
The Moderator ruled that Mr. Thompson, who has acted as a n alternate
commissioner to the Assembly representing the Calvary Orthodox Presbyterian
Church of Philadelphia, may sign the protest as an alternate even though Mr.
Runner, the commissioner from the above Church, also signs the protest.
On appeal the ruling of the Moderator was sustained.
The report of the Committee on the American Council of Christian ChuFchee
was presented by Mr. Clelland, chairman of the committee. The repo$ 1s as
follows:
The Committee on the American Council of Christian Churches reports
that it approached the American Council seeking light on the possibility of a
consultative relationship with that Council. It was informed that there was no
provision in their constitution for such a relationship. More recently the committee has been informed by the General Secretary of the Council that he and
the members of the Executive Committee would be glad to hold a conference
with our committee. However the committee has not met with the representatives of the American Council.
JOHN P. CLELLAND, Chairman
It was moved that the Assembly continue the committee, consisting of Commissioners Allen, Stonehouse and Clelland, and instruct that committee:
(a) To consult with the proper individuals or committee of the Christian Reformed Church concerning their attitude toward and relation to the National Association of Evangelicals;
(b) . To study the National Association of Evangelicals in “respect of
its constitution, practice and other aspects of this organization that might .bear
on our relationship to it;
(c) To report, to the Fourteenth General Assembly on the matter,
including a specific recommendation a s to whether or not the Church should affiliate itself with. this organization.
The Moderator ruled that this motion was in order. On appeal the ruling
of the Moderator was sustained.
r’
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It was moved and carried that the Assembly reconsider the motion concerning, the hour of recess.
It was moved and carried to substitute the words “6 p. m.” for the words
“4 p. m.” in the motion under consideration. The amended motion was carried.
On motion the Travel Fund Committee was instructed to grant travel
funds to those who have to leave the Assembly early.
It was moved and carried as’ an amendment to strike out section (c) of the
motion on the floor, and in section (b) to strike out the words “that might bear
on our relationship to it.”
The Moderator requested Mr. Galbraith to take the chair.
An amendment was moved and carried to add the words “(a) To continue
the investigation of the American Council of Christian Churches,” and to reletter sections (a) and (b) accordingly.
The Moderator ruled out of order discussion constituting investigation of
the American Council of Christian Churches and the National Association of
Evangelicals on the floor. On appeal the ruling of the Moderator was sustained.
An amendment was moved and carried that the name of Mr. Kuiper be
added to the committee as convener of the committee.
It was moved and carried as an amendment that the name of Mr. Hamilton
be added to the committee.
The motion as amended was carried.
The motion as finally adopted is a s follows:
That the Assembly continue the committee consisting of Mr. Kuiper, convener, and Messrs. Allen, Clelland, Hamilton and Stonehouse, and instruct that
committee
(a) To continue the investigation of the American Council of Christian
Churches,.
(b) To consult with the proper individual or committee of the Christian
Reformed Church concerning their attitude toward and relation to the National
Association of Evangelicals.
(c) To study the National Association of Evangelicals in respect of its
constitution, practice and other aspects of this organization.
It was moved and carried to amend the docket by taking up at once the
overture from the Presbytery of California concerning general assembly representation.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
It was moved that the following change in the Form of Government, requested in the overture, be proposed to the presbyteries for approval:
The deletion of Paragraph 2, Chapter XI of The Form of Government,
and the substitution of the following:
“The general Assembly shall consist of an equal number of ministers and elders from each presbytery in the proportion of one minister 8nd one elder for every three hundred communicant members or
fraction thereof within the presbytery, said commissioners to be elected
by the respective presbyteries.”
It was moved as a substitute to propose to the presbyteries for their approvd the following amendment to Chapter XI, Section 2 of The Form of Government: the deletion of the words “every minister and of one elder from every
particular church, and two or more elders from every collegiate church in
portion to the number of its pastors,’’ and the sub$tution of the words “tf%
ministers and three elders from every presbytery.
The Assembly recessed at 6:OO p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr. DeVelde.
MONDAY, MAY 27th
Monday Morning

A devotional service, conducted by the Moderator, was held at 1O:OO a. m.
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The Assembly was called t o order by the Moderator at 10:20 a. m. and
opened with prayer by Mr. Grotenhuis.
The minutes of May 25th were read and approved.
It was moved and carried as a substitute that a committee of three be appointed by the Moderator to study the question of general assembly representation, and be instructed to report to the Fourteenth General Assembly.
The amendment as substituted was carried.
The motion was carried.
The report of the Committee on Theological Education was presented by
Mr. Kuschke, chairman of the committee. The report is as follows:
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON THEOLOGICAL EDUCATION
ELECTED BY THE TWELFTH GENERAL, ASSEMBLY
Fathers and Brethren:
The Twelfth General Assembly directed that “the matter of theological
education, together with the reports of the Committee on Theological Education
(appointed by the Eleventh General Assembly) be referred to a committee of
five. to be elected by this Assembly, and to report to the Thirteenth General
Assembly.” (Minutes, p. 88).
We interpret this charge to mean that, like the Committee appointed by the
Eleventh General Assembly, we are “to study the extent of the responsibility
of the church in the matter of providing theological education and the manner
in which this responsibility should be discharged.” Nevertheless, it is our understanding that this does not imply that a completely new study was to be undertaken. Rather we are instructed t o evaluate this subject on the background of
the majority and minority reports and of the papers that were submitted with
them to the Twelfth General Assembly.
We are happy t o acknowledge our indebtedness to these reports and papers
and our utilization of them in our deliberations. Familiarity with them is assumed in the present report. We shall not undertake any detailed analysis of
these papers, either by way of a comprehensive indication of those features irl
them with which we agree or by way of an exhaustive criticism of those elements with which we disagree.

I

It appears that both reports are in fundamental agreement on one basic
point, viz., in the judgment that it is not necessary as a matter of principle, for

the church to provide comprehensive theological education for the training of
its ministerial candidates. This conclusion is of the greatest possible significance. While it may be challenged in certain quarters, we do not challenge it.
Moreover, we do not feel required to present further argument in support of it.
Rather we shall make this conclusion the starting point for our further
conclusions.
I1
The two reports differ on the question whether the church may provide such
theological education. The minority report asserts the affirmative. The majority report contends that for the church “to undertake the conduct of the comprehensive theological education which is ordinarily and properly undertaken
by theological seminaries or by theological faculties in universities” would be a
“usurpation of authority and a violation of the order which Christ has instituted in His church.” On this fundamental matter, the present committee
agrees with the minority report rather than with the majority report, although
not necessarily assenting to the details of the argument which the minority report presents in support of its conclusion. In our judgment the papers presented in connection with the majority report d o establish the propriety of conducting theological education under non-ecclesiastical auspices, and demonstrate
the advantages of this method, but do not establish as a principle the necessity
of this method.
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. The majority report reaches its conclusion on the basis of a distinction between such theological education a s the church may properly conduct and such
a curriculum of studies a s is required in addition for the training of candidates
for the ministry. They maintain that the church is to conduct, or may conduct
education, which.has to do with “the spiritual and moral concerns’’ of its members, but not with “the technical matters of the vocation to which one has been
called by God.” (Paper I) ; or which has to do with the Bible and theology a s
they bear upon various spheres of hfe and meet the needs of various classes of
members, but not with such studies a s the history of the Christian church, the
original languages of Scriptures, and public speaking (Paper 11); or which has
to do with the sphere of special grace, but not with the sphere of the natural
(Paper 111).
We grant that these basic distinctions are not without significance. They
are, broadly speaking, valid, and they are of importance for a sound approach
to the subject of education in general. Secular and vocational studies are not,
we judge, the proper domain of the church. The church should not attempt to
establish educakional systems.
However, several questions force themselves upon us. Does not the training of the ministry stand apart from all other phases of education. Does the
basic distinction drawn between the spiritual and the natural, for example,
ground adequately the conclusion that the church does not possess the prerogative of conducting a theological seminary? May not the church be concerned with the sphere of the natural to the extent that the natural may be
indispensable to the attainment of the legitimate goals in the sphere of the
spiritual ?
In our judgment the secular and natural and vocational are not so independent of the sphere of the spiritual and moral as to compel the decision that
the church may not, with a view to the attainment of legitimate spiritual and
moral ends, offer instruction in such disciplines as are not strictly theological
and Biblical but are necessary for the training of those who are called to the
ministry of the Word. The church should not, indeed, establish institutes for
historical and linguistic studies; it should not undertake the business of teaching public speaking; it should not establish institutions where theology is to
be studied as a science in integration with other sciences. But inasmuch as the
study of church history, languages and public speaking are essential t o the curriculum of a theological seminary, and subserve the great purpose of the extension of the Gospel through members of the church who are called to this
task, it does not appear that the integration of such studies with the study of
the Bible and theology would clearly involve a usurpation of authority on the
part of the church. The more peripheral and subsidiary aspects of seminary
training should not be allowed to determine the central and primary aspects.
So long as the distinctively spiritual ends regulate the use of the natural, the
church is not departing from its rightful sphere.

I11
If, then, (1) the church need not, a s a matter of principle, conduct theological education of the seminary type, but (2) may do so under certain circumstances, the decision whether the church shall actually conduct it must be
determined on the basis of expediency. On the precise question whether there
is a present necessity for The Orthodox Presbyterian Church to conduct its own
seminary, it is significant that the minority report answers in the negative.
Hence, however differently this conclusion is arrived at, it agrees with the
majority report in maintaining that the church should not undertake any direct
activity in this field of education. Your present committee agrees with the
minority report that present circumstances do not require The Orthodox Presbyterian Church t o establish its own theological seminary.

IV
Finally, we must deal with the question a s to the nature of the responsibility
of the church toward the theological education of its candidates for the min-

.

istry which is being carried on in educational institutions not under its control.
Although, as we have observed, the present report is in considerable agreement with conclusions reached in the minority report, we are compelled to dissent from its recommendations. It is our contention that these recommendations are not adequately grounded in the report as a whole. Moreover, it is
our judgment that these recommendations contemplate. measures which are unwarranted by the constitution of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church.
To begin with the second recommendation, which is that a committee of the
Assembly “be empowered to maintain whatever contact it deems proper with
students preparing for the ministry,” it is our conclusion that such action would
constitute a definite transgression of the sphere of presbyteries. The presbyteries, under the constitution, have the care of candidates for the ministry, and
it is the presbyteries as well that must be satisfied with the qualifications of
these candidates for licensure and ordination (Form of Gov. X, 7; XIV).
The third recommendation of the minority report, viz., that an Assembly
committee on theological education should be “empowered to maintain such contact as it may deem proper with theological institutions in which Orthodox Presbyterian students are preparing for the ministry . , . and in particular to maintain a close contact with Westminster Theological Seminary . . . ’’ should
likewise not be adopted. We recognize that a good purpose i s in view in this
recommendation. But it is open to the objection that it envisages initiative of
the General Assembly in a sphere where the presbyteries have immediate
responsibility.
In this connection we may perhaps give expression to certain fundamental
‘principles that should govern the presbyteries in the discharge of their re!
sponsibility towards candidates for the ministry. Since the presbyteries are
directly concerned with the supervision of the training of candidates, they may
properly enough communicate with seminaries where their candidates are being
prepared. Such communications might very properly have a twofold purpose:
(1) they might make inquiry of such theological seminaries in the interest of
informing themselves as t o the character of the course of training being
offered in order that candidates under their care may be proper1 advised; and
(2) they might, on the background of their knowledge of the cfevelopment of
these candidates and of the training being given in such seminaries, communicate with the seminaries concerning the needs of their students with a view to
the fulfillment of the constitutional requirements of the church.
It is important to bear in mind at this point that the power of the presbyteries in the supervisioc of the education of the candidates under their c‘die
*
is
only advisory. The constitution requires “two years of study in a theological
seminary” (XIV, 4) but it manifestly does not prescribe attendance at a particular theological seminary or warrant a presbytery to prescribe enrollment in
a particular institution. The candidate is entirely free to attend any theological
seminary; he is compelled only to satisfy the presbytery as to his piety and
as to his academic and theological qualifications. While, then, the presbytery
with complete propriety may advise its candidates a s to the choice of a theological seminary, it should avoid the impression that it is prescribing study in
a particular one.
Finally, therefore, we conclude that the General Assembly should not adopt
the first recommendation of the minority report, viz., that it should erect a
committee .on theological education. Only if the conclusions reached in the foregoing portion Of this report are set aside, .should the Assembly consider taking
any initiative in this sphere. Specific initiative should come from the presbyteries, and then only in connection with the specific business of the care of candidates for the ministry.
In insisting that initiative must be taken by the presbyteries rather than
the General Assembly, we do not, of course, preclude any action whatsoever by
the Assembly. If the presbyteries on the background of their experience should
find it advantageous to act jointly in communicating with theological seminaries,
they might properly do SO through the agency of the General Assembly. But,

in that case, it is clear that such activity should not be conducted by a standing
committee of the Assembly. In view of the authority which the constitution reposes in the presbyteries of this sphere, the Assembly should take action only
when the presbyteries propose specific action,
Respectfully submitted,

LEWIS J. GROTENHUIS
JOHN C. HILLS
EDWARD L. KELLOGG
NED B. STONEHOUSE
ARTHUR W. KUSCHKE, Jr.,
Chairman
It was moved and carried that the Committee on Theological Education be
dismissed.
The Moderator requested Mr. Marston to take the chair.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
The report of the Committee on Union with the Reformed Presbyterian
Church of North America (General Synod) was presented by Dr. William Young.
The report is as follows:
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE AUTHORIZED TO INVESTIGATE
THE POSSIBILITY OF UNION WITH THE
REFORMED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF NORTH AMERICA
(GENERAL SYNOD)
The Twelfth General Assembly instructed this committee “to investigate the
possibility of union with the Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America
(General Synod), and report to the Thirteenth General Assembly.” Members of
the committee have studied carefully the historical background, the doctrinal
standards, the missionary program and the endowments of the denomination
and have interviewed personally a number of its ministers.
Any union worthy of the name must be a union first of the mind and of
the heart. Differences in doctrine and practice will have to be resolved. .It is
the humble judgment of this committee that if there is to be a union of the
two denominations there is a great deal of ground work to be done over a long
period of years. Our study has made it abundantly clear that there are numerous weighty impediments which now stand in the way of such union. For
example the terms of ecclesiastical communion in that Church require adherence
to “. . . Reformation Principles Exhibited, the Testimony of the Church-as embodying, according to the word of God, the great principles of the Covenanted
*Presbyterian Reformation, to the maintenance of whiFh this Church is obliged
by solemn covenant engagements.” (Reformation Principles, 1871, p. 135).
However great the difficulties that may stand in the way of union with this
communion we feel that The Orthodox Presbyterian Church has a solemn obligation to seek t o effect the visible manifestation of the unity of the body of
Christ. Especially is this obligation heightened in respect to churches that historically confess the Reformed Faith. The Reformed Presbyterian Church of
North America (General Synod) has manifested some interest in union with
The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, and it is therefore incumbent upon us to
explore every avenue which may lead to union.
The committee therefore recommends that the Assembly elect a committee
of five to confer with the committee of the Reformed Presbyterian Church of
North America (General Synod) elected to study the possibility of union with
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The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, and to report to the Fourteenth General
Assembly.
Respectfully submitted,
CALVIN K. CUMMINGS, Chairman
On motion the recommendation of the committee was adopted.
The following were nominated for membership on the committee: Messrs.
W. Young, Marsden, Galbraith, Meiners, Albright, Murray, Hamilton, Clowney,
Cummings and Oliver, and Elder Jesse Gump.
On motion the request of Mr. Murray that his name be withdrawn was
granted.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly recess to reconvene at 1:45
p. m.
The Assembly recessed at 12:18 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr, Shook.

Monday Afternoon
The Assembly reconvened a t 1:45 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Hamilton.
The report of the Committee on Local Evangelism was presented by Mr.
Murray. The report is as follows:

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON LOCAL EVANGELISM
PRESENTED TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
The Committee respectfully reports to the Thirteenth General Assembly
that in the year elapsing since the Twelfth General Assembly it has prepared
a report on the subject “Literature for Local Evangelism-Types,
Display, and
Distribution” and herewith presents this report. The Committee hopes to be
able to complete its work by the time of the Fourteenth General Assembly. The
Cominittee respectfully recommends (1) That the General Assembly refer the
report herewith submitted to the Presbyteries and Sessions for study and (2)’
That the Committee be continued.
Respectfully submitted,
CALVIN K. CUMMINGS, Chairman

LITERATURE FOR LOCAL EVANGELISM:
TYPES, DISPLAY AND DISTRIBUTION
Eulogies on the power of the printed page have been as frequent as their
theme is just. In the religious world, as elsewhere, the power of literary prppaganda is well-known. The role which the infant printing industry played in
the Reformation is a case in point. In local evangelism a planned program of
literature is of great importance. There is, however, a danger of overestimating
a s well as underestimating the value of literature campaigns. Tracts, booklets,
and periodicals are sometimes substituted for personal Witness and individual
discussion, to the great detriment of evangelism. Even where‘ literature may
properly be used, it often requires the catalyst of personal contact and conversation to make it effective. Again, such literature must always be used discriminately. An inappropriate tract or article may needlessly estrange one
whom we would reach with the gospel.

I. Types of Literature
(Varieties of aim as well as of form will be considered.)
A.

According to aim
1. Instruction
A large proportion of our evangelistic literature must have as its aim

.

the simple imparting of information. Especially in these days of ignorance and
error much indoctrination must be included in evangelism. The value of placing
in the hands of the unsaved our message in a comparatively permanent form is
so evident that the marvel is that we so often neglect this obvious procedure.
A common fault in much Christian literature aimin at evangelistic instruction lies in a failure to be explicit and concrete, as w e t a s simple. Transitions’of thought perfectly clear to the Christian mind often confuse or mislead
one unaware of the implications of the Christian faith. Brief tracts aiming at
a presentation of the whole gospel message are particularly exposed to this
danger. Often they are further reduced by space devoted to attention-arousing
anecdotes and present a last-paragraph digest of the gospel so condensed as to
be nearly uninteiligible to the average non-Christian. It must also be remembered that the world has bantered into meaningless cliches many of our most
cherished theological formulas. The force of these will be lost unless they are
made explicit to the reader. No piece of evangelistic literature should aim at
presenting more material than can be made reasonably explicit in the space
available. Clarity must not be sacrificed to brevity. This necessarily implies
that many short tracts will aim st supplying information about one limited aspect of the gospel only, related, if possible, to some concrete situation.
2. Challenge and appeal
Literature centering in challenge or appeal has a double usefulness in
local evangelism. Among readers familiar in general with the facts of the
gospel a challenge to “choose . . . this day” often has great effectiveness. But
even among those unacquainted with gospel truth, a pointed challenge directed
a t the hardened complacency of unbelief may supply an opening wedge for the
reception of fuller instruction. Here again every effort must be made to present the challenge or appeal in a form intelligible to the reader whose needs
are contemplated. Often a broad, general appeal is less effective than one that
is concrete, presenting some specific goai. A tract urging in rather vague fashion that the reader become a Christian may be expected to have f a r less value
for an uninformed non-Christian than one which would pique his curiosity sufficiently to cause him to read the Gospel of John. In view of the great lack of
information and abundance of misinformation with regard to the Christian
faith, so characteristic of our day, it is usually wise to aim at some limited and
specific goal in the appeals of literature to be distributed in quantities rather
than immediately at conversion. One concrete goal of great importance is
church attendance. This, along with Bible reading, attendance upon neighborhood Bible classes, and, in general, further instruction should be included in the
chief preliminary aims of a program of evangelistic literature.
Particularly in literature culminating in challenge or appeal, a tactful ap*preach must be studied. Our Lord’s example in His conversation with the
Samaritan woman and .the example of Paul in his sermon on Mars’ Hill are
but two of the Scriptural instances of. such an approach worthy of our closest
imitation. It is also essential that this literature capture and hold the attention and interest of the reader. The value of attractive typography and layout in this regard will be discussed below. Other means to this end are a vigorous style, the use of concrete illustrations, and unity of aim.
One abuse is so common in current evangelistic literature that a warning
may be in order. It 3s true that the use of the names of contemporary celebrities in athletics, military service, and business may add interest and compel1
attention for Christian literature. A notable example is the case of General
Dobbie. Nevertheless there are certain dangers involved in this practice which
must be recognized. I t may be legitimate advertising for soap manufacturers
to induce new customers to try a product that is endorsed by leading actresses,
band leaders, and 85% of the women in Cincinnati, but to the precise degree that
anyone is drawn to Christianity by the desire to imitate notables or to follow
the crowd, to just that degree the attraction is not to Christianity, but t o
worldly vainglory. The implied apologetic of such appeals, namely, that Christiahity must be true since so many notable people believe it, is not only based
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on a suggested falsehood, since God’s Word declares plainly that not many
wise, mighty, or noble men are called; it is also vicious y anti-Christian in ~ t s
encouragement of respect toward worldly pride in the face of the gos el demand of total renunciation of all glorying in men. So f a r from appeaying to
popular endorsement or the sanction of influential men, our Lord chose humble
fishermen and a despised tax-collector for His apostles, and alienated multitudes
by insisting to the crowds following Him that no man should dare be His disciple unless he were prepared not only to stand against the crowd, but to hate
his own family and even forfeit his own life. Our presentation of the gospel
chaIlenge should breathe the spirit of Paul, recognizing that God has chosen the
base, the despised, even the non-existent things in men’s esteem, precisely to the
end that no flesh should glory before God, but that he that glorieth might glory
in the Lord. Attention gained a t the expense of this principle is attention better
left ungained.
B. According to Form
1. Books and manuals
The God-appointed instrument in evangelization is His inspired Word.
The Holy Bible is therefore in a unique sense the literature of local evangelism.
Attractively printed and bound Bibles should be readily available for those we
seek to evangelize. Scripture portions as well as complete Bibles are useful for
the reading and study of particular books. Occasionally these may be distributed free, but the best method is to encourage their p.urchase.
The use of other books in evangelism has often been neglected, but the
success of the colportage method emphasizes its effectiveness. Three general
kinds of books are needed: some presenting broad outlines of Christian truth,
others aiding in analytic Bible study, and a third class dealing with particular
problems and doctrines. Books in the first class should present in systematic
fashion the range of Bible truth with sharp emphasis on the way of salvation.
They must be written with the needs of the unsaved or uninstructed reader in
mind. We should remember the power of Calvin’s Institutes in the evangelization of whole nations. The Westminster Confession and Catechisms provide
masterly summaries of Christian truth which are to be used in evangelism no
less than in edifying the saints. Evangelistic presentations of the body of Biblical truth following these outlines and using a popular style would fill a great
need. The two books containing the radio sermons of Dr. J. Gresham Machen,
covering the doctrines of God and man, and his volume, What is Faith? are
models for this type of evangelistic literature.
Brief manuals outlining the Christian message are also needed, both for
individual reading and group study. They should be equipped with questions
or exercises and contain plentiful quotations from Scripture. An excellent booklet of this type is the Rev. George W. Marston’s CommuniFant Church Membership course, published as a tract of the Committee on Christian Education. An
expansion of this manual along directly evangelistic lines should result in a
most usable book. Dr. Louis Berkhof’s Summary of Christian Doctrine may be
used in this way, but includes more material than would be desirable for evangelistic purposes, and is, of course,.written for covenant youth rather than for
the subjects of evangelism. The dmect relation of the Summary t o Dr. Berkhof’s Manual and Dogmatics is a valuable feature. The ideal brief summary of
Chiistian doctrine for evangelistic use would have a consistent apologetic incorporated in it. Books on Christian evidences may be included among those“
dealing with special problems, but apologetics is an aspect of the whole range
of theology.
Books aiding in analytic Bible study with a view to evangelism would include commentaries written for this purpose and books instructing in methods
of Bible study. A rare combination of both of these is found in Dr. Edward
J. Young’s Study Your Bible. A similar study based on John or one of the
synoptics, ode centerin in the book of Acts and one on Romans might round
out the number of boots of this type needed. (A complete set of popular Reformed commentaries, sorely needed by the church, would doubtless prove useful
in evangelism also).
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A great many books are available with particular doctrines and problems.
Dr. Lorraine Boettner’s studies in Predestination, Assurance, Atonement- are
good examples Of literature of this sort, as are also the larger tracts published
by the Committee on Christian Education. Briefer studies in the longer tract
series being published by the Committee are intended for evangelistic use. The
brief booklet, God and the War, by the Rev. John Murray is an example of the
treatment of one particular problem. The value of such a booklet cannot be
measured when its particular problem arises in the course of personal work.
2. Evangelistic Bible School Materials
Great attention should be given to the literature used in connection with
the evangelistic Bible schools of the Church. The close contact which such a
school has with its enrollment assures greater use of the material by the subject than can be obtained for most other forms of evangelistic literature. On
the other hand the limited time available in the school itself requires effective
literature to extend the work of the school through the week in order that the
teaching may be given continuity and deeper penetration.
I n addition to the lesson leaflets, quarterlies, and manuals used in the
teaching, other evangelistic literature may be employed. Children from nonChristian homes are an open avenue to their parents. Parent-teacher leaflets
outlining the purposes of the school are an excellent means of reaching the parents with the gospel. The development of home study courses for adults, under
the direction of the Sabbath School, and the weekly distribution of pupils’ worksheets may result in evangelizing many who could or would never come to the
school.
3. Tracts
In terms of the aims of evangelistic literature, tracts may be divided
roughly into two groups: the longer tracts intended to supply a connected body
of information, and shorter tracts aiming only at arresting the attention and
clinching a brief challenge, appeal, or invitation. The longer tracts may presume some interest on the part of the reader. Unless the subject is such as
to command immediately the attention of the reader (e. g. a tract on evolution
sent to biology students), these longer tracts ought not to be distributed without a personal interview or contact sufficient to make it reasonable to suppose
that they will be read.
The brief tracts, on the other hand, must sell themselves from the start.
The design of the cover should have the appeal of the best in advertising layout, to catch the eye at the outset. The title and opening sentence must likewise seize the attention of the reader, and the style must be clear and rapid,
so that the first wave of interest mll carry the reader to the climax. Modern
drawings or photographs are the surest means of securing attention, and should
be used wherever practicable and desirable. ( *) Magazine-size tracts following
the layout formula of Life magazine have been attempted with some success,
though usually showing great weakness of content.
The subject matter for the longer tracts should include straight-forward
presentations of the way of salvation, refutations of false religions and “isms”,
and treatments of common problems, doubts, and difficulties. The apologetic
emphasis should be strong in these tracts, and they should be related concretelx
t o current life and .thought. As such, they will be to a large extent “dated,
.and will stand in need of frequent revision that none of their timeliness be
lost. It is particularly important to have available a large tract adapted for
each of the major non-Christian or heretical religious groups in this country.
In the shorter tracts the element of timeliness should be even more
pronounced. The “Tract of the Month” idea is an excellent one where financially
feasible. The timeliness, however, should be that of current problems and issues, not merely current anecdotes. The sugar-coating of the story-introduction
to the average gospel tract is obvious to the non-Christian. The invariable
(*) From the viewpoint of eye-appeal few tracts compare with the publications
of the Good-News Publishing Company featuring the design work of Mr. Clyde
Dennis. This company has issued large and small picture tracts.
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sharp break between the anecdote and the moral is a great weakness. ‘Where
illustrations apply they should be used, but thy ought not be made the principal content of the tract. Scripture is full of the most vivid ideas, figures.of
speech, and dramatic episodes. Proper use of these elements together w t h
brief illustrations from contemporary life makes unnecessary the sensationalism
and artificiality of much evangelistic literature.
A useful new form combining several tracts in one monthly leaflet for
neighborhood distribution is represented by the “Home Evangel” published by
Covenant House. Another new form for tracts is in combination With the
mimeographed church bulletin containing order of worship and announcements,
published by the Committee on Christian Education. Bulletins of this nature
published by the Committee on Christian Education contain a unified message
ending in an invitation to visit the church. They are designed for use b each
member of the congregation who receives one copy each week for distri!ktion.
After being used in the service, the bulletins are to be passed on to an acquaintance as an invitation.
4. Correspondence
Perhaps personal letters are scarcely literature, but their use in
evangelism must not be overlooked. Mimeographed letters, inviting prospects
to services and relaying announcements are valuable. Some churches have
carried on B splendid evangelistic program among servicemen by taking pains t o
get the names and addresses of all servicemen in the community, then sending
them a news bulletin together with evangelistic literature.
5. Posters
Certainly the briefest tract conceivable, a poster may nevertheless well
accomplish such objectives as inviting to the church service, stimulating Biblereading, or advertising- evangelistic books, periodicals, or tracts. Transit-ads
(buses, trolleys), and billboards may both be used.
6. Secondary channels
Frequently it is possible, particularly in smaller communities, for a
minister to obtain the opportunity of preparing a regular column for a Iocal
paper or magazine, or for the house-organ of some large business or industry.
Occasionally a very brief tract may be inserted as advertising in a local paper.

I1 Display and Distribution
A. Personal distribution
Any tract is more effective if accompanied by a few words of personal
witness to the truth of the gospel. The personal worker should‘ seek to estimate the spiritual condition and background of the one he seeks to aid. Then
following his interview he should select a. tract adapted to it. Let him also
obtain the name and address for the mailing of other appropriate matenal.
A conscientious use of evangelistic literature in this fashion will yield the
richest fruits. The .Christian worker should cultivate the habit of carrying a
few longer tracts which clearly present the gospel. In door-to-door canvassing
the interview is often necessarily. brief, and where the canvasser is not sure
that a genuine interest is aroused, a brief tract should be used. If the person
interviewed might possibly attend church, a tract, or church bulletin concentrating on this aim is best. It is a good practice to note the tract given, by a n
initial or symbol on the canvassing card.
Tracts may be used not only to clinch interviews, but also to open
them, where there is opportunity t o ask a stranger to read a brief tract and
give his opinion.
E. Broadcast distribution
In addition to discriminating personal distribution there are many’ indiscriminate methods of distributing tracts. In situations where a large crowd
passes an outdoor religious meeting, mass distribution of literature may be the
best method possible. In street, park, or boardwalk evangelism such a method
is essential. But obviously these methods are f a r inferior to discriminate #personal distribution, and wastz more literature than they profitably use. Often

our own cowardice or reticence rather than a desire to reach greater numbers
of people prompts the use of the indiscriminate methods.
C. Mailing
This is the natural method of distribution for such material as the
parish paper, home study courses, and, of course, correspondence. Tracts are
better included with a letter than mailed separately. When a community has
been canvassed and there is information as to the general religious status of
each household, especially selected tracts may be included with each church
letter.
D. Permanent displays
A book store provides the most elaborate permanent display of literature. An attractive store in a metropolitan area can distribute through sale
large quantities of printed material. While such a store doubtless would attract most of its customers from Christian circles, yet by window displays and
advertising many non-Christians could be reached with evangelistic literature.
(Such a project might be feasible in Philadelphia, with the offices of the various standing committees located on the same premises and sharing the rental
cost). Serious consideration ought to be given in the near future to such a
project.
Attractive tract racks in church entrances are a common means of
display distribution. A literature table might also be used, so *that the larger
tracts and a selection of books might be displayed. The Christian Science sect
has long used displays of literature in railway terminals, stores, and other public
places. Honor system sale of an evangelistic magazine through permanent
displays is a promising avenue of distribution.
The sale of literature has a psychological value over free distribution
as a stimulus t o careful reading. The sect of “Jehovah’s Witnesses” has successfully used street-corner sale of their propaganda.
Dignified advertising of religious books in secular advertising channels
is expensive but has cumulative value. The Presbyterian Guardian “Book Club”
plan is an excellent means of encouraging the reading of Christian literature.
The Presbyterian Guardian, or a newly established book store might consider
sponsoring some such plan in an evangelistic paper.
E. Design
In discussing tracts the importance of eye-catching design was stressed.
This factor has great influence on the distribution of all forms of evangelistic
literature. No display of materials is a s potent as the display in the printing
of the material itself. Drab typography and inept layout have been among
the greatest weaknesses of our evangelistic literature. Not only should the
cover design be both arresting and appealing, but the message of the material
itself is immensely strengthened by layouts stressing the logical divisions, illustrations emphasizing important points, and, above all, clear, open, readable
printing. Modern printing. calls for a judicious use of color, the employment
of modern type faces, drawings and photographs, and careful designing of each
page or double page spread as a unit. There is no substitute for the services
of an experienced layout artist. Leading_ _printing
- and publishing houses retain
a staff 03 such artisis.
Such printing is more costly, but particularly in material which will
likely be reprinted from time to time, it is a sound investment. We cannot afford to publish or distribute unattractive literature for evangelism.
On motion the first recommendation of the committee was adopted.
motion the second recommendation of the committee was adopted.
tellers reported the election of the following to the Committee on Union
with the Reformed (Presbyterian Church of North America General Synod):
Messrs. W. Young, Cummings, Oliver, Gump and Galbraith. T e Moderator appointed Mr. Cummings as convener of the committee.
The report of the Committee on Song in the Public Worship of God was
presented by Mr. Marsden, chairman of the c o m t t e e . The report is a s follows:
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REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON SONG IN WORSHIP
I’~EWWI’ED TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
ON THE TEACHING OF OUR STANDARDS
RESPECTING THE SONGS THAT MAY BE SUNG IN THE
PUBLIC WORSHIP OF GOD
The Committee has labored diligently in carrying out the commission assigned to it. It has prepared a partial report and has gathered extensive materials to aid in the completion of its task.

A. The teaching of the Subordinate Standards respecting the Regdative Principle of Worslhip.
There is a principle clearly ex ressed in our subordinate Standards which
has frequently been called, the regufative principle of worship. There is a n ap-.

propriateness in the word “regulative”, because it is the principle that deals
with the question: in what way or ways are we to worship God? What are
the elements which constitute the true and acceptable worship of God? How
may we know that the way in which we worship God is acceptable to Him?
To be quite concrete and historical, there are a t least two well-defined answers to this question in Christian churches. One of these is that of the Romish Church, followed in principle by Lutherans and Episcopalians, namely, that
it is proper to worship God in ways not forbidden in the Word. In contrast
with this there is another answer, namely, that God may be worshipped only
in ways instituted, prescribed or commanded in the Word. The contrast is
patent-the
one says: what is not forbidden is permitted, the other says:
what is not prescribed is forbidden.
It is in relation to this question that the regulative principle is to be understood. It will surely be conceded that it has a right to such a denomination.
The following examination of our Standards will show that a regulative principle is clearly enunciated and that it is precisely formulated in answer to the
questions stated above.
I. The first statement in our subordinate Standards bearing upon this question
is that in the Confession of Faith, Chapter *I, Section vi, namely, “there are
some circumstances concerning the worship of God, and government of the
Church, common to human actions and societies, which are to be ordered by
the light of nature and Christian prudence, according to the general rules of
the Word, which are always to be observed.”
With respect to this statement it should be noted that it is one of two acknowledgments made with reference to the doctrine that, “The whole counsel
of God concerning all things necessary for His own glory, man’s salvation,
faith, and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing at any
time is to be added, whether by new revelations of the Spirit or traditions o f )
men.” We are now interested simply in the import of the above acknowledgment with respect to worship as it bears upon the doctrine of the sufficiency of
Scripture just quoted. The teaching of this section as applied to worship would
run as follows: “The whole counsel of God concerning‘ all things necessary’’
for the worship of God “is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good
and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture’’ except that “there
are some circumstances concerning the worshi of God, . . common to human
actions and societies, which are to be ordered \y the light of nature and Christian prudence, according to the general rules of the Word, which are always
to be observed.” We may now proceed to analyze this statement.
1. The exception stated applies only to circumstances of worship. It cannot apply to any substantial part or element of the worship. It cannot apply
to anything that enters into the worship itself but only to certain conditions
under which the worship is given or conducted.
2. The exception stated applies only to some circumstances. The effect of
this restriction is to allow that there may be circumstances of worship that are

.
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either expressly set down in Scripture or by good and necessary consequence
may be deduced from Scripture.
3. The exception stated applies only to some circumstances common to human actions and societies. They are therefore circumstances that are not peculiar to worship. Such are, for example, the circumstances of time and place.
They may also include order and length of service, for since human societies
are mentioned it is natural for us to think of the meetings of such societies in
this connection. The obvious meaning of this section of the Confession is that
a11 that does not fall into the category of “some circumstances, . . . common to
in
human actions and societies” must conform to what is “expressly set doScripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture,” in other words, the authority of Scripture is necessary for the whole
content of worship-that
for which we have Scripture authority is that which
is expressly set down in Scripture or by good and necessary consequence may
be deduced from it and vice versa.
11. The next statement in our subordinate Standards bearing upon the question
is that in the Confession, Chapter XX, Section ii: “God alone is Lord of the
conscience, and hath left it free from the doctrines and commandments of men,
which are in anything contrary to His Word; or beside it, if matters of faith
or worship.” This does not, of course, expressly state the principle regulative
of worship, but it does teach something closely companionate with it. In matters of worship, as well as of faith, the conscience is free not only from what
is contrary to the Word but also from what is beside it. That is to say, in the
matter of worship the conscience is not bound by anything unless it is taught
or enjoined in the Word, either by express statement or by good and necessary
consequence. What is outwith the deliverances of the Word has no authority
for the conscience. The law for the conscience in worship is that which is
authorized by Scripture.
This section does not reflect on the question whether the Christian is free
to worship God in ways not taught in Scripture or not authorized by Scripture.
It would have been outside the purpose and scope of this section to introduce
this question. However, it must be noted carefully that this section does not
say or imply that the Christian is free to worship in ways that are beside the
teaching of Scripture. What the section says is that the conscience is free
from all that is beside the Word in matters of worship; it does not say that
the conscience is free to use what is beside the Word.
This section, however, does say emphatically that to include in worship
anything that is beside the Word, out of conscience, is to betray true liberty of
conscience. For the section proceeds: “So that, to believe scch doctrines, or
to obey such commands, out of conscience, is to betray true liberty of conscience.”
The only worship that can be rendered out of conscience, then, is the worship
authorized by- Scripture, that is to say, worship not beside the Word but worship authorized in the Word.
It should be obsewsd, furthermore, that, in matters that are beside the
Word, worship and faith are put on the same level. It is pertinent to ask if,
in the teaching of the Confession, we are conceded the liberty of incorporating
into our faith anything that is beside the Word? It would appear that we are
not. If SO, are we not justified in presuming, to say the least, that the Confession meant the same principle to apply to worship, even in the terms of this
section ?
111. In Chapter XXI, Section i, of the Confession the principle regulative of
worship is expressly and unequivocally formulated. It says: “But the acceptable way of worshipping the true God is instituted by Himself,,and so limited
by His own revealed will, that He may not be worshipped according to. the
imaginations and devices of men, or the suggestions of Satan, under any visible
representation, or any other way not prescribed in the holy Scripture.”
The following points may be made regarding this section.
1. It enunciates a principle that applies to all worship of God, a principle
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regulative of all worship. This principle is that God may be worshipped only
in a way or in ways prescribed, instituted, or revealed in the Word.
2. That the regulative principle of worship enunciated in the Confession
is that God may be worshipped only in a way prescribed in His Word is quite
obvious from the following considerations:
(a) The Confessions says, “the acceptable way of worshipping the
true God is instituted by Himself.” If “instituted,” it must be positively ordained and not left t o human invention or imagination.
(b) The acceptable way is “limited by His own revealed will.” True
worship, therefore, is exercised within the limits of what God has revealed .to
be acceptable. Obviously, if we worship God in a manner or way which Scripture does not determine our worship cannot be within these limits, and is therefore, in terms of the Confession, unacceptable.
( c ) The Confession is ne ative and exclusive as well as positiveGod “may not be worshipped accorting to the imaginations and devices of men,
or the suggestions of Satan, under any visible representation, or any other way
not prescribed in the holy Scripture.” This defines the extent of the limitation
mentioned in the preceding clause, or it may be regarded as a consequence
flowing from the said limitation. It is so limited that the succeeding are
excluded.
A word must be said about the construction of this latter part of the section. At the end we have the alternatives “under any visible representation”
and “any otheu. way noi prescribed in the holy Scripture.” The immehately
preceding part of the sentence, namely, “may not be worshipped according to
the imaginations and devices of men, or the suggestions of Satan,” applies to
both. So the construction is to the effect that God “may not be worshipped according to the imaginations and devices of men, or the suggestions of Satan,
under any visible representation, or any other way not prescribed in the holy
Scripture.” By the former negation human imagination or device and Satanic
suggestions are to be given no quarter in exercising their ingenuity in the direction of visualizing the worship of God. The Confession apparently felt the
need of making special mention of this corruption. By the latter negation there
is the most unequivocal statement that every way not prescribed in the holy
Scripture is excluded, and this means that any particular element of worship
that is not able to plead divine prescription in the Scripture is forbidden. To
state it more positively, God may be worshipped only in the manner prescribed
in the holy Scripture. .
IV. The Larger Catechism, Questions 108 and 109, and the Shorter Catechism,
Questions 50 and 51, clearly enunciate the same principle a s we have already
found in the Confession. It is stated both positively and negatively in both
Catechisms. We shall see that it is most important to note the principle of
exclusion as well as that of inclusion.
In Question 108 the Larger Catechism says: “The duties required in the
second comniandineiits are, the receiving, observing, and keeping pure and entire, all such religious worship and ordinances as God hath instituted in his
word” and the Shorter Catechism, Question 50, says: “The second commandment requireth the receiving, observing, and keeping pure and entire, all such
religious worship and ordinances as God hath appointed in his word.” It might
be argued that this positive statement, though it makes mandatory the worship
of God instituted in His Word, yet does not rigidly exclude the propriety of
worshipping God in ways not instituted in the Word. It is here that the effect
of the principle of exclusion, formulated in Question 109 and 51 of the respective Catechisms, becomes apparent. The Larger Catechism, Question 109,
reads: “The sins forbidden in the second commandment are, all devising,
counselling, commanding, using, or any wise approving, any religious worship
not instituted by God himself,” and the Shorter Catechism, Question 51: “The
second commandment forbiddeth the worshipping of God by images, or any
other way ngt appointed in his word.”
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Any further observation seems unnecessary other than to say that the worship authorized and enjoined is that instituted or appointed in the Word and
that any religious worship or any way of worshipping God not appointed in the
Word would be characterized in the language of Question 108 of the Larger
Catechism as “false worship” and therefore to be disapproved, detested and opposed, and according to each one’s place and calling, removed.
V. It remains to deal with “The Directory for the Public Worship of God,”
adopted by the Sixth General Assembly of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church.
There is a n obvious distinction between the Confession, Larger and
Shorter Catechisms on the one hand, and the Standards of Government, Discipline and Worship, on the other. The former are accorded a higher place in
the constitution than the latter, inasmuch as the former are expressly mentioned
in the formulae of subscription, whereas the latter are not thus mentioned, even
though the approvai of the government and discipline of the Church is required
in some of the formulae.
It should be observed that the “Directory” is “The Directory for the Public
Worship of God” and is more limited in its scope than the statements from the
Confession and Catechisms dealt with already.
The relevant sections of the “Directory” may, however, be discussed briefly.
In Chapter 11, Section 1, the “Directory” says: “Since the holy Scriptures
are the only infallible rule of faith and practice, the principles of public worship
must be derived from the Bible, and from no other source.’’ 111 the succeeding
sections some of these principles are formulated. The principle regulative of
worship, found in the Confession and Catechisms, is not formulated,. and there
is no unequivocal statement affirming or denying it.
There are some remarks, however, that may be made.
1. Chapter 11, Section 1, quoted above, says, “the principles of public worship must be derived from the Bible, and from no other source.” Since the
principle regulative of worship applies to public worship and since such a principle is enunciated in the Confession and Catechisms, this must be one of the
principles the “Directory” says must be derived from the Bible, and from no
other source. This means that, according t o the “Directory,” the regulative
principle must be that taught in the Word of God. What this teaching is the
“Directory” itself does not say.
2. In Chapter 11, Section 7, the Directory says, “The Lord Jesus Christ
has prescribed no fixed forms for public worship but, in the interest of life and
power in worship, has given his church a large measure of liberty in this matter. It may not be forgotten, however, that there is true liberty only where
the rules of God’s Word are observed and the Spirit of the Lord is, that all
things must be done decently and in order, and that God’s people should serve
him with reverence and in the beauty of holiness.” It is possible that the
phrase, “a large measure of liberty” might be appealed to as expressing a different principle from that +ready dealt with. as taught in the Confession and
Catechisms. Furthermore, it IS possible that it may have been intended in this
way by the framers of the “Directory.” With respect to any such contention or
intention two things must be said.
(a) The phrase ‘‘a large measure of liberty” refers to “forms for public worship.” It is entirely reasonable to assume that “forms” refer to something different from that which comes within the scope of the regulative prin- ’
ciple enunciated in the Confession and Catechisms. Surely this section should
be interpreted as referring to the kind of fixed li!urgical forms to which the
framers of the Westminster Standards were consistently opposed. It can at
least be said that the regulative principle of the Confession and Catechisms is
not in the least inconsistent with such denial of fixed forms as is expressed in
this section.
(b) The large measure of liberty must be exercised, according to this
section, within “the rules of God’s Word.” It is not, therefore, unrestricted
liberty, and so, if the regulative principle be a principle of G?d’s Word, the
liberty must be exercised within, and compatibly mth, that principle or rule.
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(c) Even supposing that the phrase, “a large measure of liberty” was
intended to express a different principle from that enunciated in the Confession
and Catechisms, the occurrence of this phrase could not have the effect of abrogating the plain and unequivocal statements of the other Standards.

B. The Teaching of our Subordinate Standards Respecting the Songs thkt
may be Sung in the Public Worship of God.
So f a r as we have been able to find, the only place where there is express
reference in the Confession of Faith and Catechisms to the materials of song to
be used in the worship of God is in Chapter XXI, Section V of the Confession.
This chapter deals with “Religious Worship and the Sabbath Day.” Its teaching is not limited to public worship, though it includes public worship. As found
already in the other study, this chapter enunciates in Section I the regulative
principle of all worship. In Section I1 as well as in the first part of Section I
some other principles of worship are formulated. In Sections 111, IV a n . .V the
parts of worship are enumerated. It is in connection with these that singing
of psalms with grace in the heart” is stated to be one part of “the ordinary religious worship of God.” It is coordinated with “prayer, with thanksgiving,”
“the reading of the Scriptures with godly fear,” “the sound preaching and conscionable hearing of the Word,” and “the due administration and worthy receiving of the sacraments instituted by Christ.” -The ordinary religious worship
of God is distinguished from the worship rendered upon “special occasions” such
as “religious oaths, vows, solemn fastings, and thanksgivings.”
So f a r a s the Confession is concerned, then, singing is one part of the ordinary religious worship of God. By obvious implication it is part of the ordinary public worship of God. The material to be used in such singing is
“psalms.” In other words, in that part of worship that consists in singing, it
is the “singing of psalms” that defines that in which it consists, not simply
singing, not simply singing of God’s praises, and not simply singing with grace
in the heart, but “singing of psalms.” The song-part of worship is the “singing of psalms.” Hence the Confession does not provide for the use of any materials of song other than “psalms” in the worship of God.
The proof texts given in the Westminster Confession are Col. 3:16; Eph;
5:19; James 5:13. The proof texts given in the Confession of the Presbyterian
Church in the U. S. A. are these three with Acts 16:25 added.
“The Directory for the Public Worship of God” of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church deals with this question in Chapter I11 which bears the heading,
“Of .the,,Usual Parts of Public Worship.” Section 6 deals with “congregational
singing. It is implied that it is a part of public worship, coordinate with the
other parts mentioned in other sections. In this section there occurs the following: “Since the metrical versions of the Psalms are based upon the Word
of God, they ought to be used frequently in public worship. Great care must
be taken that all the materials of song are in perfect accord with the teaching
of holy Scripture.”
There can be no doubt but “the Psalms” mentioned in “the Directory” are
the book of Psalms. With respect to such it is said that the metrical versions,
being based upon the Word of God, should be used frequently in public worship.
The context makes it plain that what is meant is that they are to be used frequently as the materials of congregational singing. A few observations regarding this statement of the Directory are in order.
(1) The metrical versions are not called the Word of God. Rather are
they said to be based upon it.
(2) These metrical versions, “the Directory” says, ought to be used “frequently.” It does not say expressly that the “congregational singing” consists
in the singing of these metrical versions of the Psalms. The omission of any
such identification, together with the use of the word, “frequently,” might be
said to concede the propriety, so f a r as the Directory is concerned, of singing
materials other than the metrical versions of the Psalms.
This interpretation
could plead support from the sentence that follows, namely, “Great care must
\
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be taken that all the materials of song are in perfect accord with the teaching
of holy Scripture.” It could be argued that the phrase “all the materials of
song” makes allowance for materials other than the metrical versions of the
Psalms and that the latter are only part of the materials of song. Further support for this interpretation might be drawn from the phrase, “in perfect accord
with the teaching of holy Scripture.” It would hardly seem necessary to issue
this warning with respect to the metrical versions of the Psalms since these
Psalms are the Word of God and the metrical versions are directly based upon it.
(3) It should be noted, however, that this section of the Directory does
not expressly endorse the use in congregational singing of any other materials
than what is called “the metrical versions of the Psalms” but would seem to
allow for them.
(4) In Chapter IV, C., Section 3 “the Directory for the Public Worship
of God” says, “A psalm or hymn should then be sung, and the congregation dismissed with the following or some other benediction.” This has to do with the
conclusion of the communion service.
Since in the language of Scripture the words “psalm” and “hymn” may be
used synonymously it cannot be affirmed dogmatically that this statement endorses the use of sacred songs other than psalms in the public worship of God.
However, even though in the language of Scripture the word “hymn” may
be used with reference to a psalm, yet in this statement the word “kpnn” probably has to be taken as referring to a sacred song that is not a psalm. Here
therefore the Directory may provide for the singing of sacred songs other than
psalms in the public worship of God. In this place the provision is restricted
to the conclusion of the communion service. But since the conclusion of the
communion service is as integral a part of the public worship of God as any
other part, it can be said that, on this interpretation, “the Directory” does here
in principle make provision for, and states the propriety of, the singing of materials other than psalms in the public worship of God.
C. The Teaching of the Word of God Concerning the Regulative Principle of
Worship.
The Scriptures are the authoritative and sufficient rule for us in all of faith
and practice. In worship we are bound to observe the principles, regulations,
and ordinances which they enjoin upon us-and those principles, regulations, and
ordinances alone; what they do not prescribe we are not to observe. The second
commandment (Ex. 20 :4-6; Deut. 5 :8-10) emphatically enunciates this principle.
This commandment is rightly interpreted in the Larger Catechism, Q . 108, as
requiring among other duties “the receiving, observing, and keeping pure and
entire, all such religious worship and ordinances as God hath established in his
word . . . ” It is also rightly held, in the Larger Catechism, Q. 109, to forbid,
along with other sins “all devising, counselling, condoning, using, and any wise
approving, any religious worship not instituted by God himself . . . all superstitious devices, corrupting the worship of God, adding to it, or taking from it,
whether invented and taken up of ourselves, or received by tradition from
others, though under the title of antiquity, custom, devotion, good intent, or any
other pretense whatsoever.” Of relevance to worship is Moses’ commandment:
“Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish
ought from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the Lord your God which
I command you” (Deut. 4:2; see also Deut. 12:32). Obviously relevant is our
Lord’s condemnation of the Pharisees (Mark 7:5-8). See also Col. 2:20-23.
God who is a most pure Spirit and absolute Sovereign is the sole object of
worship. Nothing that has not come from Him a s its source is fit to be returned to Him as its end. Autonomous human reason and will, sense, emotion
and imagination are not competent to originate acts or methods of worship.
God as the supreme Law-giver claims for Himself the prerogative of appointing
the ordinances of His worship. How then can it be anything other than presumption in a subject of this absolute Sovereign to offer as worship anything
which He has not prescribed? That God allows worship that He has not prescribed is contrary to the Scripture. The attitude of God to the worshipper is
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expressed in such a passage as: “When ye come before me, who hath required
this a t your hand?” (Is. 1:12), and the religious attitude of the worshipper who
is keenly conscious of God’s sovereignty is expressed in such a passage as:
“Wherewith shall I come before the Lord, and bow myself before the high God”
(Micah 6:6) ? The connection between the spirituality and sovereignty of God
is also evident in the second commandment. The express prohibition of imageworship in this commandment is seen to rest upon the fact that false worship
consists in the invention of modes of worshipping God inconsistent with His
spirituality. “Making to oneself” is opposed to the regulative principle a s it expresses the divine soverignty, and likenesses of sensible things are opposed to
the pure spirituality of the Deity. Proper regard for God’s prerogative of sovereignty in worship is the supreme safeguard against the adulterations of the
spirituality of worship; disregard of God’s prerogative of sovereignty in worship definitely tends toward .the adulteration of the spirituality of worship.
The necessity of observing this principle is accentuated by the fallen state
of man. The total corruption and deceitfulness of the unregenerate human
heart disqualify men from judging as to what may be admitted into the content of worship. The necessity of external revelation as a n unerring and sufficient guide for worship is evident. The repeated admonitions of Scripture in
both Testaments (Deut. 4:9,15,23; 12:13,19,30; Num. 15:39,40; I Cor. 11:17,20,
28, 29) show the vanity and folly of looking to the consciousness even of the regenerate man for the rule or source of the content of worship.
Many direct and specific commandments regarding worship are given to us
in the Bible. But it is not only by express commands that the Bible gives warrant for certain practices of worship and renders them obligatory. What is to
be derived by good and necessary consequence from the express statements of
Scripture is to be regarded as taught, sanctioned, or warranted by Scripture.
We have, for example, no express command to baptize infants, but we believe
that we have divine warrant and authorization for the practice. To refuse to
baptize infants is a serious violation of divine ordinance. Authorization may
also be given in Scripture by approved example. If God has authorized a certain element of worship by some other method than that of express command,
J
it is still a revelation to us of what is acceptable t o Him.
In submitting a partial report, the Committee recommends that the General Assembly call the attention of the presbyteries and sessions to the report,
and urge the presbyteries and sessions to give earnest study to it with a view
to careful consideration of the report at the Fourteenth General Assembly.
The Committee further recommends that it be continued.

ROBERT S. MARSDEN, Chairman
On motion the first recommendation of the committee was adopted.
On motion the second recommendation of the committee was adopted.
It was moved and carried that the report of the Committee on Overtures
and Papers be heard immediately after the report of the Committee on Texts
and Proof-Texts.
The report of the Committee on Texts and Proof-texts was presented by
Mr. Murray, chairman of the committee. The report is a s follows:
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON TEXTS AND PROOF-TEXTS
PRESENTED TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF’
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
The Committee on Texts and Proof-Texts respectfully reports to the Thirteenth General Assembly that it has not been able to do any further work on
the revision of proof-texts for the Confession of Faith. The reason for thif
I
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failure is that members of the Committee have been so occupied with other work
of a more urgent character that time and energy were not available for the
continuance of this work.
Respectfully submitted,
JOHN MURRAY, Chairman
The Moderator requested Mr. Marston to take the chair.
It was moved and carried that the Committee on Texts and Proof-texts be
continued with the substitution of the name of Mr. Tichenor for that of Dr.
Young.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
The report of the Committee on Overtures and Papers was presented by
Mr. Price, chairman of the committee. The report is as follows:
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON OVERTURES AND PAPERS
TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY O F
THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
Overture I
The committee recommends that the General Assembly, through its Clerk,
send the following communication t o the President of the United States:
“Whereas the President of the United States has sent Mr. Myron C.
Taylor on a mission to Rome as his personal representative with the rank of
ambassador to ‘His Holiness Pope Pius VIP; and has assigned him duties that
are Virtually the same as those of a n ambassador, and
“Whereas such an appointment is contrary to the American constitutional principle of the separation of church and state,
“Therefore be it resolved that we do hereby protest the appointment
by the President of a personal representative to the Vatican, and
“Be it further resolved that we urge the recall of Mr. Taylor as the
one effective way to correct a serious departure from American precedent.”
Overture I1
The committee recommends to the General Assembly that a committee of
five be elected to study, from the viewpoint of Presbyterian policy, the overture
of the Presbytery of Wisconsin relative to membership in The Orthodox Presbyterian Church of members of the Masonic order or similar secret societies,
and to report to the Fourteenth General Assembly.
Overture I11
The committee’recommends to the General Assembly that it adopt the oveTture of the Presbytery of Philadelphia requesting “the presbyteries of Wisconsin
and Ohio to consider the possibility of merging to form th,: Presbytery of Chicago, and to report to the Fourteenth General Assembly.
Communication from the Presbytery of Ohio
This communication is a letter from the Stated Clerk of the Presbytery of
Ohio informing the Thirteenth General Assembly that in its opinion the proposed action of uniting a part of the ‘Presbytery of Philadelphia with the Presbytery of Ohio would prove to be a hindrance to the work of the Presbytery
and should be rejected. No action is necessary.
Communication from the Rev. William Harllee Bordeaux
Relative to a request that a speaker representing the “Children for Christ,
Inc.” be invited t o address the General Assembly, the committee reports that
whereas it has not been customary for the general assemblies of The Orthodox
Presbyterian Church to give representatives of other religious organizations a n
opportunity to address them, the committee recommends that this General Assembly do not now grant the request that a representative of the “Children for
Christ, Inc.” be invited to address it.
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The committee further recommends that no action be taken on the request
to make literature of “Children for Christ, Inc.” available.

Inquiry from The Church of Scotland of Prince Edward Island
The- committee recommends that the correspondence from the Rev. J. H.
Bishop inquiring about the possibility of the entrance of The Church of Scotland of Prince Edward Island into The Orthodox Presbyterian Church be referred to the Presbytery of New York and New England and that the Clerk
of the General Assembly be instructed to acquaint the Rev. Mr. Bishop of this
action.
Respectfully submitted,
The Committee on Overtures and Papers,
JAMES W. PRICE, Chairman
The following minority report of the Committee on Overtures and Papers
was presented:
Overture I1 ’ (On Secret Societies)
The minority of the committee recommends that no action be taken on this
overture.
ROBERT H. GRAHAM
JAMES W. PRICE
On motion the first recommendation of the Committee on Overtures and
Papers was amended and adopted to read as follows:
The committee recommends that the General Assembly, through its
Clerk, send the following communication to the President of the United States:
“Whereas the President of the United States has sent Mr. Myron C. Taylor
on a mission to Rome as his personal representative with the rank of ambassador to Pope Pius XII, and has assigned him duties that are virtually the same
as those of a n ambassador,
“Therefore be it resolved that we do hereby protest the appointment by the
President of a personal representative to the Vatican, and
“Be it further resolved that we urge the recall of Mr. Taylor.”
On moti-on the majority report of the committee on Overture 11, was adopted.
The following were nominated for membership on the committee to study
the overture from the Presbytery of Wisconsin: Messrs. Holkeboer, Kuiper,
Andreas, Cummings, Gaffin, Galbraith and Price.
On motion the third recommendation of the Committee on Overtures and
Papers was adopted.
On motion the fourth recommendation of the committee was adopted.
On motion the fifth recommendation of the committee was adopted.
The tellers reported the election of the following to the Committee to Study
the Overture from the Presbytery of Wisconsin: Messrs. Holkeboer, Kuiper,
Andreas, Cummings and Galbraith. The Moderator’ appointed Professor Kuiper .
as convener of the committee.
The report of the Travel Fund Committee was presented by Mr. Freeman,
chairman of the committee. The report is as follows:
REPORT OF THE TRAVEL FUND COMMITTEE TO
THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
The Travel Fund Committee reports as follows:
The committee has received from twenty-six churches in the amount of
$392.00. The amount received from the collection at the popular meeting, together with other gifts, was $692.45, making a total of $1,084.45. The committee has received statements of mileage from twenty-five commissioners and has
apportioned the money on the basis of 1.7 cents per mile in excess of 400 miles.
The committee recommends that the Assembly appoint the Rev. Dean Adair,
the Rev. John Verhage and Elder Henry Huibregtse as the Travel Fund Committee to act between the Thirteenth and the close of the Fourteenth General
Assembly.

The committee ’also recommends that this committee study the matter of

a more equitable distribution of the funds and report to the Fourteenth Gener-

al Assembly.

Respectfully submitted,
DAVID FREEMAN
CHARLES L. SHOOK
On motion the first recommendation was adopted.
On motion the second recommendation was adopted.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly recess at 5% p. m., to reconvene at 7:OO p. m.
The Moderator announced the appointment to the Committee on General
Assembly Representation of Messrs. Atwell, Bradford and Clowney, Mr. Bradford to act as convener.
The report of the Committee on Ministerial Benefits was presented by Mr.
Clelland. The report is as follows:

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON MINISTERIAL BENEFITS
TO THE THIRTEENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
Esteemed Fathers and Brethren :
The Committee on Ministerial Benefits was continued by the Twelfth General Assembly “to give the matter further consideration.”
The Committee has attempted to acquaint itself with’ the problems. involved
in annuities and old age insurance. In the course of the year it has consulted
with officers of two life insurance companies.
One basic question facing the committee was whether the funds received
should be administered by a committee acting for the church or whether a n
agreement should be entered into with an insurance company in which the contracts should be guaranteed by the company.
The committee has decided not to recommend a self-administered plan for
two principal reasons :
(1) The lack of diversification in investments.
(2) It is highly doubtful that a committee chosen from within our church
would possess the necessary qualifications in knowledge and experience in investments to administer successfully such a fund.
The committee considered the various kinds of benefits that are desirable
for our ministers and concluded that it would be wise, at least as a beginning,
to undertake only a program providing old age income. The committee well
realizes the desirability of life and disability insurance but, in view of the question of insurability and the added cost of such features, felt it best to concentrate entirely on old age income. Such limitation will enable the purchase of
a maximum of such income.
The committee recommends:
1. That the Assembfy adopt a Retirement Plan for the ministers of the
church providing retirement benefits through annuity contracts issued on the
life of individual ministers by The Presbyterian Ministers’ Fund with premiums
for these contracts paid jointly by the minister and hls employer.
2. That the policies applied for shall provide for retirement benefit for
each Participant in the amount determined by a formula providing twenty dollars a year multiplied by the number of years of participation in the plan with
retirement a t age sixty-five. In the cases of participants who enter the plan
between the ages of 50 and 60 retirement shall come after fifteen years’ participation and thus the annual retirement benefit shall be $300. No provision is
made for those over sixty years of age in this plan.
3. That the Assembly elect a Committee on Pensions and Ministerial Relief with authority to inaugurate the Retirement Plan m t h the Presbyterian
Ministers’ Fund;
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To secure retirement contracts under the Plan;
To act as a central collecting agency for the parties (ministers and
their employers) participating in the contracts, and
To promote the Plan throughout the church.
This committee shall also be authorized to receive and disburse monies for
the aid of retired ministers and their widows not covered by the Retirement Plan
and for the families of ministers who die or become incapacitated before retirement age.
4. That the present committee be dissolved.

J. H. McCLAY’
I. T. MULLEN
H. D. PHILLIPS

Respectfully,
The Committee
J. P. CLELLAND
E. B. COOPER, Chairman

’

The Assembly recessed at 5:15 p. m:, and was’led in prayer by Mr. Samuel Allen.
I

Monday gvening
The Assembly reconvened at 7:03 p. m., and was led in prayer by Mr.
Schowalter.
It was moved that the first recommendation of the Committee on Ministerial Benefits be adopted.
It was moved and carried as a substitute that the Committee on Ministerial Benefits be continued, and that it be directed to make a fuller report on
the matter of ministerial benefits to the Fourteenth General Assembly, the report to be in the hands of the commissioners at least six weeks before the
Fourteenth General Assembly.
An amendment was moved and carried that the name of Mr. Thompson be
substituted for the name of Mr. Clelland.
An amendment was moved and carried that the name of Mr. Clelland be
substituted for the name of Mr. Cooper.
An amendment was moved and carried that Dr. Strong be added to the
committee.
The motion as amended was ‘carried.
On motion the Rev. William P. Green of the Reformed Presbyterian Church
of North America (General Synod) was invi!ed
t o become a corresponding
member of the Assembly.
The Moderator appointed Dr. Strong convener of the Committee on Ministerial Benefits.
It was moved and carried that the Moderator appoint a committee on arrangements for the Fourteenth General Assembly, consisting of three members, including the Clerk of the Thirteenth General Assembly.
The Moderator appointed Mr. Adair and Mr. Huibregtse to the Committee
on Arrangements for the Fourteenth General Assembly, Mr. Adair to serve as
convener.
It was moved and carried that this Assembly instruct the Clerk of the Assembly to inform the Presbytery of Philadelphia of the action of the Assembly,
to wit, that “this Assembly finds that there is ground for complaint against the
Presbytery of Philadelphia and declares that the Presbytery of Philadelphia, at
its meeting on July 7, 1944, erred in the decision to deem the examination sufficient for ordination, and in the decision to ordain Dr. Gordon H. Clark at a
subsequent meeting of the Presbytery called for that purpose, in that the
Presbytery failed to observe the plain intent of the provisions of the Form of
Government (XIV, 1 and XV, ll), in circumstances which made the propriety of
these provisions apparent.” This Assembly also. implores the Presbytery of
Philadelphia to make acknowledgment of these errors and of its failure thereby to preserve the peace of the Church, and to report accordingly to the Fourteenth General Assembly.

Mr. Hunt asked that his negative vote be recorded.
It was moved and carried that Dr. Van Ti1 be appointed to convey fraternal

greetings to the 1946 Synod of the Christian Reformed Church.
It was moved and carried that Dr. Stonehouse be appointed auditor at the
Ecumenical Synod to be held at Grand Rapids in August, and be asked to report to the Fourteenth General Assembly.
It was moved and carried that Mr. Galbraith and Mr. Price be appointed
a committee to investigate the field of sickness and hospital insurance and to
bring to the Fourteenth General Assembly recommendations concerning that
field, Mr. Galbraith to act a-3 convener.
It was moved that:
Whereas the purity and the peace of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church
are of the deepest concern to the General Assembly, and
Whereas “to the General Assembly,. . belongs the power of deciding
in all controversies regarding doctrine . .
(Form of Government, XI, 5), and
Whereas there has appeared to be a difference in our Church concerning the Scriptural teaching pertaining to the doctrines of the incomprehensibility
of God, the position of the intellect in reference to other faculties, the relation
of divine sovereignty and human responsibility, and. the free offer of the gospel,
Be it resolved that Messrs. Murray, Clowney, R. Gray, W. Young and
Stonehouse be appointed to study these doctrines in the light of Scripture and
the Westminster Standards in relation to all expressions of views on the doctrines that have appeared or may appear in connection with the discussion of
the Complaint against the Presbytery of Philadelphia in the matter of the licensure and ordination of Dr. Gordon H. Clark, for the purpose of clarifying
these matters, and report to the Fourteenth General Assembly.
The Moderator requested Mr. Phillips to take the chair.
The Moderator resumed the chair.
The resolution was carried.
Mr. Murray was appointed convener of the committee.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly ap rove a budget of $1,400
for the General Assembly, and that the Clerk be autforized to suggest to the
churches that they contribute on the basis of 25c per communicant member.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly express its appreciation to the
Faculty and the Board of Trustees of Westminster Theological Seminary for
their hospitality ih entertaining the Thirteenth General Assembly.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly express its thanks to the
members of the local churches who provided lod ing for the commissioners.
It was moved and carried that this AssernbTy instruct the Committee on
Home Missions and Church Extension to encourage the churches of the denomination to avail themselves of the services of the Rev. David Freeman in the
promotion of Jewish Missions within their respective localities.
The minutes of the day’s sessions were read and approved as corrected.
The minutes of the entire Assembly were approved.
It was moved and carried that the Assembly be dissolved.
The Assembly was led in prayer by the Moderator.
The Moderator made the following declaration:
I
“By virtue of the authority delegated to me by the church, let this
general assembly be dissolved, and I do hereby dissolve It, and require another
general assembly, chosen in the same manner, to meet in Cedar Grove, Wisconsin on the twenty-second day of May A. D. nineteen-hundred and forty-seven.”
The Moderator pronounced the apostolic benedictlon.
The sessions of the Assembly were concluded at 12:28 a. m., May 28, 1946 ’
EUGENE BRADFORD, Clerk of Assembly
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Y

K”

CI

n

1.

24

21

145 144 120
38
57

59

74

47
65

17

16

54

70

70

7

36

43

55

4

4

1

2

7

8

1

3

1 2

1

2

-1

15

16

3,312
675

90 +90

3,039

3,953

7,262

233

563

683

835

2,838

2,896

2,045

621 19,851

$ 3,885 $ 809 $ 2,669

-4
52

130 -10

+6

200

68 -24

180 +59

+1

-2

2 f 2

5 15

PRESBYTERY OF CALIFORNIA
The Rev. Lawrence R. E v e s , Stated Clerk, 1330 S.E. 37th Avenue, Portland 15, Oregon
1
2
3
4 5 6 7 8 910
11
12 13
14

California
Berkeley, Covenant
1632 University Ave.,
Robert K. Churchill
Long Beach, First
4120 Long Beach Blvd.,
Henry W. Coray
Los Angeles, Beverly
359 S. Woods Ave.,
Dwight H. Poundstone
Grace, 9400 S. Western
Ave.,
Robert H. Graham
Westminster,
4652 Eagle Rock Blvd.,
Robert B. Brown
National City, Chapel
24th & F Streets,
Bruce F. Hunt

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

APPENDIX
STATISTICAL REPORT FOR THE YEAR ENDING MARCH 31, 1946
(Compiled from reports submitted by the sessions and presbyteries to the Clerk of Assembly.)
Statistics to March 31, 1946; other material to July 31, 1946.
KEY
Total Membership, April 1, 1945
9. Loss, Communicant Members, Dismissal
.
Total Membership, March 31, 1946
10. Loss, Erasure or Discipline
Communicant Members, March 31, 1946
11. Net Gain or Loss of Baptized Children
Baptized Children, March 31, 1946
12. Sunday School Enrollment, March 31, 1946
Gain, Communicant Members, Confession of Faith
13. Net Gain or Loss, Sunday School Membership a
Gain, Reaffirmation of Faith
14. TotaI Receipts for Current Expenses
Gain, Transfer
15. Total Receipts for Benevolences
Loss, Communicant Members, Death
16. Total Receipts for Special Purposes

ar

w
CI

n

3

658 703 551 152 (I4

- L

22
17

39

28

13

26

64

176 175 149

22

77

3

I

11

72

I52

!4

+1
+6

+11

+1

Removed from Roll:
Russell D. Piper, to Presbytery of the Dakotas, May 28, 1945
Louis E. KnowIPs, to Presbyter3 of the Dakotas, October 23, 1945

-

Chapels

-2

Total Churches - 9

Total Ministers

14

Other Ministers of Presbytery:
William Harllec Bordeaux, Th.D.
Malcolm C. Frehn
Clifford S. Smith
Dr. G. Arthur Hutchison

-7

20 +20

68

145 - 9

114

847

1,214

65

421

3,660 1,650

776

+ 5 $ 4,051 $1,448 $

35 +35

104

42

2,259

1,108

1,674

12 22) +25 1,092 155 $32,574 $7,442 $35,337
$ 59.12 $13.51 $ 64.14

4

4 4 3 1

22 24)

5

2

8

5

Ministers Added t o Roll:
Clifford S. Smith, from Presbytery of New Jersey, September 12, 1945
Louis E. Knowles, by Ordination, September 21, 1945

Ministerial Changes

Total
Average Contribution
Per Communicant Member

San Francisco, First
1823 Turk Street,
Carl A. Ahlfeldt
Santee, VaJIey
Bruce F. Hunt
Oregon
Bend, Westminster
Robert E. Nicholas
Portland, First
8245 N.E. Fremont St.,
Lawrence R. Eyres
Washington
Seattle, Chapel
2716 Alki Ave.,
James B. Brown, D. D.

Q)
v

cI
CI

n

North Dakota
Baldwin, Hope
Curtis A. Balcom
Carson, Bethel
Walter J. Magee
Lark, First
Walter J. Magee
Leith, First
Walter- J. Magee
Rock Hill Chapel
Curtis A. Balcom
Wilton, Faith
Curtis A. Balcom

'

Nebraska
Aurora
R. Heber &IcIlwaine,
Supply
Burnham, Pioneer Chapel
Delbert E. Schowalter
Lincoln, Faith
3951 Randolph St.,
Delbert E. Schowalter
Omaha, First
50th & Hickory Sts.,
Regmald Voorhees
Logan-Fon tenelle Chapel
Reginald Voorhees

Colorado
Denver, First
1218 E. 31st Ave.,
W. Benson Male
Oak Creek Chapel
Calvin A. Busch, Supply

24
91

24
96

9

46

46

16

68

15

22

67

1

23

9 5

24

32

5

29

34

40

99

7

21

28

28

96

6

40

46

1

26 2 2 3 2

53

122 127 101

5

-6

25

86

80

24

25

33

26

+5

+2

-6

-2

40 - 6

150

4 30

+2

4-1

1

4

2 +2

16

16

1,565

566

910

276

'2,354

1,202

374

1,034

110

132

48

117

734

184

56

287

100

651

590

$ 3,800 $ 525 $ 838

PRESBYTERY OF THE DAKOTA$
The Rev. Delbert E. Schowalter, Stated Clerk 713 S. 31st St., Lincoln 8, Nebraska
1
2
3
4 ' 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 12
13
14

c1

Y

%

'

23

7

74

112 116
64 64
118 123 100
20

i3

26

6 1

2 1

2

2 1

1,013 966 689 277 (9 7 ")[4
,t *; 3

19

42
38

51

57

1

28

81

40

68

68

22

23

22

2
+2

+6

24 -3

+1

101 +11

36
24. -F
. 4

!L 3

Total Chapels

-4

Total Ministers

- 10
Total Churches - 16

0ther Minister
Christian G. Ter Maat

_ .

Ministers. Removed from Roll:
Dean W. Adair, to the Presbytery of Wisconsin, May 15, 1945
A. Culver Gordon, to the Presbytery of Philadelphia, The Reformed Presbyterian
Church of N. A., General Synod, May 9, 1946

1,577

9
60

430

51
563

700

1,133

60 $
115

$ 29.21

$ 6.52 $ 6.57

161
$20,119 $4,485 $4,526

1,250

2,609

600
650

907

57

+9

354 $
1,658

$

45 +15

+1
29
8 31\43 760 f42

3

Ministers Added to R O E
Russell D. Piper, from the Presbytery of California, May 16, 1945
Louis E. Knowles, from the Presbytery of California, October 23, 1945
Delbert E. Schowalter, by Ordination, May 1, 1945

Ministerial Changes

Total
Average Contributions
Per Communicant Member

South Dakota
Alexandria, Bethel ,
Russell D. Piper
Bancrof t,
Melvin B. Nonhof
Bridgewater, Trinity
Russell D. Piper
Hamill, Westmmster, V.
Manchester
Melvin B. Nonhof
Volga, Calvary
Louis E. Knowles
Yale, Melvin B. Nonhof

W

)Ir

A

C

Bridgeton, Cdvary
137 W. Commerce St.,
Richard W. Gray
East Orange, Covenant
56 S. Munn Ave.,
Alex. K. Davison
Passaic, Bethany
333 Broadway
Carlo Lazzaro
Pittsgrove, Faith, V.
Ringoes,
Calvary of Amwell
John F. Gray
Vineland. Covenant
Landis Ave. & State St.,
Everett C. DeVelde
3-@?x
Warren Point,
Grace Chapel
564 Fairlawn Parkway
Bruce - A . Coie
West Collingswood,
Immanuel
Elm & Calvert Aves.,
Edward L. Kellogg
Westfield, Grace
'
600 Westfield Ave.,
Robert L. Atwell

New Jersey

Fort Lauderdale,
Women's Club
Stranahan Park
John C. Hills, Jr.

Florida

263

258

341
66

342
64

55 11

2

269 72 2 2

224 39 11 8

94

-

58 12 3
82 12

70

68
93

2

13

3

1 1 2
+4

1 +4

3

1

-6

,
3-2

-1

1 1 1 -2

5

1 2

1

81 24 2 2 2 1 1 1 3-4

15

105

98

173 52 4

4 1

4 5 6 7 8 ' 9 1 0 11

23 23

3

15

225

46

38

219

2

1

+2

81

'341

4,850
4,226

+1

428

6,031

2,612

2,577

1,050

4,524

5,455

-1

69 +69

218 +32

57.+ 1

72

33

14

+ 5 $ 1,301 $

13

61 -13

175

30

12

The Rev. H. Wilson Albright, Stated Clerk, 416 White Horse Ave., Trenton 10, N. J.

PRESBYTERY OF NEW JERSEY

1,137

2,083

11

3,198

924

469

107

1,346

1,649

185 $

15

.

834

1,813

33

217

900

793

2,258

1,832

400

16

.L

121

146

87 34

45 17 4
76

Total Ministers

- 17
Total Churches - 11
Chapels - 1

Donald C . Graham
Lewis J. Grotenhuis
Edward Heerema

Other Ministers of Presbytery

L

Oscar Holkeboer
Walter C. Jent
James W. Price

Ministers Removed from Roll:
Clifford S. Smith, to the Presbytery of California, July 20,1945
Charles H. Ellis, to the Presbytery of Ohio, April 1, 1946.
Edward B. Cooper, to the Presbyterian Church in the U. S.
William T. Strong, t o the United Presbyterlan Church, December 18, 1945

+6

67 -19
2,192

$ 2,841 $

335

453 8
1,991

788

$ 34.32 $ 10.72 $ 10.69

1,280 +93 $38,087 $11,897 $11,859

2 2 4

2 1 4 12 -8

3

1,402 1,408 1,110 298:26 18 11‘41 13 181-7
A,a&”
rR: t: &
*

62

63

Carlo Lazzaro, from the Presbytery of Philadelphia, the Reformed Presbyterian
Zhurch of N. A., General Synod
Edward L. Kellogg, from the Presbytery of Philadelphia
James W. Price, from the Presbytery of Philadelphia

Ministers Added to Roll:

Ministerid Changes

Total
Average Contribution
Per Communicant Member

White Horse, Grace
416 White Horse Ave.,
H. Wilson Albright
Wildwood, Calvary
W. Rio Grande Ave.,
Leslie A. Dunn

B

Average Contribution
Per Communicant Member

Total

Connecticut
Hamden, First
Circular & Gorham Aves.,
Ralph Clough, P. E.
Maine
Canaan, Chapel
Cornville
Waterville, Chapel
Wellington, Chapel
West Athens, Chapel
Whittier, Chapel
Kelly G. Tucker
Portland, Second Parish
371 Congress St.,
Arthur 0. Olson
New Pork
Albany, Covenant
Stop 15, Central Ave.,
Herman T. Petersen
Franklin Square
38 Franklin Ave.,
Robert L. Vining
Rochester, Covenant
2052 St. Paul St.,
Charles L. Shook
Memorial
650 Merchants Rd.,
John J. DeWaard
Schenectady, Calvary
Rugby Rd. & Glenwood,
Raymond M. Meiners
Worcester, Calvary
John C. Rankin
30

1

&,

856 885 672 213 [22

30

2

29

60

3

1

63

11

ct

9

1

I

'p

A-

+
+
+
+
+

-

2

6

105
35
91
60

-1

+4
+lo

+1

2,577

-

7

+ 10

840

2,281

6,898

2,458

1,305

2

.22

400

928

186

792 1,129

531 1,904

725

578 2,089

210

6,742 1,100

32

110
1,139

+ 10

-

16

$ 38.80 $ 6.36 $11.16

720 +112 $26,072 $4,274 $7,596

10

62

+3

15

6 $ 1,690 $ 130 $1,546

11
11
29
12
4 + 4
30
30
40
40
25
26

85

3 - 1 133 - 15

+2

+1

9 11) +19

1

1 1

2 1

1 2 6

11) (5
,<'

2

2 2

61

67

64

25

88 11

56

62

64

19

3

2

225 253 165

37

39

36

20

53

298 294 241

8

6

25

21

44

19

52

58

PRESBYTERY OF NEW YORK AND NEW ENGLAND
The Rev. Raymond M. Meiners, Stated Clerk, 1138 Parkwood Blvd., Schnectady 8, N. Y.
1
2
3
4 6 6 7 8 9 1 0
11 12
13
14

Y

26 24

9 9
40 33

10
63

15

32 29

45

2 2

7 3

3 1

8

3

2 2

-

-20

1

+2

19 -17
,343

9

3,

1

4 16

4 2

133 107 95 12 (6 10 5)(4
Total
Average Contribution
+ =&:
Per Communicant Member
Ministerial Changes
Ministers Addeg to Roll:
.
Gordon H. Clark, from the Presbytery of Philadelphia
Charles H. Ellis, from the Presbytery of New Jersey
Minister Removed from Roll:
Alexandeu; I(. Davison, to the Presbytery of New Jersey
Other Ministers of Presbytery
Gordon H. Clark, Ph.D.
Lawrence B. Gilmore, Th.D.
Total Ministers 6
Total Churches - 4

Indiana
Indianapolis, Covenant
14th St. & Riverview Dr.
Martin J. Bohn
Kentucky
Buechel, Grace, V.
Newport, Trinity Chapel
514 York St.,
J. Lyle Shaw
0hio
Cincinnati, First
Taft Rd. & Kemper Lane,
Charles H. Ellis
195 -18

20 -22

15

16

237

$64.22 $8.68

$13.51

$6,100 $815 $1,283

3,555

442

8 $2,103 $578 $1,283

25
70 - 4

80

PRESBYTERY O F OHIO
The Rev. Martin J. Bohn, Stated Clerk, 1014 N. Sterling St., Indianapolis 1, Indiana
1
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0
11 12
13
14

Ministerial Changes
Added to Roll:
Robert L. Vining, from the Presbyterian Church in the U. S., September 11, 1945
Removed from Roll:
Bruce A. Coie, to the Presbytery of New Jersey, September 11, 1945
Other Ministers of Presbytery
Edmund P. Clowney
John Murray
Charles E. Stanton
John H. Skilton
William Young, Th.D.
Burton L. Goddard, Th.D.
Total Chapels - 5
Total Ministers - 14
Total Churches - 9

2

CI
t
o

L

Delaware
Middletown, Grace
LeRoy B. Oliver
Wilmington, Eastlake
27th & Market Sts.
John I?. Clelland
Maryland
Baltimore, St. Andrew’s
3552 Elmley Ave.,
Edwards E. Elliott
Silver Spring, Knox
Granville Dr. & Sutherland Rd.,
Glenn R. Coie
Pennsylvania
Eranchton, New Hope
Charles G. Schauffele
Harrisville, Faith
Charles G. Schauffele
Kirkwood
John P. Galbraith
Middletown, Calvary
Spruce and Emaus Sts.,
Robert L. Atwell, P. E.
Norristown, Valley Forge
710 Swede St.,
Henry Tavares, Supply
Nottingham, Bethany
Henry D. Phillips
Philadelphia, Atonement
.
Dissolved)
alvary, 15 Harvey St.,
Eugene Bradford
Gethsemane
2510 S. 65th St.,
Samuel J. Allen
Knox
2216 E. Cumberland St,, V.
17
154

9
156

78
91
84

67
73

85

17

194

193

106

105

200

49

27

196

27

26

150

305

307

146

71

75

5
1 1

6 1 2

64 20

1 1

70 21 2 3 11

2

2 + 1

53-6

97

+ 19

-3

150

-3

+4

1

3

5

+ 19
80 + 8
272 + 22
47 + 47
109

65+

+1
+3
+1
+5

+ 6

3 8 + 4

1

3

1 1

7

5 5 2 3 2 1 1 0 1 2 1 + 2

110 44 1

11

141 53

163 37 2 1

108 42 4

75 31 2

202

2,410

2,522

3,208

3,286

726

5,263

3,296

2,447

1,201

3,715

5,826

+ 83

2

+3

+
2,597

168

2,295

69+23

+3

42+12

14

2 + 1

3 3 8

2 3 2 + 2

39 10 11 5 6 2 1

22

239 66 5 4

52 19 1

PRESBYTERY OF PHILADELPHIA
The Rev. Henry D. Phillips, Stated Clerk, Nottingham, Pa.
1
2
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12
13

787

771

673

1,084

172

2,067

1,548

1,432

376

1,005

535

1,970

436

15

424

466

47

328

397

1,632

1,376

263

436

2,353

132

4,531

411

16

.---

,:=

,--

23
41

27
49
72
129
455

27
48
*62
122
439

4 3 1

3

1

+
+

7,947

3

7,432

5,532

371

551

48

255

194 $

2,444

622

2,338

118

673

267

$ 34.30 $ 15.15 $ 10.70

3,727

6

3,530

- 58

50

2,261

1,258

2,420

1 $ 1,767 $

31 - 1

330

23

330 125 1 8 12 2 12 1 +lo

113 16 2

39 33 5 3

8

+

68 - 16

93

1 1 1

+3

60

+2
2 + 5
1+ 3

4

48 12 3 2 6 2 1

60

49

56 12

68

76

Total
Average Contribution
Per Communicant Member
Ministerial Changes
Minister Added to Roll:
Herbert J. Hoeflinger, by Ordination, October 5, 1945
Ministers Removed from Roll:
James W. Price, to the Presbytery of New Jersey, June 7, 1945
Gordon H. Clark, t o the Presbytery of Ohio, September 17, 1945
George W. Marston, to the Presbytery of Wisconsin, March 18, 1946
Edward L. Kellogg, to the Presbytery of New Jersey, March 18, 1946
Lawrence H. Jongewaard, transferred, name erased March 18, 1946
Other Ministers of Presbytery
Leslie W. Sloat
Egbert W. Andrews
Arthur W. Kuschke
Francis E. Mahaffy
Ned B. Stonehouse, Th.D.
John W. Betzold
Thomas M. Cooper
Robert S. Marsden
Cornelius Van Til, Ph.D.
Clarence W. Duff
Clarcnce L. McCoy
E. Lynne Wade
R. Heber McIlwaine
William E. Welmers, Ph.D.
Floyd -E. Hamilton
Edwin H. Rian, LL.D.
Paul Woolley
R. B. Kuiper
Edward J. Young, Ph.D.
Total Ministers - 33
Total Churches - 19
Chapel - 1
*Corrected
Licentiate: C. Alan l'ichenor

Mediator
Franklin & Dauphin Sts.,
Mediator Chapel
Knorr & Rutland Sts.,
Herbert J. Hoeflinger
New Covenant
5140 Walnut St.,
David Freeman
Redeemer
3944 Walnut St., V.
-.
Pittsburgh, Covenant
Graham Blvd. & Avon PI.,
Calvin I(. Cummings
Quarryville, Faith'
Franklin S. Dyrness
Willow Grove. Calvarv
Easton & Allison Rds.,
Robert Strong

8

Iowa
Waterloo, First
6th St. & Byron Ave.,
Edward Wlvbenrra
- Wisconsin
Cedar Grove, Calvary
Dean W. A d d r
Gresham, Old Stockbridge
John Davies
Milwaukee, Grace
2607 N. 50th St.,
Richard B. Gaffin
Oostburg, Bethel
.John Verhage
592 384 208
46 22 24
22 16
391 249 142

580
43
24
381

4

9

$

1,077 1,100 701 399 ;13

6

49 30 19

49

1

56:)

2 2

3 4

<

-?

12

2

2

7

1

60

+23

+8

+3

513 +37

132 +12

Total Churches

Total Ministers

-5

- 10

Ministers Removed from Roll:
Other Ministers of Presbytery
Edward F. Hills, Th.D.
George W. Marston
Jack Zandstra

Jacob Mellema
George J. Willis

16

3931

478

145

1,212

688

240

2,100 $2,489

$1,162

15

$ 24.07

$10.16 $ 6.60

$16,871 $7,116 $4,629

4,697

1,616

35

+4

6,738
175

+6

$ 3,645

45 3-15

+11 241

+1

Ministerial Changes
Ministers Added to Roll:
Jack Zandstra, from the Presbytery of the Dakotas, April 10, 1945
Dean W. Adair, from the 'Presbytery of the Dakotas, October 9, 1945
John Verhage, from the Evangelical and Reformed Church, November 28, 1945
George W. Marston, from the Presbytery of Philadelphia, April 9, 1946

Average Contribution
Per Communicant Member

Total

PRESBYTERY OF WISCONSIN

The Rev. Edward Wybenga, Stated Clerk, 803 Forest live., Waterloo, Iowa
1
2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
13
14

b

h3
v
01

CI

m

George W. Marston, Minister in Charge

Total

Evergreen Park
Westminster Chapel
3140 W. 95th St.
Maywood
Westminster Chapel
1342 Ridge Parkway
South LaGrange, Chapel
744 S. 9th St.

Illinois

WITHIN THE BOUNDS O F NO PRESBYTERY

227

117

43+43 $700

15+15

.-

$83

16

$83

-_____

14 15

28+28 $356

12 13

Y

w

n

26,072 4,274 7,596 37,942 9 14
8,198 4 5
815 1,283
6,100
61,702 27,239 19,248 108,189 19 33
16,871 7,116 4,629 28,616 5 10

-

-

Average Contribution per Communicant Member, 1943

Average Contribution per Communicant Member, 1941

*Corrected

Average Contribution per Coinmunicant Member, 1944

Average Contribution per Communicant Member, 1946
Average Contribution per Communicant Member, 1945

-

-

-

-

- -

-

~

21.00

26.04

28.64

4.89

6.66

8.26

12.36

10.50

12.53

$36.00 $11.27 $15.06
33.04
10.02 11.24

38.25

43.01

49.43

$62.33
54.30

43+ 43
700
83
783
7,443 7,555 5,617 1,938 132 89 118 55 104 119 +89 6,650+637 $202,225 $63,268 $84,561 $350,054 73 103
7,443 5,594 1,849
6,013
184,156 55,864 66,007 306,027 73 105
7,152 5,470 1,682
5,677
154,244 44,485 67,476 266,205 74 102

856 885 672 213 22 2 11 5 9 11 +19 720+112
133 107 95 12 610 5 4 9 17-17
195 -18
2,304 2,386 1,799 587 42 30 55 19 41 20 +49 2,047+173
1,0771,100 701 399 13
5 6 12
+23 513+ 37

16
15
1
2
3
4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 13
14
658 703 551 152 1422 24 6 12 22 +25 1,092+155 $ 32,574 $ 7,442 $35,337 $ 75,353 9 14
20,iig
4,485 4,526 29,130 16 10,
1,013 966 689 277 9 7 7 4 8 31- 3 760+ 42
1,402 1,408 1,110 298 26 18 1111 13 18- 7 1,280+ 93 38,087 11,897 11,859 61,843 11 17

-

Presbytery
California
The Dakotas
New Jersey
New York &
New England
Ohio
Philadelphia
Wisconsin
Within the
Bounds of
No. Presbyteries
Total, 1946
“Total, 1945
Total, 1944

SUMMARY OF STATISTICS

STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN

CHURCH

CHRISTIAN EDUCATION

.Li

Class of 1949 - Ministers: Calvin I(. Cummings, Lawrence B. Gilmore, Th.D.,
Burton L. Goddard, Th.D.
Elders: Leslie Gibson, Albert S. O'Brien, Ph.D.
Class of 1948 - Ministers: Oscar Holkeboer, Cornelius Van Til, Ph.D., Edward
J. Young, Ph.D.
Elders : Thomas R. Birch, Charles A. Freytag (Treasurer).
Class of 1947 - Ministers: Edmund P. Clowney, Leslie A. Duim (President),
Charles G. Schauff ele.
Elders: Glenn A. Andreas, C. Alan Tichenor.
FOREIGN MISSIONSq
Class of 1949 - Ministers: Alexander K. Davison, S.T.D., Edward L. Kellogg,
'Paul Woolleyd
Elders: Lenville Hawkes, Walter P. Smyth.
Class of 1948 - Ministers: Clifford S. Smith, John H. Skilton,'Williarn E. Welmers, Ph.D.
Elders: Combs Francis, Matthew McCroddan.
J
Class of 1947 - Ministers: John P. Clelland' (President), George W. Marston,
John Murrayl
Elders : Lewis W. Roberts, Murray Forst Thompson (Treasurer).
HOME MISSIONS AND CHURCH EXTENSION
Class of 1949 - Ministers: Robert L. Atwell, R. B. Kuiper, Edwin H. Rian,
LL.D. (President).
Elders: Frank U. Remein, Bernardus Vos.
Class of 1948 - Ministers: Glenn R. Coie, Ned B. Stonehouse, Th.D., Robert
Strong, S.T.D.(Treasurer).
Elders: J. Enoch Faw, Joseph H. McClay.
Class of 1947 - Ministers: Everett C. DeVelde, John P. Galbraith, Richard W.
Gray.
Elders: Cyrus Ferguson, William B. Gaillard.
MINISTERS OF THE ORTHODOX PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

P. - Pastor
F.M. - Foreign Missionary
H.M. - Home Missionary
C. - Presbytery of California
D. - Presbytery of the Dakotas
J. - Presbytery of New Jersey
Y. - Presbytery of New York and New England
0. - Presbytery of Ohio
Phi. Presbytery of Philadelphia
W. - Presbytery of Wisconsin
Adair, Dean W., P., W. - Cedar Grove, Wisconsin.
Ahlfeldt, Carl A., F., C. - 224 Clayton St., San Francisco 17, Calif.
Albright, H. Wilson, P., J.-- 416 White Horse Ave., Trenton 10, N. J.
Allen, Samuel J., P., Phi. - 2623 S. Robinson St., Philadelphia 42, Pa.
Andrews, Egbert W., F.M., Phi. - Elim House, 382 Joffre Ave., Shanghai, China.
Atwell, Robert L., P., J. - c/o L. W. Roberts, 230 Race St., Middletown, Pa.
Abbreviations:

-

Balcom, Curtis A., D. - 423 Avenue G, Bismarck, North Dakota.
Betzold, John W., Chap., Phi. - Hd. 2nd Bn., 32nd Inf., APO 7, San Francisco,
California.
Bohn, Martin J., P., 0. - 1014 N. Sterling St., Indianapolis 1, Ind.
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Bordeaux, William Harllee, Th.D., Gen. Sec., C. - 15 Park Row, New York 7,
New York.
Bradford, Eugene, P., Phi. - 125 Jefferson Ave., Cheltenham, Pa.
Brown, James B., D.D., H.M., C. 1439 Sunset Ave., Seattle 6, Wash.
Brown, Robert B., P., C. - 2343 Norwalk Ave., Los Angeles 41 Calif.
Busch, Calvin A., P., D.
Steamboat Springs, Colo.

-

-

Churchill, Robert K., P., C. - 1341 Milvia St., Berkeley 7, Calif.
Clark, Gordon H., Ph.D., Prof., 0. - 3429 Guilford Ave., Indianapolis 5, Ind.
Clelland, John P., P., Phi. 210 W. 27th St., Wilmington, Del.
Clowney Edmund P., Editor, Y. - 728 Schaff Bldg., 1505 Race St., Philadelphia,
2, Pa.
Coie, Bruce A., H.M., J. 564 Fair Lawn Parkway, Warren Point, N. J.
Coie Glenn R., P., Phi. 120 Normandy Drive, Silver Spring, Md.
Cooper, Thomas M., Phi. - 3821 Albemarle Ave., Drexel Hill, Pa.
Coray, Henry W., P., C. 4536 Whaley Ave., Long Beach 5, Calif.
Cummings, Calvin K., P., Phi. - 1608 Graham Blvd., Pittsburgh 21, Pa.

-

-

Davies, John, P., W. - R. D. 1, Gresham, Wisc.
Davison Alexander K., S.T.D., P., J. - 56 S. Munn Ave., East Orange, N. J.
DeVelde Everett C., P., J. - Landis Ave. & State St., Vineland, N. J.
DeWaard, John J., P., Y. - 54 Macbeth St., Rochester, N. Y.
Duff, Clarence W., F.M., Phi. - American Evangelical Mission, Ghinda, Eritrea,
East Africa.
Dunn, Leslie A., P., J. - 207 E. Davis Ave., Wildwood, N. J.
Dyrness, Franklin S., P., Phi. - Quarryville, Pa.
Elliott, Edwards E., P., Phi. - 3552 Elmley Ave., Baltimore 13, Md.
Ellis, Charles H., P., 0. - 2608 Kemper Lane, Cincinnati 6, Ohio.
Eyres, Lawrence R., P., C. - 1330 S.E. 37th Ave., Portland 15, Ore.
Freeman David, .P., Phi. - 720 Carpenter Lane, Philadelphia 19, Pa.
Frehn, Capt. Malcolm St. Clair, C. - C.I.C. Area 40, APO 928, San Francisco,
California.
Gaffin, Richard B., P., W. - 2607 N. 50th St., Milwaukee 10, Wisc.
Galbraith, John Patton, P., Phi. - Kirkwood, Pa.
Gilmore, Lswrence B., Th.D., Librarian, 0. - c / o 728 Schaff Bldg., Philadelphia 2, Pa.
Goddard, Burton L., Th.D., Prof., Y. - 27 Arborough Rd., Roslindale, Mass.
Graham, Donald C., Chap., J. - 33 East Beach Drive Panama City, Florida.
Graham, Robert H., P., C. - 8940 S. Dalton Ave., Los Angeles 44, Calif.
Gray, John F., P., J. Ringoes, N. J.
Gray, Richard W., P., J. - 137 W. Commerce St. Bridgeton, N. J.
Grotenhuis, Lewis J., P., J. - R. D. 2, Phillipsburg, N. J. .

-

Hamilton, Floyd E., Gen. Sec., Phi. - 728 Schaff Bldg., Philadelphia 2, Pa.
Heerema, Edward, Chap., J., Goffle Hill Rd., Wyckoff, N. J.
Hills, Edward F., Th.D., W. - 313 Forest Ave., Oak Park, Ill.
Hills, John C., P., J. 302Q Alhambra St., Fort Lauderdale, Fla.
Hoeflinger Herbert J., P., Phi. 1243 Tyson Ave7 Philadelphia 11, Pa.
Holkeboer, Oscar, Prof., J. - 35 Planton Ave., Prospect Park, Paterson, N. J.
Hunt, Bruce F., P., C. - 1040 East 17th St., National City, Calif.
AIutchison, Dr. G. Arthur, C. - 2515 Workman St., Los Angeles 31, Calif.

-

-
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Jent, Walter C., P., J. - 532 Pompton Ave., Cedar Grove, N. J.
Kellogg, Edward L., P., J. - 1300 Newton Ave., West Collingswood, N. J.
Knowles, Louis E., P., D. Volga, S. D.
Kuiper, R. B., Prof., Phi. - 1122 S. 52nd St., Philadelphia 43, Pa.
Kuschke, Arthur W., Librarian, Phi. - Westminster Theological Seminary, Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia 18, Pa.

-

Lazzaro, Carlo, P., J. - 246 Summer St., Passaic, N. J.
Magee, Walter J., P., D. - Leith, N. D.
Mahaffy, Francis E., F.M., Phi. - American Evangelical Mission, Ghinda, Eritrea,
East .Africa.
Male, W. Benson, P., D. - 1509 E. 31st Ave., Denver 5, Colo.
Marsden, Robert S., Gen. Sec., Phi. - 460 N. Union St., Middletown, Pa.
Marston George W., H.M., W. - 9935 South St. Louis Ave., Evergreen Park, Ill.
-McCoy, Clarence L., Phi. - 975 Allison Ave., Washington, Pa.
McIlwaine, R. Heber, Act. P., Phi. - 1015 M Street, Aurora, Neb.
Meiners, Raymond M., P., Y. 1138 Parkwood Blvd., Schenectady 8, N. Y.
-Mellema, Jacob, W. - Fairchild, Wisc.
Murray, John, Prof., Y.
Westminster Theological Seminary, Chestnut Hill,
Philadelphiz. 18, Pa.

-

-

Nicholas, Robert E., P., C. - 420 Drake Rd., Bend, Ore.
Nonhof, Melvin B., P., D. - Box 11, Bancroft, S. D.
Oliver LeRoy B., P., Phi. - 202 N. Broad St., Middletown, Del.
Olson, Arthur O., P., Y. - 5 Grand St., Portland, Me.
Petersen, Herman T., P., Y. - Stop 15, Central Ave., Albany 5, N. Y.
Piper, Russell D., P., D. Box 396, Bridgewater, S. D,
Phillips Henry D., P., Phi. Nottingham, Pa.
Poundstone, Dwight H., P., C. - 366 S. Vancouver Ave., Los Angeles, 22, Calif.
Price, James W., P., J. 33 Maple Ave., Morristown, N. J.
Rankin, John C., P., Y. - Worcester, N. Y.
Rian, Edwin H., LL.D., Gen. Sec., Phi. - Sunset Ave. and Church Rd., Glenside, Pa.

-

-

-

Schauffele, Charles G., P., Phi. - Harrisville, Pa.
Schowalter, Delbert E., P., D. 713 S. 31st St., Lincoln 8, Neb.
Shaw, J. Lyle, Ph.D., D.D., P., 0. - 35 Shawnee Ave., Fort Thomas, Ky.
Shook, Charles L., P., Y. 2052 St. Paul St., Rochester 5, N. Y.
Skilton, John H., Prof., Y. - 930 W. Olney Ave., Philadelphia 41, Pa.
Sloat, Leslie W., Student, Phi. - 28 Maple St., Princeton, N. J.
Smith Clifford S., P., C. - 653 12th St., Manhattan Beach, Calif.
Stanton, Charles E., F.M., Y. - American Evangelical Mission, Adi Caieh, Eritrea, East Africa.
Stonehouse, Ned. B., Th.D., Prof., Phi. - 333 Cherry Lane, Glenside, P a
Strong, Robert, S.T.D., P., 'Phi.- 707 Lincoln Ave. Willow Grove, Pa.
Ter Maat, Christian G., D. - Estelline, S. D.
Tucker, Kelly G., P., Y. - 11 Leavitt St., Skowhegan, Me.

-

-

-

W?:)

Van Til, Cornelius, Ph.D., Prof., Phi. - 16 Rich Ave., Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia 18, Pa.
VerKage, John, P., W. - Oostburg, Wisc.
Vining, Robert L., P., Y. 64 Garfield St., Franklin Square, Long Island, N. Y.
Voorhees, Reginald, P., D. - 1925 S. 49th St., Omaha 6, Neb.

-

Wade, E. Lynne, Chap., Phi. - USS Consolation (A.H. - 15) c / o FPO, New York.
Welmers, William E., Ph.D., Instructor, Phi. - American Lutheran Mission, Monrovia, Liberia, West Africa.
Willis, George J., Field Sec., W. 105 E. Fifth Ave., Conshohocken, Pa.
Woolley, Paul, Prof., Phi. - 505 E. Willow Grove Ave., Philadeiphia 18, Pa.
Wybenga, Edward, P., W. - 803 Forest Ave., Waterloo, Iowa.

-

Young, Edward J., Ph.D., Prof., Phi. - Box 4038, Chestnut Hill, Pldadelphia 18, Pa.
Young, William, Th.D., P., Y. - 104 Charles St., West, Toronto, Ont., Canada.
.Zandstra, Jack, H.M.,W. - 1172 S. Taylor Ave., Oak Park, Ill.
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Budget of Assembly, 112
Cablegrams from Missionaries, 83
“Children for Christ”, 6f., 108f.
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Actions on report, 37, 38, 85
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Report of Committee on, 38ff.
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Report of, 86
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Decorum, Rules governing, 14
Devotional Services, 31, 82, 83, 85, 90
Docket, Adopted, 4
Ecumenical Synod, Appointment of Auditor to, 112
Emotions in God, Doctrine of, 60ff., 112
Evangelist, Work of, Report of Committee on, 86ff.
Foreign Missionaries of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 2&., 31
Foreign Missions, Committee on,
Nominations and Elections to, 27, 31, 37
Report of, 24ff.
Form of Government, Proposed amendments to, 86ff.
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Fourteenth General Assembly,
Arrangements for, (See Arrangements, Committee on)
Date and Place, 86
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Directives to regarding Jewish Missions, 24, 112
Nominations and Elections to, 19, 24, 31
Report of, 15ff.
Incomprehensibility of God, Doctrine of 39ff., 68ff., 112
Intellect, Doctrine of Position and Primacy of, 50ff., 112
Jewish Missionary Work, 18, 24, 112
Literature for Local Evangelism, 95ff.
Loans from Committee on Home Missions and Church Extension, 20
Local Evangelism, Report of Committee on, 95ff.
Masonic Lodge, Committee on, 109
Overture concerning, 4f.
Messenger (See, Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger)
Ministerial Benefits, Committee on
Continued and Personnel Changed, 111
Report of, 110f.
Ministers of The Orthodox Presbyterian Church, 127ff.
Ministers Laboring in Other Churches, Proposed action concerning, 87
Minutes, Thirteenth Assembly, approved, 31, 82, 83, 85, 91, 112
Minutes, Twelfth Assembly, approved, 4
Moderator, Thirteenth General Assembly
Nomination and Election of, 4
Rulings of, 82, 83, (Mr. Kellogg, 83) (Mr. Galbraith, 84) 86, 89, 90
Moderator, Twelfth General Assembly, Sermon of, 3
Moderators, Rules governing, l l f .
Offer of the Gospel to all Men, Doctrine of, 64ff., 112
Overtures, Nos. 1-3, Text of, 4f.
Overtures and Papers, Committee on, authorized, 9
Appointed, 15
Report of, 108f.
Orthodox Presbyterian Messenger, 18, 19, 23, 26, 29, 33, 36
Picture of Assembly, 38
Popular Meeting 10, 83
Presbyterial Records, Committee on, appointed, 15
Report of, 85
Presbyterian Guardian, 23, 29, 35, 37, 100
Presbytery of California,
Action on Overture from, 6, 90, 91
Commissioners Present, 3
Presbytery of the Dakotas, Commissioners Present, 3
Presbytery of New Jersey, Commissioners Present, 3
Presbytery of New York and New England, Commissioners Present, 3
Matters referred to, 109
Presbytery of Ohio, Commissioners Present, 4
Proposal to Change Bounds of, 5, 6
Overture No. 1 from, 4, 108
Presbytery of Philadelphia, Commissioners Present, 4
Communication to, 111
Complaint against, (See, Complaint)
Overture No. 3 from, 5, 108
Proposal to Divide, 6
Presbytery of Wisconsin, Commissioners Present, 4
Overture concerning union of, 5
Overture No. 2 from, 4f., 108
Protest, concerning actions of Assembly in r e Complaint, 88f.
Reformed Presbyterian Church of North America (General Synod), Committee
on Union w t h ,
Nominations and Elections to, 95
Report of, 94
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Reports, Rules governing, 13f.
Representation in General Assembly, (See, General Assembly, Representation)
Roll of Assembly, 3f.
Sale of Standards, Report of Committee on, 85f.
Salary Scale of Home Missionaries and Aid-receiving Pastors, 16ff.
Secret Societies, Overture concerning, 4f., 108, 109
Sickness and Hospital Insurance, Committee to investigate, 112
Song in the Public Worship of God, Committee on, report, 1OOff.
Sovereignty of God and Responsibility, Doctrine of, 63, 79ff.
Standing Committees of the General Assembly, 127
Rules Governing, 15
Standing Rules of the General Assembly, 1Off.
Statistical Reports, 115ff.
Summer Bible Conferences, 37
Summer Bible Schools, 33
Sunday School Conventions, 32
Teach, 33
Tenth Anniversary, 9, 19, 84, 85
Texts and Proof Texts - Committee on,
Elections to, 108
Report of, 107f.
Thanks, Resolutions of, 112
Theological Education, Report of Committee on, 91ff.
Tract Bulletin, 33
Tracts, 33, 34
Travel Fund Committees, Thirteenth General Assembly,
Instructions to, 90
Offering for, 10
Report of, 109f.
Fourteenth General Assembly, 109f.
Vatican, Overture Concerning Representative to, 4, 108, 109
Voting, Rules Governing, 14f.
Westminster Theological Journal, 37
Westminster Theological Seminary, 37, 38, 112
Work of Evangelist, Report of Committee on, 86ff.
Worshi ; Principle Regulative of, 10lff.
Young ffeople’s Lessons, 33

Minutes may be purchased at 728 Schaff. Building
Philadelphia 2, Pa.
Price, One Dollar
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